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ATTACHMENT C
COMMENT LETTERS IDENTIFIERS

Letter Name | Date Received by City
Agencies
A State Clearinghouse December 10, 2012
B State Clearinghouse January 11, 2013
C State Clearinghouse March 12, 2013 — Late
D Department of Toxic Substances Control February 4, 2013
E Department of Fish and Wildlife January 31, 2013
F South Coast Air Quality Management District January 8, 2013
G Pechanga Indian Reservation February 4, 2013
H Cultural Resources Management Department, December 18, 2012

San Manuel Band of Mission Indians

Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians January 29, 2013

Organizations

January 31, 2013

J Riverside Land Conservancy March 21, 2011
Victoria Avenue Forever February 26, 2013
L Johnson & Sedlack February 28, 2013
Individuals
December 13, 2012
M Wilkman, Bill March 1, 2013
January 10, 2013
N Ainsworth, Michael February 26, 2013
November 14, 2012
December 13, 2012
December 17, 2012
0] Bellanca. Anthony January 9, 2013
February 27, 2013
February 28, 2013
Buster, Bob
P Humboldt, Mary March 1, 2013
Q Dredla, Jeff January 11, 2013
Foraker, Mike
R Foraker, Phyllis January 14, 2013
S Gless, John J. February 25, 2013
T Grissom, Michael P. January 2, 2013
March 1, 2013
v Gunther, Kurt D. December 19, 2012
Hallgren Steve December 13, 2012
Hallgren, Penny January 9, 2013
w McKeith, Marylinda March 1, 2013
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ATTACHMENT C
COMMENT LETTERS IDENTIFIERS

Letter Name Date Received by City
McKeith, Malissa
X Taylor, Thomas S. January 30, 2013
. i February 27, 2013
Y Wahlquist, David February 1, 2013
December 13, 2012
Z Wilson, Andy March 1, 2013
AA AlAbbasi, Elizabeth February 20, 2013
AB Bailey, Scott and Beverly February 28, 2013
AC Bennett, Jon January 16, 2013
AD Blackmore, Tammie January 9, 2013
AE Bodle, Rick and Kathy February 6, 2013
AF Brian, Allen January 21, 2013
AG Buenrostro, Sergio March 1, 2013
. December 12, 2012
AH Butcher, Andy and Katie February 25, 2013
Al Cade, John January 6, 2013
AJ Carstensen, Vinson February 27, 2013
AK Chiuminatta, Ed January 25, 2013
AL Cook, Craig February 28, 2013
AM Cordner, Evelyn January 11, 2013
AN Davidson, Karren March 19, 2011
AO Davis, Paul December 28, 2012
AP DeMason, Darleen January 11, 2013
AQ Demshki, Betsy February 25, 2013
AR Desar, Vinod December 13, 2012
AS Dieterle, Kelli February 19, 2013
AT Duke, Robert and Janis February 19, 2013
AU Ellis, Catherine February 4, 2013
AV Emeruwa, Meg January 17, 2013
AW Eskritt, Diane February 24, 2013
AX Felix, Tammy February 19, 2013
AY Felix, Tammy February 2, 2013
AZ Gerber, Donald February 20, 2013
BA Gilbert, Travis January 16, 2013
BB Goodman, Shelton February 12, 2013
BC Graham, Juli February 21, 2013
BD Green, Dolores January 14, 2013
BE Gromis, Troy March 1, 2013
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ATTACHMENT C
COMMENT LETTERS IDENTIFIERS

Letter Name Date Received by City
BF Haddad, Anne February 6, 2013
BG Haddad, W.B. February 6, 2013
BH Hamzeinejad, Michelle January 25, 2013
BI Hamzeinejad, Omid January 18, 2013
BJ Harrigan, Marie January 17, 2013
BK Hoch, Karen February 26, 2013
BL Hunt, Tom January 7, 2013
BM Jones, Stephen and Maria January 22, 2013
BN Jones, Steve December 30, 2012
BO Kalu, Rafig and Susanna January 26, 2013
BP Kelley, Debbie December 12, 2012
BQ Kuruvila, Alexander and Valsa February 26, 2013
BR Lee, Collette February 20, 2013
BS Lohr, Stuart January 7, 2013
BT Luchs, Connie February 28, 2013
BU Luebs, Peggy January 5, 2013
BV Mahoney, Kerry January 9, 2013
BW McKee, Steve February 25, 2013
BX McMillin, Ken and Rhonda February 21, 2013
BY Mendoza, Morris December 31, 2012
BZ Mihelich, Michael January 7, 2013
CA Minkler, Henry January 20, 2013
CB Monnig, JC January 18, 2013
CC Morey, Katina January 16, 2013
CD Mossestad, Marlene February 6, 2013
CE Naik, Suneal February 3, 2013
CF Nichols, Don February 21, 2013
CG O’Connell, Jonathan January 25, 2013
CH Oels, Carola February 28, 2013
Cl Oels, Ulrich March 1, 2013
CJ Olds, G. Richard January 23, 2013

. January 22, 2013
CK Olds, Jackie January 23, 2013

. January 11, 2013
CL Orens, Marilyn July 10, 2013 — Late
CM Ortuno-Davari, Dewitt February 19, 2013
CN Palmerin, Virginia January 1, 2013
CO Patankar, Kanchan January 18, 2013
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ATTACHMENT C

COMMENT LETTERS IDENTIFIERS

Letter Name Date Received by City
CP Pechan, S. December 30, 2012
cQ Peters, Gary January 11, 2013
CR Pond, Charis March 20, 2011
CS Pond, Charis January 10, 2013 (2-emails)
CT Prewitt, Tom February 4, 2013
CuU Rashidi, Kathryn January 11, 2013
Ccv Rios, Cecilia January 29, 2013
Ccw Rotar, Ana March 1, 2013
CX Rowland, Suzanne February 28, 2013
CYy Rusich, Marianne February 20, 2013
Cz Russell, Suzanne March 18, 2011
DA Sauers, David January 7, 2013
DB Sawa, Kenny February 20, 2013
DC Sheehe, Brian and Michele March 1, 2013
DD Shirk, Lois January 25, 2013
DE Soulia, Rhonda March 1, 2013
DF Stephenson, Debi February 1, 2013
DG Stephenson, John January 23, 2013
DH Straus, Daniel January 9, 2013
DI Swearingen, Nancy December 12, 2012

January 9, 2013,
DJ Taylor, Clark February 26, 2013
DK Telliard, Anthony and Donna December 30, 2012
DL Tomberlin, Kay February 20, 2013
DM Viafora, Paul, January 9, 2013
DN Wallace, Jody February 20, 2013
DO Walton, Peggy April 15, 2013 — Late
DP Weir, Pati March 16, 2011
DQ Wells, Don February 26, 2013
DR Williams, Gordon and Verna December 12, 2012
DS Wiseman, Jerry February 26, 2013
DT Wolgemuth, Debbie January 6, 2013
DU Wright, Karen Doris December 12, 2012
DV Wright, Karen Doris January 9, 2013
DW Wright, Karen Doris March 1, 2013
DX Wright, Karen Doris March 1, 2013
DY Wright, Karen Doris March 1, 2013
Dz Wright, Karen Doris March 1, 2013
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Letter A

Al

Attachment C—Page 5



Letter A - Page 2

Attachment C — Page 6



Response to Letter A

Al: This letter acknowledging receipt of materials for the public review period and the date for comments has
become part of the public record.
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Letter B

Bl
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Letter B —page 2
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Letter B —Page 3
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Response to Letter B

B1: This letter accurately reports that the public review period was extended an additional 30 days, to March
1, 2013.
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Letter C

C1
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Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2011021028
Project Title  Crystal View Terrace/Green Orchard Place/Overlook Parkway Project
Lead Agency Riverside, City of
Type EIR Draft EIR
Description NOTE: Review Extended Per Lead

The Project includes four scenarios, each of which represents an alternative set of actions intended to
help resolve potential vehicular circulation issues associated with the gates on Crystal View Terrace
and Green Orchard Place; address the connection of Overlook Parkway easterly to Alessandro
Boulevard; and potentially provide for a future connection to the SR-91. )

Lead Agency Contact

Name Diane Jenkins
Agency City of Riverside
Phone 951 826-5625 Fax
email
Address 3900 Main Street, 3rd Floor
City Riverside State CA  Zip 92522
Project Location
County Riverside
City Riverside
Region .
Cross Streets  Crystal View Terrace/Green Orchard Place/Overlook Parkway/Kingdom Dr/Victoria/Washington
Lat/Long 33°55'50.6922" N/ 117° 22'5.9412" W
Parcel No. Roadways
Township 3S Range 5W Section S2 Base San Bemn
Proximity to:
Highways SR 91
Airports  Riverside Municipal, March ArR
Railways Union Pacific/Atchison, Topeka &
Waterways Riverside Canal/Gage Canal
Schools many
Land Use Roadways/N/A/N/A Surrounded by RC-Residential Conservation, R-1-1 1/2 Acre, R-1-10500 Zoning
and Open Space Natural Resources/Hillside Residential/Low Density Residential General Plan
Project Issues Archaeologic-Historic; Air Quality; Agricultural Land; Biological Resources; Noise; Soil
Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Traffic/Circulation; Water Quality; Toxic/Hazardous; Wildlife;
Wetland/Riparian; Landuse; Cumulative Effects
Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of Fish and Wildlife, Region 6; Office of Historic Preservation;
Agencies Department of Parks and Recreation; Department of Water Resources; California Highway Patrol;

Caltrans, District 8; Air Resources Board, Transportation Projects; Regional Water Quality Control
Board, Region 8; Department of Toxic Substances Control; Native American Heritage Commission

Date Received

12/03/2012 Start of Review 12/03/2012 End of Review 03/01/2012
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Response to Letter C

C1: We appreciate the coordination and cooperation of the State Clearinghouse in disseminating information
about the DEIR and the public review period. The comment letter from the Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC) sent to OPR was also sent to the City directly. Responses to this letter,
identified as Letter D, are provided below. No further response required.
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Letter D

D-1

D-2
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Letter D — page 2

Ms. Diane Jenkins
January 29, 2013
Page 2

2)

3)

Envirostor (formerly CalSites): A Database primarily used by the California
Department.of Toxic Substances Control, accessible through DTSC's website

(see below).

Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System (RCRIS): A database
of RCRA facilities that is maintained by U.S. EPA.

Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability
Information System (CERCLIS): A database of CERCLA sites that is maintained

by U.S.EPA.

Solid Waste Information System (SWIS): A database provided by the California
Integrated Waste Management Board which consists of both open as well as
closed and inactive solid waste disposal facilities and transfer stations.

GeoTracker: A List that is maintained by Regional Water Quality Control Boards.

Local Céunties and Cities maintain lists for hazardous substances cleanup sites
and leaking underground storage tanks.

The United States Army Corps of Engineers, 911 Wilshire Boulevard, Los
Angeles, California, 90017, (213) 452-3908, maintains a list of Formerly Used
Defense Sites (FUDS). e

‘The EIR should identify the mechanism to initiate any required investigation

and/or remediation for any site within the proposed Project area that may be
contaminated, and the government agency to provide appropriate regulatory
oversight. If necessary, DTSC would require an oversight agreement in order to
review such documents.

Any environmental investigations, sampling and/or remediation for a site should
be conducted under a Workplan approved and overseen by a regulatory agency
that has jurisdiction to oversee hazardous substance cleanup. The findings of
any investigations, including any Phase | or Il Environmental Site Assessment
Investigations should be summarized in the document. All sampling results in
which hazardous substances were found above regulatory standards should be
clearly summarized in a table. All closure, certification or remediation approval
reports by regulatory agencies should be included in the EIR.

If buildings, other structures, asphalt or concrete-paved surface areas are being
planned to be demolished, an investigation should also be conducted for the
presence of other hazardous chemicals, mercury, and asbestos containing
materials (ACMs). If other hazardous chemicals, lead-based paints (LPB) or
products, mercury or ACMs are identified, proper precautions should be taken
during demolition activities. Additionally, the contaminants should be remediated
in compliance with California environmental regulations and policies.

D-2
(cont.)

D-3

D-4

D-5
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Letter D — page 3

Ms. Diane Jenkins
January 29, 2013
Page 3

5) Future project construction may require soil excavation or filling in certain areas.
Sampling may be required. If soil is contaminated, it must be properly disposed
and not simply placed in another location onsite. Land Disposal Restrictions
(LDRs) may be applicable to such soils. Also, if the project proposes to import
soil to backfill the areas excavated, sampling should be conducted to ensure that
the imported soil is free of contamination. :

6) Human health and the environment of sensitive receptors should be protected
during any construction or demolition activities. If necessary, a health risk
assessment overseen and approved by the appropriate government agency
should be conducted by a qualified health risk assessor to determine if there are,
have been, or will be, any releases of hazardous materials that may pose a risk -
to human health or the environment.

7)  Ifthe site was used for agricultural, livestock or related activities, onsite soils and
groundwater might contain pesticides, agricultural chemical, organic waste or
other related residue. Proper investigation, and remedial actions, if necessary,
should be conducted under the oversight of and approved by a government
agency at the site prior to construction of the project.

8) If it is determined that hazardous wastes are, or will be, generated by the B
proposed operations, the wastes must be managed in accordance with the
California Hazardous Waste Control Law (California Health and Safety Code,
Division 20, Chapter 6.5) and the Hazardous Waste Control Regulations
(California Code of Regulations, Title 22, Division 4.5). If it is determined that
hazardous wastes will be generated, the facility should also obtain a United
States Environmental Protection Agency Identification Number by contacting
(800) 618-6942. Certain hazardous waste treatment processes or hazardous
materials, handling, storage or uses may require authorization from the local

Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA). Information about the requirement for
authorization can be obtained by contacting your local CUPA.

9) DTSC can provide cleanup oversight through an Environmental Oversight
Agreement (EOA) for government agencies that are not responsible parties, or a
Voluntary Cleanup Agreement (VCA) for private parties. For additional information
on the EOA or VCA, please see www.dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/Brownfields, or
contact Ms. Maryam Tasnif-Abbasi, DTSC's Voluntary Cleanup Coordinator, at
(714) 484-5489.

10)  Also, in future CEQA document, please provide your e-mail address, so DTSC }

can send you the comments both electronically and by mail.

D-6

D-7

D-9

D-10

D-11
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Letter D —page 4

Ms. Diane Jenkins
January 29, 2013
Page 4

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Rafiq Ahmed, Project D-12
Manager, at rahmed@dtsc.ca.gov, or by phone at (714) 484-5491. -1

Sincerely,

P S

Rafiq Abmed
Project Manager
Brownfields and Environmental Restoration Program

cc:  Governor's Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse
P.O. Box 3044
Sacramento, California 95812-3044

state.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov.

CEQA Tracking Center

Department of Toxic Substances Control
Office of Environmental Planning and Analysis
P.O. Box 806 )

Sacramento, California 95812

Attn: Nancy Ritter

CEQA # 3690
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Response to Letter D

D1:

D2:

D-4:

D-5:

We acknowledge that the Department of Toxic Substance Control has received the DEIR for review.

A review of hazardous materials site lists compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 —
which encompasses the categories of potentially impacted properties identified by the commenter - was
conducted as part of the Initial Study for this project. According to the results of the checklist, which are
included as Appendix B to the DEIR, the proposed construction footprint is not included on any such lists.
Further, as described in Section 7.1 — Effects Found Not to be Significant — Hazardous Materials and Public
Health (pages 7-1 — 7-4) of the DEIR: “The General Plan 2025 Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR)
does not identify any hazardous waste sites in the Project vicinity.” Two sites within the project vicinity
were listed in the database search performed for the General Plan 2025, including the ER Carpenter site
located at 7809 Lincoln Avenue which is on the TRI database and the California Accidental Release
Prevention (CalARP) Risk Management Program (RMP) database, and the Morgan Truck Body site located
at 7888 Lincoln Avenue is on the Toxic Release Inventory (TRI) database. However, these sites are not
located within the construction footprints for any of the scenarios. The project vicinity is also located in
the airport influence areas for March Air Reserve Base (MARB) and Riverside Municipal Airport (RMA)
airports. No revisions to the DEIR were required as a result of this comment. As stated in the DEIR (page 7-
3), the actions associated with each of the scenarios would not create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment in that the scenarios either involve no construction in Scenarios 1 and 2, or construction
that would not involve nighttime lighting that might interfere with airport operations under Scenarios 3
and 4. Additionally, any Project construction or operations will not involve activities that permanently
intrude into airspace. As noted in the equipment list (see Table 2-1 — Construction Equipment for
Overlook Parkway of the DEIR, page 2-35), a crane may be required for abutment construction of the
bridge over the Alessandro Arroyo which is estimated to last approximately two months. Contractors have
options for the use of a crane depending on the site constraints. As a “worst case” scenario, a
conservative estimate would be a crane which could extend up to 150’ above the existing Overlook
Parkway for construction near Abutment 1; but would likely be less. For construction near Bent 2 and
Abutment 3, the crane would most likely be located in the arroyo, so the crane elevation would be less
than 150 feet. This height would be within the maximum allowable limit of 150 feet above the runway
ground level elevation for the MARB aviation easement within the airport influence areas. There is no
height limit zoning for the portion of the project within the airport influence area for the RMA.
Additionally, the Alessandro Arroyo is — at its closet point approximately 5 miles from the Riverside
Municipal Airport and approximately 4.3 miles from the March Air Reserve Base. Therefore, in the worst
case scenario, cranes could extend to approximately 150 feet, (the maximum allowable within the airport
influence areas); however, this would be a temporary occurrence during construction and does not
represent a permanent condition, and this condition is fully and accurately documented in the EIR (page
7-3).

The components associated with the four scenarios are not located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites, and the scenarios would not affect airport operations or propose new
structures in this area. This project would not cause a significant hazard to the public or the environment
and hazardous materials were determined to be an effect found not significant.

The proposed project involves the local roadway system in the eastern portion of the City of Riverside.
The project involves either removing or maintaining traffic control barriers in two locations, existing
asphalt and concrete-paved roadway surfaces, most of which would remain in place, and potentially
constructing new bridge and roadway connections; however, these components are not located on
hazardous sites. There are no reported hazardous material sites within the project footprint, and further
investigation and/or remediation would not be required. See also Response to Comment D-2 above.

See Responses to Comments D-2 and D-3 above.

See Responses to Comments D-2 and D-3 above. The proposed Project involves either maintaining
(Scenario 1) or removing traffic control barriers in two locations (Scenario 2); potentially constructing new
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D-6:

D-7:

bridge and roadway connections (Scenario 3); or construction roadway connection and removing some
existing asphalt and concrete-paved roadway surfaces and constructing Proposed C Street (Scenario 4).
As stated in D-3 above, these components are not located on hazardous sites. No buildings or other
structures would be demolished as part of the project; thus, the City does not anticipate the presence of
any hazardous chemicals, lead based paint, mercury, or asbestos containing materials (ACM). With
respect to evaluating the potential for impacts relating to the pavement which will be removed as part of
the vacating of the right-of-way under Scenario 4 (see Project Components under Section 2.6.4 — Scenario
4, Project Components of the DEIR, page 2-41), the applicable CEQA threshold (as stated on page 7-1 —
Effects Found Not to be Significant, Hazardous Materials and Public Health of the DEIR) is “Create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials”. Disposal of fully-cured asphalt can be recycled and is not considered hazardous
waste. Further, standard contract documents for City projects require that any pavement removed during
construction would be recycled at an appropriate facility or disposed of in accordance with standard
regulations contained within Title 14, Division 7 of the California Code of Regulations, Section 17388.2.
This section lists excluded activities that do not result in construction and demolition waste.

Section 17388.2 (a)(2) Engineered fill activities which have local permits as required, and are carried out
in conjunction with a construction project (e.g. building and other construction, bridge and roadway work,
development of pathways or riding trails, etc.) and which use uncontaminated concrete and/or fully cured
asphalt which has been reduced in particle size to 2” or less as part of a recycling activity and concludes
within two years from commencement.

(6) The use of fully cured asphalt, uncontaminated concrete (including steel reinforcing rods embedded in
the concrete), crushed glass, brick, ceramics, clay and clay products, which may be mixed with rock and
soil, in connection with road building, road repair, airport runway construction, bridge and roadway work,
levee work, flood control work, and all associated activities by Federal, State and local public works
agencies and their contractors.

Therefore, disposal in accordance with Title 14, Division 7 would preclude the possibility of a significant
impact with respect to the applicable CEQA threshold. Remediation would not be required.

Soils contaminated by agricultural activities are typically a concern because of land use changes involving
the construction of housing developments on former agricultural lands. The State of California
Environmental Protection Agency Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) provides guidelines for
California Human Health Screening Levels for residential and commercial/industrial uses. These screening
levels do not apply to roadway construction. Soil sampling of agricultural residue is only required for
housing, etc., and would not be required for the proposed Project. There are no land use changes or
housing developments associated with the project. Soil excavation or filling may be required under
Scenario 4, which includes the construction of Proposed C Street. For soil used to backfill areas, standard
construction best management practices would be implemented according to contract bid specifications
for construction contractors. Examples of best management practices include backfilling with required
compaction percentage in the contract documents to result in ground stability by tamping soil or using a
tracked vehicle; using biodegradable wattles, ground matting, and spraying soil piles with water to
prevent dust; and using soil from approved source. DTSC has established guidelines for clean imported fill
material that apply only to sensitive land use properties such as homes, schools, and hospitals
(Information Advisory Clean Imported Fill Material 2001). Roadways are not included. In summary,
roadway construction is not subject to regulations related to soil testing and implementation of BMPs
would reduce potential exposure. No new significant unavoidable impacts are identified.

Section 3.2.6.1 — Issue 4 — Sensitive Receptors — Impact Analysis of the DEIR (pages 3.2-29 3.2-45)
evaluated sensitive receptors with regards to carbon monoxide and diesel particulate matter air quality
emissions during both construction and operation of each scenario associated with the project.
Additionally, the DEIR (Issues 2 and 3 — Air Quality Violations/Pollutant Emissions pages 3.2-16 through
3.2-29) analyzed Project construction and operational emissions associated with air quality criteria
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D-8:

D-9:

D-10:

D-11:

D-12:

pollutants. As stated therein, all impacts were determined to be less than significant under each scenario.
Because all impacts are less than significant under applicable regulatory agency standards, a further
health risk assessment is not required. As detailed in Section 7.1 — Effects Found Not to be Significant —
Hazardous Materials and Public Health of the DEIR (pages 7-1 — 7-4), during construction of Scenarios 3
and 4, there may be small quantities of hazardous materials associated with construction equipment such
as fuels, lubricants, and solvents. City standards and policies regarding the use of hazardous material
would be followed.

See response to Comment D-6 above. Due to the agricultural use of the area within the footprint for the
Proposed C Street, it is possible that soils may contain pesticides, agricultural chemicals, or other related
residue; however, construction of the bridge and roadway over the arroyo would not pose a risk related
to residual contamination because those features will not be located in areas with prior agricultural use.
Remedial actions would apply only to projects which involve a residential or similar use. The Project
would not involve the construction of housing. Further, even if the project involved housing or other use
where prolonged human exposure to the soils were to occur, it would not rise to a level of significance.
Industry standard practice would be for the affected soils to be removed, then tested and verified by the
City prior to issuance of a building permit.

As stated in Section 7.1 — Effects Found Not to be Significant — Hazardous Materials and Public Health of
the DEIR (pages 7-1 — 7-2), “the Project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine use, transport, storage, or disposal of hazardous materials.” This is
because the Project involves only road construction, and is not a waste treatment or hazardous materials
facility. No hazardous waste would be generated by the project under any of the scenarios. Furthermore,
as noted in the Errata (page 68), Section 7.1 — Effects Found Not to be Significant of the DEIR has been
revised to provide additional detail regarding City procedures for the use of hazardous materials:

During construction activities for Scenarios 3 and 4, there may be small quantities of hazardous materials
associated with construction equipment such as fuels, lubricants, and solvents. City of Riverside standards
and policies regarding the use of hazardous material would be followed. The City uses the 2012 Edition of
the Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction Greenbook. Contract specifications for
construction projects require contractors to follow the requirements in that book. In particular, Section 7-
10.4.4 requires the strict adherence by the contractor to the California Division of Industrial Safety in
regard to the use of hazardous materials. The contractors are also required to adhere to all existing state
and federal laws, which would include the proper disposal of hazardous materials. The Project does not
include the permanent use of hazardous materials; therefore, impacts associated with the potential short-
term use of hazardous materials during construction would be considered not significant. Contract
specifications for this project, if Scenario 3 or 4 is selected, would outline requirements related to the use,
storage, and transport of all materials. There is no change to the conclusion that the Project would not
result in a significant impact related to hazardous materials.

We appreciate the cooperation of the Department of Toxic Substances Control.

The Department’s request is noted. The contact for any future correspondence in regards to this project
will be Steve Hayes, AICP at shayes@riversideca.gov.

Comments from the Department of Toxic Substances Control have become part of the public record.
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Letter E
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Letter E — Page 2

(Cont.)

E-2

E-3

E-4
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Letter E — Page 3

E-5

E-6

E-7

E-8

E-9
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Letter E—page 4

(cont.)

E-10

E-11

E-12
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Letter E —page 5
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Response to Letter E

E1l:

E2:

E-3:

We acknowledge and appreciate the California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW) participation
and review of the proposed Crystal View Terrace/Green Orchard Place/Overlook Parkway Project DEIR.
The California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s role as a Responsible and Trustee Agency is outlined in
Section 1.2.3 — EIR Legal Authority of the DEIR.

We concur with the summary of the project presented in this comment. As stated in Section 3.3 —
Biological Resources of the DEIR, the project is subject to the MSHCP as the City is a participant in the
plan, but the project footprint is not located within a Criteria Cell, Core, or Linkage and would not
adversely affect reserve assembly.

Because Scenarios 1 and 2 involve only the closure or removal of the existing gates that exist near
Overlook Parkway, no impact to biological resources would occur as a result the implementation of either
of these scenarios. Accordingly, a Determination of Biological Equivalent or Superior Preservation
(DBESP) is not required for those scenarios. However, a DBESP was completed for Scenarios 3 and 4 of
the project and submitted to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife for a 60-day review prior to
the public review period and in accordance with review procedures. No comments were received on the
DBESP. In addition, the City met with representatives from the wildlife agencies. The City complied with
the requirements of the Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP), and the DBESP was
released for public review as part of the DEIR. As concluded in the DBESP, “...the project would mitigate all
temporary and permanent impacts to riparian/riverine areas, including southern willow scrub and
unvegetated drainage. Mitigation would occur with creation, enhancement, or preservation of
riparian/riverine habitat at a location to be determined in consultation with the City, United States Army
Corps of Engineers (ACOE), and CDFW. Therefore, the net effect of the project on riparian/riverine areas
would be equivalent or superior to the existing conditions.

Moreover, the DEIR explains that such mitigation shall “achieve a no-net-loss of jurisdictional resources,
as determined by a qualified restoration specialist in consultation with the regulatory agencies.” (DEIR p.
3.3-58). Additionally, the City identified specific mitigation actions (such as resource restoration and
creation) and mitigation ratios for all impacts to southern willow scrub and jurisdictional resources. Those
mitigation action and ratios are set forth in Mitigation Measure BIO-2 and have been revised, per the
commenter’s request, in the Errata. (DEIR p. 3.3-58; Errata pages 48-49) Accordingly, and per the
commenter’s recommendation, the City is increasing the mitigation replacement ratio for permanent
impacts to southern willow scrub and jurisdictional waters to 3:1. Temporary impacts to southern willow
scrub and jurisdictional waters shall be mitigated on-site at a 1:1 ratio through restoration of the areas
disturbed during construction. Additionally, the City is a signatory to the implementing agreement of the
MSHCP. The DEIR analyzed the consistency of the proposed Project with applicable general plans and
regional plans, including the Western Riverside County MSHCP in Sections 3.3.1.3 — Regulatory Setting —
Local (pages 3.3-7 - 3.3-16) and 3.9.6.1 — Habitat Conservation Plan — Impact Analysis (pages 3.3-64 —
3.367) of the DEIR. Table 3.3-2 — Planning Species and Biological Issues/Considerations for the
Riverside/Norco Area Plan (page 3.3-14), found in Section 3.3 — Biological Resources of the DEIR, details
the covered species and the biological issues/considerations identified in the MSHCP for the
Riverside/Norco Area Plan. All four scenarios would not conflict with any approved conservation plan,
including the MSHCP.

Based on habitat analysis and potential occurrence summarized in Section 3.3.2.2a — Special Status
Resources — Special Status Species of the DEIR (pages 3.3-18 — 3.3-27), it was determined that suitable
habitat for the least Bell’s vireo is present within the Alessandro Arroyo Survey Area, and in 2005, this
species was recorded within 0.7 mile of the Alessandro Arroyo (State of California 2010). Focused surveys
for the least Bell’s vireo were conducted. As stated in Section 3.3.2.2a — Special Status Resources — Special
Status Species of the DEIR (pages 3.3-18 — 3.3-27), this species was not detected during the surveys (full
survey results are found in Appendix D of the DEIR, Biological Technical Report).
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In accordance with MSHCP requirements and as stated in Section 3.3.2.2a — Special Status Resources —
Special Status Species of the DEIR (pages 3.3-18 — 3.3-27), focused surveys for the coastal California
gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica) are not required in the three survey areas, and therefore,
none were conducted. Section 3.3.2.2a — Special Status Resources — Special Status Species of the DEIR
(pages 3.3-18 — 3.3-27) summarizes the results of the survey which stated that although coastal California
gnatcatcher was not detected during the general surveys, there is suitable nesting habitat within the
Riversidean sage scrub and United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) designated Critical Habitat for
this species in the Eastern and Alessandro Arroyo Survey Areas (see also Table 3.3-2 — Planning Species
and Biological Issues/Considerations for the Riverside/Norco Area Plan (page 3.3-14) of the DEIR).

Scenarios 1 and 2 would have no impact on biological resources, as detailed in Section 3.3.4 — Special
Status Species of the DEIR (pages 3.3-40 — 3.3-45). This is because Scenarios 1 and 2 involve only the
closure or removal of the existing gates that exist at the top of Overlook Parkway and will not involve any
other construction activities that may impact biological resources. However, Scenarios 3 and 4 are
discussed below.

1. Section 3.3.5.3 Riparian/Wetland Communities —Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting of the DEIR
(pages 3.3-58 — 3.3-59) as revised by the Errata (pages 48-49) provides the requirements for wetland
mitigation that will comprise the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Programs, should either
Scenario 3 or 4 be selected as the preferred project. In conjunction with the preparation of a
Streambed Alteration Agreement (SAA), the specific location of the enhancement/creation or the
mitigation credits would be identified in a plan provided for review by the Department. As part of the
Streambed Alteration Agreement, a Wetland Mitigation Plan would be prepared under Scenarios 3 or
4. This plan, synonymous with a Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan, would be prepared and
approved prior to construction and would identify the location of creation/restoration and
enhancement areas, include methods involved to implement the mitigation effort, and outline a
maintenance and monitoring program which is required to ensure the success of the mitigation. This
Plan would thus not be a part of the FEIR; rather, it would be prepared if the City Council selected
Scenario 3 or 4 and would be required to be approved by the CDFW prior to obtaining a Streambed
Alteration Agreement (if Scenario 3 or 4 is implemented). (Since the City Council has not yet selected
a scenario, it would not be an efficient use of tax payers’ funds to prepare a plan if scenario 1 or 2 is
ultimately selected.) The plan would not change the mitigation ratios identified by the DEIR.

2. If Scenario 3 or 4 is implemented, the City will provide the results of pre-construction surveys for
riparian birds and burrowing owl as requested by the Department.

3. As stated in section 3.3.2.2b — Special Status Resources — Jurisdictional and Riparian Assessment of
the DEIR (pages 3.3-27 — 3.3-32), CDFG jurisdictional areas occur within the Alessandro Arroyo Survey
Area. Proposed impacts under Scenarios 3 or 4 would require a Streambed Alteration Agreement. We
concur that, if either Scenario 3 or 4 is selected as a preferred alternative, the agreement notification
will be submitted prior to construction and that construction activities would be required to comply
with permit conditions. Issuance of a Streambed Alternation Agreement requires a certified CEQA
document and thus, the application cannot be submitted at this time. Additionally, as noted above, if
the City Council selects Scenario 1 or 2, a Streambed Alteration Agreement would not be required.

Potential impacts and mitigation measures associated with Scenarios 3 and 4 are fully analyzed in Section
3.3.5 — Riparian/Wetland Communities of the DEIR (pages 3.3-45 — 3.3-59). The DEIR has been revised
through the Errata (pages 48-49) to show that the City will mitigate permanent impacts to southern
willow scrub and jurisdictional waters at a 3:1 replacement-to-impact ratio, as requested by the CDFW.
Temporary impacts to southern willow scrub and jurisdictional waters shall be mitigated on-site through
restoration of the areas disturbed during construction at a 1:1 ratio. The corresponding mitigation ratios
have been updated and are summarized below. This does not represent “significant new information”
that requires the recirculation of the DEIR, as the mitigation measure is not considerably different from
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E-8:

the original mitigation measure (MM-BIO-2) and further reduces impacts to jurisdictional resources
(Section 15088.5(a)(3)).

As detailed in Section 3.3.5.3 — Riparian/Wetland Communities — Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting
(pages 3.3-58 — 3.3-59) and summarized in Table 3.3-6 — Jurisdictional Resources Within the Survey Areas
of the DEIR (page 3.3-28), mitigation is required for the impacts to disturbance and removal of southern
willow scrub and jurisdictional resources. The DEIR and technical documents prepared address
Riparian/Riverine resources as described in the MSHCP. Early notification has been a part of the process
for this project. The City met with representatives of the resource agencies on March 15, 2012 and also
submitted the biological technical reports, including the DBESP, for review prior to the public review
period as requested. Please also refer to the Biological Resources Technical Report included as Appendix
D of the DEIR, which includes detailed survey reports, habitat assessments, and analysis. As mentioned
above in response to E-5, a Streambed Alteration Agreement would be submitted by the City as
recommended by the Department if the City Council selects Scenario 3 or 4. Authorized impacts to
jurisdictional resources would require mitigation in the form of habitat creation, enhancement, or
restoration or the purchase of off-site mitigation credits to achieve a no-net-loss of jurisdictional
resources, as determined by a qualified restoration specialist in consultation with the regulatory agencies.
Mitigation for state and federal waters proposed in the DEIR is subject to the approval of the regulatory
agencies during the permitting process.

The Project consists of four scenarios. Scenarios 1 and 2 would have no impact on biological resources, as
detailed in Section 3.3.4 — Special Status species (pages 3.3-40 — 3.3-45) because Scenarios 1 and 2 involve
only the closure or removal of the existing gates that exist at the top of Overlook Parkway and will not
involve any other construction activities that may impact biological resources. The DEIR also fully
analyzed biological impacts to Scenarios 3 and 4, and provides adequate mitigation in Section 3.3.5.3 —
Riparian/Wetland Communities — Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting (pages 3.3-58 — 3.3-59), as
amended by the Errata (pages 48-49). As detailed above in response to Comment E-4, if Scenario 3 or 4 is
chosen to be implemented by decision makers, the City would be required to obtain a Streambed
Alteration Agreement from the CDFW. Prior to obtaining the Agreement, the City will prepare a Habitat
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan. It would be inappropriate to prepare a Habitat Mitigation and
Monitoring Plan at this time. The City Council has not selected a project yet and may select Scenario 1 or
2, which would not require a SAA. Even if a Scenario had been proposed by staff, there is no CEQA
requirement that such a plan be included in an EIR. Additionally, there is no requirement that additional
CEQA review be prepared for such a plan, which would merely implement mitigation requirements.)

Potential impacts and mitigation measures associated with Scenarios 3 and 4 are fully analyzed in Section
3.3.5 — Riparian/Wetland Communities of the DEIR (pages 3.3-45 — 3.3-59). The DEIR has been revised
through the Errata (pages 48-49) to show that the City will mitigate permanent impacts to southern
willow scrub and jurisdictional waters at a 3:1 ratio, as requested by the CDFW. Temporary impacts to
southern willow scrub and jurisdictional waters shall be mitigated on-site through restoration of the areas
disturbed during construction at a 1:1 ratio. The corresponding mitigation ratios have been updated. This
does not represent “significant new information” that requires the recirculation of the DEIR, as the
mitigation measure is not considerably different from the original mitigation measure (MM-BIO-2) and
further reduces impacts to jurisdictional resources (Section 15088.5(a)(3)).

It is not the intent of the City to negotiate permit conditions “outside of the CEQA process.” The DEIR is a
project-specific EIR which fully details project impacts and how they are being mitigated, and is in full
compliance with all requirements under Section 15002 of the CEQA Guidelines. Additional CEQA
documents would not be required.

The Project consists of four scenarios. Scenarios 1 and 2 would not impact ephemeral, intermittent, and
perennial stream channels, lakes and their associated habitats.

If either Scenario 3 or 4 is selected, any unavoidable impacts as a result of bridge and road construction
would require mitigation as described in Section 3.3.5.3 — Riparian/Wetland Communities — Mitigation,
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Monitoring, and Reporting (pages 3.3-58 — 3.3-59) of the DEIR. Further, as stated in Section 3.3.5.3 —
Riparian/Wetland Communities — Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting (pages 3.3-58 — 3.3-59) of the
DEIR, the City will develop and submit a Streambed Alteration Agreement to the CDFW. The City will
follow the process for submittal in order to obtain the Streambed Alteration Agreement. As detailed
above, the DEIR has been revised to show that the City will mitigate permanent impacts to southern
willow scrub and jurisdictional waters at a 3:1 ratio, as requested by the CDFW. The corresponding
mitigation ratios have been updated in the Errata (pages 48-49). This does not represent significant new
information that changes the outcome of the Project.

The City acknowledges that the SAA would be required in the event that either Scenario 3 or 4 is selected.
A full assessment of biological and wetlands resources has been performed, please refer to Appendix D.
Further, all potential impacts to CDFW jurisdictional resources which would be impacted under Scenarios
3 or 4 were adequately disclosed in Section 3.3.5.3 — Riparian/Wetland Communities — Mitigation,
Monitoring, and Reporting (pages 3.3-58 — 3.3-59). As discussed above, prior to obtaining the Agreement,
the City will prepare a Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan.

As detailed below, information required for the processing of a Streambed Alteration Agreement can be
found within the DEIR.

1. The delineation of jurisdictional waters has been completed as part of the DEIR. The DEIR provides an
adequate delineation of jurisdictional resources that would be temporarily or permanently impacted
under Scenarios 3 and 4, as well as an estimate of impacts to each habitat type. Please refer to
Section 3.3.5 — Riparian/Wetland Communities of the DEIR (pages 3.3-45 — 3.3-59) of the DEIR. In
addition, please refer to the Wetland Delineation Report — Appendix A of Appendix B Biological
Technical Report of the DEIR for a complete methodology of the delineation of jurisdictional
resources. Typically methods include examining aerial photographs to determine potential waters,
on-site survey, excavation of soil test pits, and mapping of the extent of drainages

2. The DEIR includes two scenarios that would not impact jurisdictional resources (Scenarios 1 and 2).
Both Scenarios 3 and 4 include the completion of Overlook Parkway to the east through the
construction of the fill crossing and the Alessandro Arroyo Bridge. Because this involves the
completion of an existing roadway, impact areas were necessarily constrained. As detailed
throughout Section 2, Project Description, the City has designed these improvements to minimize
environmental damage to jurisdictional resources, such as the installation of a culvert within the fill
crossing and limiting the Alessandro Arroyo Bridge to two bridge columns (see Section 2.6.3 Project
Description — Proposed Project — Scenario 3 (pages 2-21 — 2.35) and 2.6.4 — Project Description —
Proposed Project — Scenario 4 (pages 2-35 — 2-45).

3. Additionally, the DEIR adequately details mitigation required for impacts to jurisdictional resources
within Section 3.3.5 — Riparian/Wetland Communities of the DEIR (pages 3.3-45 — 3.3-59). The DEIR
has been revised through the Errata (pages 48-49) to show that the City will mitigate permanent
impacts to southern willow scrub and jurisdictional waters at a 3:1 ratio. A habitat mitigation and
monitoring plan will be prepared by the applicant (the City) that would be required to be approved by
the CDFW prior to the issuance of a Streambed Alteration Agreement.

See also responses to comments E-4-9. The DEIR adequately details specific mitigation measures required
for impacts to jurisdictional resources within Section 3.3.5 — Riparian/Wetland Communities of the DEIR
(pages 3.3-45 — 3.3-59). The Department’s role as a Trustee and Responsible Agency is acknowledged,
however, there is detailed information regarding impacts to jurisdictional resources and mitigation
measures required to reduce impacts to a level below significance in the DEIR appendices. The DEIR has
been revised through the Errata (pages 48-49 to show that the City will mitigate permanent impacts to
southern willow scrub and jurisdictional waters at a 3:1 ratio, as requested by the CDFW. The
corresponding mitigation ratios have been updated. This does not represent significant new information
that changes the outcome of the Project. The DEIR does not “deprive the public of its right to know what
project impacts are and how they are being mitigated.” Rather, the DEIR adequately details all impacts
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and mitigation measures to jurisdictional resources under Scenarios 3 and 4 (please see Section 3.3.5 —
Riparian/Wetland Communities of the DEIR (pages 3.3-45 — 3.3-59) of the DEIR). Contrary to the
commenter’s statement, the DEIR is in full compliance with all requirements under Section 15002 of the
CEQA Guidelines.

The commenter is incorrect in stating that mitigation measures required for impacts to jurisdictional
resources were not detailed in the DEIR. The impact analysis and mitigation measures provided in the
DEIR, specifically in Section 3.3.5.3 — Riparian/Wetland Communities — Mitigation, Monitoring, and
Reporting (pages 3.3-58 — 3.3-59), provides mitigation measures that would be required to reduce
impacts to a level that is less than significant. The specific mitigation measure required for
implementation of Scenarios 3 and 4 was identified as Mitigation Measure (MM)-BIO-2, which has now
been revised (Errata pages 48-49) to increase the required mitigation ratios per the commenter’s request.
Thus, the CDFW is incorrect that the Lead Agency did not identify mitigation measures, and is well within
their discretion as Lead Agency to make the determination that impacts to jurisdictional resources are less
than significant with incorporation of MM-BIO-2.

As required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15097, the Lead Agency will impose all feasible mitigation for
potentially significant impacts and ensure that the mitigation measures identified in the EIR are
implemented by adopting a program for monitoring or reporting on the measures it has imposed to
mitigate or avoid significant environmental effects. The Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program
for the scenario that is chosen by decision makers will become part of the FEIR. As part of MM-BIO-2, a
Wetland Mitigation Plan that details the location of the creation/restoration and enhancement areas,
methods to implement, and maintenance and monitoring procedures is required. The City will work with
the Department of Fish and Wildlife to identify a specific location for a site which is appropriate for the
creation and/or enhancement obligation if Scenario 3 or 4 is selected by the City Council.

As detailed in the responses E-4-11 above, the DEIR is adequate “for purposes of CEQA” and identifies all
required impacts and mitigation measures for impacts to jurisdictional resources under Scenarios 3 and 4.

The FEIR has been revised to show that permanent impacts to southern willow scrub and jurisdictional
resources under Scenarios 3 and 4 would be mitigated at a 3:1 ratio rather than a 2:1 ratio The DEIR has
been revised through the Errata (pages 48-49). Temporary impacts to southern willow scrub and
jurisdictional waters remain the same in the DEIR and shall be mitigated on-site through restoration of the
areas disturbed during construction at a 1:1 ratio. This does not represent “significant new information”
that requires the recirculation of the DEIR, as the mitigation measure is not considerably different from
the original mitigation measure (MM-BIO-2) and further reduces impacts to jurisdictional resources
(Section 15088.5(a)(3)).
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F-1
(cont.)
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Response to Letter F

F1:

We appreciate the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD) participation and review of
the proposed Crystal View Terrace/Green Orchard Place/Overlook Parkway Project DEIR.

The Air Quality Management District (AQMD) guidance for performing a localized air quality analysis was
reviewed and impacts evaluated. The AQMD Fact Sheet for Applying California Emissions Estimator Model
(CalEEMod) to Localized Significance Thresholds was used to determine impacts.

The Air Quality Analysis (Appendix C) and Section 3.2 — Air Quality of the DEIR assumed Scenario 3 would
require the grading for the bridge and roadway construction of approximately four acres. However,
CalEEMod calculates construction emissions based on the number of equipment hours and the maximum
daily soil disturbance activity possible for each piece of equipment per hour. Thus, for the purposes of
Localized Significance Threshold (LST) analysis, the maximum number of acres disturbed on the peak day
was determined using the CalEEMod appendix as advised by the AQMD Fact Sheet for Applying CalEEMod
to Localized Significance Thresholds.

Based on the fact sheet and equipment list from the DEIR, a maximum of 1.5 acres would be active per
day. The AQMD LST mass rate look-up tables were used to evaluate the allowable emissions of NOx, CO,
PMy,, and PM,s. The sensitive receptor closest to the Scenario 3 construction area is approximately 100
meters away. The maximum daily emissions emitted from construction of Scenario 3 were calculated as
part of the Air Quality Analysis and are presented in Table 3.2-5 — Summary of Worst-Case Construction
Emissions (page 3.2-20) in Section 3.2.5.1 — Air Quality Violation/Pollutant — Impact Analysis of the DEIR
(pages 3.2-16 — 3.2-28). These emissions (in pounds per day) were compared to the allowable emissions
(in pounds per day) for both a one- and a two-acre site and were compared to the construction LST
allowable emissions as follows:

Year 2012 Year 2013 LST Allowable Emissions for
Emissions Emissions 1.5-acre Site

NO, 67 63 237

co 40 40 1,984

PMyq 5 5 34

PM, 5 5 5 9

Scenario 3 construction emissions would not exceed the allowable emissions for a receptor 100 meters
away.

For Scenario 4, using the table above and the equipment list presented in Table 3.2-6 — Construction
Equipment Parameters for Proposed C Street of the DEIR (page 3.2-21), it was calculated that a maximum
of four acres would be disturbed per day. The sensitive receptor closest to the Scenario 4 construction
area is approximately 25 meters away. The maximum daily emissions emitted from construction of
Scenario 4 were calculated as part of the Air Quality Analysis and are presented in Table 3.2-7 — Summary
of Worst-Case Construction Emissions for the Proposed C Street (page 3.2-21) in Section 3.2.5.1 — Air
Quality Violation/Pollutant — Impact Analysis of the DEIR (pages 3.2-16 — 3.2-28). These emissions (in
pounds per day) were compared to the allowable emissions (in pounds per day) for a 4 acre site and were
compared to the LST allowable emissions as follows:

Year 2013 LST Allowable Emissions
Emissions for 4-acre Site

NO, 98 235

co 54 1,342

PMyq 11 11

PM, 5 8 8
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Scenario 4 construction emissions would not exceed the allowable emission for a receptor 25 meters
away.

Based on this analysis, the conclusion is less than significant which does not require a revision to the DEIR.
Even with the modification to the Proposed C Street alighment (discussed in Section 3.0 Errata to the
Draft EIR, pages 30-45), the conclusions regarding air quality and GHG emissions remain the same as
those in the DEIR. The City will provide its written responses to the AQMD’s comments in advance of any
certification of the EIR by the City.
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G-1
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Letter G

G-1
(cont.)

G-2
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Letter G

G-2
(cont.)

G-3
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Letter G

G-3
(cont.)
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Letter G

G-3
(cont.)

G-4

G-6
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G-7

G-8
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(cont.)

G-9

G-10

G-11
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(contd)

G-12

G-13
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G-13
(cont.)

G-14

G-15

G-16
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G-16
(contd.)
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Response to Letter G

G1:

G2:

G3:

G4:

G-5:

The Tribe is on the City’s distribution list for public notices and circulation of all documents related to the
Crystal View Terrace/Green Orchard Place/Overlook Parkway Project. This letter has been incorporated
into the public record for this project. The City acknowledges the summary of the comments which are
addressed individually below.

Using CEQA and City significance criteria, the milling feature (CA-RIV-10888) does not meet the threshold
for significance. Please refer to response to comment G-5. Site P-33-13737/CA-RIV-7517 was included in
the Confidential Attachment 1 of the archaeological study; however, it was not discussed in the text of the
study or the DEIR because it will not be impacted by the project. Please refer to response G-6.

We acknowledge that SB-18 consultation is on-going until the project is approved, and the City will
provide all required notices as specified under state law. As stated in Section 3.4.1.1.(b) — Regulatory
Setting — Native American Involvement of the DEIR (page 3.4-2) and “Senate Bill (SB) 18 details
requirements for local agencies to consult with identified California Native American Tribes during the
development process for General Plans and Specific Plans.” In addition, Section 3.4.2.2(b) — Existing
Cultural Resources — Native American Consultation (pages 3.4-11) states: “As part of the SB 18
consultation, the City included the people/tribes on the list supplied by the NAHC in their
correspondence... The City has met with these three tribes about this Project.”

Site P-33-13737/CA-RIV-7517, which was a focus of the Tribe’s concern, was included in the Confidential
Attachment 1 of the archaeological study; however, it was not discussed in the text of the study or the
DEIR because it will not be impacted by the project. Please refer to response G-6.

With regard to the specific location of any cultural resource, the City agrees that such information is not
subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act.

Finally, as discussed below in Response to Comment G-12, the tribes will be notified before any ground
disturbing activities are begun for the Project, if Scenarios 3 or 4 are selected as the preferred project.

The City acknowledges that the project area is part of the Luisefio’s territory and therefore part of the
Tribe’s territory. The Cultural Resources Survey (Appendix E) provides an overview of the cultural setting
for the project vicinity which is summarized in Section 3.4.2.1(d) — Environmental Setting — Historic
Background — Ethnography of the DEIR (pages 3.4-7 — 3.4-8): “The Project vicinity is in an area where the
traditional territories of the Cahuilla, Luisefio, and the Gabrielifio intersect.” The additional detail provided
in the comment is not at variance with the existing content of the DEIR. Subsequent to the receipt of this
comment letter, the City corresponded with the Pechanga Tribe via email. Ms. Hoover indicated that the
Tribe would not seek another consultation.

This comment is not at variance with the information in the DEIR. Section 3.4.5.1 — Archaeological
Resources — Impact Analysis (pages 3.4-21 — 3.4-23) for Scenarios 3 and 4, concludes there is the
possibility of subsurface prehistoric or historic deposits to be present that could be uncovered during
construction activities for the development of both Scenarios 3 and 4. Potential impacts to subsurface and
unknown archaeological resources require implementation of MM-CUL-2 and MM-CUL-3. Among other
requirements, MM-CUL-2 requires construction “monitoring by a qualified archaeologist and Native
American representative”.

The Pechanga Tribe does not state what they consider to be a village and where it has been documented.
While the comment indicates that the proposed project is located in a well-documented Luisefio Village,
the confidential maps and site forms provided by the Eastern Information Center (EIC) does not show a
village at a specific location but rather shows only scattered sites that are part of the overall settlement
pattern of the area. This confidential information is included in the Cultural Resources Survey Report as
Confidential Attachment 1 and not available to the general public; however, the City has provided this
information to the Pechanga Band. Accordingly, the Project will not result in any impacts to a Native
American village site. The conclusions in the archaeological technical report prepared for the project (see
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Appendix E of the DEIR) considers a village or habitation site to be defined as described by the California
Office of Historic Preservation (OHP 1995). This definition is the standard in the profession for cultural
resource technical reports in California (OHP 1995) Per this definition, a village or habitation debris site
consists of “deposit characterized by a wide range of artifacts, materials, or features which represent a
variety of human activities” (OHP 1995). A bedrock milling feature is defined as a site that “contains one
or more bedrock mortars, milling surfaces, or cupules which indicate material processing activity” (OHP
1995). Based on the City’s General Plan 2025 FEIR Section 5.5 (2007), bedrock milling stations represent
resource procurement and processing sites. Villages are “represented by residential bases with house
features, storage features, human burials and cremations, and rock art”. Temporary encampments are
“represented by flaked and ground stone artifact scatters with fire hearths and possibly storage features”
(City of Riverside 2007).

Site CA-RIV-10888 within the Alessandro Arroyo PIA contains one milling slick with moderate use wear
and is therefore by definition it is a bedrock milling feature site. No artifacts were noted in association
with the feature and therefore, the feature does not meet the City’s definition of a temporary
encampment or village. The milling feature is located within a floodplain in an area that has been
impacted by erosion and therefore, highly disturbed. The potential for an intact subsurface deposit is
highly unlikely.

The City concurs with the statement that milling features were used to process foodstuffs. As an
individual milling feature, CA-RIV-10888 represents the processing of a resource; however, it is not within
the discreet boundary of a village site. CA-RIV-10888 is one of the numerous sites considered part of the
broader overall settlement pattern that has been confirmed by the information provided by the Eastern
Information Center (EIC). It is clear the project area and its vicinity was a highly active and well-populated
area. Per section 3.4.2.2(d) — Existing Cultural Resources — Site Evaluation under CEQA (pages 3.4-13 —3.4-
15) of the DEIR, the site, however, is not considered significant under CEQA. Significant archaeological
sites typically are significant for the data they have yielded, or may be likely to yield, important to
prehistory or history (criterion D/4). The lack of artifacts and the low potential for a subsurface deposit
limit the information that the bedrock milling can provide. An example of what might provide information
that would be considered significant would be a diagnostic artifact or burnt bone for radiocarbon analysis
that could help date the site. This type of data would answer help chronology questions (e.g., When was
the site used; was it used by the Millingstone Horizon or the San Luis Rey Complex peoples?)

Additionally, the bedrock milling feature is not associated with an event that has made a significant
contribution the nation’s history (criterion A/1), is not associated with a person significant to our nation’s
past (criterion B/2), and does not exhibit distinctive construction methods or the work of a master
(criterion C/3).

Reference: Office of Historic Preservation (OPH). 1995. Instructions for Recording Historical Resources.
Department of Parks and Recreation, Sacramento, California.

The electronic mail on June 17, 2011 indicated that P-33-13737/CA-RIV-7517 is within the project
boundary and that the Tribe would like to have an on-site meeting to begin work to design the footings of
the bridge so as to avoid the site. CA-RIV-7517 is not within the PIA based on the survey results, Universal
Transverse Mercator (UTM) coordinates, and the Eastern Information Center’s mapped location for the
site. Based on the record search map from EIC, CA-RIV-7517 is located approximately 50 feet from the
PIA. Based on the UTM coordinates, the site is located approximately 610 feet from the PIA. Despite the
discrepancy in the location between these two sources, the site was not located within the survey
boundaries for the Alessandro Arroyo Survey area. As stated in Section 4.2 — Survey Methods of Appendix
E — Cultural Resource Survey of the DEIR, the survey included the “proposed bridge location and a buffer
extending approximately 35 meters on either side of the bridge route.” Since CA-RIV-7517 will not be
impacted by the project and is assumed to be outside of the PIA (based on both the EIC map and the UTM
coordinates), the DEIR was not required to discuss this site. This is consistent with section 15126.2 of the
CEQA Guidelines which states that an EIR shall identify and focus on the significant environmental effects
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of the proposed project. As acknowledged in the email received from the Tribe which raised a similar
issue; the City would, as an additional protective measure, condition the project to place fencing around
the perimeter of the site as a buffer to ensure that no ground disturbing activities occur within the
boundary of CA-RIV-7517.

See also Response to Comment G-6. Recirculation is not required because CA-RIV-7517 will not be
impacted by the project. CA-RIV-7517 was considered as part of the record search (Confidential
Attachment 1 of the archaeological technical report) and survey for this project. CA-RIV-7517 is outside
the PIA and would not be impacted, and therefore was not included in the summary of impacts in the
Cultural Resources Report (Section 7.0 — Impacts to Cultural Resources of Appendix E) or the DEIR.

As revised in the Errata (pages 52-54) MM-CUL-2 reads:

To reduce impacts to archaeological resources during grading and other ground disturbing activities of
previously undisturbed deposits, monitoring by a qualified archaeologist and Native American
representative shall occur for the construction of Overlook Parkway and the Proposed C Street, including
within the Alessandro Arroyo. Inspections will vary based on the rate of excavation, the materials
excavated, and the presence and abundance of artifacts and features. The frequency and location of
inspections shall be determined by the Project Archaeologist in consultation with the Native American
Monitor.

If previously unknown subsurface resources are found during grading, the Project Archaeologist, in
consultation with the Native American monitor, shall have the authority to divert or temporarily halt
ground disturbance operations in the area of discovery to allow evaluation of potentially significant
cultural resources. At the time of discovery, the City shall be notified and measures shall be implemented
to insure any Project-related impacts are reduced to a level below significance. Construction activities
shall be allowed to resume in the affected area only after the City has concurred with the evaluation. For
significant cultural resources, a Research Design and Data Recovery Program to mitigate impacts shall be
prepared by the Project Archaeologist and approved by the City, then carried out using professional
archaeological methods and sensitivity to tribal preferences and cultural concerns.

The Project Archaeologist shall submit monthly status reports to the City Public Works Department
starting from the date of the Notice to Proceed to termination of implementation of the grading
monitoring program. The reports shall briefly summarize all activities during the period and the status of
progress on overall plan implementation. Upon completion of the implementation phase, a final report
shall be submitted describing the plan compliance procedures and site conditions before and after
construction. Any final archaeological monitoring report shall be submitted to the City, the Eastern
Information Center and the monitoring tribe.

Upon completion of the Project, if no archaeological resources are encountered during grading, then a
final Negative Monitoring Report shall be submitted substantiating that grading activities are completed
and no cultural resources were encountered. Monitoring logs showing the date and time that the
monitor was on site must be included in the Negative Monitoring Report.

If archaeological resources were encountered during grading, the Project Archaeologist shall provide a
Monitoring Report stating that the field grading monitoring activities has been completed, and that
resources have been encountered. The report shall detail all cultural artifacts and deposits discovered
during monitoring and the anticipated time schedule for completion of the curation phase of the
monitoring. Materials to be curated may include archaeological specimens and samples. All project
related collections subject curation should be suitably packaged and transferred to a facility that meets
the standards of 36 CFR 79 for long-term storage.

In the second paragraph of MM-CUL-2, the following phrase “and sensitivity to tribal preferences and
cultural concerns” has been added to the end of the paragraph as requested. The paragraph now reads
as follows:
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For significant cultural resources, a Research Design and Data Recovery Program to mitigate impacts shall
be prepared by the Project Archaeologist and approved by the City, then carried out using professional
archaeological methods and sensitivity to tribal preferences and cultural concerns.

These edits do not change the significance conclusions for the DEIR. For complete text of MM-CUL-2,
please refer to response to commentGF-8.

Per section 15064.5(c)(4) of the CEQA guidelines states that “if an archaeological resources is neither a
unique archaeological nor an historical resource, the effects of the project on those resources shall not be
considered a significant effect on the environment. It shall be sufficient that both the resource and the
effect on it are noted in the...EIR...but they need not be considered further in the CEQA process”.
Mitigation measures, such as avoidance of non-significant sites, are therefore not required. There is only
one known prehistoric site, CA-RIV-10888, that will be impacted during construction. Because this is not a
significant site (historical resource) per CEQA guidelines, no avoidance mitigation measure is required. See
Response to CommentGF-5 above.

Paragraph 4 of MM-CUL-2 has been revised to include the following sentence “any final archaeological
monitoring report shall be submitted to the City, the EIC, and the monitoring tribe(s)”. This edit does not
change the significance conclusions for the DEIR. For complete text of MM-CUL-2, please refer to
response to commentGF-8 and the Errata (pages 52-54).

The City has been working with and is committed to working with the Tribes and keeping the Tribes
informed regarding project schedule; and, therefore, the proposed MM-CUL-3 is unnecessary.

The City carefully reviewed the suggested revisions and additions to the cultural mitigation for this
Project. Select recommendations and edits have been added as listed in these responses and the Errata
(page 54). MM-CUL-3 remains as numbered in the DEIR.

As revised MM-CUL-3 reads: To reduce impacts to archaeological resources for the Proposed C Street,
prior to commencement of grading, the unsurveyed portions of the route shall be surveyed by a qualified
archaeologist and a Native American representative to determine if cultural resources are present. The
survey shall follow City of Riverside guidelines in effect at the time of the survey. If no cultural resources
are found during the survey, no additional work is required prior to construction. Should cultural
resources be found in the Project impact area during the survey, the road alignment shall be redesigned
to avoid the resource. If the Project cannot be feasibly redesigned to avoid the resource, a testing
program shall be implemented under the direction of the City's Historic Preservation Officer according to
the following steps.

1. The testing program shall be written by an archaeologist qualified by the City of Riverside as a
Principal Investigator and follow current guidelines for testing of cultural resources, in
consultation with the Native American representative. Testing programs shall consist of a
combination of site mapping and the excavation of an appropriate number of test units and
shovel test pits. The testing program shall be used to identify subsurface deposits and to define
site boundaries. Testing will also determine the integrity of each resource, including presence of
disturbance to the site, extent of disturbance, and if any intact subsurface deposits remain.
Analysis of the resources shall be addressed in context of any surrounding sites and shall include
any tribal and cultural information that is available. This testing program will also determine
whether the portions of the sites in the proposed Area of Potential Effect are significant historical
resources under City of Riverside and CEQA criteria.

2. If testing determines a resource is significant under City of Riverside or CEQA guidelines, a
research design and data recovery program shall be required to mitigate Project related impacts
to a level below that of significance. The research design/data recovery program shall be written
by a City of Riverside archaeologist qualified as a Principal Investigator in consultation with the
appropriate tribe. The research design/data recovery program shall identify important research
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questions and explain procedures to be used in the excavation, analysis, and curation of
recovered materials.

These edits do not change the conclusions for the DEIR and have been recorded as changes in the Errata
to the Final EIR (pages 52-56).

The request for an additional mitigation listed in the comment letter as the proposed MM-CUL-6 is for
state law requirements; projects are required to comply with California Public Resources Code [Section
5097.98] and State Health and Safety Code [Section 7050.5]). These regulations are included in the DEIR
Section 3.4.1.2(b) and are a mandatory project component. Therefore, the addition of this as a mitigation
measure is not required for regulatory conformance.

The following language has been added to MM-CUL-2: “..Materials to be curated may include
archaeological specimens and samples ... All project related collections subject to curation should be
suitably packaged and transferred to [a] facility that meets the standards of 36 CFR 79 for long-term
storage” (MM-Cultural 3 (f).of the City of Riverside GP EIR 2007). These edits do not change the
conclusions for the DEIR. For text of MM-CUL-2, please refer response to comment G-8.

The proposed mitigation has been added as MM-CUL-4. MM-CUL-4 reads as follows: All sacred cultural
resources sites, should they be encountered within the project area, shall be avoided and cultural
resources preserved as the preferred mitigation.
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Response to Letter H

H-1: Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the public record. The City will update its records to
show Daniel McCarthy as the Director of the Cultural Resources Management Department, San Manuel
Band of Mission Indians.
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Response to Letter |

I-1:

We appreciate the review and comments from the Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians. The Cultural
Resources Report (Appendix E) and Section 3.4.2.1(d) — Environmental Setting — Ethnography of the DEIR
(pages 3.4-7 — 3.4-8) reports that the Project vicinity is in an area where the traditional territories of
several people intersect. We acknowledge that the proposed project area is within the bounds of areas
used by the Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians and have included representatives in the SB18 consultation
process.

See Response to Comment G-2. We acknowledge the comment as well as the receipt of the attachment. A
record search, sacred lands search, and onsite survey were conducted in order to evaluate the potential
for cultural resources. As noted in Response to Comment G-15, MM-CUL-2 now includes a requirement
that all project related collections subject to curation should be suitably packaged and transferred to [a]
facility that meets the standards of 36 CFR 79 for long-term storage.” In addition, the City will provide
notification 48 hours prior to ground-disturbing activities associated with the project. See also Response
to Comment G-12.

In person meetings have been included in the SB18 process to date and will continue as needed or
requested. Subsequent to the receipt of this comment letter, the City corresponded with the Soboba
Band who indicated that the tribe did not wish to seek additional consultation at this time. The City will
send a public hearing notice when the Final EIR is to be addressed by the City Council.

See response to Comment G15. MM-CUL-2 indicates that artifacts subject to curation will be curated at a
facility that meets the standards for 36 CFR 79 for long term storage. This is adequate mitigation and this
type of agreement is not in line with City policy.

If human remains are discovered during the project, work shall halt in that area and the procedures set
forth in the California Public Resources Code (Sec. 5097.98) and State Health and Safety Code (Sec.
7050.5) will be followed. The City will treat the location of any remains as strictly confidential unless
otherwise required by law. The principal archaeologist will notify the County Coroner and if the coroner
determines that the remains are of Native American descendent, the coroner will notify the Native
American Heritage Commission who will name the Most Likely Descendant (MLD). The MLD would make
recommendation for treatment and disposition of remains. Where appropriate and agreed upon in
advance, the City agrees to conduct analyses of certain artifact classes as indicated by the commenter.
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Response to Letter J

J-1:

J-2:

We appreciate the Riverside Land Conservancy participation and review of the proposed Crystal View
Terrace/Green Orchard Place/Overlook Parkway Project DEIR. Your comment letter has become part of
the project record.

As discussed in Section 3.3.6.1 — Wildlife Corridors — Impact Analysis (pages 3.3-59 — 3.3-61) of the DEIR,
proposed roadways are in an area surrounded by residential development and outside of a designated
wildlife corridor. Further, the Alessandro Arroyo is culverted to the north and south of the proposed
Project’s bridge, and ultimately the Arroyo is restricted by residential development and paved roads in
both directions. Accordingly, the utilization of the Arroyo by wildlife is very limited. Furthermore, the
bridge will span the Arroyo, such that the only permanent structures located within the Arroyo will be the
two piers — which are designed to minimize impacts within the Arroyo. As such, no significant permanent
impacts to wildlife movement will occur. With regard to temporary impacts, wildlife movement within
Alessandro Arroyo could be temporarily disrupted during construction but would return once
construction was completed. (DEIR pp. 3.3-59 through 3.3.-61.) Therefore, the DEIR’s conclusion that no
permanent impacts to wildlife movement would occur is supported by substantial evidence.

For these same reasons, impacts to Riversidean sage scrub and ornamental vegetation will also be less
than significant. (Draft EIR pp. 3.3-45, 3.3-53.) The Draft EIR explains that some impacts to riparian
southern willow scrub may occur during grading, but that mitigation in the form of restoration and
enhancement will be imposed to reduce that impact to a level of less than significant. (Draft EIR pp. 3.3-
58 through 3.3-59.)

With regard to flooding, down-cutting, and siltation, the EIR considered these issues and concluded that
no significant impacts would result. (Draft EIR pp. 3.5-20 through 3.5-25.) As set forth in the EIR, this is in
part because all construction will be subject to best management practices that will prevent and control
erosion. (Draft EIR p. 3.5-11.) As stated in this section, in addition to a Construction Site Monitoring
Program, required construction BMPs include:

*  Perimeter protection BMPs
* Sediment control and sediment control tracking BMPs

*  “Weather triggered” action plan and BMP implementation plan (40 percent chance of rain), if
applicable

* Designated and contained storage areas for materials and wastes
*  Daily removal and storage of remnant trash and debris

* A storage, service, cleaning, and maintenance area for vehicles used during construction would be
identified

*  On-site materials for spill control/containment
*  Non-storm water discharge eliminated or controlled
* Upgraded erosion control BMPs for storms within rainy season

*  Physical or vegetation erosion control BMPs installed prior to rainy season and maintained
throughout season

*  Limiting area of exposed soil to amount that can be adequately protected.

* Disturbed area not completed and not being actively graded must be fully protected if left for seven
or more calendar days.

Similarly, Project operation will include detention and treatment systems and would ensure that
significant erosion and siltation impacts do not occur. (Draft EIR p. 3.5-21.) Erosion control plans with
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notes and locations of BMPs would be detailed on grading plans and/or within a project-specific
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). Accordingly, the EIR’s conclusions are fully supported by
substantial evidence.

The commenter is incorrect in stating that cumulative impacts were not addressed in the DEIR.
Cumulative impacts are fully addressed in Section 4 — Cumulative Impacts of the DEIR.

The current status of the Arroyo is an existing condition that would not be affected (would not be
worsened or improved) by the proposed project as it lies upstream of the proposed Arroyo Crossing and
no other project-related improvements would occur within the vicinity of the Berry Road crossing. The
Berry Road condition mentioned in this comment is approximately 1,500 feet upstream of the proposed
Alessandro Arroyo Bridge crossing and 2.25 miles from the proposed C Street improvements. Because the
proposed project improvements are downstream and the proposed bridge columns would not block or
accelerate the flows, the proposed project would have no effect on the baseline condition existing at the
Berry Road culvert/crossing. Regarding indirect/cumulative impacts: As outlined in the DEIR in Section 4.5
— Hydrology/Water Quality (pages 4-11 — 4-12), development under Scenarios 3 and 4, in conjunction with
other cumulative projects, would not cause an increase in flows during storm events, and in turn would
not cause substantial erosion or flooding either on- or off-site. As stated in the analysis in Section 3.5 —
Drainage/Hydrology/Water Quality the only change to impervious surface would occur in the location of
the bridge abutments and columns within Alessandro Arroyo (1,500 feet away). In these areas, rip rap and
revegetation are proposed to facilitate infiltration and reduce erosion, thus improving drainage over and
above the existing condition. In addition, the existing 18-inch storm drains (see DEIR Figure 2-10 —
Alessandro Arroyo Bridge Plan View (page 2-28)) would be extended into the proposed roadway sections
of Overlook Parkway and would serve to convey post-construction flows into appropriate facilities,
thereby improving the runoff conditions.

As stated in the cumulative impacts analysis in Section 4 — Cumulative Impacts, proposed roadways under
Scenarios 3 and 4 include storm drain facilities and would not substantially alter existing drainage
patterns, the proposed Project would comply with water quality standards (i.e., implementation of a
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), Construction Site Monitoring Program (CSMP), and
operational Best Management Practices (BMPs) that would ensure that erosion does not occur either on-
or off-site. Regarding a cumulative effect on wildlife corridors, the DEIR (pages 4-9 and 4-10) correctly
states that “While smaller mammals and other wildlife that typically use the Alessandro Arroyo may
temporarily cease to use this corridor during construction, there would be no significant, permanent
impacts to this wildlife movement corridor. Because neither scenario would impact a wildlife corridor
associated with the Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP), no cumulative impact would
occur.”

As detailed in Section 3.5.6 — Drainage Patterns of the DEIR (pages 3.5-20 — 3.5-25), hydrological impacts
due to the construction and operation of the Overlook Parkway Bridge under Scenarios 3 and 4 would be
less than significant; thus, there would be no mitigation required. See Response J-3, above.
Furthermore, there is no nexus between the “remediation” requested by the commenter and the Project.
Specifically, the Project will not result in any potentially significant impacts at Berry Road, and CEQA does
not require that a Project mitigate for existing baseline conditions that would exist regardless of whether
the Project goes forward. (State CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, 15041.) Accordingly, the conditions at the
Berry Road crossing are part of the existing baseline conditions that were accurately summarized
throughout the DEIR, including in Section 3.5 — Drainage/ Hydrology/ Water Quality, and the Project will
not significantly worsen or impact those existing conditions Thus, the remediation proposed by the
commenter is not required by CEQA.

The removal of the Berry Road crossing does not meet any of the project objectives, nor would it reduce
any of the significant environmental impacts associated with any of the scenarios. Furthermore, such a
Project modification could worsen the environmental impacts associated with the Project as set forth
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below. Thus, the Project description does not require modification to include the removal of the Berry
Road crossing.

Specifically, the removal of the Berry Road crossing would not meet the overall objective of the Project,
which is to “...resolve the General Plan 2025 goals and policies relative to the status of the gates, the
connection of Overlook Parkway, and a connection from Washington Street to the SR-91 freeway”
(Section 2.3 — Project Objectives of the DEIR (pages 2-6 — 2-7)). Nor would it address “(p)ublic safety
concerns related to both emergency vehicle access and increased traffic volumes within residential
neighborhoods associated with the gates on Green Orchard Place and Crystal View Terrace” (Section 2.3 —
Project Description of the DEIR).

Furthermore, the Project will not result in any potentially significant impacts that would be lessened or
mitigated by the removal of the Berry Road crossing. Accordingly, any such removal is not required by
CEQA.

Finally, the additional construction activities that would be required to remove and reconstruct the Berry
Road crossing would result in increased air quality, greenhouse gas, circulation, noise and other impacts -
some of which are already identified as significant and unavoidable in the EIR. Accordingly, the revision of
the Project to include the removal of the Berry Road crossing is not required by CEQA.

The Alessandro Arroyo Bridge associated with Scenarios 3 and 4 would have no impact on bikeway
facilities called for in the Bicycle Master Plan, including the Secondary Trail along the Alessandro Arroyo.
As shown in Figure 3.11-1 — Existing Planned Network of Bicycle and Trail Facilities (page 3.11-13) of the
DEIR, the planned Secondary Trail would be located east of the footprint of the Alessandro Arroyo Bridge.

Bikeway connections in the vicinity of the Project area, including proposed Class Il bike lanes for the
Overlook Parkway connection, are discussed in Section 3.9.1.1.d Land Use Aesthetics — Riverside General
Plan 2025 — Roadway Classifications (pages 3.9-9 — 3.9-10) and displayed on Figure 3.11-1 — Existing
Planned Network of Bicycle and Trail Facilities (page 3.11-13) of the DEIR. As detailed in this section, the
design of the proposed Project is consistent with City standards and would provide bikeway connections.
The Overlook Parkway connection over Alessandro Arroyo is specifically included within the Land Use and
Urban Design Element of the City of Riverside General Plan 2025 and Riverside Bicycle Master Plan.

The commenter is incorrect in stating that there is no discussion of Project impacts associated with Title
17 of the Riverside Municipal Code and Ordinance 6673. Ordinance 6673 is an amendment to Title 17; and
therefore is part of Title 17. All scenarios of the Project would comply with Title 17, as discussed in Section
3.9 — Land Use and Aesthetics, of the DEIR.

The Riverside General Plan 2025 policies related to arroyos are discussed in Section 3.5.1.3.b —
Drainage/Hydrology/Water Quality — Regulatory Setting — Local — Municipal Code of the DEIR (pages 3.5-3
— 3.5-4). Section 3.3.1.3(c) — Biological Resources — Regulatory Setting — Local — City of Riverside General
Plan 2025 of the DEIR (pages 3.3-13 — 3.3-16) states: “major arroyos are recognized by the General Plan
2025 for their functions and values to wildlife and wildlife movement, grading and removal of native
vegetation within the arroyo outside the graded pad (Errata, page 48) is prohibited by the City’s Grading
Code Title 17, Ordinances 6453 Section 1 and 6673 Sections 6, 7, 8, 9.” In addition, Section 3.5.2.1 —
Drainage/Hydrology/Water Quality — Environmental Setting — Surface Hydrology (page 3.5-7) states that
the Alessandro Arroyo is one of the major arroyos as defined and protected in the City’s Grading Code,
Title 17. Section 3.5.5.1 — Groundwater — Impact Analysis (pages 3.5-17 — 3.5-20), states that in order to
minimize the size of the bridge decks over Alessandro Arroyo, two bridges are proposed: one for
eastbound travel lanes, and one for westbound travel lanes.

The abutments and columns to support the bridges have also been designed to minimize impacts to the
arroyo. Analysis determined that the addition of impervious surfaces to the previously undisturbed arroyo
area would not significantly reduce the amount of percolation and recharge of groundwater. (See Draft
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EIR pp. 3.5-17 through 3.5-20.) Finally, impact analysis determined that Project impacts to drainage
patterns in the arroyo would be less than significant. (Draft EIR pp. 3.5-21 through 3.5-24.)

Please see response to comments J-5 related to analysis of the feasibility of the Secondary Trail and J-6
related to analysis of impacts to the arroyo. In addition, cumulative impacts to land use are addressed in
Section 4.9 of the DEIR (page 4-18). The City’s General Plan 2025 Parks and Recreation Element has a
planned trail near Dufferin Avenue and the Gage Canal in the vicinity of the Proposed C Street alignment.
Although a trail is not currently proposed or designed, this Project would not preclude a trail from being
implemented. The proposed Project proposes circulation solutions to implement the City’s Master Plan of
Roadways, and is consistent with recreation and parks planning in the Project vicinity. No new land uses
are proposed and the project is compatible with surrounding land uses and would not result in land use
impacts related to trail planning. Planned bikeways and parkway standards are accommodated in the
designs for proposed roadway connections. There are no cumulative projects identified in the area of the
proposed trail. Similarly, the project would also not have a cumulative impact on the planned secondary
trail.

The Crystal View Terrace/Green Orchard Place/Overlook Parkway Project DEIR serves as the project EIR
for the proposed bridge and immediate area including the surrounding neighborhood. All potential
environmental impacts under Scenarios 3 and 4, which involve the construction of the Alessandro Arroyo
Bridge, were fully analyzed under CEQA within the DEIR. Noise is an envelope around the roadways and
the bridge is part of the roadway; cumulative noise is also segment based and relies on cumulative traffic
numbers to determine how the “envelope” is affected based on traffic quantities. The project’s
contribution toward the cumulative total determines whether project’s increment is significant (if it meets
a threshold). In the case of Overlook, Scenarios 1 and 2 traffic noise levels are either less than the 65
CNEL standard or the existing walls would reduce to less than 65 dB. However, the EIR discloses the fact
that for Scenarios 3 and 4, even though there are no new stationary sources of noise, the change in traffic
patterns causes an incremental increase which is significant to receivers located along Washington and
Madison Streets and mitigation would not be feasible to reduce the impact. However, impacts along
other portions (Alessandro Bridge) are not cumulatively significant.

Air Quality is a regional issue assessed at the air basin level and where local impacts are assessed (hotspot
analysis), they are assessed at intersections; whereas the bridge is a roadway. However, cumulative
impacts were assessed based on whether or not the project’s increment would result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the air basin is listed as nonattainment. In
the case of Overlook, Scenarios 1, 3, and 4 would be less than significant based on the thresholds of the
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) for operations, and for Scenario 2 the impacts are
less than significant because the Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMTs) are less than buildout VMTs causing a
corresponding decrease in air emissions. With regard to construction impacts, Scenarios 1 and 2 have no
construction. Scenarios 3 and 4 would implement design features that would reduce the increment to
less than significant and the DEIR assumes that all other cumulative projects would be required to
implement that same PMy, control measures. Additionally, projects that cause road intersections to
operate at or below a Level of Service (LOS E) and create a CO “hotspot” create a cumulatively
considerable net increase of CO. For Overlook, the CO concentrations at buildout under all scenarios is
less than the state standard, thus the cumulative CO hotspot impacts would be correspondingly less than
significant.

We appreciate the Riverside Land Conservancy (RLC) participation and review of the proposed Crystal
View Terrace/Green Orchard Place/Overlook Parkway Project DEIR. The NOP Comment Letter sent by RLC
on 21 March 2013 was reviewed, issues raised were addressed in the DEIR as appropriate and was
included as part of the project record.
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Response to Letter K

Introductory comments are acknowledged. The commenter’s opinion about Victoria Avenue and discussion of
project concerns is acknowledged and included in the project’s Final EIR for the decision makers to consider.
Specific concerns are addressed in the responses that follow.

K-1:

K-2:

As required under state CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the DEIR considers and discusses multiple
alternatives and project scenarios. As required pursuant to state CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a)
these alternatives were selected to provide a reasonable range of potentially feasible project designs,
which could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but avoid or substantially lessen
any significant effects of the project. Specifically, the factors considered in the selection of the
alternatives included: whether the alternative would avoid or substantially lessen any significant impacts
of the project; whether the alternative addresses solutions that are not addressed by other alternatives;
and/or whether the alternative would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project.

None of the scenarios suggested in this comment would avoid or substantially lessen a significant
environmental impact of the project and/or meet project objectives. Please also see Master Response 6:
Alternatives Not Considered which describes why removing Overlook Parkway from the General Plan was
not considered in the draft EIR (Errata pages 8-10). An alternative to demolish a section of the roadway
and install curb, landscaping and boulders would not meet most of the project objectives, including
provide a comprehensive circulation system or address public safety concerns related to emergency
vehicle access, one of the objectives of the project. An alternative to design cul-de-sacs for Overlook
Parkway would not meet the basic project objectives and would not be consistent with the Master Plan of
Roadways which is discussed in Section 2.2, Project Background of the DEIR: “The connection of Overlook
Parkway is considered an important parkway connection between the Arlington Heights Greenbelt and
Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park (City of Riverside 2007b, page LU-35).” Thus, an alternative to remove,
demolish, or cul-de-sac Overlook Parkway could introduce a new significant land use impact, in addition
to the traffic impacts from the distribution of vehicles on roadways that are not designed to
accommodate traffic volumes similar to an east-west arterial.

Furthermore, CEQA does not require that a lead agency look at every conceivable Project alternative in its
EIR. To the contrary, CEQA requires only that an EIR consider a range of reasonable alternatives that may
be potentially feasible. Here, the EIR already meets CEQA’s requirements by analyzing the environmental
impacts of a range of potential Project alternatives. (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6.) Thus, no further
analysis is required.

The commenter is incorrect in noting that the DEIR uses flawed analysis in regards to evaluating traffic
and air quality impacts.

It is correct that none of the four scenarios would alter land use designations or result in increased growth
in the region beyond what has already been projected. However, traffic and air quality impacts were
analyzed at both a regional and local level.

Please see Master Response 8: Local Cut-through Traffic / Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages
14-18), and Master Response 9: Traffic Model / Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19) in regards to
how the traffic study area was developed and how the traffic model was developed.

The DEIR adequately evaluated each scenario’s traffic impacts on the local circulation system within the
study area. Figures 3.11-4 — Intersections within the Study Area (page 3.11-20) and 3.11-5 — Roadway
Segments within the Study Area (page 3.11-21) show the intersections and roadway links, respectively,
analyzed by the TIA. For the buildout (Year 2035) cumulative traffic analysis, regional growth is factored
into the traffic model used for the Project, which is then used to analyze impacts on study area
intersections and roadway links. Thus, the traffic analysis is not flawed and is adequate under CEQA.

The commenter does not provide the full context of the DEIR from page 3.2-22. The full text states:
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In order to address operational emissions, the County of Riverside was selected as a study area in order to
capture the trips produced and attracted, some of which originate from outside the City boundaries and
some of which have a destination outside the City boundary. This was especially important because
features of the Project could affect traffic flows throughout the entire City circulation system, and some of
the roads within the Project vicinity include major roads that are near the City boundary or provide direct
routes of travel beyond City limits.

The scenarios consider traffic patterns and controls for roadways, but do not propose development that
would generate new or additional trips. The Project would not result in an increase in ADT to the roadway
network. Therefore, the existing and future total traffic volumes for the study area are the same for each
scenario. However, each scenario would affect vehicle traffic patterns and distribution along with trip
length on road segments in the County and City. Therefore, the following is an analysis of the changes in
VMT and the change in vehicle emissions that would result under each proposed scenario.

Section 3.2.2 — Air Quality — Environmental Setting (pages 3.2-6 — 3.2- 13) of the DEIR thus adequately
details the reasons as to why the County of Riverside was selected as the study area for that particular
issue of Air Quality.

Thus, the DEIR does not used flawed analysis in examining traffic and air quality impacts. Impacts are
examined at a regional and local level, as appropriate, and this information is disclosed when discussing
the appropriate study area for each issue.

The commenter is incorrect in stating that the DEIR is flawed in regards to its evaluation of traffic impacts
on the “historical nature of Victoria Avenue.”

The DEIR concluded that under existing conditions for Scenario 3, impacts to historic resources would not
result from removing the gates and connecting Overlook Parkway east to Alessandro Boulevard. These
components are geographically far away from Victoria Avenue. Impacts to intersections and links from the
redistribution of traffic as a result of these roadway improvements under Scenario 3 are discussed under
Section 3.11.4 — Circulation System of the DEIR (pages 3.11-40 — 3.11-157).

The DEIR concluded that there would be impacts to intersections and roadway links along Victoria Avenue
under Scenario 3 at buildout, or 2035 (refer to Tables 3.11-25 — Year 2035 (Buildout) Scenario 3 Compared
to Gates Closed Baseline Peak Hour Intersection Analysis (page 3.11-74) and 3.11-26 — Year 2035
(Buildout) Scenario 3 Compared to Gates Closed Baseline Roadway Links Analysis (page 3.11-76)). For
example, at the intersection of Washington Street and Victoria Avenue in the Year 2035, an increase in
delay of 144.7 seconds would occur in the P.M. peak hour (see Table 3.11-26). At the roadway link of
Washington Street south of Victoria Avenue, an increase of 6,093 vehicles would occur (see Table 3.11-26)
and mitigation is imposed to reduce those impacts.

However, the conclusions from General Plan 2025 FEIR, which are referenced in the DEIR, acknowledge
that not all mitigation is feasible. In some cases, a physical constraint could exist, such as available Right-
of-Way (ROW), or as stated in Section 2.2 — Project Background, “Potential impacts caused by widening a
roadway segment to accommodate local traffic could cause greater adverse environmental impacts to the
neighborhoods and businesses than the traffic congestion.” For these reasons, impacts from traffic
mitigation measures are analyzed separately under a heading “off-site” improvements.

Section 2.7 Project Description — Off-site Improvements of the DEIR (pages 2-45 — 2-47)) describes and
distinguishes the project components of each scenario from “off-site” as follows: “Although located
within the larger Project vicinity, the improvements are “off-site” in that they are located outside of the
PIA for each scenario (e.g., gates, Overlook Parkway, and Proposed C Street). The off-site improvements
involve signalization and road widening and modifications to accommodate turn lanes.”

As for all Scenarios, the off-site improvements (traffic mitigation) that would be required as traffic
mitigation for impacts under Scenario 3 are analyzed under the header “Offsite Improvements” in Section
3.4.4.1 — Historical Resources — Impact Analysis (pages 3.4-17 — 3.4-21). The DEIR concludes that traffic
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mitigation improvements would result in significant impacts to Victoria Avenue (S4-CUL-1). With
mitigation, these improvements would still result in a significant unavoidable historic resources impact
(Section 3.4.4.4 — Historical Resources — Significance after Mitigation (page 3.4-21)).

Regarding the bullet point about traffic itself (rather than the mitigation discussed in the previous
paragraphs) having a historic impact under Scenario 3: CEQA Appendix G Guidelines define impacts to
historical resources as those which “Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource as defined in Section 15064.5”. A roadway’s intended use is to accommodate vehicles and using
Victoria Avenue for multiple uses, including vehicles, is not in itself a historic impact. Vehicles along
roadways, specifically Victoria Avenue, do not contribute to the potential loss of historical resources as it
does not meet the CEQA Appendix G threshold. Further, vehicles use Victoria Avenue in the existing
condition and would continue to do so under any of the scenarios.

Further, the EIR correctly states that there are no historical resources within the vicinity of improvements
constructed under Scenario 3 (i.e. the Overlook Parkway connections west of Sandtrack Road and over
the Alessandro Arroyo). Traffic (defined as “vehicles moving on a public road or highway”) is indeed
redistributed under Scenario 3 as discussed in Section 3.11.4. — Circulation System (pages 3.11-40 — 3.11-
157)., In summary, the flow of traffic (vehicles utilizing public roadways) in and of itself, does not create
historic impacts and traffic impacts that require mitigation which could impact the historic character of
Victoria Avenue are analyzed in the DEIR. The off-site improvements relative to traffic mitigation for
Scenario 3 (and all scenarios) would result in a significant unavoidable impact to Victoria Ave. However,
whether to implement off-site improvements is under the discretion of the decision-making body, and
those improvements are therefore not part of the Project proposed under each Scenario.

We concur and this comment is not at variance with the information presented in the DEIR.

Please see Master Response 5: Regional Diverted Traffic (Errata pages 7-8), and Master Response 8: Local
Cut-through Traffic / Traffic Impact Area Study Area (Errata pages 14-18).

It is not likely that regional diversionary traffic would use residential neighborhoods to “cut through” to
get to any highway, including the SR-91. Regional diversionary traffic would likely use arterial roadways
instead of using highways. As detailed in Master Response 5 (Errata pages 7-8), regional diversionary
traffic numbers are low under Scenarios 3 and 4 and would be considered less than significant.

If local cut-through traffic would occur under any of the scenarios, the City would continue to implement
the Neighborhood Traffic Management Program, as detailed in Master Response 8 (Errata pages 14-18).

Please see Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14).

Proposition R and Measure C are fully analyzed in Section 3.1.4.1 — Farmland Conversion — Impact Analysis
(pages 3.1-13 — 3.1-15) (Agricultural Resources) and Section 3.9.4.1 Physically Divides an Established
Community — Impact Analysis (pages 3.9-30 — 3.9-34) (Land Use) of the DEIR. See also Response to
Comment K-5 above.

See also Response to Comment K-5 above which addresses regional and local traffic analysis. For the
proposed C Street under Scenario 4, the Project Description and Land Use and Aesthetics sections of the
DEIR identify and discuss a new route contemplated and considered in the General Plan 2025 to reduce
traffic volumes on existing roadways such as Washington Street and Dufferin Avenue. The purpose of the
Proposed C Street is to provide a new roadway connection in this area that is better designed to
accommodate traffic. Traffic volumes analyzed for both roadway links and intersections included multiple
intersections and links along Dufferin Avenue and Washington Street.

The sentence including “associated project vicinity” has been revised for clarity. The sentence now reads
“...reducing traffic congestion on existing roadways within neighborhoods near the Proposed C Street.”
(See Errata, page 60).
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The traffic volumes and distribution associated with build out of Scenario 4, are illustrated in the Traffic
Impact Analysis, Appendix J, on Figure 6-8A. Please refer to intersections #5 and #9. As illustrated in
Figure 6-8A, as traffic flows northwesterly toward the terminus of proposed C Street, 1,025 (1,026)
am(pm) trips (77%) would continue straight on Madison Street; 269 (264) trips (20%) would turn left and
proceed westerly on Victoria Avenue; and 37 (71) trips (3%) would turn right and proceed easterly on
Victoria Avenue. In addition, please see Response to Master Comment 11: Grade Separation on Madison
Street (Errata pages 19-21).

The environmental issues evaluated in the DEIR are not less than significant and significant “at the same
time.” There are two environmental issues the commenter is referring to, which are differentiated under
separate thresholds in the DEIR.

Section 3.4.4.1 — Historical Resources — Impact Analysis (pages 3.4-17 — 3.4-21), Cultural Resources, of the
DEIR concludes that the project components proposed for Scenario 4 would result in a significant impact
to Victoria Avenue, a historic resource. As discussed in Section 3.9.4.1 — Physically Divides an Established
Community — Impact Analysis (pages 3.9-30 — 3.9-34), Land Use and Aesthetics, the implementation of
Scenario 4 would not conflict with the City’ adopted Cultural Resources Code. Thereby, relative to the
land use issue of regulatory compliance, the Scenario’s impacts are less than significant. The City’s
Cultural Resources Code identifies the responsibility and process for addressing historic resources rather
than the determination of whether historic resources are significant under CEQA.

As detailed in Section 3.9.5.1 — Plans, Policy, or Regulations — Impact Analysis (pages 3.9-35 — 3.9- 49), the
Cultural Resources Code requires City approval prior to the alteration of a historic resource. Because City
Council approval would be required to implement Scenario 4, this scenario would not conflict with any of
the regulations outlined in the City’s Cultural Resources Code. As stated in Section 3.9.5.1 1 — Plans,
Policy, or Regulations — Impact Analysis (pages 3.9-35 — 3.9- 49), impacts would be considered less than
significant.

As stated in Section 2.6 — Project Description — Proposed Project (pages 2-17 — 2-18) of the Draft EIR, the
project itself would not increase traffic. The analysis in the noise report considers changes in traffic
volumes, including increases on roadway links. Where an increase in traffic results in a significant noise
impact, this is noted. The increase in noise is discussed in Section 3.10.4.1 — Noise Exposure — Impact
Analysis (a) and (b), and presented in Tables 3.10-4 through 3.10-9 of Appendix | the Noise Analysis. The
existing and future traffic volumes and noise calculations for each scenario are contained in the Noise
Analysis or Technical Report. The existing walls on Victoria Avenue are located northeast of Washington
Street, not between Adams Street and Madison Street. The text has been revised accordingly (Errata,
page 62), but the conclusions of the DEIR do not change with this correction and would be less than
significant. Additionally, the analysis of the impacts on residential uses adjacent to Victoria Avenue
between Adams Street and Madison Street has been revised to reflect that there are no existing walls
adjacent to this segment; residential uses are set back further than 50 feet from the Victoria Avenue
centerline. This results in noise levels that do not exceed 65 CNEL.

No new walls are being planned along Victoria Avenue that would result in cultural or historical resource
impacts.

Impacts of Scenario 4 on Victoria Avenue are detailed in Section 3.4.4.1 — Historical Resources — Impact
Analysis (pages 3.4-17 — 3.4-21) of the DEIR. Mitigation measures identified in Section 3.11 -
Transportation/Traffic to Victoria Avenue under Scenario 4, such as signalization, were identified as
having significant unavoidable impacts, even with the incorporation of additional mitigation measures.
The DEIR does not call for widening on this street.

It is unsure what the commenter means by stating that “(Victoria Avenue) could only be approved for the
NRHP...”. Victoria Avenue is currently listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), as detailed
in Section 3.4.2.2a — Existing Cultural Resources — Record Search (pages 3.4-10 -3.4-11) of the DEIR.
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Furthermore, several intersections along Victoria Avenue already have been signalized, such as Victoria
Avenue and Arlington Avenue.

See also Response to Comment K-3.

Widening streets to accommodate increased traffic volume was considered as identified in Section
3.11.4.3 - Circulation System — Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting (pages 3.11-108 — 3.11-140) of the
DEIR.

However, as detailed in Section 3.11.4.3, the City made a determination in the General Plan 2025 Final EIR
that potential impacts caused by widening certain roadway segments to accommodate regional
diversionary trafficc or to accommodate local traffic in key areas, would cause greater adverse
environmental impacts to the neighborhoods and businesses than the traffic congestion, and was
therefore infeasible as mitigation in the FEIR prepared for the General Plan 2025. Typical required
mitigation to reduce impacts to less than significant would be to add turn lanes, reconfigure lanes or the
approach or otherwise widen a roadway to accommodate vehicles. Each of the impacted links and
intersections were reviewed for feasible mitigation. In the cases where additional roadway or lanes are
required, there is limited right of way for improvements (the streets cannot be widened without taking
out houses, business, or other structures and private property uses adjacent to the existing right of way),
or lanes have already been widened.

Thus, in Section 3.11.4.3, the DEIR is consistent with the previously certified FEIR prepared for the General
Plan 2025, and details why widening each impacted roadway link under each scenario would be
infeasible.

See Master Response 8: Local Cut-through Traffic / TIA Study Area (Errata pages 14-18) regarding
comments about “non-local traffic.”

The cumulative analysis presented in Section 4.0 — Cumulative Impacts of the DEIR does not solely rely on
regional planning documents. As stated in that section, “The basis of and geographic area for the analysis
of cumulative impacts is dependent on the nature of the issue. For this analysis, where evaluation of
potential cumulative impacts are localized (e.g., noise, traffic, visual quality, biological, cultural resources,
and public utilities), a list of project methods was employed. For potential cumulative impacts that are
regional in scope (e.g., air quality and global warming), planning documents were additionally used in the
analysis.”

Potential cumulative historical resource impacts associated with Scenario 3 are discussed in Section 4.4 —
Cultural/Paleontological Resources of the DEIR (pages 4-10 — 4-11). No historical resources are located
within the Arroyo or Eastern Project Impact Areas (PIAs) under Scenario 3; thus, Scenario 3 would have no
direct or cumulative impact associated with historical resources. Please refer to response K-3 for an
explanation as to why Traffic (defined as “vehicles moving on a public road or highway”) does not, in and
of itself, create historical impacts, especially where 1) there are currently no historical resources in the
vicinity and 2) where there is traffic utilizing Victoria Avenue in the existing condition.

Potential impacts under Scenario 3 associated with traffic, noise, and air quality are fully analyzed in
Sections 3.11 — Transportation/Traffic, 3.10 -- Noise, and 3.2 — Air Quality, respectively.

Therefore, Scenario 3 would not “increase” or “spawn” traffic, noise, or air pollution. Traffic is
redistributed under each scenario, as discussed in Section 3.11.4 — Circulation System (pages 3.11-40 —
3.11-157). Vehicles along roadways, specifically Victoria Avenue, do not contribute to the potential loss of
historical resources. Vehicles currently use Victoria Avenue under any of the scenarios, and will continue
to do so.

The commenter is referring to text contained within Cumulative Impacts, which is a typographical error
(Errata, page 67). The DEIR concluded that Scenario 4 would have a less-than-significant impact in regards
to visual character and light and glare, as detailed in Section 3.9.8 — Visual Character/Light and Glare
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(pages 3.9-55 — 3.9-58) (and also repeated in Table S-1 — Summary of Significant Environmental Analysis
Results (pages S-10 — S-51) and Table 8-2 — Comparison of Scenario Impacts (pages 8-12 — 8-16)).

This text within the Cumulative Impacts section (Section 4.9) has been corrected to reflect the correct
impact determination:

“The addition of street lights along Proposed C Street would not create a new substantial source of light
and glare, as high-pressure sodium lighting for public roadway lighting and full-cutoff optics would be
required pursuant to the City’s lighting regulations, limiting the amount of light that could spill onto
adjacent properties or into the night sky. Thus, direct impacts would therefore be less than significant.”

This does not change the original conclusion related to cumulative aesthetic impacts under Scenario 4,
which is that it would not contribute to a cumulative considerable impact to visual character.

Thus, the typographical error has been corrected and this does not change the conclusion within that
section.

As concluded in Sections 3.9.7.1 Scenic Resources and Vistas — Impact Analysis (pages 3.9-52 — 3.9-54) and
3.9.8.1 Visual Character/Light and Glare — Impact Analysis (pages 3.9-55 — 3.9-57), the Proposed C Street
would not result in a substantial adverse change to visual character of the area because within the
Greenbelt there are already numerous local roadways and other existing sources of light and glare.

The commenter is incorrect that roadways are not compatible with Proposition R and Measure C. Please
see Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14).

This comment is acknowledged and has become part of the public record.
This comment is acknowledged and has become part of the public record.

General Plan updates take into consideration future projected growth within the City and plan for
adequate housing, infrastructure and services to accommodate that growth. Future growth in the City is
based on population projections. Proposed C Street is contemplated in the City’s General Plan 2025
Circulation and Community Mobility Element. Therefore, the Proposed C Street was contemplated by the
City as a necessary facility in the circulation network to accommodate projected population growth
through buildout of the General Plan in 2025.

None of the scenarios would result in growth-inducement, which is typically what contributes to the
substantial deterioration of a recreational resource. Victoria Avenue itself is a roadway, although the
existing bike paths and bike lanes may indeed be considered recreational resources. As detailed in EIR
Subsection 5.1 and 5.2, the project is designed to improve circulation for existing users and residents but
is not considered growth inducing because it does not create any new residential, industrial, or
commercial development; and does not remove any barriers to growth (e.g. construction of a new
wastewater treatment plant). Nor does it create a new “attractant” (traffic that comes into the area that
did not before). Further, EIR page 5-4 states that while low-volumes of cut-through traffic would be
generated, the traffic is diverted from other roadways. This low volume of cut-through traffic is not
considered growth inducing. In summary, the project is not a traffic generator or an attractant and does
not remove any barriers to growth, thus, while traffic circulation is improved and redistributed over the
area; the use of Victoria as an “other recreational facility” is anticipated to continue unchanged from the
existing condition and the initial conclusion reached in the DEIR in Section 7.5 — Recreational Resources is
correct.

As discussed in the preceding paragraph, a significant growth inducing impact is not anticipated and there
is no expectation that use of the bike lanes or paths (recreational facilities) would increase in conjunction
with any of the scenarios, Nevertheless, for purposes of this comment, the threshold (as stated in EIR
Section 7.5) of relevance (as noted by the commenter) is “substantial physical deterioration” and there is
no expectation a modest increase in pedestrians or bicyclers, even if it were to occur, would cause a
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substantial physical deterioration of Victoria Avenue such that impacts would be considered significant
and adverse. Further, improvements (mitigation) to Victoria Avenue that would occur in conjunction with
any of the Scenarios would in fact improve the safety of the existing facilities relative to bicycle and
pedestrian travel through the addition of stop lights, crossing signals, and ADA improvements.

Information from the DEIR summarized in this comment is not at variance with the information presented
in the DEIR, as Scenario 1 was determined to be environmentally superior alternative.

The DEIR fully summarized and analyzed Victoria Avenue as an historic resource for the purposes of CEQA.
Please refer to Master Response 6 — Alternatives not Considered (Errata pages 8-10) — for more
information on the City’s General Plan planning process and the reasoning against the complete removal
of Overlook Parkway from the Master Plan of Roads. This comment is acknowledged and has become
part of the public record.
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Letter L

Response to Letter L

L-1:

L-2:

This comment is noted. However, the Draft EIR is fully adequate and fully addressed and compared the
impacts associated with each scenario. The impact analysis and significance conclusions presented in the
DEIR are based upon and supported by the technical analyses (i.e., Traffic (Appendix J), Noise (Appendix I),
Air Quality (Appendix C), Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Appendix G), Biology (Appendix D), and Cultural
Resources (Appendix E)) which are provided as appendices to the DEIR. The technical information is
summarized and presented in the body of the Draft EIR, thus adequately providing the factual basis for
the conclusions.

The DEIR serves as a specific plan-level study, and evaluates multiple options for a connection from
Overlook Parkway to SR-91 (see Section 8.1.3 — Alternatives Considered But Rejected of the DEIR (pages 8-
2 —-8-11)).

Appendix H — Land Use Consistency Table of the DEIR analyzes each scenario for compliance with policies
and objectives in the City’s General Plan 2025. As indicated in Appendix H of the DEIR, the requirement of
General Plan 2025 Policy CCM-4.2 for a specific plan level of analysis for the potential connection routes
between Washington Street and SR-91 refers to a detailed study of the traffic associated with the
circulation network in this area.

Section 2.2 — Project Description — Project Background (pages 2-2 — 2-6) of the DEIR addresses this policy
and states: “The traffic study prepared for the proposed Project serves as a detailed analysis for not only
the placement of the gates and the connection of Overlook Parkway, but also the future connection to SR-
91.”

Policy CCM-4.2 goes on to state that “analysis of the fore mentioned connection route should, at a
minimum include the area bounded by Mary Street, Adams Street, Dufferin Avenue, and SR-91. See Figure
CCM- 3 for a map of the study area.” The study area for the traffic analysis includes this area. Thus, the
DEIR prepared for the Project complies with all requirements set forth in Policy CCM-4.2.

The permanent removal of Overlook Parkway from the General Plan 2025 was not considered, as this
would not meet objectives of the General Plan 2025, and by extension, of the DEIR. The DEIR was
prepared in order to evaluate four different scenarios which could potentially resolve vehicular circulation
issues associated with the gates on Crystal View Terrace and Green Orchard Place, address the connection
of Overlook Parkway easterly to Alessandro Boulevard, and providing for a connection to the SR-91.

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(b), the discussion of alternatives shall focus on
alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any
significant effects of the project. The EIR need not address every conceivable alternative and rather it
must consider a reasonable range of feasible alternatives per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a).

The permanent removal of Overlook Parkway from the Master Plan of Roadways in the General Plan 2025
would not reduce potential impacts associated with Scenarios 1 and 2. The permanent removal would
increase the significant land use (policy inconsistency) impacts, and would likely increase
traffic/transportation impacts (intersections, roadway links, Congestion Management Plan consistency).
However, the connection of Overlook Parkway is considered an important parkway connection between
the Arlington Heights Greenbelt and Sycamore Canyon Park in the General Plan 2025. Should the City
Council decide to remove the connection of Overlook Parkway from the General Plan 2025 a new Traffic
Impact Analysis (TIA) for the City would need to be performed in order to understand the complete
impacts of such a decision. Please refer to Master Response #6 — Alternatives not Considered (Errata
(pages 8-10) — for more information on the City’s General Plan planning process and the reasoning against
the complete removal of Overlook Parkway from the Master Plan of Roads.
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L-4:

L-5:

L-6:

The impacts to the circulation system “as a whole” were fully analyzed by the DEIR. Please see Section
3.11.4 - Circulation System of the DEIR (pages 3.11-40 — 3.11-157). The commenter provides no examples
of why they think the DEIR is conclusory or why the level of scrutiny is insufficient and, therefore, no
further response is required.

See response to comment L-2 above in regards to the comment about evaluating the circulation system as
a whole.

The DEIR evaluates four scenarios at an equal level of detail throughout, and details more alternatives in
Section 8.0 — Project Alternatives. Finally, Section 2.2 — Project Description — Project Background (pages 2-
2 —2-6) of the DEIR addresses the level of analysis of the four scenarios or alternatives. This level of detail
and the multiple alternatives are intended to provide decision makers with “sufficient information in the
DEIR necessary to consider and potentially select a preferred scenario.”

The commenter provides no examples of why they think the DEIR level of scrutiny is insufficient and,
therefore, no further response is required.

The project description provides sufficient detail in order for the DEIR to include a meaningful analysis and
make a determination relative to impacts. As stated in Section 3.9.7.2 — Scenic Resources and Vistas —
Significance Impacts (page 3.9-54), implementation of Scenario 3 would result in potentially significant
impacts to scenic vistas, including the Alessandro Arroyo. The cross section for the bridge is provided in
Figure 2-11 and the bridge elevation drawings are shown in Figure 2-12. These drawings demonstrate a
bridge design that would conform to standard engineering requirements. Detailed construction-level
drawings (including detailed engineering and landscape plans) would be consistent with the City’s policy
direction relative to parkways. Therefore, because the proposed bridges across the Alessandro Arroyo
would be constructed in a manner that would comply with the General Plan 2025 policies for a “scenic
boulevard,” impacts would be less than significant.

CEQA requires EIRs to evaluate physical impacts to the environment by comparing them to the
environmental baseline at the time the NOP was released (Section 15125(a) of the CEQA Guidelines). The
two baselines described in Section 2.4 — Project Description — Environmental Baseline (page 2-7) of the
DEIR were necessitated because of the existing condition in which the gates are required to be closed
pursuant to General Plan 2025 Policy CCM-4.4; but are opened and closed by local residents without
permission from the City. Accounting for both conditions was determined to be a conservative approach
in order to fully understand the potential changes in traffic volumes with and without a traffic control
device. Accordingly, the traffic counts conducted as part of the baseline analysis were taken when the
gates were known to be open for the “gates open” baseline and again when the gates were known to be
closed for the “gates closed” baseline.

The gates open and gates closed baselines are applied throughout the DEIR in the analysis of traffic and
traffic-dependent issues (air quality, noise, and GHG emissions). For instances where a baseline condition
was identical to a Scenario (e.g., gates closed baseline and Scenario 1); no comparison could be made, and
therefore, this is disclosed in the DEIR.

The commenter provides no specific examples of why the use of two baselines is confusing, thus no
further response is necessary.

The Growth Inducement Analysis referenced on page 5-4, relies upon conclusions made relative to the
traffic analysis and refers the reader to the traffic section of document. Since Scenarios 3 and 4 would
add new roadways not currently available to drivers, the potential for diverted or cut-through traffic was
evaluated. As indicated in Section 3.11.4.1c. — Circulation System — Impact Analysis — Potential Cut-
through Traffic (pages 3.11-96 — 3.11-104), “This analysis looks at the numbers of new vehicles coming
into the Project vicinity that can be attributed to changes in the circulation network (traffic that comes
into the area that did not come to this area before).
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L-8:

“Since the difference in volumes is negligible when comparing Scenarios 1 and 2 (Gates Closed and Gates
Open), this evaluation looks at daily traffic volume changes between Scenarios 3 and 4 against the Gates
Open baseline, for both Year 2011 and Year 2035 conditions. These scenarios are not evaluated against
the Gates Closed baseline in this section, as motorists would be unable to cut through under that
condition. Clarifying text has been added to Section 5.2 — Growth Inducement to make it clear that the
focus of the analysis for Scenarios 3 and 4 was regional cut-through traffic, which cannot be analyzed with
the Gates Closed (see Errata, page 67). As discussed in Section 3.11 — Transportation/Traffic (which the
Growth Inducement analysis refers the reader to), “Any new regional cut-through traffic would eventually
enter or leave the area via roads on the east of the study area; this analysis focuses on east-west facilities
that are generally parallel to Overlook Parkway.” As detailed in Section 5.2 “these low volumes of cut-
through traffic would not be considered growth inducing. As discussed above, new infrastructure,
commercial or other employment generating sectors would induce growth. Scenarios 3 and 4 would
generate low volumes of regional cut-through traffic; thus, implementation of Scenarios 3 or 4 would not
result in indirect growth inducement.”

“The analysis shows that for both 2011 and 2035 conditions, the projected cut-through volumes are low.
As explained below, new potential cut-through traffic entering the area is low overall; however, Scenario
3 would have less cut-through traffic compared to Scenario 4.”

The Summary table S-1 — Summary of Significant Environmental Analysis Results (Pages S-10 — S-51)
identifies the baseline used in the referenced analysis.

As stated on page 4-1 of the DEIR, “The basis of and geographic area for the analysis of cumulative
impacts is dependent on the nature of the issue. For this analysis, where evaluation of potential
cumulative impacts are localized (e.g., noise, traffic, visual quality, biological, cultural resources, and
public utilities), a list of project methods was employed. For potential cumulative impacts that are
regional in scope (e.g., air quality and global warming), planning documents were additionally used in the
analysis”. The analysis was only limited to the 7,500-acre Project vicinity, for impacts which are localized
in nature. The DEIR acknowledges that agriculture is an important resource to the City of Riverside and
the agricultural resources contained within the Arlington Heights greenbelt is part of the City’s heritage.
As detailed in Section 4.1 — Agriculture of the DEIR (pages 4-5 — 4-6), “The Project vicinity, which is used as
the study area for cumulative agricultural resource impacts, contains a variety of agricultural resources,
including Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, and Farmland of Local
Importance, along with active agricultural operations.” Because of the uniqueness of the Arlington
Heights Greenbelt (preserved pursuant to Prop R and Measure C) relative to the City’s heritage, the DEIR
did not look at cumulative projects outside the City. However, the cumulative impact analysis does, to be
consistent with the cumulative analysis for other issues, also look at the remainder of the 7,500 acre
project vicinity that is not within the 3,350 acre Greenbelt. Further, Table 3.1-2 provides a comparison of
impacts to agricultural resources with respect to the greenbelt as a whole and only one-third of one
percent would be impacted. And the revised alignment of C Street (refer to the Errata pages 30-45)
would eliminate impacts to Prime Farmland completely. Statistically, a third of one percent is negligible
and increasing the size of the cumulative study area (to include Moreno Valley for example) would only
serve to skew the numbers even further in that direction. The one-third of one percent would decrease
due to the projects impacts remaining the same and the cumulative area increasing. The larger the
cumulative area the impacts are compared with, the smaller the impacts proportion will (3,350
acres/11.73impacts = 0.35% vs. 7,500 acres/11.73impacts = 0.16%). Lastly, pursuant to Section 15130(a)
of the CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of cumulative impacts of a project “when the project’s
incremental effect is cumulatively considerable.” The project would result in a less than significant impact
to agricultural land, and therefore, the project’s incremental effect would not be cumulatively
considerable. In light of these reasons, the cumulative study area used in the DEIR has a factual basis, is
reasonable, and appropriate to the issue being studied. No further analysis is therefore warranted.

Within each issue analysis section of the DEIR, the analysis for Scenario 4 clearly articulates that the
impacts for that scenario include not only the Proposed C Street, but also all of the impacts also identified
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for Scenario 3 — the connection of Overlook Parkway. This structure, established in Section 2.6.4 —
Proposed Project — Scenario 4, Project Description (pages 2-35 — 2-45), is carried through the DEIR. No
segregation of impacts has occurred for Scenario 4.

For example, in Section 3.2.5.1a — Air Quality Violations/Pollutant Emissions — Impact Analysis —
Construction Emissions of the DEIR (pages 3.2-16 — 3.2-22), the construction emissions of Scenario 3 are
detailed. Then, under the Scenario 4 heading, it is stated (emphasis added):

Construction emissions due to connecting Overlook Parkway would be the same as
those described for the fill and bridge crossings discussed above and summarized in
Table 3.2-5. As seen in Table 3.2-5, the level of maximum daily construction emissions is
projected to be less than the applicable thresholds for all criteria pollutants. Impacts
would be less than significant. Construction activities would also occur west of
Washington Street. This construction is—het-anticipated would not be permitted to
occur at the same time as the fill crossing and bridge construction. It was assumed
that construction would begin in 2013 after the fill crossing and bridge construction is
complete.

Construction of the Proposed C Street would include grading and paving. It is
anticipated that these construction activities would last up to three months and would
require the grading of a maximum of 15.3 acres. Table 3.2-6 summarizes the phases of
construction, the equipment required for each task, and the default horsepower and
load factor for each piece of equipment.

Thus, for air quality impacts related to construction activities, the DEIR did not “piecemeal” consideration
of impacts. The additional language has been added to the Errata, pages 47-48.

Another example of why the DEIR did not “piecemeal” impacts can be seen in Section 3.3 — Biological
Resources.

Section 3.3.5.1 — Riparian/Wetland Communities — Impact Analysis (pages 3.3-45 — 3.3-58) analyzes
impacts associated with riparian/wetland communities. First, Scenario 3 is analyzed, and it is concluded
that “temporary and permanent impacts to jurisdictional resources from construction of the fill crossing
and bridge would be significant (S3-BIO-2).”

Then, under Scenario 4, it is stated:

As Scenario 4 also involves the connection of Overlook Parkway, impacts discussed
above would also apply: temporary and permanent impacts to wetland habitat and
jurisdictional resources from the construction of a fill crossing and a roadway bridge
would be significant (S4-Bl0O-2) (see Figures 3.3-8 through 3.3-12; Tables 3.3-7a and 3.3-
7b).

In addition, construction of the Proposed C Street would also temporarily and
permanently impact the Gage Canal, which is considered an ACOE non-wetland water
and a CDFG/RWQCB streambed due to its hydrologic connectivity to the Santa Ana
River. Impacts to jurisdictional resources are detailed in Table 3.3-8, and shown in
Figures 3.3-14 through 3.3-16.

Thus, it can be seen from these examples, and throughout the DEIR, that impacts under Scenario 4 were
considered “as a totality” and were not “piecemealed,” as the commenter incorrectly alleges.

Please see Response L-6 and Master Response #8: Local Cut-through Traffic / Traffic Impact Analysis Study
Area (Errata pages 14-18). The commenter is not specific enough as to merit a detailed response. The
DEIR adequately evaluated each scenario’s impact to the circulation system in Section 3.11 -
Transportation/Traffic.
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L-11:

L-12:

Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d), all alternatives in the DEIR are given an adequate
level of analysis, providing sufficient information about each to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and
comparison. The Commenter provides no explanation for why it believes “bias” as to Scenario 4 exists,
such that no further response can be provided.

As described in Section 8.1.6 — Environmentally Superior Alternative (pages 8-177 — 8-18) of the DEIR,
Scenario 1 is identified as the Environmentally Superior Alternative — not Scenario 2 (Scenario 2 is the No
Project Alternative and consistent with the CEQA Guidelines, when a No Project Alternative is identified as
the environmentally superior alternative, the DEIR must identify an environmentally superior alternative
from among the other project alternatives.).

The City evaluated a fully adequate range of potentially feasible alternatives consistent with CEQA. The
selection of the alternative to approve is under the discretion of the City Council, the decision-making
body and Lead Agency pursuant to CEQA for this project. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15092,
“After considering the Final EIR and in conjunction with making the findings under Section 15091, the
Lead Agency may decide whether or how to approve or carry out the project.”

As stated in the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15093, “CEQA requires the decision-making agency to balance,
as applicable, the economic, legal, social, technological or other benefits, including region-wide or state-
wide environmental benefits of a proposed project against the unavoidable potential environmental
impacts when determining whether to approve a project. If the specific...benefits...of a proposed project
outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the adverse environmental effects may be

rn

considered ‘acceptable’.

All four project scenarios would result in significant and unavoidable impacts, necessitating the
preparation of a Statement of Overriding Considerations, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093.

The DEIR adequately implements mitigation measures, where feasible. (Draft EIR pages 3.10-44 -- 3.10-
46.)

Mitigation for noise-related impacts to existing residences was considered and determined to be
undesirable as the significant noise impacts are to existing homes in an already urbanized area (see
Section 3.10.4.1, Impact Analysis, DEIR pages 3.10-8 to 3.10-48). Mitigation of direct impacts to existing
residences from traffic on existing roadways would require the construction of new or additional noise
barriers on existing residential properties or retrofitting to install noise attenuation improvements such as
windows and sound-insulation. Given the private property and access issues involved, and that the
potential impacts would occur along roadways not proposed for alteration, this mitigation would be
outside the control of the proposed project and thus undesirable. Retrofitting can be a substantial cost to
the City, but that is not the only consideration in determining feasibility. In some locations, the proposed
location of a noise barrier could also affect historic structures, thus resulting in a potential impact. In
addition, noise barriers could block access to private properties. Changes to private properties would be
subject to agreements with private property owners and therefore is not guaranteed to mitigate to a level
less than significant in all cases. For the issue of GHG, as stated in Section 3.8.4.3—GHG Emissions —
Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting (page 3.8-24) “Further reductions in the Project vicinity could only
come from additional state and federal measures that would increase vehicle efficiency and would be out
of the control of the proposed Project. Therefore, impacts from Scenarios 1 and 3 (S1-GHG-1 and S3-GHG-
1) would remain significant and unavoidable.”

The mitigation measures detailed within the DEIR are fully enforceable and adequate for the purposes of
CEQA.

Sound mitigation measures should answer the questions: who, what, when, and where? Mitigation
Measure MM-CUL-5 (formerly MM-CUL-4) pertaining to paleontological resources reads as follows: “The
grading contractor (who) shall be responsible for the monitoring for paleontological resources (what)
during all grading activities (when). If any fossils are found, all grading activities shall be stopped and the
grading contractor shall contact the City. The City shall retain a qualified Paleontological Resources
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Monitor that shall be on-site (where) to monitor as determined necessary by the Qualified Paleontologist
and the City.” This measure provides specific guidance as to the nature of the action that is required to
occur, who would perform that action, at what time and in what location.

The summary of the four scenarios considered as the proposed Project in the DEIR is accurate. As stated
in Section 2.1 — Project Description — Project Overview (Pages 2-1 — 2-2), “The decision to analyze all four
scenarios at an equal level of detail provides a comprehensive approach to the analysis of the circulation
options available to the City.”

Please see Master Response #7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14).

The project’s consistency with Proposition R and Measure C, relative to agricultural impacts, is analyzed in
Section 3.1 — Agricultural Resources, under Issue 2: Conflict with Zoning or Williamson Act Contract
(Section 3.1.5) (pages 3.1-16 — 3.1-19). The DEIR also analyzes the project’s consistency with Proposition
R and Measure C in the Land Use and Aesthetics Section, 3.9, and the corresponding policy consistency
table found in Appendix H.

The revised Proposed C Street would impact approximately 13 acres within 3,350-acre Greenbelt (see
Errata, page 35). As specified in Section 3.1 of the DEIR (page 3.1-14), the total impact to important
farmland within the Arlington Heights Greenbelt would be .35% (less than one percent), and is further
reduced with the proposed realignment of “C” Street (see Errata, page 30-45); therefore, direct impacts
to agricultural resources would be less than significant due to the level of acres in the Project footprint
relative to the total amount of important farmland and due to the fact that no Farmland of Statewide
Importance would be affected. Scenario 4 is not anticipated to result in indirect impacts (noise, dust, etc.)
to agricultural activities. Further, Proposition R and Measure C do not call for a moratorium on any
agricultural losses, and all Scenarios are consistent with the provisions, purpose and intent of the
measures (see Master Response to Comment 7: Inconsistent with Proposition R and Measure C).
Additionally, the protections in Prop R relative to zoning would ensure that no conversion of surrounding
agricultural lands to other uses would occur.

Please see Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14).

As discussed in the Response to Comment L-14 above, the indirect conversion of farmlands is analyzed in
in Chapter 3.1 — Agricultural Resources under both Issue 1 (indirect conversion of farmland) and Issue 2
(conflict with existing zoning for an agricultural use).

As indicated in Appendix H — Land Use Consistency Table, it is the City's objective to enforce and adhere
to the protections for agricultural areas. The implementation of Scenario 4 would not result in the
rezoning of any land within the Project vicinity, and land within the Greenbelt would retain its RA-5
zoning, consistent with the agricultural preservation provisions established by Proposition R and Measure
C. The project’s consistency with Proposition R and Measure C ultimately will rely on the discretion of the
decision-makers (City Council).

Please see response to comment L-7 above.

See responses L-6 and L-9. As set forth in the Draft EIR, the Project will not result in any potentially
significant impacts to agricultural resources. (Draft EIR pages 3.1-16, 3.1-19.) Accordingly, no mitigation
is required. (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4.) Roadways analyzed in the project vicinity, as with all
roads in the City, the Public Works Department conducts routine evaluations and implements necessary
improvements in accordance with the Neighborhood Traffic Management Program. (Please See Master
Response 8: Local Cut-Through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages 14-18)). If
Scenario 4 is selected, Proposed C Street would not require traffic control because the projected volumes
would not exceed the design capacity. As indicated in Section 3.1 — Agricultural Resources of the DEIR no
significant direct or indirect impacts relative to agricultural lands or agricultural land conversion have
been identified; therefore, no mitigation is required.
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As stated in the Project Description for Scenario 4 in Section 3.2.5.1(a) — Air Quality Violations/Pollutant
Emissions — Impact Analysis of the DEIR (pages 3.2-16 — 3.2-28), construction of Proposed C Street would
only occur after construction of the bridge and fill crossing. The project would be conditioned to prohibit
simultaneous construction and project conditions would be incorporated into contract language for
contractor bids. This was determined in consultation with the City Engineer during the design process for
the roadway and bridge components proposed under Scenario 3 and Scenario 4 in 2011 and was
reconfirmed with the City Engineer in July 2013 for the purpose of this response. As stated in the Errata,
page 34, the Project Description has been revised to clarify the following: Construction of Proposed C
Street west of Washington Street would not be permitted to occur until the fill crossing and bridge
construction is complete. The timing and phasing of roadway improvements, and the requirement for the
fill crossing and bridge construction to be completed prior to Proposed C Street implementation, would
be included as a requirement in the contract documents for the construction contractors.

Emissions were calculated following South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
recommended methodology. Note that the emissions summarized in Tables 3.2-5 — Summary of Worst-
Case Construction Emissions (page 3.2-20) and 3.2-6 — Construction Equipment Parameters for the
Proposed Street (page 3.2-21) of the DEIR are the maximum emissions for each pollutant and that they
may occur during different phases of construction. They would not necessarily occur simultaneously.
These are, therefore, the worst-case emissions.

See Response to Comment L-18 above. As stated in the Project Description, Section 3.2.5.1 (a) — Air
Quality Violations/Pollutant Emissions — Impact Analysis of the DEIR (pages 3.2-16 — 3.2-28), the off-site
improvements, if implemented, would occur after the completion of grading associated with roadway
improvements described for Scenarios 3 and 4, and would not occur simultaneously with these
construction activities. Off site improvements include improvements such as signalization, restriping, and
repaving for additional turn lanes at key intersections. These activities would be scheduled as part of
routine roadway improvements implemented by the Public Works Department. The improvements could
take % day up to a few weeks. These activities would be scheduled as part of routine roadways
improvements implemented by the Public Works Department. The improvements could take % day up to
a few weeks. As an example, paving and restriping would take approximately one to two days and
signalization would take one to two weeks. The improvements, if implemented, would also occur after the
completion of other construction activities associated with Scenarios 3 and 4, and would not occur
simultaneously. As noted above, contractor bids would be conditioned to prohibit simultaneous
construction and this would be incorporated into contract language. Based on the limited duration and
equipment required for off-site improvements (less than that required for bridge, fill crossing, and
Proposed C Street), emissions would be less than those anticipated for Scenarios 3 and 4 (summarized in
Tables 3.2-5 — Summary of Worst-Case Construction Emissions (page 3.2-20) and 3.2-6 — Construction
Equipment Parameters for the Proposed Street (page 3.2-21)) and would not be significant.

For the purpose of this comment, 1.35 tons will be used as the weight of a cubic yard of dirt. However,
the typical weight capacity of hauling trucks is 20 tons and average the required hauling trips are
averaged over the length of the grading period. Below is a tabular proof generated for this response:

Total CY 1,000

Tons/CY 1.35 Multiply
Total Tons 1,350 =

Truck Capacity 20 Divide
Total Trucks 67.5 =

Days for hauling 40 Divide
Average trucks/day 1.7 =
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Thus, an average of two trucks would be required for each day of fill crossing construction, or
approximately 80 total trucks. This is consistent with what has been modeled. The California Emission
Estimator Model (CalEEMod) inputs have been verified to confirm that this is what was modeled. The
text in Section 6.1.3 — Construction-Related Air Quality Effects — Scenario 3 of the Air Quality Analysis
(Appendix C of the DEIR, page 39) has been clarified (see Errata page 34). These edits do not change the
conclusions for the DEIR.

Based on input from the City engineer, no import or export of soil would occur during bridge construction.
The 50 trucks would be required for construction material deliveries and hauling materials to the site. This
number, originally obtained from the City Engineer during the project design phase for the scenarios to
model emissions from all construction activities, and was reconfirmed with the City Engineer in July 2013
for the purpose of this response. As stated in the Errata, page 34: Construction of Proposed C Street west
of Washington Street would not be permitted to occur until the fill crossing and bridge construction is
complete. The timing and phasing of roadway improvements, and the requirement for the fill crossing and
bridge construction to be completed prior to Proposed C Street implementation, would be included as a
requirement in the contract documents for the construction contractors.

As stated in Section 2.6 — Proposed Project - Project Description (pages 2-17 — 2-45), of the DEIR, the
construction schedule is “five days per week, with eight-hour days.” Construction assumptions have been
confirmed with the City Engineer and reconfirmed with the City Engineer in July 2013 for the purpose of
this response. These assumptions would be incorporated into contract language for contractor bids. Note
that the emissions summarized in Tables 3.2-5 — Summary of Worst-Case Construction Emissions (page
3.2-20) and 3.2-6 — Construction Equipment Parameters for the Proposed C Street (page 3.2-21) are the
maximum emissions for each pollutant and that they may occur during different phases of construction.
These are, therefore, the worst-case emissions.

Air quality impacts are less than significant for all Project scenarios both during construction and
operation. CEQA only requires mitigation for potentially significant impacts. The DEIR concludes the level
of maximum daily construction emissions is projected to be less than the applicable thresholds for all
criteria pollutants, and no mitigation would be required. Additionally, project compliance with SCAQMD
Rules and Regulations is mandatory. This has been clarified in the text. These edits do not change the
conclusions for the DEIR.

Scenarios 1-4 would have less than significant impacts on air quality. Even though construction emissions
under all scenarios would be less than significant, the City has integrated some of the suggested measures
in the comment into contract specifications, as necessary. As previously detailed, mitigation measures
are not required for construction emissions, as impacts would be less than significant.

Measures 1 through 11 relate primarily to dust control and are required per SCAQMD Rule 403, which is
applicable to “any activity or manmade condition capable of generating dust” within the SCAB. While the
measures specifically listed may not always apply, similar or “as effective” measures are incorporated into
the project as standard contract specifications.

Portions of Measure 12, such as limiting the hours of construction, are incorporated into the project
through construction hour limitations of the City’s Municipal Code. Similarly, the project does include
various phases for purposes of scheduling to meet the purpose of the project and reduce impacts to local
residents.

As to Measure 13, due to regulatory requirements of the EPA and California Air Resources Board (CARB)
these devices or similar devices intended to achieve the same emission reductions have been
incorporated in to modern construction equipment referenced in Measure 13. Additionally, CARB
adopted a regulation on July 26, 2007 that requires the use of Tier Il or higher off-road equipment
beginning January 1, 2014. Therefore, all equipment used for the proposed project would be required to
comply with the new regulations. Please note the aftermarket installation of devices, such as high
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pressure injectors or cooled exhaust gas re-circulators, were found to violate the warranties on most
equipment and were thus considered to be infeasible on older equipment.

Measure 14 is not clear. If this is intended for construction activities, these requirements are part of the
CARB In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicle Regulation requirements, which limit the use of older model
equipment and require the retirement of these vehicles. For on-road diesel vehicles, CARB has a similar
program that requires installation of particulate filters, or traps, on any on-road heavy-duty diesel vehicles
with a gross weight of 14,000 pounds or greater which began January 1, 2012 and requires the
replacement of the older vehicles beginning January 1, 2015.

Measure 15 for the upgrading of construction fleets in California effectively provides the same particulate
reductions as provided for by installing aftermarket diesel particulate filters. Therefore, the requirements
would be added for any diesel-powered equipment not required to comply with the in-use off-road
regulations. The inclusion of this measure in contractor documents does not change the findings of the air
quality analysis.

Measure 16 is required of all construction equipment beginning January 1, 2014, thus all construction
equipment used in the project will meet these requirements through compliance with State law.

Measure 17 has not been incorporated into project contract requirements. Diesel equipment typically
requires 5 tol5 minutes to warm up for operation.

Measure 18 has not been incorporated into project contract requirements, as the minimum size of
engines used in construction equipment varies throughout the activity and the precise size of engine and
the power requirements for a specific activity cannot be readily verified for purposes of verifying
mitigation measures. Additionally, the equipment modeled in the air quality analysis, which found impact
to be less than significant, used equipment with standard power requirements based on the average
fleets in California as provided by the CARB.

Measures 19 through 23 have not been incorporated into project contract requirements as the City does
not want to limit construction contractors to such extent if a scenario requiring construction is ultimately
selected. As previously detailed, mitigation measures are not required for construction emissions, as
impacts would be less than significant.

Measure 24 is irrelevant as the SCAQMD has not issued a stage | smog alert in the last 10 years and even
longer for stage Il or lll alters. The last stage Il alert was issued in the 1980s.

Measure 25 is part of the requirements the City places on any roadway construction project and will be
required of this project through contract specifications. This would not change the findings of the air
quality analysis.

In response to Measure 26, the City will include this requirement in the contract specifications. Please
note the DEIR calls for a traffic control plan for Proposed C Street (Section 3.11.5 of the DEIR, “a traffic
control plan is required to be approved by the Director of Public Works prior to construction activities”).

Measure 27 has not been incorporated into project contract requirements; however, the DEIR calls for a
traffic control plan (see Section 3.11.5 of the DEIR). Construction of other portions of the project, e.g.
undeveloped Overlook Parkway, would not interfere with traffic operations on existing local streets.

Measures 28 through 31 are incentive programs for reducing worker trips that would not result in
measureable reductions and have not been incorporated into project contract requirements as the City
does not want to limit the construction contractor to such extent if a scenario requiring construction is
ultimately selected. Furthermore, pursuant to California Health and Safety Code Section 40717.9, no
public agency shall require an employer to implement an employee trip reduction program unless the
program is required by federal law. Accordingly, pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 40717.9, the
County is not authorized to effectively mandate that the construction employer(s) implement mandatory
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employee carpooling. It should also be noted that they would not reduce the impact or change the
findings of the EIR. Measure 32 is not feasible for roadway paints due to the requirement for durability;
however, the project will comply with Rule 1113 Architectural Coating limits for all paints used on the
project.

As described in detail in this response, Measures 12 through 31 may reduce the generation of some air
quality emissions associated with construction; however, these measures would not result in measureable
reductions and as shown in the preceding responses. Where these suggested measures are considered
acceptable by the City to not limit the construction contractors and are not duplicative of regulatory
requirements these measures will be incorporated in the project as a requirement in the contract
documents.

We concur with this comment and note it is consistent with the conclusions in Section 3.2 — Air Quality of
the DEIR.

As stated in the DEIR, Section 3.2.6.1(b) Sensitive Receptors — Impact Analysis — Diesel Particulate Matter
(page 3.2-44) Operation, CARB guidelines indicate that “siting new sensitive land uses within 500 feet of a
freeway, urban roads with 100,000 vehicles/day, or rural roads with 50,000 vehicles/day should be
avoided when possible.” These parameters were used as screening criteria to determine where detailed
analysis was necessary. Based on the nature of the project and the results of the TIA (see also Section
3.11.4.1(a) — Circulation Systems — Methodology (page 3.11-41) of the DEIR), the redistribution in traffic
would not result in roadways of 100,000 vehicles per day or rural roads of 50,000 vehicles per day
including Overlook Parkway, Green Orchard Place, Crystal View Terrace, Proposed C Street, and other
roadways in the project vicinity. In addition, the project would not substantially increase or attract diesel
traffic on Overlook Parkway, defined as 8% of the total traffic volume in the Transportation Conformity
Guidance for Qualitative Hot-Spot Analysis in PM, s and PM;, Nonattainment and Maintenance Areas,
published by the Federal Highway Administration and US Environmental Protection Agency, to a roadway
with an average daily traffic volume of 100,000 or more. The proposed Project does not propose any new
sensitive land uses. The analysis of air quality impacts from traffic is based on the distribution and traffic
volumes presented in the project traffic report. All assessed pass through traffic in the traffic analysis
would by necessity be included in the air quality analysis. As no roadways would generate the quantity of
traffic or have the ratio of diesel traffic required for detailed analysis. The analysis of diesel PM impacts
are not appropriate. Therefore, it was determined the Project would not expose any existing sensitive
receptors to substantial concentrations of diesel PM concentrations or excess cancer risks. The text in
Section 3.2.6.1(b) Sensitive Receptors — Impact Analysis — Diesel Particulate Matter (page 3.2-44) of the
DEIR has been clarified (Errata, pages 34). These edits do not change the conclusions for the DEIR.

The comment seems to mingle PM,q, with diesel PM. PMy, is generated in many ways including grinding
of fugitive dust particles into smaller particles, break ware and tire ware from vehicles operating on
roadways, while diesel PM is generated only through combustion of fuel and emitted through exhaust
stacks.

Acute exposure to Diesel Particulate Matter (DPM) is generally associated with occupational issue, as it
would require substantial concentrations in a very limited period with little dispersion, such as in
proximity to an engine or a confined environment, which is highly unlikely given the nature of the project.
As stated in Section 3.3 — Toxic Air Contaminants of the project Air Quality Technical Report (Appendix C),
the primary concern associated with DPM is associated with cancer risk from chronic exposure. (Health
Risk Assessment Guidance for Analyzing Cancer Risks from Mobile Source Diesel Idling Emissions for the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Air Quality Analysis). Air quality thresholds are related to
federal and state regulations. Congress established much of the basic structure of the Clean Air Act in
1970, and made major revisions in 1977 and 1990. To protect public health and welfare nationwide, the
Clean Air Act requires EPA to establish national ambient air quality standards for certain common and
widespread pollutants based on the latest science. EPA has set air quality standards for six common
"criteria pollutants": particulate matter (also known as particle pollution), ozone, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen
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dioxide, carbon monoxide, and lead. Thresholds which address toxic air contaminants are intended to
address uncertainties associated with inconclusive evidence, and to provide a reasonable degree of
protection against hazards that research has not yet identified. This DEIR does not change or affect the
way that air quality impacts are evaluated, and more information on the EPA can be provided at:
http://www.epa.gov/air/caa/requirements.html.

This air quality analysis is based on the traffic projections for the study area, including the cumulative
conditions and all associated redistribution analyzed in the traffic study. Additionally, the redistribution in
traffic would not result in roadways a substantial amount of diesel vehicles operating on affected
roadways or create freeways or urban roadways with 100,000 or more vehicles per day or rural roads of
50,000 vehicles per day. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant as stated in Section 3.2.6.1(b)
Sensitive Receptors — Impact Analysis — Diesel Particulate Matter (page 3.2-44) of the DEIR as the Project
would not expose any existing sensitive receptors to substantial diesel PM concentrations or excess
cancer risk.

We concur that diesel exhaust PM is a toxic of concern to the City and was analyzed in the DEIR based on
the SCAQMD guidance. Toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulates, are discussed in Section
3.2.1.6 Sensitive Receptors (pages 3.2-29 — 3.2-45) of the DEIR which states: “The public’s exposure to
toxic air contaminants (TACs) is a significant public health issue in California.” The information provided in
the comment is information available to and reviewed by the DEIR preparation team prior to preparation
of the DEIR. The information contained in these sources is industry standard knowledge and was used in
the development of the effects of diesel exhaust PM, which is summarized in the DEIR (Section 3.2 —Air
Quality and Appendix C). Please note, recent guidance issued December 2012 by the Federal Highway
Administration for mobile source air toxics, which include diesel exhaust, indicates that though existing
regulations, mobile source air toxins will be reduced by approximately 80 percent by 2050 while the
associated Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) is anticipated to increase by 102 percent.

Those documents which were available were reviewed, and none of the citations provided alter the
setting, methodology, or findings of the DEIR. Some materials cited in this comment were duplicative of
information already reviewed/considered; are inapplicable to this type of project; are erroneous or out of
date; and/or are unavailable at the website provided by the commenter. Where website links were not
active, the documents were located and reviewed at alternate links.

e The Health Effects of Air Pollution on Children, Michael T. Kleinman, Ph.D, Fall 2000,; See also, Diesel
and Health in America: the Lingering Threat, Clean Air Task Force, February 2005.

e Technical Support Document for Cancer Potency Factors: Methodologies for derivation, listing of
available values, and adjustments to allow for early life stage exposures, California EPA OEHHA Air
Toxicology and Epidemiology Branch, April 2009, p. 3.

e Annual Meeting of the Brain & Lung Tumor and Air Pollution Foundation, April 2, 2010.

e California Air Pollution Control Officers Association. (January 2008) CEQA & Climate Change:
Evaluating and Addressing Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Projects Subject to the California
Environmental Quality Act.

e U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration. (August 2006) Construction
Noise Handbook, Chapters 3,4, and 9..

e Electronic Library of Construction Occupational Safety and Health (November/December 2002)
Construction Noise: Exposure, Effects, and the Potential for Remediation; A Review and Analysis.

e U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. (March1985) The Noise Guidebook.

e Suter, Dr. Alice H., Administrative Conference of the United States. (November 1991) Noise and Its
Effects.

Attachment C — Page 655


http://www.epa.gov/air/caa/requirements.html

L-29:

L-30:

L-31:

L-32:

L-33:

The commenter also addressed sensitive populations, such as infants, children, and the elderly. All air
quality thresholds are derived from the EPA criteria which are to protect the health and welfare of citizens
with an adequate margin of safety (EPA 2015). Air quality analyses intrinsically analyze the effects on all
populations, including the sensitive populations.

It is unclear what “potential risks” the comment is referring to. Cancer risks associated with exposure to
DPM have been addressed in responses to comments 23 through 28. The City restricts trucks to dedicated
truck routes and can cite vehicles disobeying posted regulations, such as truck route and speed
restrictions. The measures indicated generally slow traffic and do not restrict use as indicated by the
comment. As slower traffic (including diesel trucks) generally results in greater, not fewer, emissions per
vehicle, these measures would not be effective for reducing diesel trucks emissions.

The impacts of the bridge columns are illustrated in Figures 3.3-10 — Eastern and Arroyo Survey Areas
Impacts to California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) Jurisdictional Resources (page 3.3-49) and 3.3-
11 — Eastern and Arroyo Survey Areas Impacts to Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)
Jurisdictional Resources (page 3.3-50) and are summarized in Table 3.3-7b — Impacts to Jurisdictional
Resources in the Alessandro Arroyo Survey Area (acres) (page 3.3-52). Permanent jurisdictional impacts
associated with the columns total 77 square-feet of CDOFG/RWQCB wetland.

It is unclear what “disconnect” the commenter is referring to, such that a more specific response cannot
be provided. However, at the specific request of the California Department of Fish & Wildlife, the
mitigation ratios under Scenarios 3 and 4 have been revised to reflect a 3:1 mitigation ratio, (see
Comment Letter E). The revised mitigation is now reflected in the Errata (page 48-52).

Please see response to comment L-8 above.

As stated in Section 3.3.5.1 — Riparian/Wetland Communities — Impact Analysis (page 3.3-45 — 3.3-59)
under Scenario 4, “As Scenario 4 also involves the connection of Overlook Parkway, impacts discussed
above (under Scenario 3) would also apply: temporary and permanent impacts to wetland habitat and
jurisdictional resources from the construction of a fill crossing and a roadway bridge would be significant
(54-BI0O-2). Impacts to biological resources under this scenario would also include areas affected by
construction of the Proposed C Street as shown in Figure 3.3-13 — Western Survey Area Impacts to
Biological Resources (page 3.3-54).” Accordingly, the EIR properly examined the total impacts of Scenario
4 (including the Proposed C Street improvements) when reaching a significance conclusion, and no
improper segmenting or piecemealing occurred. The DEIR discloses that “In addition, construction of the
Proposed C Street would also temporarily and permanently impact the Gage Canal, which is considered an
Army Corps pf Engineers (ACOE) non-wetland water and a CDFG/RWQCB streambed due to its hydrologic
connectivity to the Santa Ana River.” As detailed in Section 3.3.5.1— Riparian/Wetland Communities —
Impact Analysis (page 3.3-45 — 3.3-59), “The only changes proposed to the Canal are converting
underground portions to be open and the open portion under the Proposed C Street to be culverted.” In
more detail, this sentence is stating that in the baseline condition, the Gage Canal is culverted at
Washington Street (in its existing alignment). In order for the proposed C Street to connect with
Washington Street within this vicinity, Washington Street would need to be re-aligned to a point
approximately 70 feet westerly of its current position where it intersects the Gage Canal. This re-
alignment correspondingly necessitates culverting Gage Canal again to the west of the existing culvert.
This is where the 0.01 acre of temporary impacts and 0.02 acre of permanent impacts originate as
detailed in Table 3.3-8 in the EIR. However, once Washington Street has been realigned and the new
culvert put in place, the existing culvert would be removed (“daylighted”); allowing the (concreted) Gage
Canal to flow freely again as it does along the rest of its channel within this vicinity. Therefore, the 0.02
acres of permanent impacts would be counteracted by 0.02 replacement (caused by removing the old
culvert). This is the reason that the DEIR goes on to say “This change would result in a no-net loss of the
functions and values the canal provides; therefore, no significant impact would result.” To further clarify,
there would be an impact (0.02 acres permanent impacts) but as it would be offset by the corresponding
0.02 acre beneficial removal of the old culvert, the impact would not be a significant one. And because no
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additional significant impacts would occur under Scenario 4 than those additional significant impacts would
occur under Scenario 4 than those disclosed for Scenario 3, no additional mitigation would be required, and
MM-BIO-2 would reduce impacts associated with Scenario 4 to less than significant.

As specified in MM-BIO-1 (DEIR Section 3.3.4.3 — Special Status Species — Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting
(pages 3.3-44 — 3.3-45)): Construction shall be conducted outside the breeding season of February 1-September
15. If construction activities must occur during the combined bird-breeding season, steps to reduce impacts
include pre-construction nesting surveys that will identify any active migratory birds (and other sensitive non-
migratory birds) nests. In addition, the measure includes nest avoidance buffers of 500 feet for raptors/owls,
and 100 to 300 feet for songbirds, with exact distances for each site to be determined by a qualified biologist.
However, avoidance buffers for ground nesting raptor species shall be larger than 500 feet. The contract
documents that would be overseen by the City Public Works Department will be required to implement a pre-
construction nesting survey prior to any grading. In the event of breaks in construction, the City will undertake
supplemental bird surveys as required by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA).

Impacts to the Gage Canal and Victoria Avenue associated with Scenario 4 are detailed in Section 3.4.4.1 —
Historical Resources — Impact Analysis of the DEIR (pages 3.4-17 — 3.4-20). The increase in traffic on segments
of Victoria Avenue would not significantly impact its historical significance. Victoria Avenue is a roadway that, in
its existing condition, is frequently used by motorists (see Section 3.11 — Transportation/Traffic). Thus, the
redistribution of traffic under each of the scenarios would not change that circumstance, nor would it alter the
historic significance of a roadway that has always been used by vehicles. Ultimately, it is up to the decision
makers (i.e., the City Council) to weigh the effects of each scenario in making the decision of which to
implement. The DEIR adequately evaluated and disclosed the significant historical impacts to Victoria Avenue
that would occur under Scenario 4, and for the off-site improvements under each scenario.

Median and shoulder plantings and other physical features of Victoria Avenue, which are the major
contributing factors to the visual aspect of the Avenue’s significance, would not be impacted. Because of this,
the view while driving on Victoria Avenue would not change. Victoria Avenue has been and would continue to
be a roadway, and cars are part of the existing viewshed. The predominately rural setting surrounding Victoria
Avenue, which is an integral part of the visual setting of the Avenue, also would not be changed by the
redistribution of traffic under certain scenarios.

The record search shows a total of 118 cultural resources recorded within one mile of the survey areas. Of
these, two cultural resources are recorded within the Project survey areas. These are a 6.1-mile-long
section of Victoria Avenue (CA-RIV-11361) and the Gage Canal (CA-RIV-4768). Operational impacts
relative to Victoria Avenue are discussed in Response L-35 above.

The historical significance of Gage Canal is based on how it is listed, pursuant to the City of Riverside
Historical Resources Guidelines. As detailed in Section 3.4.2.2a — Existing Cultural Resources — Records
Search (pages 3.4-10 — 3.4-11), “The Gage Canal (CA-RIV-4768) is a 20.13-mile canal beginning at the
Santa Ana River and terminating at the Mockingbird Reservoir. The Gage Canal is City of Riverside Cultural
Heritage Landmark #24.” The nomination form states that “its importance in the development of the City
of Riverside, especially its contribution to the growth of the citrus industry.” Its importance does not rest
on its surroundings, either visual or atmospheric.

While the section of the canal southwest of Washington Street does retain a more rural setting and
atmosphere, the sections running under Washington Street and to the northeast do not. Residential
development has surrounded the canal in these areas impacting the setting and atmosphere. The
enlargement of the crossing for the Proposed C Street in Scenario 4 would not significantly alter the
setting and atmosphere west of the new construction.

As detailed in Section 3.4.4.1 — Historical Resources — Impact Analysis of the DEIR (pages 3.4-17 — 3.4-19):

The canal is important because of its contribution to the development of Riverside and
the citrus industry, and because of its association with its builder, Matthew Gage. The
canal’s route would remain the same, and it would still function to supply water to the
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surrounding area. The proposed modifications to the canal would not alter these
characteristics which define its significance; the canal would retain its integrity of
location, setting, and association, and in the areas where it is still an open canal,
integrity of feeling and design. Therefore, the proposed covering of a minimal section of
Gage Canal to accommodate the proposed road would be less than significant.

Other cultural resources recorded within one mile of the survey sites would be located outside the area of
potential effect, and therefore, would not be subject to disturbance from construction of roadway
improvements or other secondary impacts. No impact would occur.

Victoria Avenue is a roadway that, in its existing condition, is frequently used by motorists (see Section
3.11 — Transportation/Traffic). Thus, the redistribution of traffic under each of the scenarios would not
change that circumstance, nor would it alter the historic significance of a roadway that has always been
used by vehicles. Ultimately, it is up to the decision makers (i.e., the City Council) to weigh the effects of
each scenario in making the decision of which to implement. The DEIR adequately evaluated and
disclosed the significant historical impacts to Victoria Avenue that would occur under Scenario 4, and for
the off-site improvements under each scenario.

MM-CUL-4 has been amended and renumbered. MM-CUL-5 addressing this comment now includes a
100-foot buffer from any potential paleontological find during construction activities to prevent potential
impacts to paleontological resources. This has been increased from 50 feet to 100-feet and noted in the
Errata on pages 55-56. The monitoring during construction is intended to prevent potential impacts to
paleontological resources during construction.

The correction has been noted, however, this does not change the conclusions in the DEIR.

The intent of the policy is that the City decision-makers will weigh widening of roads to improve the flow
of traffic against other impacts — such as the use of condemnation (economic) or other environmental
impacts associated with roadway widening improvements (aesthetic, noise, etc.) As stated in the CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15093, CEQA requires the decision-making agency to balance, as applicable, the
economic, legal, social, technological or other benefits, including region-wide or state-wide environmental
benefits of a proposed project against the unavoidable environmental risks when determining whether to
approve a project. If the specific...benefits...of a proposed project outweigh the unavoidable adverse

’rn

environmental effects, the adverse environmental effects may be considered ‘acceptable’.

Aesthetic impacts are addressed in Section 3.9 — Land Use and Aesthetics of the DEIR. Relative to a
discussion of economic consideration, the commenter is directed to Master Response #4: Economic and
Social Impacts.

As concluded in the Traffic Mitigation Section of the DEIR (Section 3.11.4.3 — Circulation System —
Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting (pages 3.11-108 — 3.11-140)), consistent with the General Plan
2025, the City has made a determination based on substantial evidence that potential impacts caused by
widening a roadway segment to accommodate local traffic in key areas would cause greater adverse
environmental impacts to the neighborhoods and businesses than the traffic congestion because
widening local roadways would require the condemnation of private property, and is therefore
undesirable as mitigation. Therefore, no mitigation has been identified for several roadway segment
impacts, as it has been determined to be undesirable.

A DEIR is an informational document and the policy consistency analysis is provided to inform the public
of a project’s environmental impacts where potential policy inconsistencies are identified. General Plan
policies, unlike municipal regulations, are subjective and therefore, subject to interpretation. The
ultimate determination of whether a scenario is consistent with policy direction found in the City’s
General Plan lies within the discretion of the decision-making body (City of Riverside City Council) for this
project, and that determination must be given great deference. (San Franciscans Upholding the
Downtown Plan v. City and County of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656, 677-679 [court deferred
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to board of supervisors' determination that project was consistent with general plan]; No Oil, Inc. v. City of
Los Angeles (1987) 196 Cal.App.3d 223, 243-249 [court deferred to City's interpretation of own municipal
codes]. See new Master Response #10 (Errata page 19).

Policy CCM-2.4 states that the City will “minimize the occurrence of streets operating at LOS ‘F'.” The
policy is subjective and does not include an outright prohibition of streets operating at an LOS F.

An EIR is an informational document and the policy consistency analysis is provided to inform the public
of a project’s environmental impacts where potential policy inconsistencies are identified. General Plan
policies, unlike municipal regulations are subjective and therefore, subject to interpretation. The ultimate
determination of whether a scenario is consistent with policy direction found in the City’s General Plan
lies within the discretion of the decision-making body (City of Riverside City Council) for this project. A
city’s interpretation of its own General Plan will not be overturned unless the interpretation is arbitrary
and capricious, and no reasonable person could have come to the same conclusion. (No Oil v. City of L.A.
(1987) 196 Cal.App.3d 223, 243.) Here, there is substantial evidence that the Project is consistent with
the City’s overall General Plan.

See Master Response 10 — Policy Consistency (Errata page 19) regarding policy consistency and Master
Response 8: Local Cut-through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages 14-18). Aesthetic
character and livability of residential neighborhoods was taken into consideration in developing the
scenarios. In addition, the alignment, including the revised alignment, is located to avoid as many
residential properties as possible. Substantial right-of-way acquisition was a consideration in some of the
other alighments considered but rejected, as discussed in the DEIR, Section 8.1.3 (page 8-2 to 8-11 In
certain contexts, aesthetic and neighborhood character may be in conflict with traffic engineering criteria
relative to the design of roadway infrastructure.

For Scenario 4, historical impacts to Victoria Avenue and the Gage Canal are addressed in Section 3.4.4.1 —
Circulation System — Impact Analysis of the DEIR (pages 3.11-45 — 3.11-104). Impacts to the Gage Canal
relative to jurisdictional waters are discussed in Section 3.3.5. Impacts to the Casa Blanca neighborhood
(relative to cut-through traffic) are addressed in Section 3.11.4.1c -- Circulation System — Impact Analysis —
Potential cut-through Traffic (pages 3.11-96 — 3.11-104) the FEIR, please refer to Master Response #5:
Regionally Diverted Traffic.

Impacts relative to cut-through traffic on other roadways and/or neighborhoods are addressed in Section
3.11.4.1c -- Circulation System — Impact Analysis — Potential cut-through Traffic (pages 3.11-96 — 3.11-104)
of the FEIR, please refer to Master Response #5: Regionally Diverted Traffic.

A city’s interpretation of its own General Plan will not be overturned unless the interpretation is arbitrary
and capricious. (No Oil v. City of L.A. (1987) 196 Cal.App.3d 223, 243.) Where a city specifically finds that
a project is consistent with the city’s own General Plan policy or policies, the standard is whether a
reasonable person could have reached the same conclusion. (lbid.)

This comment does not raise any specific substantive issues related to environmental impacts under
CEQA, and no further response is required. (Browning-Ferris Indus. v. City of San Jose (1986) 181
Cal.App.3d 852 [where a general comment is made, a general response is sufficient].)

Regionally diverted and cut through traffic was considered in the DEIR, including near the gates and
neighborhoods near Overlook Parkway. Please refer to Master Response #8: Local Cut-through
Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages 14-18) and #11: Grade Separation on Madison
Street (Errata pages 19-21).

See also Master Responsel0: Policy Consistency (Errata page 19). An analysis of the project’s consistency
with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or
otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities in discussed in Section 3.11.8 — Conflict
with Alternate Transportation Policies of the DEIR (pages 3.11-171 — 3.11-174). Traffic hazards, including
those associated with equestrian and pedestrian use in the Greenbelt, are addressed in Section 3.11.7 —
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Traffic Hazards of the DEIR (pages 3.11-170 — 3.11-172). The DEIR states that “..standard signage
cautioning motorists would be included along the Proposed C Street and near trail crossings and
connections. The vacated roadways associated with this scenario would also include standard signage that
indicates they are dead end streets. The Proposed C Street has been designed to conform to all federal
and local roadway design guidelines. Federal regulations address ADA accessibility in design. The City of
Riverside Public Works Department has development standards and requirements for streets, including
the length of right-of-way, median, pavement width, etc. Additionally, curves on major and secondary
streets are required to have a centerline radius that conforms to the specifications of the Public Works
Department. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.” Please refer to Section 2.6.3 — Project
Description - Proposed Project — Scenario 3 of the DEIR (pages 2-21 — 2-35) for a description of all
roadway improvements, including pedestrian and bicycle facilities. The Gage, canal serves as a secondary
trail within the City and connects to a primary City trail southwest of Washington Street. The Proposed C
Street would cross the Gage Canal near the existing intersection of Washington Street and Dufferin
Avenue. The City’s General Plan 2025 Parks and Recreation Element (Figure PR-1 — Parks, Open Space and
Trails) calls for “Trail crossing/proposed traffic signal” where the trail crosses at this location. The City
does not entirely control the Gage Canal, and therefore does not control when or if a trail will ever be
constructed there. The design of the trail crossing, if one is to ever exist, would be completed when a trail
is proposed and constructed. Please also refer to Master Response #2: Vague or Conclusory Statements
(Errata pages 4-5). The comment is speculative.

Please refer to Master Response #8: Local Cut-through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata
pages 14-18).

Please refer to Master Response #10: Policy Consistency (Errata page 19). As described in Section 3.4.4.1
— Circulation System — Impact Analysis (pages 3.11-45 — 3.11-104), all four scenarios would require off-site
mitigation (improvements) to Victoria Avenue, which would result in significant historical resource
impacts. The policy consistency evaluation table relates each scenario to the applicable General Plan
policy. The intent is not to provide a comparison of scenarios against each other. As discussed in Section
3.4.4 — Circulation System (pages 3.11-40 — 3.11-157), Scenario 4 would result in greater impacts to
Victoria Avenue than would the other scenarios in that it requires a direct connection be made to Victoria
Avenue, necessitating right-of-way improvements at the intersection. These improvements include: the
installation of traffic lights at all four corners of the intersection and within the median; proposed curbs
and additional asphalt associated with the intersection improvements would replace sections of the dirt
shoulder; the construction of a crosswalk across the south median at the intersection would change the
appearance of the existing plantings in median in that area.

As indicated in Appendix H, the requirement of General Plan 2025 Policy CCM-4.2 for a specific plan level
of analysis for the potential connection routes between Washington Street and SR-91 refers to a detailed
study of the traffic associated with the circulation network in this area. A detailed analysis and
comparison of four scenarios relative to Overlook Parkway and the proposed C Street was completed in
conjunction with this project and is included in the Traffic Impact Analysis (see Appendix J). The General
Plan Update EIR included the connection of Overlook Parkway and the Proposed C Street in its program-
level analysis. The TIA for this project provides a refined “project-level” analysis for the various scenarios
consistent with General Plan 2025 direction.

Please refer to Master Response #10: Policy Consistency (Errata page 19).

Section 3.11.4.1 c — Circulation System — Impact Analysis — Potential Cut-through Traffic (pages 3.11-96 —
3.11-104) provides an analysis of cut-through traffic for both 2011 and 2035 (build-out). The comment
that 90 percent of traffic is cut-through is not accurate. From the DEIR, “The City does not have adopted
thresholds governing potential cut-through traffic; however, each scenario was evaluated in the TIA for
the potential to cause an increase in cut-through traffic in the Project vicinity in order to provide the most
complete information disclosure possible.
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“Since Scenarios 3 and 4 would add new roadways not currently available to drivers, the potential for
regional cut-through traffic exists. This analysis looks at the numbers of new vehicles coming into the
Project vicinity that can be attributed to changes in the circulation network (traffic that comes into the
area that did not come to this area before).

“Since the difference in volumes is negligible when comparing Scenarios 1 and 2 (Gates Closed and Gates
Open), this evaluation looks at daily traffic volume changes between Scenarios 3 and 4 against the Gates
Open baseline, for both Year 2011 and Year 2035 conditions. These scenarios are not evaluated against
the Gates Closed baseline in this section, as motorists would be unable to cut through under that
condition. Any new cut-through traffic would eventually enter or leave the area via roads on the east of
the study area; this analysis focuses on east-west facilities that are generally parallel to Overlook Parkway.

The analysis shows that for both 2011 and 2035 conditions, the projected cut-through volumes are low.
As explained below, new potential cut-through traffic entering the area is low overall; however, Scenario
3 would have less cut-through traffic compared to Scenario 4.” Please refer to Master Response #8: Local
Cut-through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages 14-18) and #11: Grade Separation on
Madison Street (Errata pages 19-21).

Please refer to Master Response #10: Policy Consistency (Errata page 19). While both the direct and
indirect impacts to Victoria Avenue are considered significant and unavoidable, the City maintains
responsibility for historic preservation of this resource and mitigates impacts to the greatest extent
practicable.

Please refer to Master Response #10: Policy Consistency (Errata page 19). No new land uses are proposed
in proximity to the arroyo. Scenarios 3 and 4 provide the minimum amount of infrastructure needed to
complete the connection of Overlook Parkway as called for in the General Plan 2025.

Please refer to Master Response #10: Policy Consistency (Errata page 19). The bridge proposed under
Scenarios 3 and 4 employs an environmentally conscious design through the use of two decks. The bridge
would result in temporary and permanent impacts to southern willow scrub and jurisdictional waters in
the Eastern and Arroyo Survey areas. However, all impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.

Please refer to Master Responses #7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C and #10: Policy Consistency
(Errata pages 10-14).

Please refer to Master Responses #7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C and #10: Policy Consistency
(Errata pages 10-14).

Please refer to Master Response #10: Policy Consistency (Errata page 19). The proposed roadway
improvements under Scenario 4 would be required to conform to General Plan 2025 policies and Public
Works Department standards applicable to roadway design. Therefore, final design of Scenario 4 would
be required to be consistent with Policy LU-11.2. If the project would not comply with any adopted
General Plan 2025 policy, then a General Plan Amendment and subsequent environmental analysis would
be required. The DEIR also provides mitigation that would ensure that construction-level drawings
(including detailed engineering and landscape plans) be consistent with the City’s policy direction relative
to parkways. Compliance with mitigation identified in a certified DEIR is a legally binding condition of
approval for the project with which the City must abide. For more on the bridge design and consistency
with the parkway designation, see also response to L-4 above.

Please refer to Master Response #10: Policy Consistency (Errata page 19). As indicated in Appendix H —
Land Use Consistency Table, the requirement of General Plan 2025 Policy CCM-4.2 for a specific plan level
of analysis for the potential connection routes between Washington Street and SR-91 refers to a detailed
study of the traffic associated with the circulation network in this area. A detailed analysis and
comparison of four scenarios relative to Overlook Parkway and the Proposed C Street was completed in
conjunction with this project and is included in the Traffic Impact Analysis (see Appendix J). The General
Plan Update EIR included the connection of Overlook Parkway and the Proposed C Street in its program-
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level analysis. The TIA for this project provides a refined “project-level” analysis for the various scenarios

consistent with General Plan direction.
Please refer to Master Response #10: Policy Consistency (Errata page 19).

Please refer to Master Response #10: Policy Consistency (Errata page 19). The proposed bridge design is
intended to minimize biological impacts to the arroyo, in-lieu of a span bridge, which is not feasible from a
structural engineering perspective, as the approximate 340 foot required span is longer than
typical/maximum (~250 feet) would allow.

Please refer to Master Responses #7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14) and
#10: Policy Consistency (Errata page 19). An analysis of each Scenario’s consistency with both Proposition
R and Measure C is provided in Chapter 3.9 — Land Use and Aesthetics of the DEIR along with Appendix H
— Land Use Consistency Table. As indicated in Appendix H — Land Use Consistency Table, it is the City's
objective to enforce and adhere to the protections for agricultural areas. The road improvements
proposed through the Greenbelt would not result in the rezoning of any land within the Project vicinity,
and land within the Greenbelt would retain its RA-5 zoning, consistent with the agricultural preservation
provisions established by Proposition R and Measure C. Scenario 4 would be consistent with Policy LU-6.1
because roadway development within the protected area would be limited to Proposed C Street, which
was already contemplated within the currently adopted GP (refer to the General Plan Circulation and
Community Mobility Element pg. CCM-14: Figure CCM-3, which Illustrates the Overlook Connection Study
Area. The accompanying text states, “Addition of a two-lane connector road as an extension of Overlook
Parkway westerly from Washington Street, providing access to SR-91.").

Please refer to Master Response #10: Policy Consistency (Errata page 19).

The Casa Blanca community is discussed throughout Section 3.9 — Land Use and Aesthetics of the DEIR. As
detailed in Section 3.9.1.1f — Environmental Justice Policies, Casa Blanca is a community identified as
having negative effects from past land use development and planning practices on the health of the
community population. As residents settled within this community and the SR-91 was constructed, air
quality emissions resultant from rail operations in the northern portion of the community, vehicles
traveling along Madison Avenue and the SR-91, as well as nearby commercial and light manufacturing
uses have impacted the quality of environment within this community. Section 3.9.5.1 — Plans, Policy, or
Regulations (pages 3.9-35 — 3.9-51) elaborates on policy consistency. Please also refer to Master
Response #7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14) and #11 Grade Separation on
Madison Street (Errata pages 11-21).

In addition, it should be noted that Madison Avenue is the primary access route to the SR-91 for the
neighborhoods within the western portion of the Project vicinity—including Alessandro Heights, Arlington
Heights, Presidential Park, and parts of Hawarden Hills. To the north/northeast, the nearest on-ramp is
one mile away, located at Arlington Avenue near Riverside Avenue. To the south/southwest, the nearest
on-ramp is also one mile away, located at Adams Street and Indiana Avenue.

Thus, the DEIR acknowledges that past land use development and planning practices have impacted the
quality of environment within this community.

As detailed in Section 15131(a) of the CEQA Guidelines (emphasis added): Economic or social information
may be included in an EIR or may be presented in whatever form the agency desires. Economic or social
effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment...The focus of the
analysis shall be on the physical changes.

The potential impacts to Casa Blanca under each scenario are discussed in Section 3.9.5.1 — Plans, Policy,
or Regulations (pages 3.9-35 — 3.9-51). The focus of the analysis is on the physical changes under each
scenario; whether it is the construction of a roadway (i.e., Scenarios 3 and 4), or if the scenario would
redistribute traffic (all scenarios.)
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The analysis in this section for each scenario concludes that: Madison Avenue is the primary access route
to the SR-91 for the neighborhoods within the western portion of the Project vicinity, and this scenario
would not alter or implement any other immediate access routes to the SR-91. The traffic impacts to
intersections and links resulting from implementation of this scenario would occur in multiple
neighborhoods within the Project vicinity and are not concentrated within any one particular community.

Thus, the redistribution of traffic under each scenario would not result in physical changes that further
impact the Casa Blanca neighborhood disproportionately to other neighborhoods.

See Response to Comment L-59, above.

See Response to Comment L-42, above. Also, as disclosed in Section 3.11.7.1 — Traffic Hazards — Impact
Analysis (pages 3.11-168 — 3.11-170), the construction of the Proposed C Street requires intersection
improvements at Victoria and Madison Avenues. The intersection would be signalized and a crosswalk
would be added across Victoria Avenue on the western side of the intersection. All improvements are
required to meet ADA and local guidelines. Federal ADA requirements would ensure that improvements
are constructed in such a manner as to be accessible to all persons, including those with disabilities. The
City of Riverside Department of Public Works provides standard drawings, forms and plans for roadway
improvements including sidewalks, wheelchair ramps, intersection layouts, curb transitions and numerous
other roadway elements to ensure safety for all users. The Proposed C Street has been designed to
conform to all federal and local roadway design guidelines. No impacts from increased traffic relative to
pedestrian and bicycle access and safety would occur.

The project’s impacts relative to aesthetics (1) are described in the DEIR in Section 3.9.7.1— Traffic Hazards
— Impact Analysis (pages 3.11-168 — 3.11-170). Implementation of Scenario 3 would result in potentially
significant impacts to scenic vistas, including the Alessandro Arroyo. However, because the proposed
bridges across the Alessandro Arroyo would be constructed in a manner that would comply with the
General Plan 2025 policies for a “scenic boulevard,” impacts would be less than significant. The proposed
bridge under Scenario 3 would be required to conform to General Plan 2025 policies and Public Works
Department standards applicable to roadway design. Therefore, final design of Scenario 3 would be
required to be consistent with General Plan Policy LU-11.2. If the project would not comply with any
adopted General Plan policy, then a General Plan Amendment and subsequent environmental analysis
would be required. The EIR also provides mitigation that would ensure that construction-level drawings
(including detailed engineering and landscape plans) be consistent with the City’s policy direction relative
to parkways. Compliance with mitigation identified in a certified EIR is a legally binding condition of
approval for the project with which the City must abide.

The proposed bridge design is intended to minimize biological impacts to the arroyo, in-lieu of a span
bridge, which is not feasible from a structural engineering perspective, as the approximate 340 foot
required span is longer than typical/maximum (~250 feet) would allow. Scenario 3 would add
development to the arroyo beyond what is anticipated in the General Plan, which is the completion of
Overlook Parkway, as described under Comment Response #56, above.

The median and shoulder plantings and other physical features of Victoria Avenue, which are the major
contributing factors to the visual aspect of the Avenue’s significance, were evaluated. Impacts of Scenario
4 on Victoria Avenue are detailed in Section 3.4.4.1 — Circulation System — Impact Analysis of the DEIR
(pages 3.11-45 — 3.11-104). Project features, such as signalization and striping to accommodate turning
lanes, required for intersection improvements where the Proposed C Street would intersection with
Victoria Avenue under Scenario 4 were identified as having significant unavoidable impacts, even with the
incorporation of additional mitigation measures. The DEIR does not call for widening on this street. See
also Response to Comment L-35.

As discussed in Section 3.10.1.1 — Noise — Regulatory Setting — Fundamentals of Traffic Noise and Noise
Descriptors (pages 3.10-1 — 3. 10-2) of the DEIR, change in noise levels is perceived as follows: 3 dB(A)
barely perceptible, 5 dB(A) readily perceptible, and 10 dB(A) perceived as a doubling or halving of noise. A
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change in noise less than 1 dB(A) is not perceptible to the human ear even in laboratory conditions. A 3
dB(A) change in noise is typically used for determining impacts, however, as a conservative analysis, for
comparison with City noise standards, future noise impacts were determined for all roadways that have a
potential 1 dB or more increase. Accordingly, the EIR correctly analyzed noise impacts and no revisions to
that analysis are required in response to the comment.

Table 3 — Measurement Results (page 20) of the Noise Analysis (Appendix I) is the summary of noise level
measurements and presents the measured noise level at the location taken, the noise level calculated at
50 feet from the centerline of the roadway, and the calculated CNEL at 50 feet from the centerline of the
roadway. Based on aerial photography provided by the City and field observations all residences, the
sensitive receptors along portions of directly affected roadways are a minimum of 50 feet from the
centerline of the adjacent roadways. There were no schools or other non-residential sensitive receptors
that were closer than 50 feet from the centerline. The table does not represent actual noise sensitive
receptor locations but rather the distance of the sound level meter to the source. No photographic
evidence has been presented that alters the assessment. The analysis of impacts was based on the
increase experienced at a residential property and the actual noise level at the same location. As
discussed in Section 3.10.1.1 — Noise — Regulatory Setting — Fundamentals of Traffic Noise and Noise
Descriptors (pages 3.10-1 — 3. 10-2) of the DEIR, change in noise levels is perceived as follows: 3 dB(A)
barely perceptible, 5 dB(A) readily perceptible, and 10 dB(A) perceived as a doubling or halving of noise. A
change in noise less than 1 dB(A) is not perceptible to the human ear even in laboratory conditions. A 3
dB(A) change in noise is typically used for determining impacts, however, as a conservative analysis, for
comparison with City noise standards, future noise impacts were determined for all roadways that have a
potential 1 dB or more increase or where the City’s compatibility noise levels would be exceeded. Where
increases greater than 1 dB occurred and the actual noise level at 50 feet was then used to determine if
the use of the property would be compatible with the noise environment. The City’s compatibility
standards, also called exterior noise level standards, are not applicable to the entire property. These
standards, which were used in the analysis, are based on the useable outdoor area being compatible not
every inch of a given lot. Useable outdoor areas include portions of entire properties such as patios and
swimming pools but not the landscape plantings around the edges of front and back yards.

In the original comment, it references a sensitive receptor source as near as 17 feet. This
information appears to come not from photographic evidence, but from the distances noted in
Table 3 of the noise report which is included as Appendix | to the Draft EIR. However, these are
not necessarily the distances to sensitive receptors; rather, these are the distances of the
measurement location from the roadway. As shown in Table 3, the noise measurement was
taken 17 feet from the centerline of Berry Road. In this location, there is a residential property
line located 28 feet from the centerline of Berry Road. The measured noise levels of 51.2 dB(A)
Leq with the gates open and 49.9 dB(A) L., with the gates closed would attenuate to 49.0 and
47.7 dB(A) Ly at the nearest residential property line with the gates opened and closed,
respectively. This is less than the City’s compatibility standards. In response to this comment,
noise levels which indicate an exceedance of conditionally acceptable noise limit were reviewed
for proximity to residential property lines. The information presented below for the gates closed
and gates open baselines does not change the conclusions of the Draft EIR.

Scenario 1

Noise levels would be less than the 65 CNEL residential standard at all affected roadway
segments.

Scenario 2

As shown in Table 5, an exceedance of the conditionally acceptable noise limit would occur at 50
feet from the segment of Overlook Parkway between Orozco Drive and Golden Star Avenue (66
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CNEL) under Scenario 2. Using aerial photography it was determined that the residential
property line closest to this segment is approximately 50 feet from the centerline. The reported
noise level of 66 CNEL is therefore the worst-case noise level at the property line.

Scenario 3

As shown in Table 6, an exceedance of the conditionally acceptable noise limit would occur at 50
feet from the segments of Madison Street between Victoria Avenue and Lincoln Avenue (67
CNEL), Overlook Parkway between Washington Street and Alessandro Boulevard (68-69 CNEL),
and Washington Street between Overlook Parkway and Engel Drive (73 CNEL) under Scenario 3.

Using aerial photography it was determined that the residential property line closest to this
segment of Madison Street is approximately 40 feet from the centerline. The noise level at this
distance would be approximately 68 CNEL, and as concluded in the EIR, noise impacts at these
Madison Street residences due to Scenario 3 would be significant.

Using aerial photography, the distances between residential property lines and the centerline of
Overlook Parkway between Washington Street and Alessandro Boulevard were measured. It
was determined that the residential property line closest to this segment is approximately 50
feet from the centerline. No property lines are closer than 50 feet from the centerline. The
reported noise levels of 68-69 CNEL are therefore the worst-case noise levels at the property
line. However, as discussed in the noise analysis, there are existing reverse frontage walls
located along the segments of Overlook Parkway. Assuming flat-site conditions, it was calculated
that this wall provides approximately a 5 dB reduction in traffic noise levels, reducing noise
levels to less than 65 CNEL, as compared to the results of the calculations presented in Table 6.
Therefore, because walls are already in place adjacent to these segments of Overlook Parkway,
impacts at these residences due to Scenario 3 would be less than significant.

Using aerial photography it was determined that the residential property line closest to the
segment of Washington Street between Overlook Parkway and Engel Drive is approximately 30
feet from the centerline. The noise level at this distance would be approximately 75 CNEL. As
discussed in the noise analysis, there is an existing wall located adjacent to this roadway
segment. Assuming this wall provides a 5 dB reduction in noise levels, resulting noise levels at
the nearest residential property would be approximately 70 CNEL, which exceeds compatibility
standards. As concluded in the EIR, noise impacts at these residences due to Scenario 3 would
be significant.

Scenario 4

As shown in Table 7, an exceedance of the conditionally acceptable noise limit would occur at 50
feet from the segments of Madison Street between Washington Street and Railroad Avenue (68-
73 CNEL), Overlook Parkway between Washington Street and Alessandro Boulevard (69-70
CNEL), Victoria Avenue between Adams Street and Madison Street (66-67 CNEL), and
Washington Street between Overlook Parkway and Engel Drive (73 CNEL) under Scenario 4.

Using aerial photography it was determined that the residential property line closest to this
segment of Madison Street is approximately 35 feet from the centerline. The noise level at this
distance would be approximately 70-75 CNEL, and as concluded in the EIR, noise impacts at
these Madison Street residences due to Scenario 4 would be significant.
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For Overlook Parkway between Washington Street and Alessandro Boulevard, see discussion of
this segment under Scenario 3. Residential property lines are as close as 50 feet from the
centerline. With the existing barriers in place, noise levels would be 65 CNEL or less. As
concluded, impacts at these residences due to Scenario 4 would be less than significant.

Using aerial photography, the distances between residential property lines and the centerline of
Victoria Avenue between Adams Street and Madison Street were measured. It was determined
that the residential property line closest to this segment is approximately 50 feet from the
centerline. No property lines are closer than 50 feet from the centerline. The reported noise
levels of 66-67 CNEL are therefore the worst-case noise levels at the property line. However, as
discussed in the noise analysis, there are existing walls located at the residences closest to
Victoria Avenue that were not taken into account in the calculations presented in Table 7.
Assuming flat-site conditions, it was calculated that this wall provides approximately a 5 dB
reduction in traffic noise levels, reducing noise levels to less than 65 CNEL. Therefore, because
walls are already in place adjacent to these segments of Victoria Avenue, impacts at these
residences due to Scenario 4 would be less than significant.

For Washington Street between Overlook Parkway and Engel Drive, see discussion of this
segment under Scenario 3. As concluded in the EIR, noise impacts at these residences due to
Scenario 4 would be significant.

Noise measurements were taken to characterize the existing noise environment in the vicinity of the
project. Due to access requirements, noise measurements were taken without crossing onto private
property. The assumption of a flat hard site for noise modeling propagation is a conservative assumption,
as it results in the highest noise levels at various distances from a given source and the greatest noise
impacts. Similarly, the 5 dB reduction for walls is a conservative assumption as it represents the minimum
reduction for breaking the line of sight between a source and receiver.

The traffic mix assumed for each roadway segment was based on total field traffic counts taken in and
around the Project vicinity during the noise measurements. Field traffic counts were taken on Crystal
View Terrace, Green Orchard Place, Kingdom Drive, Overlook Parkway, Berry Road, Cactus Avenue,
Alessandro Boulevard, Bradley Street, Victoria Avenue, Madison Street, and Washington Street. This
represents a wide range of roadway types in a large project vicinity. As the project would not introduce a
new land use which may introduce a different mix of vehicle (e.g., an industrial use that would attract a
lot of heavy truck trips), the project would not change vehicle mixes in the project vicinity.

Additionally, because the same traffic mix was applied to all roadways, it therefore represents a
conservative assumption on the residential streets that would experience pass-through traffic. For
example, as can be seen in Table 4 — 15-Minute Traffic Counts (page 21) of the Noise Analysis (refer to
Appendix |), the streets in residential areas carry a traffic mix that is nearly 100% autos. However, in the
modeling of future noise levels, a percentage of medium, heavy trucks, and buses was assumed based on
total area field counts. The assumed traffic mix was 98.1 percent autos, 0.2 percent motorcycles, 0.5
percent buses, 1.0 percent medium trucks, and 0.2 percent heavy trucks.

The paragraph on page 3.10-47 to 3.10-48 (Permanent Ambient Noise Increase — Impact Analysis) is a
summary referring the reader to the discussion in Section 3.10.4.1 — Noise Exposure — Impact Analysis on
pages 3.10-8 through 3.10-35. The noise increases are evaluated, discussed, and explained in these 28
pages, and documented in Attachment 1. Based on the data presented, the conclusion of significance is
supported.

To determine the potential noise impacts due to each of the proposed scenarios on existing roadways,
first the potential difference in future noise levels between each scenario and the assumed baselines was
calculated. As discussed in Section 3.10.4.1 — Noise Impact Analysis (page 3.10-8), where it was found
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that the noise increase is 1 dB or more, the future noise level at 50 feet from the roadway was calculated
and compared to the noise compatibility criteria.

There are four locations where this method does not accurately represent impacts because either a new
portion of roadway would be constructed where there currently is none (a portion of Overlook Parkway
and Proposed C Street), or gates would be opened allowing for traffic where there currently is none
(Crystal View Terrace, Green Orchard Place, and portions of Overlook Parkway). The more detailed
analysis of these portions of roadway, including noise contours, is presented in Section 3.10.4.1(b) — Noise
Exposure — Impact Analysis Future Traffic Noise — New and Gated Roadways (pages 3.10-24 — 3.10-44) of
the DEIR.

Because noise levels under Scenario 2 would not exceed the noise compatibility criteria and would not
result in harmful noise levels, it is concluded that impacts would be less than significant. Also, please note
that the increase in traffic noise is based on the change in traffic volume to be conservative and not
specifically on the measured noise levels. Upon closer inspection of the information provided, noise levels
along this portion of Overlook Parkway are actually on the order of 54 to 56 CNEL, as the project would
result in a future noise level of 63 CNEL, the actual increase is on the order of 7 to 9 dB.

The 55 dBA and 65 CNEL standards stated in the comment are incorrect for construction. Please refer to
Sections 7.25.010(A)(5) and 7.35.010(B)(5) of the Riverside Municipal Code. Riverside Municipal Code
Section 7.35.010(B)(5): “Construction: Operating or causing the operation of any tools or equipment used
in construction, drilling, repair, alteration, grading or demolition work between the hours of 7:00 p.m.
and 7:00 a.m. on week days and between 5 p.m. and 8 a.m. on Saturdays or at any time on Sunday or
federal holidays such that the sound therefrom creates a noise disturbance across a residential or
commercial property line or at any time exceeds the maximum permitted noise level for the underlying
land use category, except for emergency work or by variance. This section does not apply to the use of
domestic power tools. “

Additionally, Section 7.25.010(A)(5) of the Riverside Municipal Code states that it shall be unlawful for any
person to cause or allow the creation of any noise which exceeds “the exterior noise standard for the
applicable land use category, plus twenty decibels or the maximum measured ambient noise level, for any
period of time”. For exterior noise between 7:00 A.M. and 10:00 p.M. on weekdays, this corresponds to a
noise level limit of 75 dB(A) Leg. Thus, the noise limit of 75 dB(A) L., was applied appropriately. It should
also be noted that this is also consistent with typical construction noise limits used in adjacent
jurisdictions.

Please see Response to Comment L-68 above.

It is acknowledged that construction noise is greater existing noise; however, this is not the threshold for
which significance is determined. Please refer to response to comment 68 above for the reasons for the
appropriateness of the threshold used. The paragraph on page 3.10-48 is referring the reader to the
discussion in Section 3.10.4-1 — Noise Exposure — Impact Analysis on pages 3.10-35 through 3.10-44. A
guantification of the construction noise levels is provided in Tables 3.10-14 — Fill Crossing and Bridge
Construction Noise Levels at Modeled Receivers (page 3.10-39) and 3.10-16 — Parkway Construction Noise
Levels at Modeled Receivers (page 3.10-41). Existing noise levels in the vicinity of the Scenario 3 and
Scenario 4 construction locations can be found in Table 3.10-3 — Existing Noise Levels (page 3.10-7) of the
DEIR, and Table 3 — Measurement Results (page 20) and Figure 2 — Aerial Photograph of Project Site and
Noise Measurement Locations (page 5) of the Noise Analysis (Appendix I).

For a discussion of construction related comments and findings, please refer to the response to comment
L-68. For a discussion on the feasibility of noise measures, please see response to comment L-11 above.

See Response to Comment K-5. The proposed project would not affect freeway operations.
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The DEIR did not identify existing hazardous conditions on study area roadways. Roadways analyzed in the
TIA (Appendix J) were determined to operate within the design capacity. See also Master Response #13 ---
Emergency Access, Response Times and Concerns About Crime and Safety (Errata pages 23-25).

Traffic Hazards relative to Scenario 4 are discussed in Section 3.11.7.1 — Traffic Hazards — Impact Analysis
(pages 3.11-168 —3.11-170). The DEIR states that “As the Proposed C Street would be located in an area
with agricultural activities, standard signage and marking would be included, which indicate that the
presence of tractors and other farm equipment could be encountered near this roadway. Furthermore, as
equestrian/horse riding activity is also present in this area, standard signage cautioning motorists would
also be included along the Proposed C Street and near trail crossings and connections. The vacated
roadways associated with this scenario would also include standard signage that indicates they are dead
end streets...The Proposed C Street has been designed to conform to all federal, state, and local roadway
design guidelines. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.”

This comment is noted and is a part of the public record for this project.

Scenarios 1 (gates closed) and Scenario 2 (gates open) result in almost no difference in VMT, and
therefore related GHG emissions impacts (refer to Sections 3.2 and 3.8 of the DEIR). MM-S1-ES-1 would
resolve all potential impacts related to emergency vehicle access. Gated access for residents is not
consistent with planned circulation for neighborhoods in this area and would not meet the City’s goals for
a comprehensive circulation system; therefore, automation of the gates for area residents was not
considered, nor analyzed in the DEIR. Should the City Council wish to consider this as an option in the
future; it would require further review and analysis.

Please refer to the response to Comment L-7, above.

The comment is correct in its acknowledgement that historical resource impacts under Scenario 4 would
be considered cumulatively considerable. The project’s consistency with Prop R and Measure C is
discussed in detail in Chapter 3.9, Land Use and 3.1, Agriculture. It should be noted that Victoria Avenue
is not discussed in the DEIR as an agricultural resource; nor does it need to be, as a historical impact does
not equate to an agricultural impact. The threshold by which CEQA evaluates agricultural impacts is:

Would the proposed Project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the FMMP of the California
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use; or involve other changes in the existing environment which,
due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?

As required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the DEIR considers and discusses multiple
alternatives and project scenarios. As required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) these
alternatives were selected to provide a reasonable range of possible project designs, which could feasibly
attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but avoid or substantially lessen any significant effects
of the project. Specifically, the factors considered in the selection of the alternatives included:

e Whether the alternative would avoid or substantially lessen or significant impacts of the project.
e Whether the alternative addresses solutions that are not addressed by other alternatives.
e  Whether the alternative would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project.

Deletion of Overlook Parkway from the Master Plan of Roadways is addressed in Master Response #6. As
summarized from Master Response #6: This DEIR studied the removal of the gates on Crystal View
Terrace and Green Orchard Place but does not study the removal of Overlook Parkway. Removing the
connection of Overlook Parkway from the General Plan 2025 would result in no bridge or fill crossing or
Proposed C Street in the near-term or the horizon year; thus, the impacts of removing Overlook Parkway
from the General Plan 2025 are already captured in Scenario 1 or Scenario 2, depending whether the
gates at Crystal View Terrace or Green Orchard Place would remain open or closed. The reasoning behind
Scenarios 1 and 2 being formulated in the manner that they were is detailed in Sections 8.2 and 8.3;
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which also provides an accounting of the project objectives that are met/not met by Scenarios 1 and 2.
Therefore, the scenarios suggested in this comment would not avoid or substantially lessen a significant
environmental impact of the project or meet project objectives that have not already been addressed.

The selection of the alternative to approve is under the discretion of the City Council, the decision-making
body and Lead Agency pursuant to CEQA for this project. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15092,
“After considering the Final EIR and in conjunction with making the findings under Section 15091, the
Lead Agency may decide whether or how to approve or carry out the project.”

As stated in the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15093, CEQA requires the decision-making agency to balance,
as applicable, the economic, legal, social, technological or other benefits, including region-wide or state-
wide environmental benefits of a proposed project against the unavoidable environmental risks when
determining whether to approve a project. If the specific...benefits...of a proposed project outweigh the
unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the adverse environmental effects may be considered

o

‘acceptable’.

All four project scenarios would result in significant and unavoidable impacts, necessitating the
preparation of a Statement of Overriding Considerations, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093.

The information in this comment summarizing the project objectives is not at variance with the DEIR.

The degree to which each of the scenarios would meet the project objectives is subject to some degree of
subjectivity. As indicated in the response to Comment J-80 above, the selection of the alternative to
approve is under the discretion of the City Council, the decision-making body and Lead Agency pursuant
to CEQA for this project.

Scenario 2 would meet Objective 1 to a greater extent than Scenario 1, under which the gates remain
closed; however, without the connection of Overlook Parkway, vehicles including emergency responders
are subject to a longer and more circuitous route of travel, as detailed in Section 3.11.6 — Emergency
Access (pages 3.11-163 — 3.11- 168). Thereby, Scenario 2 does not completely meet Objective 1. Please
refer to Master Response #13 --- Emergency Access, Response Times and Concerns About Crime and
Safety (Errata pages 23-25).

The DEIR, throughout the analysis of all issues, address both the impacts of the easterly connection of
Overlook Parkway and the construction of the Proposed C Street under Scenario 4.

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2d, an EIR shall discuss “...the ways in which the proposed
project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either
directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment. Included in this are projects which would remove
obstacles to population growth (a major expansion of a waste water treatment plant might, for example,
allow for more construction in service areas). Increases in the population may tax existing community
service facilities, requiring construction of new facilities that could cause significant environmental
effects. Also discuss the characteristic of some projects which may encourage and facilitate other
activities that could significantly affect the environment, either individually or cumulatively. It must not be
assumed that growth in any area is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the
environment.”

Scenario 4 would not result in any change in land use or zoning; construct any new housing or
employment generating industry; nor would it construct infrastructure in an area previously unplanned
for development. Proposed C Street would travel through the northeastern portion of the Greenbelt;
however, as discussed under Issue 2 in Section 3.1.5 -- Conflict with Zoning or Williamson Act Contract of
the DEIR (pages 3.1-16 — 3.1-19), Proposition R and the RA-5 Zoning would remain in place, and no
increase in population of housing growth could be accommodated in that area. As concluded in Section
5.0 — Growth Inducement, Scenario 4 would not induce growth within the City.
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As indicated in Appendix H — Land Use Consistency Table, it is the City's objective to enforce and adhere
to the protections for agricultural areas. The implementation of Scenario 4 would not result in the
rezoning of any land within the Project vicinity, and land within the Greenbelt would retain its RA-5
zoning, consistent with the agricultural preservation provisions established by Proposition R and Measure
C. The project’s consistency with Proposition R and Measure C ultimately will rely on the discretion of the
decision-makers (City Council).

Further, and as detailed in EIR Subsection 5.1 and 5.2, the project is designed to improve circulation for
existing users and residents but is not considered growth inducing because it does not create any new
residential, industrial, or commercial development; and does not remove any barriers to growth (e.g.
construction of a new wastewater treatment plant). Nor does it create a new “attractant” (traffic that
comes into the area that did not before). While EIR page 5-4 states that low-volumes of cut-through
traffic would be generated, the traffic is diverted from other roadways and this low volume of cut-through
traffic is not considered growth inducing. In summary, the project is not a traffic generator or an
attractant and does not remove any barriers to growth.

The traffic impacts under Scenarios 1 and 2 are disclosed throughout Section 3.11.4 — Circulation System
(pages 3.11-40 — 3.11-157) of the DEIR. General Plan 2025 policies were analyzed in Section 3.9 — Land
Use and Aesthetics. Ultimately, decision makers (the City Council) will determine which scenario will be
implemented based on the facts presented throughout the DEIR, policy consistency, etc. Please see
Master Response 8: Local Cut-through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages 14-18).

Please refer to the response to Comments L-6, L-9 and L-17. Section 3.11.4.1 c — Circulation System —
Impact Analysis — Potential Cut-through Traffic (pages 3.11-96 — 3.11-104) of the DEIR provides an analysis
of diverted or cut-through traffic for both 2011 and 2035 (build-out). The travel demand model used for
this analysis does include increased development in the Moreno Valley area, and the traffic analysis
reflects this growth. The travel demand model also has a heavy duty truck component that calculates the
number of truck trips. Trip generation is based on trip rates (number of trips per employee or household)
for different land uses/industry sectors at the trip ends. The trip distribution process for the trucks is
made by a matrix of factors that indicate the trip interchange relationships among different land use types
(i.e., what fraction of trips originating at a land use such as manufacturing sites go to warehouses vs.
other manufacturing sites, etc.). See also Master Response — Local Cut Through Traffic/Traffic Impact
Analysis Study Area (Errata pages 14-18)

The City of Riverside restricts trucks from certain streets (except for local deliveries) through restrictions
placed in Municipal Code section 10.56. There are currently several nearby roadways restricted to trucks,
including Washington Street and Victoria Avenue.

See response to Comment L-89 above.
This comment is acknowledged and has become a part of the public record for this project.

Letter L — References & Attachments: Thank you for providing this information. After reviewing
the information it was found that no new evidence was provided that would significantly change
the analysis of the DEIR.
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CITY OF RIVERSIDE

CITY COUNCIL MEMORANDUM

—

HONORABLE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL ’ DATE: May 14, 1985
AGENDA ITEM: 31
SUBJECT: TRACT 9006-1 CIRCULATION

The City has received the attached petition from residents 1iving in the
Gainsborough/Westminster area addressing their concerns about possible future
traffic problems in their area. As indicated in the petition, the City may
have an opportunity in the future to modify this access, as a result of either
a resubmittal of Tract 9006-1 or a time extension request for improvement
installation on that tract.

Staff has reviewed this request, and while we recognize the neighborhood's
concerns, we do not believe these concerns will come to fruition. The
neighborhood's concerns center around the possibility that traffic on Overlook
Parkway will utilize their neighborhood as a shortcut through to Victoria
Avenue. It is my opinfon that no significant amount of such traffic detouring
will take place, but rather, the residents in the upper reaches of the
Gainsborough/Westminster area will utilize Overlook Parkway rather than using
the internal rather circuitous circulation system. The relationship between
this tract and the surrounding neighborhood Iis indicated on attached
Exhibit A.

After reviewing this matter, it is staff's opinion that rather than taking
some immediate steps to preclude traffic from entering the area from Overlook
Parkway at this time, it would be more advantageous for all parties involved
to commit to modifying this access point in the future if traffic problems
come to exist. This modification could then be accomplished in such a way as
to preclude thru traffic, but allow emergency access such as was done recently
at Osborne and Jurupa Avenue. At such time as the City has an opportunity to
modify conditions on Tract 9006-1, the City will require any additional
right-of-way necessary to provide for the possible future closure of the
access roadway to Overlook Parkway. In this manner, the City, as well as the
residents, would keep their options open for the longest period of time to
ensure that any modification undertaken adequately addressed the problem that
exists at the time.

RECOMMENDATION
That the City Council indicate its intention to take steps in the future to

correct any Gainsborough/Westminster circulation problems that result from the
creation of an opening onto Overlook Parkway.
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PREPARED BY: Approved by,

RoBert C. Wales Doliglas G. Weiford

Assistant City Manager - City Manager
Development

RCW/3654M/c
cc: City Attorney

City Clerk
Planning v
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Response to Letter M

M-1:

M-4:

M-5:

Comment noted. Each scenario is first called out on Pages S-10, S-15, S-20, and S-33. Furthermore, each
impact in the second column of the table is marked by the scenario (i.e., the significant noise impact
under Scenario 3 is denoted in bold as “S3-NOS-1”). Ultimately, each page of the table uses this
formatting, and thus the table can be followed.

Each Scenario was compared to the “Gates Open” baseline and “Gates Closed” baseline condition. Please
see DEIR Section 2.4.

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Does Not Address Adequacy of the DEIR (Errata page
4). The commenter is stating a personal preference. The mitigation measures for each scenario are
adequately detailed in the DEIR. Furthermore, Section 15006 of the CEQA Guidelines state that EIR
preparers should reduce delay and paperwork where feasible.

This comment is acknowledged and is now part of the public record.

This is a summary of the detailed comments that will follow. Thus, a detailed response to each of the
detailed comments is provided below. Please see Master Response 9: Traffic Model/Growth Assumptions
(Errata pages 18-19) regarding the traffic modeling and data. Ultimately, the EIR fully analyzed all impacts
and mitigated to the fullest extent feasible for all potentially significant impacts.

As detailed throughout Section 3.11 - Traffic/Transportation of the DEIR, intersections in the
Orozco/Gainsborough/Hawarden/Mary corridor were analyzed. Specifically, the following intersections
were analyzed:

22A: Mary St & Victoria Ave North
22B: Mary St & Victoria Ave South
23: Mary St & Hawarden Dr

24: Hawarden Dr & Overlook Pkwy
28: Orozco Dr & Overlook Pkwy

The existing conditions of these intersections are detailed in 3.11.2.4 — Existing Traffic Volumes of the
DEIR (pages 3.11-28 — 3.11-39). The impacts of each scenario are compared to each baseline in both the
Year 2011 (existing) and Year 2035 (buildout). The changes in traffic volumes for each of these
intersections are discussed throughout Section 3.11 — Traffic/Transportation of the DEIR; thus, the DEIR
does adequately document the traffic issues in the Orozco/Gainsborough/Hawarden/Mary corridor.

The background materials provided by the commenter were among part of the materials reviewed by the
City and consultant in preparing the DEIR. These include: Overlook Parkway History and Scenario Maps
(2013), Proposed Study Parkway Extension with attachments (2006), and the City Council Memo (1985).
The bulleted list outline Mr. Wilkman’s contact information, preface, role, and history of the project were
reviewed and are a part of the public record. As detailed in the individual responses, the DEIR does fully
address and document the purpose and need for the project and the potential impacts and physical
changes associated with the four scenarios. Section 2.6 — Project Description, contains the project
background with the most recent information necessary in forming the environmental baseline. Thus, the
commenter is incorrect that these documents were not considered, as the documentation was considered
in the preparation of the DEIR. The history and background of the project were also detailed in a staff
report prepared by the City which is included as Attachment B to the Final EIR.

Although the background materials may provide a better understanding of the planning decisions and the
history of Overlook Parkway, these materials were ultimately not included as part of the DEIR because
they do not have any bearing on how impacts under CEQA are determined. Nevertheless, an extensive
background of the decisions surrounding this project was included in the Staff Report (see Exhibit 4 —
Timeline of the City Planning Commission Report for the Environmental Impact Report and General Plan
Amendment dated June 6, 2013) that was provided to decision makers (the Planning Commission and City
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Council) and is also available on the City’s web site and was also part of the staff presentation on June 6,
2013.

An extensive history of Overlook Parkway and surrounding neighborhoods that was contained in the
documentation was not fully provided in the DEIR because they do not have any bearing on how impacts
under CEQA are determined. As defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a):

“An EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project,
as they exist at the time the Notice of Preparation (NOP) is published, or if no NOP is published, at the
time environmental analysis is commenced, from both a local and regional perspective. This
environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency
determines whether an impact is significant. The description of the environmental setting shall be no
longer than is necessary to an understanding of the significant effects of the proposed project and its
alternatives.”

The environmental baseline used for this project represents the existing physical conditions at the time
the initial NOP was prepared (2011). The deletion of certain streets, or planning decisions made in the
1970s, have no bearing on the potential environmental impacts of the project, which are determined by
evaluating the project against baseline conditions. Though those planning decisions may have informed
what represents the baseline conditions in 2011, those existing baseline conditions have been accurately
summarized throughout the DEIR.

Please see Master Response 8: Local Cut-through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages
14-18) and response to Comment M-10 below related to the noise data and analysis.

The commenter is incorrect in stating that there is “no traffic flow data for the
Orozco/Gainsborough/Hawarden corridor.” As detailed above in the response to Comment M_6, several
intersections in this corridor where analyzed within the DEIR. Specifically, the following intersections were
analyzed:

M-8: 22A: Mary St & Victoria Ave North
22B: Mary St & Victoria Ave South

23: Mary St & Hawarden Dr

24: Hawarden Dr & Overlook Pkwy

28: Orozco Dr & Overlook Pkwy

The existing conditions of these intersections are detailed in 3.11.2.4 of the DEIR (pages 3.11-28 — 3.11-
39). The impacts of each scenario are compared to each baseline in both the Year 2011 (existing) and Year
2035 (buildout). The changes in traffic volumes for each of these intersections are discussed throughout
Section 3.11 — Transportation/Traffic of the DEIR. The changes in traffic volumes represent traffic flow in
this corridor. Thus, the DEIR does adequately document traffic flow—including existing conditions, traffic
impacts, and mitigation measures (where applicable) in the Orozco/Gainsborough/Hawarden/Mary
corridor.

As discussed in Master Response 8 — Local Cut Through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata
pages 14-18), generally, the completion of an arterial roadway would result in less motorists “cutting
through” on local streets.

The results of the analysis are considered adequate since intersection analysis is more indicative of actual
roadway system operations than roadway link analysis, especially on low-volume local roadways such as
these. Gainsborough Drive was not specifically studied, however it can be reasonably concluded that
there would not be an impact along this roadway as intersections on either side of this roadway
(Hawarden Drive and Overlook Parkway, Mary Street and Hawarden Court) were studied. Impacts were
identified on intersections along Overlook Parkway near this corridor and were adequately disclosed;
however, there were no impacts due to “local cut through traffic” identified within the specific corridor,
and would not occur along Gainsborough Drive.
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M-10:

Please see response to Comment M-7 above. CEQA does not require the full history of planning decisions
or history of a roadway to be analyzed. The environmental baseline used for this project represents the
existing physical conditions at the time the initial NOP was prepared (2011). The “full history” of Overlook
Parkway has no bearing on the potential environmental impacts of the project, which are determined by
evaluating the project against baseline conditions. Though those planning decisions may have informed
what represents the baseline conditions in 2011, those existing baseline conditions have been accurately
summarized throughout the DEIR. Thus, the DEIR contains the “basic foundation” of the environmental
baseline, which in turn is used to evaluate environmental impacts. Ultimately, the City Council will decide
which scenario to implement based on results of the DEIR and other considerations outside of the scope
of the DEIR (economic, social, etc.). For the City Planning Commission item on this Project, a staff report
was prepared that outlined the history of Overlook Parkway and its inclusion on the Master Plan of
Roadways. This report is included in the Final EIR as Attachment B.

Please see Master Response 8: Local Cut-through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages
14-18), and the responses to Comments M-6 and M-8, above. Traffic impacts within the referenced
corridor were summarized in Section 3.11 — Transportation/Traffic, of the DEIR. Therefore, one does not
have to go to the Noise section to find “any traffic volume data” within the corridor, nor does the DEIR fail
to fully address traffic in that corridor. The existing traffic counts that were conducted are included in
Appendix B of the TIA, which is Appendix J to the DEIR.

Roadway links were also analyzed in Section 3.11 — Transportation/Traffic of the DEIR; however, not every
link of every roadway in the Project vicinity (i.e., TIA study area) was examined. The selection of
intersections and links was based on City guidelines and input received from the public and discussion
with City staff for locations deemed most likely to be affected by any scenario, as well as a review of
previous studies.

Using data from the Noise section of the DEIR to attempt to calculate traffic impacts is not accurate, thus
none of the commenter’s calculations attached in the spreadsheets are correct in order to calculate traffic
impacts. Section 3.10 — Noise, of the DEIR, analyzed impacts within the same study area used by the TIA
(Appendix J). However, some roadway links were examined in greater detail in Section 3.10 — Noise due to
the nature of noise impacts. The volumes used in the noise analysis were raw (non-post-processed
volumes) which are only meant to define differences in scenario volumes and can be used to accurately
determine noise impacts; however they cannot be used to determine traffic impacts.

Existing local streets are not typically included in traffic studies as the traffic engineering industry has not
developed universally accepted standards for assessing potential impacts of project specific traffic on
residential streets. The challenge is that resident perceptions depend on many variables, including
ambient traffic levels, speed of traffic, mix of traffic (trucks), environment (urban, suburban), size of lots,
etc. Alternatively, traffic impacts on arterial, major secondary, and collector streets are typically assessed
simply by the ratio of vehicles operating on a roadway to the capacity of a roadway. The roadway capacity
for arterial, major secondary, and collector streets are determined by various industry standard
evaluation techniques, including the number of lanes, lane width, number of heavy vehicles in traffic
stream, the roadway grade, existence of a parking lane and parking activity, number of potential left or
right turns, as well as the presence or absence of sidewalks, bicycle lanes, and bus stops.

Section 3.10, Noise, of the DEIR, analyzed impacts within the same study area used by the TIA (Appendix
J). However, within the noise analysis, the potential for cut-through traffic on local roadway links was
examined as noise impacts may occur were traffic impacts do not. Thus, the volumes used in the noise
analysis are considered conservative from a noise perspective as they included all roadways, but do not
include mitigating factors such as lower speeds with greater volumes and focuses only on the differences
in scenario volumes to conservatively determine potential noise impacts. However, the volumes
presented in the noise analysis are inappropriate for determining traffic impacts.
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M-12:

Within Section 3.10, Noise, for example, while the addition of 1,661 vehicles per day (which is under
traffic Level of Service (LOS) thresholds for local streets may not result in a significant traffic impact due to
the increase in LOS, they may result in significant noise impacts due to the change in decibels at a certain
distance. Therefore, roadway links such as Gainsborough Drive from Westminster Drive to Hawarden
Drive may have been included in Section 3.10, Noise, for analysis, but were not necessarily included in
Section 3.11, Transportation/Traffic, for analysis, based on consultation between the traffic consultant
and the City’s traffic engineering division. The volumes used in the noise analysis were raw (non-post-
processed volumes) which are only meant to define differences in scenario volumes. Drivers who
continue on Overlook Parkway, then drive north on Washington Street and go to Mary Street will find this
route to flow faster, have more capacity, and would reach their destination more quickly than if they were
to wind their way through local neighborhood streets with numerous stop signs, corners, low posted
speeds, and parked vehicles that narrow the street.

Please see Master Response 9: Traffic Model/Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19). As detailed in
Section 3.11 — Transportation/Traffic of the DEIR, traffic counts were conducted for the Gates Closed and
Gates Open baseline. The traffic model created specifically for the project was validated to replicate
existing, real world traffic counts that were conducted in 2011 for the project. Each scenario was
modeled, or compared, to each baseline in the existing and buildout years (2011 and 2035, respectively).
The traffic counts are thus accurate for all four scenarios.

The commenter is not correct in stating that there are “major..increases of cut-through traffic...by
opening the gates in the Crystal View area.” The model does not predict local “cut-through” traffic. The
model accurately analyzes how many vehicles will use a specific roadway, but does not show the origin
and destination of each trip. For example, the model does not show how many vehicles use a local street
to get to their residence on that street, or may be cutting through to get elsewhere.

Furthermore, the commenter is not correct in stating there is a major increase by opening the gates.
Tables 3.11-2 through 3.11-5 (pages 3.11-36 — 3.11-39) detail the existing intersection and roadway link
operations in the Crystal View area. These tables show that there are not significant increases in this area.
For example, Intersections 16, 17, and 18 in Tables 3.11-2 and 3.11-4 are located within the referenced
Crystal View Terrace area and the existing gates. By comparing these tables, it can be seen that there is no
change in LOS at Intersections 16, 17, and 18, nor is there a significant impact identified. Thus, there is no
major increase by opening the gates in this area, nor any significant impact as measured by the change in
the LOS.

The DEIR accurately captures the traffic impacts under Scenarios 3 and 4, which involve extending
Overlook Parkway across the Alessandro Arroyo. The impacts of each scenario are detailed in Section
3.11.4.1 — Circulation System — Impact Analysis of the DEIR (pages 3.11-45 — 3.11-104).

As discussed in Comment M-11 above, local cut-through traffic is not analyzed by the model; however
there would not be a significant increase in any traffic when the gates are opened in the Crystal View
Terrace area.

It is uncertain and unspecified where the commenter is obtaining traffic projections. If the commenter
used the volumes from the Section 3.10 — Noise, of the DEIR, they are not appropriate to determine traffic
impacts, as previously discussed above. Section 3.10 — Noise, of the DEIR, analyzed impacts within the
same study area used by the TIA (Appendix J). However, some roadway links were examined in greater
detail in Section 3.10 — Noise due to the nature of noise impacts and the projected change in volumes
with proximity to residential. The volumes used in the noise analysis were raw (non-post-processed
volumes) which are only meant to define differences in scenario volumes and can be used to accurately
determine noise impacts; however they cannot be used to determine traffic impacts. The traffic model
created specifically for the project was validated to replicate existing, real world traffic counts that were
conducted in 2011 for the project.
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Under Scenario 3, significant impacts to Washington Street were identified in the Year 2035 analysis
(Section 3.11.4.1 — Circulation System — Impact Analysis of the DEIR (pages 3.11-45 — 3.11-104)). For
example, when compared to the Gates Closed baseline in the Year 2035, significant impacts at the
following intersections were identified:

7. Washington Street at Lincoln Avenue (AM and PM) — from LOS F to LOS F (increase in delay) (S3-
INT-5)

8A. Washington Street at Victoria Avenue North (AM and PM) — from LOS F to LOS F in AM
(increase in delay) and from LOS E to LOS F in PM (S3-INT-6)

8B. Washington Street at Victoria Avenue South (AM and PM) — from LOS F to LOS F (increase in
delay) (S3-INT-6)

9. Washington Street at Overlook Parkway (AM and PM) — from LOS B to LOS F in AM and from
LOS B to LOS E in PM (S3-INT-7)

Mitigation measures for these intersections were identified, where feasible. The commenter’s
assumptions regarding Washington Street are speculative and ultimately not backed by supporting
evidence, unlike the conclusions in Section 3.11.4.1 — Circulation System — Impact Analysis of the DEIR
(pages 3.11-45 — 3.11-104) , which are based on a validated traffic model (please see Master Response 9:
Traffic Model/Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19)).

The local street system the commenter is referring to is discussed in detail in response to comments M-6,
M-8, and M-10. The local streets are ultimately public thoroughfares maintained by the City of Riverside;
thus it is not feasible to “make it impossible” for “cut-through traffic” to use those streets. Mitigation
measures were identified in Section 3.11.4.1 — Circulation System — Impact Analysis of the DEIR (pages
3.11-45 - 3.11-104) where feasible.

For example, under Scenario 3 when compared to the Gates Closed Baseline, a significant impact was
identified at an intersection within the referenced neighborhood:

24. Hawarden Drive at Overlook Parkway (PM) — from LOS A to LOS E (S3-INT-14)
Mitigation was then identified:
MM-S3-INT-11:
24. Hawarden Drive at Overlook Parkway
. Signalize the intersection.

Due to the high volumes on Overlook Parkway as compared to the side streets, a four-way stop does not
allow acceptable operating conditions and a signal is recommended. This would improve the LOS from E
to A in the PM peak hour. Implementation of this measure reduces impacts to less than significant.

Thus, mitigation was identified where feasible to improve the intersections along arterial roadways (such
as Overlook Parkway), which ultimately aim to improve LOS and would discourage motorists from “cutting
through” neighborhoods.

Finally, as on any local street within the City of Riverside, the movement of “through” traffic is
discouraged. Please refer to Master Response 8: Local Cut-through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study
Area (Errata pages 14-18).

Please see response to Comments M-6, M-8, M-10, and M-12 above. The projections for Scenario 4 in
2011 and 2035, when compared to both baselines, are detailed in Section 3.11.4 — Circulation System —
Impact Analysis of the DEIR (pages 3.11-45 — 3.11-104). Mitigation measures were identified, where
feasible. The commenter’s assumptions regarding the impacts of Scenario 4 are speculative and ultimately
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M-15:

M-16:

M-17:

not backed by supporting evidence, unlike the conclusions in Section 3.11.4.1 — Circulation System —
Impact Analysis of the DEIR (pages 3.11-45 — 3.11-104) which are based on a validated traffic model
(please see Master Response 9: Traffic Model/Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19)). Using data from
Section 3.10 — Noise of the DEIR to attempt to calculate traffic impacts is not accurate (see response to
Comment M-6 and M-8), thus none of the commenter’s calculations attached in the spreadsheets are
correct in order to calculate traffic impacts.

Figure 2-16 (Page 2-43) of the DEIR showed the components associated with Scenario 4, including the
vacated portions of Madison Street, Dufferin Avenue, and Washington Street. Though the alignment of
the Proposed C Street has shifted slightly to the south (see Figure R-4 in the Errata to the FEIR, page 32),
the street vacations would remain the same. This includes vacating portions of Dufferin Avenue and
Washington Street. As shown in Figure R-4, if the Proposed C Street were constructed, vehicles traveling
north/northwest along C Street would be able to continue towards the Victoria Avenue/Madison Street
intersection, or head east (just north of Lenox Avenue) to get on to Washington Street, which would only
leave the option to travel northwest on Washington Street towards Victoria Avenue (as south of Lenox
Avenue would be vacated).

Under Scenario 4, there is a connection from Proposed C Street to Washington Street, allowing traffic to
use Washington Street to access locations northerly and easterly. The commenter is incorrect that
vehicles will need to reach Madison Street first. Refer to Figure 2-13 — Scenario 4 in the DEIR (page 2-37)
for clarification. Washington Street would be accessible from the Proposed C Street, as described above.
Accordingly, the DEIR accurately captures the traffic impacts under Scenario 4. To the extent cut-through
traffic already exists on the identified streets, it is captured in the baseline, and traffic is expected to
generally increase over time regardless of which Scenario is selected. Accordingly, the traffic projections
modeled in the TIA (Appendix J) and presented in the DEIR are accurate.

This comment is acknowledged; however, it does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. The project and
its objectives are detailed in Section 2 — Project Description of the DEIR. Accordingly, no further response
is required. (State CEQA Guidelines § 15088(a) . . . which states “The lead agency shall evaluate
comments on environmental issues....”).

Please see Master Response 6: Alternatives Not Considered (Errata pages 8-10) for comments related to
removing Overlook Parkway from the General Plan 2025 Master Plan of Roadways.

Please see responses to comments M-5 through M-14, above. All feasible mitigation measures that have
been identified to mitigate the significant impacts of each specific scenario will be adopted and
implemented if that scenario is approved. The commenter identifies no additional feasible mitigation
measures.

Comment noted. Minor typographical inconsistencies do not affect the adequacy of the document for the
purposes of CEQA because it does not change the validity of the analysis. Because of this fact, and
because they appear sporadically, the errata was not updated for every instance. Nonetheless, the
suffixes have been corrected throughout the DEIR and are shown in strikeout/underline format.

This paragraph does incorrectly refer to Policy CCM-4.4 instead of referring to Policy CCM-4.2. This
typographical error has been corrected, see Errata page 45. The typographical inconsistency does not
change the validity of the analysis during the public review period of the DEIR.

Policy CCM-4.2 states:

“The connection of Overlook Parkway across the Alessandro Arroyo shall not be
completed until a detailed specific plan analyzing potential connection routes between
Washington Street and the SR-91 has been adopted. Analysis of the fore mentioned
connection route should, at a minimum include the area bounded by Mary Street,
Adams Street, Dufferin Street, and SR-91. See Figure CCM-3 for a map of the study
area.”
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M-19:

M-20:

M-21:

M-22:

M-23:

M-24:

M-25:
M-26:

M-27:

The policy does not refer to local cut-through traffic issues in the referenced corridor. The DEIR serves as a
specific-plan level environmental document, as referenced in the policy. The DEIR also analyzes the
potential connection between Washington Street and SR-91 under Scenario 4, which includes “Proposed
C Street”. The DEIR study area includes the area bounded by Mary Street, Adams Street, Dufferin Avenue,
and the SR-91, such that the potential impacts to the “corridor” identified by the commenter have already
been fully analyzed.

See also response to comments M-6, M-8, M-10, and M-12 above.

Comment noted. Each scenario is first called out on Pages S-10, S-15, S-20, and S-33. Furthermore, each
impact in the second column of the table is marked by the scenario (i.e., the significant noise impact
under Scenario 3 is denoted in bold as “S3-NOS-1”). Ultimately, each page of the table uses this
formatting, and thus the table can be followed.

Comment noted. The “Gates Open” reference in this part of the table is indicating that this scenario was
compared to the gates open baseline condition.

As detailed in the responses to Comments M-6, M-8, M-10, and M-12 above, whether traffic is local cut-
through traffic or locally originating traffic is not analyzed by the model, however there is not a significant
increase in any traffic when the gates are opened in the Crystal View Terrace area whatever the origin of
the traffic. The commenter is extrapolating conclusions that are not backed by supporting evidence. The
reasons this intersection operates at LOS F are detailed below.

Table S-1 on Page S-12 refers to the comparison of 2035 conditions under Scenario 2 to the Gates Closed
baseline. The intersection of Mary Street and Victoria Avenue is projected to operate at LOS F under both
scenarios, however, in the PM peak hour; Scenario 2 is projected to have slightly more vehicle delay, thus
causing an impact. As detailed in Section 3.11.4.3 — Circulation System — Mitigation, Monitoring, and
Reporting of the DEIR (pages 3.11-108 — 3.11-140), this intersection is projected to operate at LOS F due
to the high number of vehicles that are projected to utilize Mary Street towards downtown Riverside.
Addition of a traffic signal was evaluated, as well as potential mitigation measures. No mitigation
measures were identified in the TIA that would fully mitigate the cumulative impact. Therefore, a
cumulative impact would remain. Detailed information on the intersection volumes under Scenario 2 in
the Year 2035 are shown in Figures 6-6A and 6-6B in Appendix J, Traffic Impact Analysis, of the DEIR.

See response to Comment M-19. The “Gates Closed” reference in this part of the table is indicating that
this scenario was compared to the gates closed baseline condition.

See response to Comment M-20.
See response to Comments M-19 and M-21.

Please see Master Response 8: Local Cut-through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages
14-18).

Installing signals at these intersections would improve the LOS of those intersections. Thus, the LOS would
improve along Overlook Parkway, which would ultimately contribute to motorists remaining on Overlook
Parkway if they intend on moving “through” this area to other parts of the City.

Thus, signalizing these intersections would not facilitate local cut-through traffic in the referenced
corridor; it would improve LOS and traffic flow on Overlook Parkway.

See response to Comment M-24.
See response to Comments M-19 and M-21.

The commenter is correct in stating that the intersection of Overlook Parkway/Orozco Drive is currently a
four-way stop, not a two-way stop as analyzed. The stop sign was in place at the time the NOP was
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M-29:

M-30:

M-31:

M-32:

released (originally installed in 2005), however was not identified as such in the DEIR. In reviewing the
analysis, it was determined that with a 4-way stop:

In 2011 Existing plus Project analysis:

e Scenario 4 vs Gates Closed (table 5-5 — Scenario 4 Peak Hour Impact Comparison (2011 — Gates
Closed) Appendix J page 60) — there is no impact (we previously showed one)

e Scenario 4 vs Gates Open (our table 5-11 — Scenario 4 Peak Hour Impact Comparison (2011 —
Gates Open) Appendix J page 76) —there is no impact (we previously showed one)

In 2035 Analysis:

e Scenario 4 vs Gates Closed (our table 6-9 — Scenario 4 Peak Hour Impact Comparison Table (2035
— Gates Closed) Appendix J page 116) — there is no AM impact, the PM impact remains (we showed
AM and PM before)

e Scenario 4 vs Gates Closed (our table 6-15 — Scenario 4 Peak Hour Comparison Table (2035 —
Gates Open) Appendix J page 134) — there is no AM impact, the PM impact remains (we showed AM
and PM before)

e The signal, which was recommended before, mitigates these impacts to a level that is less than
significant.

Therefore, this information has been revised in the DEIR within the Errata, page 63, however, no new
impacts were identified, and in some cases, an impact does not exist or is reduced from what was
previously disclosed.

Please see Master Response 8: Local Cut-through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages
14-18) and response to Comment M-22 above.

Please see Master Response 8: Local Cut-through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages
14-18).

Please see responses to Comments M-7 and M-9. The deletion of certain streets, or planning decisions
made in the 1970s, have no bearing on the potential environmental impacts of the project, which are
determined by evaluating the project against baseline conditions. Though those planning decisions may
have informed what represents the baseline conditions in 2011, those existing baseline conditions have
been accurately summarized throughout the DEIR.

Please see response to Comment M-17, above. As noted above, impacts to the
Orozco/Gainsborough/Hawarden/Mary corridor were fully analyzed as part of the TIA, and the
commenter does not provide any substantial evidence explaining why he believes this not to be the case.

Please see responses to Comments M-7 and M-9 above. As defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a):

“An EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the
vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published, or
if no notice of preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis is
commenced, from both a local and regional perspective. This environmental setting will
normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency determines
whether an impact is significant. The description of the environmental setting shall be
no longer than is necessary to an understanding of the significant effects of the
proposed project and its alternatives.”

The environmental baseline used for this project represents the existing physical conditions at the time
the initial NOP was prepared (2011). The deletion of certain streets, or planning decisions made in the
1970s, have no bearing on the potential environmental impacts of the project, which are determined by
evaluating the project against baseline conditions. Though those planning decisions may have informed
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M-34:

M-35:

M-36:

what represents the baseline conditions in 2011, those existing baseline conditions have been accurately
summarized throughout the DEIR.

Please see Master Response 8: Local Cut-through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages
14-18).

This section of the DEIR is not a discussion of impacts. It is merely the description of the project, and the
existing environmental setting. The two referenced roadways are only included as examples of local
streets. The sentence states (emphasis added): “Some Local Streets within the Project vicinity include
Crystal View Drive and Berry Road.” Traffic impacts associated with the referenced corridor are discussed
within Section 3.11 — Transportation/Traffic of the DEIR. As discussed in the responses to Comments M-6,
M-8, and M-9, the streets in the referenced corridor were fully analyzed by the DEIR.

Please see response to Comment M-17, above. As noted above, impacts to the
Orozco/Gainsborough/Hawarden/Mary corridor were fully analyzed as part of the TIA. This paragraph
does incorrectly refer to Policy CCM-4.4 instead of referring to Policy CCM-4.2. This typographical error
has been corrected. Policy CCM-4.2 does not refer to local cut-through traffic issues in the referenced
corridor. The DEIR serves as a specific-plan level environmental document, as referenced in the policy.
The DEIR also analyzes the potential connection between Washington Street and SR-91 under Scenario 4,
which includes “Proposed C Street”. The DEIR study area includes the area bounded by Mary Street,
Adams Street, Dufferin Avenue, and SR-91, such that the potential impacts to the “corridor” identified by
the commenter have already been fully analyzed.

This scenario does not call for the termination of Washington Street north of the Proposed C Street.
Scenario 4 would only vacate a portion of Washington Street. Figure 2-16 (Page 2-43) of the DEIR showed
the components associated with Scenario 4, including the vacated portions of Madison Street, Dufferin
Avenue, and Washington Street. Though the alignment of the Proposed C Street has shifted slightly to the
south (see Figure R-4 in the Errata to the FEIR, page32), the street vacations would remain the same. This
includes vacating portions of Dufferin Avenue and Washington Street. As shown in Figure R-4, if the
Proposed C Street were constructed, vehicles traveling north/northwest along C Street would be able to
continue towards the Victoria Avenue/Madison Street intersection, or head east (just north of Lenox
Avenue) to get on to Washington Street, which would only leave the option to travel northwest on
Washington Street towards Victoria Avenue (as south of Lenox Avenue would be vacated).

Where significant impacts occur to intersections within this corridor, mitigation measures were identified
in Section 3.11.4.3 — Circulation System — Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting of the DEIR (pages 3.11-
108 — 3.11-140). Finally, as on any local street within the City of Riverside, the movement of “through”
traffic is discouraged. The City of Riverside, through the Department of Public Works, has an active
Neighborhood Traffic Management Program to minimize and/or prevent intrusion of outside traffic
influences into residential neighborhoods, through traffic management and traffic calming strategies; and
to improve the livability of neighborhoods through controlling the impacts of outside traffic. The
strategies include speed control methods, parking restrictions, and targeted Police Department
Enforcement. This program would be used for any local street experiencing an increase in traffic, no
matter the reason for the increase in traffic. .See Master Response 13 — Emergency Access and Response
Times, and Concerns About Crime and Safety (Errata pages 23-25)

Scenario 4 was mistakenly listed once under off-site improvements for Washington Street at Victoria
Avenue. This mention has now been deleted and will be so reflected in the Final EIR and Errata (pages 62-
67). This edit does not change the conclusions in the DEIR, as the mistake occurred in Section 2 — Project
Description, which does not involve analysis of the environmental impacts.

The corrected portion of the text is provided below in strikeout/underline:
Washington Street at Victoria Avenue

e Signalize the intersection (Scenario 1).
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M-38:

M-39:

M-40:

M-41:

M-42:

e Signalize the intersection and add an additional south-bound through lane on Washington Street
(Scenarios 2, and 3, and 4).

e Signalize the intersection and add a separate left-turn lanes on Victoria Avenue in both directions
(Scenario 3).

The referenced sentence states (emphasis added): “Hawarden Drive, a winding, tree-lined street, is the
neighborhood's main thoroughfare...” The sentence thus does indicate it is a local street.

Please see Master Response 8: Local Cut-through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages
14-18).

To protect local streets, the City of Riverside, through the Department of Public Works, has an active
Neighborhood Traffic Management Program which is designed to minimize and/or prevent intrusion of
outside traffic influences into residential neighborhoods, through traffic management and traffic calming
strategies; and to improve the livability of neighborhoods through controlling the impacts of outside
traffic. The strategies include speed control methods, parking restrictions, and targeted Police
Department Enforcement. This program would be used for any local street experiencing an increase in
traffic, no matter the reason for the increase in traffic. See Master Response 13 -- Emergency Access and
Response Times, and Concerns About Crime and Safety (Errata pages 23-25). Accordingly, the Project
would be consistent with Policy LU-13.2 as reflected in the DEIR.

Policy CCM-2.8 of the General Plan 2025 states: “Design street improvements considering the effect on
aesthetic character and livability of residential neighborhoods, along with traffic engineering criteria.”

Appendix H — Land Use Consistency Table of the DEIR analyzed each scenario in relation to numerous
policies of the General Plan 2025, including Policy CCM-2.8. It was determined that each scenario would
comply with the intention of this policy.

Furthermore, the policy states to “design street improvements”; it does not state that all existing City
roadways are subject to this policy. The commenter’s assertion regarding local cut-through traffic,
nevertheless, is discussed in response to Comments M-6, M-8, M-10, M-11, M-12 and M-13 above.

Please see response to CommentM-15 above. The requirement for a specific-plan-level study, as outlined
in General Plan policy CCM-4.2, would be fulfilled if Scenario 3 were adopted by decision makers. This
requirement is fulfilled because the DEIR evaluated a connection route (Proposed C Street) between
Washington Street and the SR-91 and examined other potential routes in the specified area under Policy
CCM-4.2 of the General Plan 2025. The City is complying with Policy CCM-4.2 by preparing the EIR which
includes the TIA as a detailed level of study for the geographic area identified in the General Plan policy.
Please refer to Chapter 8, Alternatives, for details on other alignments studied. Thus, the policy could be
removed from the General Plan 2025.

This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR with regard to the termination of Overlook
Parkway. Accordingly, no further response on those issues is required. (State CEQA Guidelines
§15088(a)_(“The lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues....”). The project and its
objectives are detailed in Section 2 -- Project Description of the DEIR.

The DEIR evaluated potential aesthetics impacts under each scenario (see Section 3.9.7 — Scenic
Resources and Vistas and 3.9.8 — Visual Character/Light and Glare); no significant impacts were identified
for the reasons detailed therein. The DEIR evaluated each scenario with regard to potential conflicts with
alternate transportation policies, including trails (see Section 3.11.8 — Conflict With Alternate
Transportation Policies); no significant impacts were identified for the reasons detailed therein.

Please see response to Comments M-8 and M-10. The DEIR does analyze potential traffic impacts to the
“corridor” identified by the commenter, such that the air quality and the noise analysis are adequate. Air
and noise are fully analyzed, for the identified corridor and elsewhere, in the DEIR Sections 3.2 — Air
Quality and 3.10 — Noise.
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M-44:

M-45:

M-46:

M-47:

M-48:

Please see Master Response 8: Local Cut-through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages
14-18) and Master Response 9: Traffic Model/Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19). The results of
the analysis are considered adequate since intersection analysis is more indicative of actual roadway
system operations than roadway link analysis, especially on low-volume local roadways such as these, and
provides the basis for the analysis of circulation flow based on changes in volumes and delays at
intersections.

Please see response to Comments M-6, M-8, M-10, and M-12.

Please see response to comments M-6, M-8, M-10, and M-12, Master Response 8: Local Cut-through
Traffic/TIA Study Area, and Master Response 9: Traffic Model/Growth Assumptions. Where feasible
mitigation measures exist, they are required for each significant impact for the relevant scenario. CEQA
does not require mitigation for impacts that are less than significant or that are not a result of the
proposed project. The data, tables, charts, information, and conclusions of DEIR Section 3.11 —
Transportation/Traffic are correct.

Please see response to comments M-6, M-8, M-10, and M-12 for comments related to the Orozco/
Gainsborough/Hawarden/Mary corridors.

An extensive background of the decisions surrounding this project was included in the Staff Report (see
Exhibit 4 — Timeline of the City Planning Commission Report for the Environmental Impact Report and
General Plan Amendment dated June 6, 2013) that was provided to decision makers (the Planning
Commission and City Council) and is also available on the City’s web site.

The commenter’s regarding how each scenario would play out is vague and conclusory, thus no further
response can be provided. The DEIR contains a full analysis of the traffic/transportation impacts in the
referenced area and the other areas potentially impacted by the Scenarios. Please see Master Response
8: Local Cut-through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages 14-18).

This comment does not address why planning decisions allegedly made many years ago and necessary for
past traffic demands compromises the environmental analysis of the Project that has been completed
today. See Response M-30. Accordingly, no response is required. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a)
(“The lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues....”). Further, the EIR references the
General Plan 2025 effort as a more recent comprehensive planning document for the City which
summarizes (page CCM-2):

Like many cities throughout California, Riverside has reached a point where few or no
feasible opportunities exist to add or expand roadways due to fiscal, political,
environmental, and other constraints. Long-planned roadway improvements which do
need to be implemented include the extension of Overlook Parkway and the widening
of Alessandro Boulevard to six lanes.

This comment is acknowledged. This comment does not address why planning decisions allegedly made
many years ago and necessary for past traffic demands compromises the environmental analysis of the
Project that has been completed today. See Response M-30. Accordingly, no response is required. (State
CEQA Guidelines §15088(a)(“The lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues....”).

This comment is acknowledged. Potential traffic impacts under Scenario 1 are discussed in detail in
Section 3.11.4 — Circulation System of the DEIR (pages 3.11-40 — 3.11-157).

This comment does not address why planning decisions allegedly made many years ago and necessary for
past traffic demands compromises the environmental analysis of the Project that has been completed
today. See Response M-30. Please also see Master Response 8: Local Cut-through Traffic/Traffic Impact
Analysis Study Area (Errata pages 14-18). Accordingly, no further response is required. (State CEQA
Guidelines §15088(a) (“The lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues....”).
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M-49:

M-50:

M-51:

An extensive background of the decisions surrounding this project was included in the Staff Report (see
Exhibit 4 — Timeline of the City Planning Commission Report for the Environmental Impact Report and
General Plan Amendment dated June 6, 2013) that was provided to decision makers (the Planning
Commission and City Council) and is also available on the City’s web site.

The DEIR accurately analyzes the potential traffic impacts under Scenario 2. Please see Master Response
8: Local Cut-through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages 14-18) and Master Response
9: Traffic Model/Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19). The opening of the gates, or the Gates Open
baseline, does not degrade the LOS of the intersections in this corridor. Please refer to Tables 3.11-2 —
Gates Closed — Existing Peak Hour Intersection Operations (page 3.11-36) and 3.11-4 — Gates Open —
Existing Peak Hour Intersection Operations (page 3.11-38) for accurate traffic results in the referenced
corridor.

|II

All scenarios are based on “actual” traffic counts, as discussed in Master Response 9: Traffic
Model/Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19). Please see response to Comment M-8 above for
comments relating to the Orozco/Gainsborough/Hawarden/Mary corridor.

It is unclear how the commenter arrived at these speculative conclusions shown in the figure provided.
Accurate traffic results are detailed in Section 3.11.4 — Gates Open — Existing Peak Hour Intersection
Operations (page 3.11-38) of the DEIR.

The commenter’s reference to “less than 200 more cars a day on the easterly cut-through route” is
incorrect. Please refer to Section 3.11.4 — Circulation System of the DEIR (pages 3.11-40 — 3.11-157) for
accurate traffic impacts associated with Scenario 3.

The DEIR accurately analyzes the potential traffic impacts under Scenario 4. Please see Master Response
8: Local Cut-through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages 14-18) and Master Response
9: Traffic Model/Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19).

The opening of the gates, or the Gates Open baseline, does not degrade the LOS of the intersections in
this corridor. Please refer to Tables 3.11-2 — Gates Closed — Existing Peak Hour Intersection Operations
(page 3.11-36) and 3.11-4 4 — Gates open — Existing Peak Hour Intersection Operations (page 3.11-38) for
accurate traffic results in the referenced corridor.

It is unclear how the commenter arrived at these speculative conclusions shown in the figure provided.
Accurate traffic results are detailed in Section 3.11.4 — Circulation System of the DEIR (pages 3.11-40 —
3.11-157).

See Response M-35. This scenario does not call for the termination of Washington Street north
of the Proposed C Street. Scenario 4 would only vacate a portion of Washington Street. Figure 2-
16 (Page 2-43) of the DEIR showed the components associated with Scenario 4, including the
vacated portions of Madison Street, Dufferin Avenue, and Washington Street. Though the
alignment of the Proposed C Street has shifted slightly to the south (see Figure R-4 in the Errata
to the FEIR, page 32), the street vacations would remain the same. This includes vacating
portions of Dufferin Avenue and Washington Street. As shown in Figure R-4, if the Proposed C
Street were constructed, vehicles traveling north/northwest along C Street would be able to
continue towards the Victoria Avenue/Madison Street intersection, or head east (just north of
Lenox Avenue) to get on to Washington Street, which would only leave the option to travel
northwest on Washington Street towards Victoria Avenue (as south of Lenox Avenue would be
vacated).

As detailed in Section 2.6.4 — Project Description — Scenario 4, “In conjunction with the new roadway,
other Project components are required (Figure 2-16 — Scenario 4 Components (page 2-43)), including...a
cul-de-sac and roadway vacation along Washington Street from Engle Drive to just north of the existing
Overlook Parkway and Washington Street intersection.” The commenter is incorrect; Scenario 4 does not
call for the “termination of Washington Street north of the extension to the SR-91.”
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M-52:

M-53:

M-54:

M-55:

M-56:

M-57:

M-58:

M-59:

Please see response to Comments M-35 and M-51 above. The commenter is incorrect; traffic would be
able to use Washington Street just north of the existing Overlook Parkway and Washington Street
intersection.

Please see response to Comments M-35 and M-51 above. The commenter is incorrect in stating that the
Washington Street alternative route would be eliminated.

The commenter’s reference to “200 more vehicles” is also incorrect. Please refer to Section 3.11.4 —
Circulation System of the DEIR (pages 3.11-40 — 3.11-157) for accurate traffic impacts associated with
Scenario 4.

The DEIR accurately analyzes the potential traffic impacts under Scenario 4. Please see Master Response
8: Local Cut-through Traffic / TIA Study Area and Master Response 9: Traffic Model / Growth Assumptions.

As detailed in Master Response 9 — Traffic Model/Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19):

The model is validated for the base year to determine its predictive ability to replicate observed (existing)
traffic counts using the trip rates, speeds, roadway capacities, and other variables. If the model cannot
produce traffic volumes similar to what is observed in the base year, then appropriate adjustments are
made until the model is able to reasonably replicate current travel conditions in the area. A model that
replicates existing conditions accurately is then assumed to be well able to assess future conditions. The
model for this project was validated to replicate existing, real world traffic counts that were conducted in
2011 for the project, and therefore accurately assesses future conditions.

The Clinton Marr Letter, Summary of Traffic Issues and Concerns, and the City Council Report of May 14,
1985 are acknowledged and are now part of the public record. See also Responses M-7, M-9, and M-30.

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Please see Master Response 9: Traffic Model/Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19).

Please see responses to comments M-6, M-8, M-10, and M-12.
Please see responses to comments M-7 and M-9.
Please see responses to comments M-7, M-9 and M-30.

Please see responses to comments M-7, M-9 and M-30. Please see Master Response 8: Local Cut-through
Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages 14-18). The DEIR accurately discloses existing
traffic conditions and adequately provides mitigation measures under each scenario.

Please see responses to comments M-6, M-8, M-10, and M-12 and Master Response 8: Local Cut-through
Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages 14-18) which outline the methodology and clarify
the use of data for the DEIR which is adequate and fully addresses and compares the impacts associated
with each scenario.
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N-1

N-2

N-3
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Letter N —page 2

N-4
(cont.)

N-5

N-7

N-8
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N-8
— (cont.)
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Response to Letter N

N-1:

N-2:

N-3:

This comment is acknowledged and is part of the administrative record.

Section 15064.7(a) of the CEQA Guidelines states (emphasis added): “Each public agency is encouraged
to develop and publish thresholds of significance that the agency uses in the determination of the
significance of environmental effects. A threshold of significance is an identifiable quantitative,
qualitative or performance level of a particular environmental effect, non-compliance with which means
the effect will normally be determined to be significant by the agency and compliance with which means
the effect normally will be determined to be less than significant.”

The City of Riverside does not have adopted thresholds of significance different from those presented in
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.), which provides guidance for evaluating
whether a project may result in significant impacts. The City also uses applicable thresholds for
environmental issues for all projects subject to CEQA, (i.e. SCAQMD thresholds for air quality impacts,
compliance with Assembly Bill 32 for greenhouse gas emission reductions). The City published the Traffic
Impact Analysis Preparation Guide (http://www.riversideca.gov/traffic/pdf/traffic-impact-analysis.pdf)
to direct the preparation of studies and the methods for analysis of impacts in the City. The Guide,
prepared in 2011, addresses the suggested format and methodology that is generally required to be
utilized in the studies prepared for projects within the City’s jurisdiction.

As detailed in Section 3.11.4b — Significance Criteria (pages 3.11-41 — 3.11-45) -- (emphasis added), “As
detailed above, none of the scenarios that comprise the Project create new trips. Thus, the Project does
not ‘propose uses or intensities above that contained in the General Plan,” as detailed above in the
Traffic Impact Analysis Preparation Guide. Therefore, the Project is in conformance with the General
Plan 2025, and is subject to General Plan 2025 Policy CCM-2.3. The thresholds of significance apply to the
operational trips of the project.”

General Plan 2025 Policy CCM-2.3 does not identify CEQA impact criteria for roadway links. It does,
however, establish measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, as permitted
by Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.). Policy CCM-2.3 thus sets a standard that
governs all Traffic Impact Analysis (TIAs) prepared within the City and does not pick different significance
indicators for each project that may contribute impacts to the circulation system. Thus, as detailed in
Section 3.11.4b Significance Criteria (pages 3.11-41 — 3.11-45), “Impact determination assumptions have
been developed with City guidance and are based upon information provided in the Traffic Impact
Analysis Preparation Guide, which states that the roadway link analysis shall be performed by comparing
the Average Daily Traffic (ADT) on a link with the “City of Riverside Roadway Capacity” table. Therefore for
this study and consistent with the traffic land use goals established in the City’s General Plan 2025, the
project would be considered to cause a significant impact if: the project causes a Level of Service (LOS) A,
B, C or D roadway to fall to LOS E/F; or the project adds trips to a roadway link projected to operate at LOS
E/F.

Section 15064.7(c) of the CEQA Guidelines states (emphasis added): “When adopting thresholds of
significance, a lead agency may consider thresholds of significance previously adopted or recommended
by other public agencies or recommended by experts, provided the decision of the lead agency to adopt
such thresholds is supported by substantial evidence.”

The criteria to determine impacts to roadway links is not artificial. The project consists of four scenarios
that would impact roadway links. Some measure, or criteria, was determined to be necessary to evaluate
how each scenario impacts roadway links that already operate at LOS E/F. Thus, the traffic engineer, in
consultation with the City’s Traffic Engineering Division, developed these impact criteria for the technical
analysis, fully consistent with CEQA’s requirements.

For CEQA purposes, criteria to identify projected impacts must be used. The City determined that the
criteria for roadway links would partially consist of the worsening of roadway links projected to operate
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N-4:

N-5:

N-6:

N-7:

the LOS E or F. Although incremental changes in volumes may be small in some scenarios, the City
disclosed those as potentially significant in order to provide a very conservative, worst-case analysis of
impacts where those traffic impacts meet the impact threshold. The examples given by the commenter
illustrate how conservative the criteria are in some instances.

Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15121, “an EIR is an informational document which will inform
...decision makers and the public generally of the significant environmental effect (impact) of a project,
and identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects...” The CEQA Guidelines (Section 15382)
define a “significant environmental effect” as “a substantial, or potentially substantial, or potentially
substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project...”
The severity or significance of an impact is defined by the thresholds employed by a lead agency within
the EIR. In the case of traffic, impacts are defined by level of service or LOS. The specific methodology
and LOS thresholds used by the City are summarized in Sections 3.11.4 a — Methodology (page 3.11-41)
and b Significance Criteria (pages 3.11-41 — 3.11-45). However, throughout the DEIR, it is acknowledged
that one or more of the scenarios could result in a redistribution of traffic. Because the project does not
generate trips, any redistribution would result in an increase for some roadway links and a decrease in
traffic volumes for other roadway segments. Although not required pursuant to CEQA, Section 3.11.4.1 —
Circulation System — Impact Analysis (pages 3.11-45 — 3.11-104) provides several tables which illustrate
not only the negative, or adverse, LOS impacts, but also the LOS improvements that are attained under
each Scenario.

Please refer to Master Response 9: Traffic Model/Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19). The
methodology in relation to the travel demand model is detailed in Section 2.1 — Travel Demand Model
(pages 11) of the Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix J). An even more detailed discussion of the travel
demand model is located in Appendix A of the Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix J). The Southern
Californnia Association of Governments (SCAG) travel demand model contains all of the relevant
transportation planning information for the future forecast year the commenter refers to, including the
number of lanes, Transporation Development Act (TDA), new land use policies, and improved transit.

For 2035, the model contains the land uses, trip generation, mode split (auto, transit, bike, and walk trip
types), and future roadway network as adopted within the SCAG (and RivTAM) model, and within the
City the model was further refined to reflect a finer disaggregation of land uses as well as buildout of the
Master Plan of Roadways, as shown in Figure CCM-4 in the General Plan 2025. Please also see Master
Response 9: Traffic Model/Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19). Therefore, the future travel
demand forecast used for the Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix J) and DEIR was accurate.

Project vicinity and project area have the same meaning, and project vicinity is used throughout the DEIR.
The term “project area” was mistakenly used twice in Section 3.11 — Transportation/Traffic of the DEIR.
These two inconsistencies do not affect the overall adequacy of the DEIR.

Please see Master Response 5: Regionally Diverted Traffic (Errata pages 7-8).

The DEIR has been revised to further clarify the difference between regional diversionary traffic and local
cut-through traffic through the Errata. As detailed within the Errata (pages 62-67), Section 3.11.4.1c —
Circulation System — Impact Analysis - Potential Cut-through Traffic now reads:

Regionally diverted traffic refers to new vehicles coming into the Project vicinity that would
use arterial roadways within the City instead of highways to arrive at their ultimate
destination, but does not include residents within the Project vicinity.

Please see Master Response 5: Regionally Diverted Traffic (Errata pages 7-8). Although not required under
CEQA, this section of the DEIR helps the reader better understand the redistributed volumes coming into
the Project vicinity. The referenced figures are not “technically incorrect”, as they show the low volumes
of traffic that may enter the Project vicinity to use east-west arterial roadways. Alessandro Boulevard is
not the “only” roadway link that makes sense for this analysis; other regional diversionary traffic may
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N-9:

N-10:

enter the area via the roadway links discussed in Section 3.11.4 — Circulation System (pages 3.11-40 —
3.11-157) of the DEIR.

The number of travel lanes for Scenarios 3 and 4 has been added to Section 2.1 — Project Description —
Project Overview (pages 2-1 — 2-2), as detailed in the Errata (page 33). The following sentence has been
added to the description of Scenario 4: “The proposed alignment would include four lanes of travel, with
80 feet of curb-to-curb improvements, including a 12-foot median, within an 88-foot right-of-way.”

However, under Scenarios 3 and 4, Overlook Parkway would not be a continuous four-lane arterial. Please
see the additions below that are underlined and also found in the Errata page 46.

. Scenario 3 — Gates removed, Overlook Parkway connected: Under Scenario 3, the gates at Crystal
View Terrace and Green Orchard Place would be removed and Overlook Parkway would be
connected through the construction of a fill crossing between Via Vista Drive and Sandtrack
Road and a bridge over the Alessandro Arroyo. The roadway would be striped for two lanes of
travel—one eastbound and one westbound—and would be sized to accommodate a four-lane
arterial roadway at build-out. This scenario would require a General Plan amendment to
remove policies addressing the potential connection route between Washington Street and State
Route 91 prior to completing Overlook Parkway across the arroyo.

The alignment of Scenario 4 has been shifted south and the width has been reduced. As redesigned, the
Proposed C Street would have an 88-foot right of way instead of 100-feet. The proposed improvements
would include two 12-foot travel lanes as well as an 8-foot shoulder in each direction, for a total of 64
feet of paving at ultimate build-out within the 88 foot ROW. The retaining wall required for construction
of the new alignment would be 16 feet in height at the highest point and approximately 550 feet in
length.

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(b), the discussion of alternatives shall focus on
alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any
significant effects of the project. The EIR need not address every conceivable alternative and rather it
must consider a reasonable range of feasible alternatives per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a). The
City of Riverside’s Bicycle Master Plan Update (2011) includes a Class Il bike lane along Overlook Parkway
east to Alessandro Boulevard, which was fully analyzed in the DEIR under Scenarios 3 and 4.

The suggested alternative provided in this comment letter would not further reduce the project’s
significant environmental impacts because construction impacts would remain (as with Scenarios 3 and
4), and traffic/transportation impacts would remain significant (same as Scenarios 1 and 2). The
commenter’s proposed alternative would not meet the project’s overall objective, which is to evaluate
and resolve the General Plan 2025 goals and policies relative to Overlook Parkway and a connection from
Washington Street to the SR-91 freeway. The General Plan 2025 does not include any goals or policies
related to connecting the gaps of Overlook Parkway with an exclusive bike trail and walking path. The
alternative would not address public safety concerns related to both emergency vehicle access and
increased traffic volumes within residential neighborhoods associated with the gates on Green Orchard
Place and Crystal View Terrace, as vehicle would not be able to travel along a bike/walk facility. The
alternative would not address traffic patterns related to the Overlook Parkway connection and the
connection westerly of Washington Streete consistent with the General Plan 2025. The alternative would
not address a comprehensive circulation system, as it would solely benefit pedestrians and cyclists, but
not motorists or potential bus users (if a bus route were implemented along Overlook Parkway). The
alternative would not address the historic integrity of Victoria Avenue and the Gage Canal as well as
designations which protect the Arlington Heights Greenbelt, and Proposition R and Measure C consistent
with the General Plan 2025. Because this alternative would not meet the objectives of the project, it was
not incorporated into the EIR.
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0-1

0-2

0-3
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Response to Letter O

0-1:

0-2:

0-5:

0-6:

This comment and the attachments are acknowledged and arepart of the administrative record. Mr.
Bellanca submitted five letters many of which were the same. Covered in this document are the letters
that were different, thereby addressing all of Mr. Bellanca’s comments.

Please see Master Response 8: Local Cut-through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages
14-18).

The commenter is referring to Scenarios 3 and 4, which involve the connection and extension of
Overlook Parkway, respectively. It is not clear as to where the estimate of “30,000 to 40,000” vehicles in
the morning the commenter refers to was obtained. The Average Daily Trips (ADT) along Alessandro
Boulevard varies under each scenario, depending on which baseline it is compared to and the year (2011
or 2035). For example, under Scenario 4 compared to the Gates Closed baseline in 2011, there is
estimated to be 55,424 vehicles along the roadway link of Alessandro Boulevard south of Canyon Crest
Drive, an increase of 3,979 vehicles. It should be noted that the volume is per day, not just the morning.

Flemington Road is a local roadway, and was not specifically examined by the Traffic Impact Analysis
(TIA) for the reasons detailed in Master Response 8: Local Cut-through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis
Study Area (Errata pages 14-18). However, the City does implement a Neighborhood Traffic Management
program. Based on professional experience, the study locations and the study area are adequate to
determine the project’s potential significant traffic impacts. There are many local streets in the vicinity
of the project. Not all of them would reasonably be considered as possible or reasonable cut through
routes or routes which would be likely to receive traffic as a result of the project. Since not every single
local street can be included in the study, only those streets which have a reasonable expectation of
significant added traffic were included in the study. Flemington Road is not a route that would be
expected to receive added traffic due to its location and the fact that any traffic to or from Overlook
Parkway via Flemington Road would be forced to travel an extremely circuitous route and thus we can
reasonably conclude that there would be no significant project traffic impacts on Flemington Road.

Air quality impacts related to traffic were analyzed in Section 3.2 — Air Quality, of the DEIR. Specifically,
based on the threshold “would the proposed Project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?,” hot spots are discussed for all scenarios in Section 3.2.6.1(a) of the DEIR (pages 3.2-30
through 3.2-42). No significant air quality impacts under any of the scenarios were identified.

In conclusion, continued implementation of the City’s Neighborhood Traffic Management Program would
ensure that traffic impacts would not result to local streets such as Flemington Road.

Please see Master Response 8: Local Cut-through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages
14-18) and the response to Comment )-O-2 above. It is not anticipated that any of the scenarios would
result in a “hazardous and chaotic traffic environment” in any location within the Project vicinity. Project
improvements have been designed in consideration of standard roadway engineering and safety
standards, and the project does not propose hazards such as sharp curves. Continued implementation of
the City’s Neighborhood Traffic Management Program would ensure that traffic calming measures would
be installed if traffic increases are observed.

Please see responses to Comments O-2 and O-3 above.

Please see responses to Comments O-2 and O-3 above for reasons why Flemington Road would not be
impacted by any of the scenarios. It is not anticipated that any of the scenarios would result in a
“hazardous and chaotic traffic environment” in any location within the Project vicinity. If local cut-through
traffic is observed due to any of the scenarios, continued implementation of the City’s Neighborhood
Traffic Management Program would ensure that traffic calming measures would be installed if necessary,
which would deter from the hazardous traffic conditions outlined by the commenter.

See response 0-2
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0-7:

0-8:

See response 0-2 and O-3.

The Overlook Parkway Extension does not anticipate an increase to traffic on Flemington Road or other
local residential streets and thus the existing parking conditions/configuration shall remain unchanged. At
the residents’ request, Public Works can evaluate existing street widths and work with residents to modify
on-street parking conditions if residents support restrictions and/or changes.
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Response to Letter P

P-1:

P-2:

P-3:

The potential agricultural impacts associated with all scenarios are discussed in Section 3.1 — Agricultural
Resources of the DEIR. Specifically, the impacts related to the Arlington Heights greenbelt are discussed in
Section 3.1.4 — Farmland Conversion (pages 3.1-8 — 3.1-19).

The potential impacts to cultural and historic resources, including Victoria Avenue, are discussed in
Section 3.4.4 — Historical Resources (pages 3.4-17 — 3.4-21). Mitigation measures related to Victoria
Avenue are detailed in Section 3.4.4.3 — Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting (pages 3.4-20 — 3.4-21).

For comments related to environmental justice, please see Master Response 4: Economic and Social
Impacts (Errata pages 5-7).

Please see Master Response 2: Vague or Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5) and Master Response
7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14).

The project is composed of four separate scenarios that are discussed at an equal level of detail
throughout the DEIR. It is assumed the commenter is referring to Scenario 4 and the associated Proposed
C Street, as Scenario 4 involves a new roadway at the northern edge of the Greenbelt.

The impacts of Scenario 4 in relation to Proposition R and Measure C are discussed in several sections of
the DEIR, specifically in Sections 3.1 — Agricultural Resources and 3.9 — Transportation/Traffic. Traffic
impacts under Scenario 4 are discussed in Section 3.11 — Transportation/Traffic of the DEIR. Potential air
quality and noise impacts related to Scenario 4 are discussed in Sections 3.2 — Air Quality and 3.10 --
Noise, respectively. The commenters do not explain why they believe that the DEIR is inadequate with
regard to the analysis of environmental impacts, such that no further response can be provided. In
addition, CEQA does not require mitigation for impacts determined to be less than significant, as impacts
to agriculture have been determined to be for Scenario 4. Please also refer to Master Response 7:
Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14) and Master Response 12: Agricultural/Citrus
Groves West of Washington Street (Errata pages 21-22).

The commenters do not explain why they believe that the Project will damage “living conditions,” or in
what way such damage might occur. Accordingly, no further response can be provided. Please see
Master Response 4: Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7) regarding comment on property
values.

As discussed in Section 3.1 — Agricultural Resources, agricultural resource impacts are less than significant
for all four scenarios, and no mitigation is required. Please see response to Master Comment 12:
Agricultural/Citrus Groves West of Washington Street (Errata pages 21-23).

The Casa Blanca community is discussed throughout Section 3.9 — Land Use and Aesthetics of the DEIR. As
detailed in Section 3.9.1.1f — Environmental Justice Policies of the DEIR (pages 3.9-11 —3.9-12),

Casa Blanca is a community identified as having negative effects from past land use
development and planning practices on the health of the community population. As
residents settled within this community and the SR-91 was constructed, air quality
emissions resultant from rail operations in the northern portion of the community,
vehicles traveling along Madison Avenue and the SR-91, as well as nearby commercial
and light manufacturing uses have impacted the quality of environment within this
community.

In addition, it should be noted that Madison Avenue is the primary access route to the
SR-91 for the neighborhoods within the western portion of the Project vicinity—
including Alessandro Heights, Arlington Heights, Presidential Park, and parts of
Hawarden Hills. To the north/northeast, the nearest on-ramp is one mile away, located
at Arlington Avenue near Riverside Avenue. To the south/southwest, the nearest on-
ramp is also one mile away, located at Adams Street and Indiana Avenue.
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P-5:

Thus, the DEIR acknowledges that past land use development and planning practices have impacted the
quality of environment within this community.

As detailed in Section 15131(a) of the CEQA Guidelines (emphasis added):

Economic or social information may be included in an EIR or may be presented in
whatever form the agency desires. Economic or social effects of a project shall not be
treated as significant effects on the environment...The focus of the analysis shall be on
the physical changes.

Moreover, there is no requirement in CEQA — and the commenters point to none — that requires an
analysis of environmental justice issues.

The potential impacts to Casa Blanca under each scenario are discussed in Section 3.9.5.1 — Plans, Policy,
or Regulations — Impact Analysis (pages 3.9-35 — 3.9-49). The focus of the analysis is on the physical
changes under each scenario; whether it is the construction of a roadway (i.e., Scenarios 3 and 4), or if the
scenario would redistribute traffic (all scenarios.)

The analysis in this section for each scenario concludes that:

Madison Avenue is the primary access route to the SR-91 for the neighborhoods within
the western portion of the Project vicinity, and this scenario would not alter or
implement any other immediate access routes to the SR-91. The traffic impacts to
intersections and links resulting from implementation of this scenario would occur in
multiple neighborhoods within the Project vicinity and are not concentrated within any
one particular community.

Thus, the redistribution of traffic under each scenario would not result in physical changes that impact the
Casa Blanca neighborhood disproportionately to other neighborhoods.

Please see Master Response 9: Traffic Model/Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-9).

As discussed in Section 3.11.4 — Circulation System (pages 3.11-40 — 3.11-157), each scenario has the
potential to redistribute traffic in the project vicinity; none of the scenarios would create traffic. It is
unclear as to what roadway the commenter is referring to in this instance, such that no further response
can be provided. Section 3.11 — Transportation/Traffic of the DEIR contains the results of the Traffic
Impact Analysis (TIA) (Appendix J) conducted for the project. See Master Response 9 — Traffic
Model/Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19) regarding the baseline studies accounting for existing
traffic levels in the Project area.

The Definition of “Environmental Justice” from the Attorney General’s Office is acknowledged and is now
part of the public record. Although not a CEQA issue, Environmental Justice is addressed in the EIR under
Section 3.9.1.1 f (pages 3.9-11 — 3.9-12). Also, see Master Response 4: Economic and Social Impacts
(Errata pages 5-7).
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Q-3
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Response to Letter Q

Q-1:

Q-2:

Q-5:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
1). Accordingly, no further response is required.

Please see Master Response 8: Local Cut-through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages
14-18) and the Master Response 9 — Traffic Model/Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19).

It is not anticipated that any of the scenarios would result in an “inundate[ion] with motorists in any location
within the Project vicinity. Continued implementation of the City’s Neighborhood Traffic Management
Program would ensure that traffic calming measures would be installed if traffic increases are observed. Based
on professional experience and expert opinion from the City’s consultants and staff, the study locations and the
study area are adequate to determine the project’s potential significant traffic impacts. There are many local
streets in the vicinity of the project. Not all of them would reasonably be considered as possible or reasonable
cut through routes or routes which would be likely to receive traffic as a result of the project; those segments
or routes that showed a change in volume were fully analyzed in the DEIR. Since not every single local street
can be included in the study, only those streets which have a reasonable expectation of significant added traffic
were included in the study. The commenter’s suggested route is not a route that would be expected to receive
added traffic due to its location and the fact that any traffic to or from Overlook Parkway via Sandtrack Road
would be forced to travel an extremely circuitous route and thus we can reasonably conclude that there would
be no significant project traffic impacts within this referenced neighborhood.

Please see Master Response 8: Local Cut-through Traffic/TIA Study Area (Errata pages 14-18) and Master
Response 9 — Traffic Model/Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19).

As discussed in the response to comment Q-2 above, it is not expected that any of the scenarios would
result in a significant impact to the referenced neighborhood.

Traffic is expected to increase throughout the Project area over time regardless of which, if any, Scenario
is selected. As discussed in DEIR Section 3.11 — Transportation/Traffic, enough traffic must be rerouted by
the Project to an intersection such that it reduces its Level of Service (LOS) to E or below or adds Average
Daily Trips (ADT) to an intersection with LOS E or F (see DEIR Section 3.11.4.1 from Page 3.11-45 to 3.11-
156). Continued implementation of the City’s Neighborhood Traffic Management Program would ensure
that traffic calming measures would be installed if traffic increases are observed. This Project would not
affect the implementation of the Neighborhood Traffic Management Program (Master Response 13 —
Emergency Access and Response Times and Crime and Safety (Errata pages 23-25)).

The installation of these traffic calming measures would not result in any subsequent environmental
impacts. These measures would ensure that traffic speeds are observed on the referenced neighborhood
streets as appropriate.

This comment is acknowledged; however, it expresses a personal opinion and does not address the
adequacy of the DEIR (Master Response 1 — Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues
(Errata page 4)).

Pursuant to Ordinance 7074 amending Section 16.48.010 of the Riverside Municipal Code (Overlook
Parkway Crossing of the Alessandro Arroyo Development Fee) the purpose of this chapter is to provide for
the payment of a development fee to be utilized for the development, which includes but is not limited to
any and all environmental studies, analysis, reports and documents and construction of a bridge crossing
the Alessandro Arroyo at Overlook Parkway. — “emphasis added.”

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Accordingly, no further response is required.
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Response to Letter R

R-1:

R-2:

Air quality, including particulate matter less than 10 microns (PMy,), and particulate matter less than 2.5
microns (PM,), is expressed as the number of days in which air pollution levels exceed state standards
set by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) or federal standards set by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA).

As detailed in Section 3.2 — Air Quality of the DEIR, particulate matter is recorded at specific air quality
monitoring stations within each air quality basin in California. The project is located within the South
Coast Air Basin (SCAB). Thus, particulate matter is not measured along specific roadways, thus the current
level of “fine particulates” cannot be provided along the area the commenter is requesting.

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) is the air pollution control agency for Orange
County and the urban portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties. The agency’s
primary responsibility is assuring that the national and state ambient air quality standards are attained
and maintained in the SCAB. The SCAQMD operates 32 air quality monitoring stations throughout the
SCAB.

Based on standards at the federal and state levels, air basins are classified as in attainment or in non-
attainment for pollutants of concern. Non-attainment areas are required to implement a plan to meet the
standard. The SCAB is currently classified as a federal and state non-attainment area for O3, PM,,, and
PM, s (State of California 2012a).

Air quality is commonly expressed as the number of days in which air pollution levels exceed state
standards set by the CARB or federal standards set by the EPA. Table 3.2-3 (page 3.2-9) of the DEIR
presents a summary of air quality measurements recorded at the Riverside-Magnolia Avenue and
Rubidoux-Mission Boulevard monitoring stations, including for PM,y and PM,s. For 2010, the maximum
daily level of PM, s at the Riverside—Magnolia Avenue station was 43.7 pg/m?’. The 2006 Federal 24-hour
Standard Exceeded (35 ug/ma) was exceeded on two days.

The Riverside—Magnolia Avenue station does not measure PM,,. The nearest station that monitors PMyy is
the Rubidoux-Mission Boulevard monitoring station. As stated in the EIR, the state 24-hour PM, standard
(50 ug/ms) was exceeded 7 days in 2010. The maximum daily level of PMy, at the Rubidoux-Mission
Boulevard monitoring station was 75 ug/ma. See also responses to L-18 — L-29 of the Johnson Sedlack
Letter.

As detailed above in response to Comment R-1, a projection of the highest level of particulate matter is
not available along a specific length of a roadway; the SCAQMD measures particulate matter at air quality
monitoring stations.

As detailed in Section 3.2.5.1 — Air Quality Violations/Pollutant Emissions — Impact Analysis of the DEIR
(pages 3.2-16 — 3.2-28):

Air quality impacts can result from the construction and operation of a project.
Construction impacts are short term and result from fugitive dust, equipment exhaust,
and indirect effects associated with construction workers and deliveries...The primary
source of emissions would be construction activities and mobile emissions due to the
change in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as a result of the proposed Project.

It is not clear if the commenter is referring to construction or operational emissions of PM, s and PMyy.
The commenter is referring to either Scenarios 3 or 4, as they both entail the connection of Overlook
Parkway to Alessandro Boulevard. There are multiple tables within Sections 3.2.5.1 Air Quality
Violations/Pollutant Emissions — Impact Analysis (pages 3.2-16 — 3.2-28) and 3.2.6.1b — Sensitive
Receptors — Impact Analysis — Diesel Particulate Matter (page 3.2-44) that detail the PM,s and PMy,
emissions under Scenarios 3 and 4. As detailed in those sections, construction and operational impacts
associated with PM, sand PM4 would be less than significant under Scenarios 3 and 4.
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R-3:

R-5:

R-6:

As detailed in Section 3.2.1.2 — California Clean Air Act of the DEIR (pages 3.2-1 — 3.2-2), the U.S. EPA
allowed states the option to develop different (stricter) air quality standards. Through the California Clean
Air Act signed into law in 1988, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) has generally set more stringent
limits on the seven criteria pollutants, as shown Table 3.2-1 — Ambient Air Quality Standards (pages 3.2-1
— 3.2-2). Table 3.2-1 represents the maximum levels of background pollution considered safe, with an
adequate margin of safety, to protect public health and welfare considering long-term exposure of the
most sensitive groups in the general population (i.e., children, senior citizens, and people with breathing
difficulties). Section 3.2.6 — Sensitive Receptors of the DEIR (pages 3.2-29 — 3.2-45) evaluated if the project
would expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

Section 3.2.6 — Sensitive Receptors of the DEIR (pages 3.2-29 — 3.2-45) evaluated if the project would
expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. This included a carbon monoxide (CO)
hot spot analysis, and analysis of diesel particulate matter in both the construction (where applicable) and
operational phases of each scenario. As detailed therein:

As shown in Tables 3.2-9a through 3.2-9d, the modeled one-hour and calculated eight-
hour CO concentrations are projected to be less than the state and federal standards.
Under all scenarios, impacts from CO hot spots would be less than significant. In
addition, impacts due to construction and operational diesel particulate matter would
be less than significant.

No impacts would occur from implementation of off-site improvements.

The DEIR adequately concluded the Project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations, thus none of the scenarios would result in “serious health problems to community
members.”

Please see Master Response 2: Vague or Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5) and Master Response
9: Traffic Model/Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19). It is not clear as to which scenario the
commenter is referring to in this instance. Each scenario has the potential to affect traffic patterns within
the City; however none of the scenarios generate traffic. The DEIR thoroughly analyzes vehicular traffic
impacts in Section 3.11 — Transportation/Traffic and air pollution in Section 3.2 — Air Quality. Without
more detail, a more detailed response cannot be provided.

As detailed in Section 15002(a) of the CEQA Guidelines:
“The basic purposes of CEQA are to:

(1) Inform governmental decision makers and the public about the potential, significant
environmental effects of proposed activities.

(2) Identify the ways that environmental damage can be avoided or significantly reduced.

(3) Prevent significant, avoidable damage to the environment by requiring changes in projects
through the use of alternatives or mitigation measures when the governmental agency finds the
changes to be feasible.

(4) Disclose to the public the reasons why a governmental agency approved the project.”

Section 3.2 — Air Quality of the DEIR discloses the air quality impacts of each scenario which comprises the
project. Furthermore, as detailed in Sections 3.2.4 through 3.2.7 (Pages 3.2-13 — 3.2-47), Scenarios 3 and 4
(both of which involve the bridge connecting Overlook Parkway to Alessandro Boulevard) would not result
in significant air quality or health impacts.

Accordingly, the commenter’s assumption that significant health impacts would occur is incorrect.
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R-7:

R-8:

R-10:

Please see Master Response 4: Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7). Potential noise impacts
under each scenario in the Hawarden Hills area are fully analyzed in Section 3.10, Noise, beginning on
page 3.10-8.

Please see Master Response #13: Emergency Access and Response Times and Concerns about Crime and
Safety (Errata pages 23-25). As stated in this response all improvements are proposed in accordance with
existing design standards and would not introduce hazardous design elements, such as sharp curves, or
increase safety hazards. Also, as detailed in Section 3.11 — Transportation/Traffic of the DEIR, Overlook
Parkway is classified as a Class Il Bikeway per the City’s Bicycle Master Plan Update. Often referred to as a
“bike lane,” a Class Il bikeway provides a striped and stenciled lane for one-way travel on a street or
highway. Overlook Parkway also has sidewalks on both sides of the roadway for pedestrian use. Thus, the
safety of pedestrians and cyclists are adequate under existing conditions, and none of the scenarios would
change or increase the safety of pedestrians and cyclists along this roadway.

Section 3.11.8 — Conflict with Alternate Transportation Policies of the DEIR (pages 3.11-171 — 3.11-174)
analyzes each scenario with regard to its potential to conflict with alternate transportation policies and
systems. As detailed in that section, no significant impacts related to alternate transportation systems
would occur under any of the scenarios which comprise the project.

There are multiple noise measurements along Overlook Parkway under each of the four scenarios, which
are fully detailed in Section 3.10 — Noise, of the DEIR. Scenarios 3 and 4, (both of which involve the bridge
connecting Overlook Parkway to Alessandro Boulevard), are fully analyzed in Section 3.10 -- Noise,
including noise measurements that are compared to the applicable regulatory guidelines. As detailed in
Section 3.10.1.2 — Standards Applicable to Traffic Noise of the DEIR, the City’s Noise Element of the
General Plan 2025 specifies compatibility standards for different categories of land-use. The City uses the
noise/land use compatibility guidelines outlined in Figure N-10 of the General Plan 2025 (page N-23) in
making land use decisions. This figure has been replicated as Table 3.10-1 (Page 3.10-3) within the DEIR.

It is not clear as to where specifically the commenter is asking for projected decibel readings. Section
3.10.4 of the DEIR (pages 3.1-8 — 3.10-47) contains a significant amount of information that compares
each scenario to each baseline and identifies significant traffic noise impacts (i.e., when traffic noise
exceeds City noise/land use compatibility guidelines). If significant impacts were identified, mitigation is
required. Mitigation was then identified, where feasible. However, both Scenarios 3 and 4 were
determined to have significant, unavoidable impacts related to traffic noise.

The City Council would be required to approve a Statement of Overriding Considerations (SOCs) if either
of these scenarios were chosen. As detailed in Section 15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines:

When the lead agency approves a project which will result in the occurrence of
significant effects which are identified in the final EIR but are not avoided or
substantially lessened, the agency shall state in writing the specific reasons to support
its action based on the final EIR and/or other information in the record. The statement
of overriding considerations shall be supported by substantial evidence in the record.

It is not clear as to what, specifically, the commenter means by “increased traffic control patrols and
community safety patrols,” although these measures would require implementation due to any of the
scenarios that comprise the Project. As detailed throughout the DEIR, specifically in Section 3.11.4(a)
(page 3.11-41), “(t)his Project does not involve uses (i.e., residential, commercial), changes to land use, or
new development that would inherently generate trips. However, they do have the potential to
redistribute and attract trips, and thus are evaluated against the City’s significance criteria.”

Section 3.11.4 (pages 3.11-40 — 3.11-157) of the DEIR details impacts to intersections and roadway links
under Scenarios 3 and 4, which entail the connection of Overlook Parkway. Mitigation measures were
detailed where significant impacts were identified. Potential traffic impacts and mitigation measures
were, thus, fully analyzed in the DEIR.
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If the commenter is referring to local cut through traffic, which currently exists and may occur under any
of the scenarios, the City maintains a Neighborhood Traffic Management Program. Working in partnership
with residents, the City aims to enhance safety in neighborhoods by determining and implementing the
most appropriate traffic calming measures. This process involves a comprehensive evaluation of entire
neighborhoods to assess the situation, determine the right solution, and ensure traffic problems are not
moved from one street onto another. The Neighborhood Traffic Management Program would apply to all
scenarios, regardless of which one is ultimately implemented. See Master Response 8: Local Cut-through
Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages 14-18).

Please see Master Response 13: Emergency Access and Response Times and Concerns about Crime and
Safety (Errata pages 23-25).
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Response to Letter S

S-1:

S-2:

S-4:

S-5:

S-6:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). With regard to the commenter’s assertions as to the adequacy of the DEIR, please see responses S-2
through S-6, below.

Section 3.11.4.3 — Circulation System — Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting of the DEIR (pages 3.11-
108 — 3.11-140) details mitigation measures for each scenario of the project, including the referenced
intersections (where applicable).

Please see Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14).

The commenter is incorrect in stating that Scenario 4, which involves the extension of Overlook Parkway,
is inconsistent with General Plan 2025 and its open space policies and objectives. The analysis of the
consistency of each scenario which comprises the project with the City’s General Plan 2025 is
summarized in Section 3.9 — Land Use and Aesthetics of the DEIR (beginning on page 3.9-37). The
comprehensive analysis, including with open space polices, is detailed in Appendix H — Land Use
Consistency Table, beginning on page 21.

See response to Comment S-2 above. Section 3.11.4 — Circulation System (pages 3.11-40 — 3.11-157)
details the traffic impacts of each scenario, identifies mitigation (if feasible), and if the mitigation reduces
impacts to a less-than-significant level. All four of the Scenarios will result in significant and unavoidable
impacts, including Scenario 4 (see Chapter 6, Significant Unavoidable Environmental Effects/Irreversible
Changes). In order to approve any of the scenarios, the City will have to find that the benefits of the
selected scenario outweigh the remaining significant impacts and adopt a Statement of Overriding
Considerations. In determining which scenario to adopt, the City Council will consider the environmental
impacts analyzed in the DEIR, as well as the social, economic, and other impacts, including community
support for or opposition to a particular scenario.

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Accordingly, no further response is required.
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Response to Letter T

T-1:

T-2:

T-6:

T-8:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Accordingly, no further response is required.

Please see Master Response 13: Emergency Access and Response Times and Concerns about Crime and
Safety (Errata pages 23-25).

Please see Master Response 13: Emergency Access and Response Times and Concerns about Crime and
Safety (Errata pages 23-25).

Please see Master Response 13: Emergency Access and Response Times and Concerns about Crime and
Safety (Errata pages 23-25).

This comment is acknowledged. Traffic impacts associated with Scenario 3, including regional
diversionary traffic, is discussed extensively in Section 3.11.4 — Circulation System (pages 3.11-40 -- 3.11-
157). See also response to Master Comments 5: Regionally Diverted Traffic (Errata pages 7-8) and Master
Comments 8: Local Cut-Through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages 14-18) related to
the City’s Neighborhood Traffic Management Program.

Construction requirements under Scenario 3 and 4 are set forth throughout the DEIR to reduce significant
impacts where they exist to the extent feasible for each scenario.

The alighment of the Proposed C Street has been revised to avoid the referenced citrus orchard. Please
see Master Response 12: Agricultural/Citrus Groves West of Washington Street (Errata pages 21-22).
Please also see Errata, Section 3.1 (pages 30-45) which addresses a modified alighment for Proposed C
Street.

For comments related to economic impacts and environmental justice in the Casa Blanca area, please see
Master Response 4: Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7).

The DEIR does not advocate a scenario to be selected, it merely presents the environmental impacts of
each scenario. There is no mandated EIR process by the U.S. EPA; an EIR is required under the state CEQA
Guidelines. EIRs are informational documents “which will inform public agency decision makers and the
public generally of the significant environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to minimize
the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project” (14 CCR Section 15121).

It is not clear what the commenter is referring to regarding the “lack of detailed information” concerning
the Proposed C Street, which is a component of Scenario 4. This scenario was adequately described in
Chapter 2 — Project Description. Its environmental impacts, and mitigation measures (where feasible),
were adequately detailed throughout Chapter 3 — Environmental Analysis.

As described above, the environmental impacts associated with Scenario 4 were fully analyzed and
disclosed. See Master Response 4: Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7) for comments
regarding economic and societal impacts.

This comment is acknowledged.
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Response to Letter U

U-1:

U-2:

U-3:

U-4:

U-5:

uU-7:

Please see Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14).
Please see Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14).

It is not clear as to where in the DEIR the commenter is referring to. The DEIR does not quantify impacts in
those terms. Impacts are reflected as “no impact”, “less than significant impact”, or “significant impact”.
These terms are in bold text throughout the impact analysis of each section within Chapter 3 —
Environmental Analysis of the DEIR. Furthermore, it is not clear what scenario or what issue area (i.e.,
historic resources) the commenter is referring to. Accordingly, no further response is required.

Please see Master Response 6: Alternatives Not Considered (Errata pages 8-10) for comments related to
removing Overlook Parkway from the General Plan 2025 Master Plan of Roadways.

As detailed in Section 3.11.4a — Circulation System — Methodology of the DEIR (page 3.11-41), none of the
scenarios associated with the Project would generate trips in the sense that typical
residential/commercial projects do, but do have the potential to redistribute trips, and thus are evaluated
against the City’s significance criteria.

Section 3.11.4.1 — Circulation System — Methodology of the DEIR (page 3.11-41) evaluates traffic impacts
under all four scenarios in the existing (Year 2011) and buildout (Year 2035) conditions. Traffic impacts are
identified throughout this section and the discussion discloses that some increases in traffic volumes
would be due to future buildout and are not just a result of this specific proposed Project which is
intended to implement the Master Plan of Roadways in the General Plan 2025 under several scenarios
and improve circulation flow.

Please also see Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14).

Please see Master Response 9: Traffic Model/Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19). The travel
demand model used for the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) (Appendix J) does include increased development
in the Moreno Valley area, including industrial areas, and the TIA accurately reflects this growth.

The travel demand model also has a heavy duty truck component that calculates the number of truck
trips. Trip generation is based on trip rates (number of trips per employee or household) for different
land uses/industry sectors at the trip ends. The trip distribution process for the trucks is made by a
matrix of factors that indicate the trip interchange relationships among different land use types (i.e., what
fraction of trips originating at a land use such as manufacturing sites go to warehouses vs. other
manufacturing sites, etc.).

The City of Riverside restricts trucks from certain streets (except for local deliveries) through restrictions
placed in Municipal Code section 10.56. There are currently multiple roadways restricted to trucks.
Trucks would be allowed to use Overlook Parkway, as it an arterial roadway. However, trucks traveling a
long distance generally take freeways, in order to avoid traffic signals and turns on city streets. Trucks
along Overlook Parkway were accurately captured in the DEIR as part of the traffic results presented in
Section 3.11.4 — Circulation System (pages 3.11-40 — 3.11-157). All potential impacts are identified in
therein.

Please see Master Response 11: Grade Separation on Madison Street (Errata pages 19-21) and
Attachment D to the Errata which is a report titled: BNSF At-grade Railroad Crossing Queue Study at
Madison Street and Washington Street.

It is not entirely clear what type of infrastructure the commenter is referring to at the SR-91 and Madison
Street. Improvements to on- and off- ramps are under the jurisdiction of Caltrans. However, Madison
Street and the SR-91 westbound and eastbound ramps were analyzed throughout Section 3.11.4 —
Circulation System (Pages 3.11-40 — 3.11-157) (Intersections 1 and 2). No impacts to the Madison Street
and the SR-91 westbound and eastbound ramps were identified to either of these intersections in the
DEIR analysis.
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U-8:

U-10:

U-11:

U-12:

U-13:

U-14:

The intersection of Madison Street and Indiana Avenue (Intersection 3) was also analyzed throughout the
DEIR. The existing traffic data under both baselines show that this intersection operates at an acceptable
LOS; thus, under the City’s significance criteria, it is not correct that they are currently “seriously
congested” (see Tables 3.11-2 (page 3.11-36) and 3.11-3 (page 3.11-37).

The City does not want or intend to “increase” the traffic at any intersection or roadway link studied in
Section 3.11.4 — Circulation System of the DEIR (pages 3.11-40 — 3.11-157). Each scenario was analyzed at
an equal level of detail. Each of the scenarios does have the potential to redistribute traffic, thus causing
significant impacts at intersections and roadway links. Furthermore, in the Year 2035, traffic impacts can
also be attributed to regional growth, not the implementation of a certain scenario For example, in the
Year 2035, Scenarios 2 through 4 each result in a significant impact to the Madison Street/Indiana Avenue
intersection. However, mitigation is identified that would reduce impacts to less than significant. Thus,
where impacts are identified, the DEIR has detailed mitigation that would improve operating conditions at
the intersection identified by the commenter. Please see Section 3.11.4.3 — Mitigation, Monitoring, and
Reporting (pages 3.11-108 — 3.11-140) for these results.

Please see response to Comment K-2, within the letter submitted by Victoria Avenue Forever.

The DEIR does not state that Scenario 3 would have no significant impacts. Table S-1 — Summary of
Significant Environmental Analysis Results (pages S-10 — S-51) summarizes the significant impacts of each
scenario analyzed throughout the DEIR. As detailed in Section 3.11.4 — Circulation System of the DEIR
(pages 3.11-40 — 3.11-157), significant impacts were identified at Washington Street and Victoria Avenue
under Scenario 3 in the Year 2035 (for example, see impact S3-INT-6).

It is not clear as to which section of the DEIR the commenter is referring to. The DEIR does conclude in
Section 3.4 — Transportation/Traffic of the DEIR: “Construction of the Proposed C Street at the
intersection of Victoria Avenue and Madison Street under Scenario 4 would result in a substantial adverse
to change to Victoria Avenue. Impacts to historical resources would be significant.” The DEIR identifies
mitigation, but goes on to conclude: “Implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-CUL-1 for Scenario 4
and off-site improvements (for all scenarios) would reduce the impact to Victoria Avenue, but not to
below a level of significance. Therefore, impacts to Victoria Avenue are significant and unavoidable.” In
considering the four Scenarios, the City Council will consider the significant and unavoidable impacts of
each Scenario, their analysis in the DEIR, their economic and social impacts, and other considerations.

Please see Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14) and the
responses to Comments U-2 and U-9. Impacts to agriculture are addressed in the DEIR at Section 3.2, and
none of the scenarios will result in significant and unavoidable impacts to agricultural resources.

Please see Master Response 8: Local Cut-through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages
14-18).

Please see Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14) and the
responses to Comments U-2 and U-9.

None of the scenarios that comprise the Project generate, or “increase”, traffic. Where traffic is
redistributed, the noise resulting from that traffic is fully analyzed within the DEIR.

Noise impacts related to traffic under each scenario is discussed in Section 3.10.4.1 — Noise Exposure —
Impact Analysis (pages 3.10-8 — 3.10-44). As stated therein, “the following analysis is based on worst-case
future traffic volumes on all study area roadways as calculated in the TIA.”

As detailed in Section 2.6.4 (pages 2-35 — 2-36), the existing four-way stop controlled intersection at
Madison Street and Victoria Avenue would be signalized, and crosswalks would be added on the western
segment of Victoria Avenue. The commenter does not provide evidence of why a traffic signal would
“ruin” Victoria Avenue. The DEIR evaluates all relevant environmental impacts to Victoria Avenue under
each of the scenarios.
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U-15:

U-16:

uU-17:

If the commenter is referring to historic resource impacts related to Victoria Avenue, the DEIR stated that
the signalization of Madison Street and Victoria Avenue would be significant, even with the incorporation
of mitigation (see Chapter 3.4 — Cultural/Paleontological Resources). If this scenario was selected by
decision makers, a Statement of Considerations would be required.

Please see Master Response 7: Inconsistenct with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14).

Signalizing an intersection would improve traffic operations, as detailed in Section 3.11.4 — Circulation
System of the DEIR (pages 3.11-40 — 3.11-157).

Please see response to comment U-14. The DEIR fully analyzes and discloses all potential environmental
impacts associated with the components of Scenario 4. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure S4-CUL-1 fully
details procedures that must be followed if plants/trees are disturbed:

Plants within areas that would be either permanently or temporarily impacted by the intersection
changes along Victoria Avenue shall be salvaged prior to commencement of construction activities and
used for landscaping after construction is finished. Plantings in disturbed areas shall replicate the pre-
disturbance design as far as species type, maturity/height, and grouping of plants, including mature
Mexican fan palms and ragged robin roses. Specifically, the ragged robin roses planted in the median and
on the southeast corner of the Victoria Avenue/Madison Street intersection shall be salvaged and
replanted in the median, moving some of the other plants back to reproduce the original dimensions and
density of the pre-construction condition. Where salvaging of plants is impractical, new plants of the same
species and size shall be replanted.

As noted above in the response to U-14, this mitigation measure does not fully reduce historic impacts
associated with Scenario 4.

Please see Master Response 9: Traffic Model/Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19) and Master
Response 8: Local Cut-through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages 14-18). The
commenter’s exhibit shows traffic volumes on highways within Riverside County, which is a much larger
geographic area than that of the Project. Although the scenarios which comprise the project were
determined by the City’s Traffic Engineering Division and traffic consultant to affect roadway operations
and circulation patterns in the project vicinity, it was determined they would not affect freeway
operations, thus they were not analyzed within the DEIR. Nevertheless, regional cut-through traffic was
analyzed within Section 3.11.4.1c — Circulation System — Potential Cut-through Traffic of the DEIR (pages
3.11-96 — 3.11-104). The analysis examined the numbers of new vehicles coming into the Project vicinity
that can be attributed to cut-through traffic as a result of new roadways and connections under Scenarios
3 and 4. The analysis shows that for both 2011 and 2035 conditions, impacts would be less than
significant.

The City of Riverside staff worked closely with the environmental consultants in the preparation of the
DEIR and the analysis of the Project. The commenter’s conclusory claim that certain unidentified reports
are inadequate or unprofessional is unsupported. RECON and ITERIS are environmental consulting firms,
staffed by technical professionals who are experts in their fields of analysis. Accordingly, the DEIR and its
conclusions are fully supported by substantial evidence.

Potential cumulative historical resource impacts associated with Scenario 3 are discussed in Section 4.4 of
the DEIR (pages 4-10 — 4.11). No historical resources are located within the Arroyo or Eastern Project
Impact Areas (PIAs) under Scenario 3; thus, Scenario 3 would have no direct or cumulative impact
associated with historical resources.

Scenario 3 would not “increase” or “spawn” traffic, noise, or air pollution. Potential impacts under
Scenario 3 associated with traffic, noise, and air quality are fully analyzed in Sections 3.11 —
Transportation/Traffic, 3.10 -- Noise, and 3.2 — Air Quality, respectively.

Traffic is redistributed under each scenario, as discussed in Section 3.11.4 — Circulation System (pages
3.11-40 — 3.11-157). Vehicles along roadways, specifically Victoria Avenue, do not contribute to the
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U-18:

U-19:

U-20:

U-21:

U-22:

U-23:

U-24:

potential loss of historical resources. Vehicles currently use Victoria Avenue under any of the scenarios,
and will continue to do so.

It is not clear as to which specific road improvements the commenter is referring to, as there are four
scenarios and numerous traffic mitigation measures detailed under each scenario. Please see Master
Response 7: Inxonsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14) and responses to Comments U-
1, U-2, U-10, U-12, U-14 and U-15.

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Please see Master Response 6: Alternatives Not Considered (Errata pages 8-10) for comments related
to removing Overlook Parkway from the General Plan 2025 Master Plan of Roadways. Please see response
to Comment U-3.

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Please see Master Response 6: Alternatives Not Considered (Errata pages 8-10) for comments related
to removing Overlook Parkway from the General Plan 2025 Master Plan of Roadways. Please see Master
Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14).

Although Councilman Davis was not the correct person to send written comments to on the EIR, the City
did respond to these comments in this e-mail to Councilman Davis as they reiterate was has already been
noted throughout the Final EIR. The Lead Agency, the City of Riverside, has complied with all noticing
requirements required under the CEQA Guidelines, as detailed below. After completing the DEIR, the Lead
Agency complied with all requirements set forth in Sections 15085, 15086, and 15087. In addition, as
detailed in Section 15105(a) of the CEQA Guidelines: “The public review period for a draft EIR shall not be
less than 30 days nor should it be longer than 60 days except under unusual circumstances.” Due to
requests from City Council and members of the public, the public comment period was extended 30 days
to March 1, 2013 for a total of 90 days. As explained in the introduction to the responses to comments,
the City also held community meetings and a joint workshop with the Transportation Board and Planning
Commission during the public review period. Comments were taken from the public at all these meetings.

Please see response to U-21 above.

Traffic impacts and requisite mitigation measures associated with Victoria Avenue under all four scenarios
are fully analyzed in DEIR Section 3.11.4.1 from Page 3.11-45 to 3.11-156. Please see Master Response 7:
Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14).

Please see response to U-21 above.
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Response to Letter V

V-1:

V-3:

V-5:

V-6:

V-7:

V-8:

V-10:

V-11:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata pge
4). Accordingly, no further response is required.

This comment is acknowledged. Appendix H — Land Use Consistency Table of the DEIR evaluates each
scenario in conjunction with policies of the General Plan 2025 in detail. This analysis is also summarized
in Section 3.9 — Land Use of the DEIR.

Costs for the project cannot be determined until a scenario is chosen which is the decision of City
Council. However, the funds would most likely come from City Transportation Funds. CEQA is concerned
with environmental impacts rather than costs or other non-environmental concerns, and therefore,
because this comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR or raise any environmental issue, it
will not be further responded to (See Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-
Environmental Issues (Errata page 4).

Please see Master Response 13: Emergency Access and Response Times and Concerns about Crime and
Safety (Errata pages 23-25).

CEQA is concerned with environmental impacts rather than costs or other non-environmental concerns,
and therefore, because this comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR or raise any
environmental issue, it will not be further responded to. The cost to install automatic gates has not yet
been determined by the City. See also response to V-3 above.

It is not clear as to which scenario that comprises the Project, nor the area, the commenter is referring
to, thus it is not feasible to show the entire results of the noise analysis here. Noise impacts under each
scenario are discussed in detail in Section 3.10.4 — Noise Exposure of the DEIR (pages 3.10-8 — 3.10-47).

Historic resources, including Victoria Avenue and the Gage Canal, are discussed in Section 3.4 —
Cultural/Paleontological Resources of the DEIR. Air quality and traffic impacts are discussed in Sections 3.2
— Air Quality and 3.11 — Transportation/Traffic of the DEIR, respectively. As detailed in Section 3.2.5
(pages 2.2-16 — 3.2-29), emissions of all pollutants under each scenario would be less than or equal to the
buildout either baseline condition. Under all scenarios, impacts would be less than significant. The
redistribution of traffic under each scenario would not adversely impact foliage, or citrus. There is no
scientific evidence that exhaust from vehicle emissions, alone, have any effect on the growth or
production of citrus or any other plants.

There was no original route for the Proposed C Street. The General Plan 2025, Policy CCM-4.2 states:

The connection of Overlook Parkway across the Alessandro Arroyo shall not be completed
until a detailed specific plan analyzing potential connection routes between Washington
Street and the SR-91 has been adopted. Analysis of the fore mentioned connection route
should; at a minimum include the area bounded by Mary Street, Adams Street, Dufferin
Street, and SR-91. See Figure CCM-3 for a map of the study area.

The DEIR adhered to this policy by examining a number of alternative routes in the specified area, as
detailed in Chapter 8, Alternatives.

Please see Master Response 2: Vague or Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5). Accordingly, no
further response is required.

Please see Master Response 2: Vague or Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5). Accordingly, no
further response is required. CEQA is concerned with environmental impacts rather than costs or other
non-environmental concerns, and therefore, because this comment does not address the adequacy of
the DEIR or raise any environmental issue, it will not be further responded to.

Costs for the project cannot be determined until a scenario is chosen. However, the funds would most
likely come from City Transportation Funds. CEQA is concerned with environmental impacts rather than
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costs or other non-environmental concerns, and therefore, because this comment does not address the
adequacy of the DEIR or raise any environmental issue, it will not be further responded to. See also
response to V-3 above.

V-12: Please see Master Response 2: Vague or Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5). Accordingly, no
further response is required.
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Response to Letter W

W-1:

W-2:

This comment is acknowledged. Please see Responses W-2 through W-5, below.

Section 7.1 — Hazardous Materials and Public health of the DEIR (pages 7-1 — 7-4) evaluated potential
impacts associated with emergency evacuation and wildland fires, which states (emphasis added):

“Scenarios 1, 2, and 3 would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. Under Scenario 3, the completion of Overlook
Parkway east to Alessandro Boulevard would provide a new connection and the potential for improved
traffic flow to aid the City’s emergency response and evacuation efforts.

Construction activities associated with Scenario 4 may necessitate the temporary closure of road
segments or portions of travel lanes within the area. These temporary closures are not expected to
significantly impair the implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan. Once construction activities are completed, the improved roadway
and potential for improved traffic flow could aid the City’s emergency response and evacuation efforts.

None of the four scenarios would impair implementation or physically interfere with adopted emergency
response plans or emergency evacuation plans. No impact would result from implementation of any of
the four scenarios.

The General Plan 2025 FEIR does not identify any significant fire hazard areas in the Project vicinity (see
Figure 5.7-3). None of the four scenarios would expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury, or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or
where residences are intermixed with wildlands. Thus, there would be no impact.”

Although not identified as a wildland fire hazard, if the Alessandro Arroyo were to catch fire, residents
nearby would be directed away (i.e., east or west) from the Alessandro Arroyo; they would not be allowed
to go across it. Implementation of any scenario would have no effect on this. As discussed in Section 3.11
of the Draft EIR, emergency service providers contacted as part of the DEIR stated that with Overlook
Parkway completed, first responders would have a shorter, more direct route (see Draft EIR pages 3.11-
163 through 3.11-167.)

Please see response to comment W-2; no significant fire hazard areas were identified in the DEIR and it
was acknowledged that Scenarios 3 and 4 would improve emergency access and evacuation routes;
however, none of the scenarios had a significant impact under these issues compared to existing
conditions. No new homes or new, non-replacement palm trees are associated with any of the four
Scenarios, and CEQA does not require mitigation for existing or projected conditions that exist or would
exist without the proposed project

Please see response to Comments W-2 and W-3. Potential bases for lawsuits do not concern
environmental impacts and thus are beyond the purview of CEQA.

Please see Master Response 8: Local Cut-through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages
14-18), Master Response 9: Traffic Model/Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19), and Master
Response 13: Emergency Access and Response Times and Concerns About Crime and Safety (Errata pages
23-25).

See also Master Response 5: Regionally Diverted Traffic (Errata pages 7-8) and Master Response 8: Local
Cut Through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages 14-18). The Project’s impacts on Air
Quality are accurately analyzed in Section 3.2 — Air Quality, of the DEIR, which addresses standards and
levels based on the public’s exposure to toxic air contaminants, including sensitive populations, such as
infants, children, and the elderly. It would not expose children to “increased” pollution and safety risks, as
detailed in Section 3.2 beginning on page 3.2-13.

This comment is acknowledged; however, it is the statement of an opinion and does not address the
adequacy of the DEIR. Accordingly, no further response is required (State CEQA Guidelines § 15088(a)).
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W-7:  This comment is acknowledged. The commenter is welcome to submit photographs or any further
comments to the City.
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Response to Letter X

X-1:

X-2:

X-3:

CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(e)(2) requires that an EIR identify the “environmentally superior
alternative” based on the evaluation of the project and its alternatives. Considerations relevant to the
identification and discussion of the environmentally superior alternative include a proposal which
contemplates less development than the proposed project and which correspondingly reduces most or all
of the proposed project’s adverse environmental impacts. The environmentally superior alternative does
not correlate with the “most beneficial”; it only identifies which alternative, or in this case scenario, would
have the least physical impacts on the environment. As identified throughout the DEIR (specifically in
Section 3.11 — Traffic/Transportation), each of the scenarios which comprise the project were compared
to the Gates Closed and Gates Open baselines.

The identification of an environmentally superior alternative, for this project, was based on which
scenario has the least physical impacts. As discussed in Section 3.11.6 — Emergency Access of the DEIR
(pages 3.11-163 — 3.11-167), Scenario 1 would have a significant impact associated with emergency
access. Please see also response X-1, above. Scenario 2 is identified as the no-project alternative and the
environmentally superior alternative. (DEIR Section 8.1.6.) However, because Scenario 2 is the no project
alternative, CEQA requires that a second environmentally superior alternative be identified, and thus
there can be two. (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6(e).) This does not change the fact that the DEIR
identifies Scenario 2 as the primary environmentally superior alternative.

In accordance with the Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and the City’s Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA)
Preparation Guide (http://www.riversideca.gov/traffic/pdf/traffic-impact-analysis.pdf ), the focus was the
project’s effect on intersection and roadway link capacity, not vehicle miles traveled (VMT). Furthermore,
as detailed in Section 3.11.2.4 — Existing Traffic Volumes of the DEIR,

“It should be noted that the changes in volumes that were recorded when the gates were closed and
when the gates were open generally cause little to no change in the operation of intersections or roadway
links. The difference in volumes was within the range of normal day-to-day traffic fluctuations within the
City. This is because there is adequate capacity for the traffic volumes under either baseline scenario.”

VMT was calculated for the purposes of potential air quality and GHG impacts. As shown in Table 3.8-1a —
Existing Annual Vehicle GHG Emissions (page 3.8-12), Scenario 1 has the second-most VMT of all
scenarios; however, the VMT difference between each scenario is negligible (less than .00002 percent
difference) and thus so are the resulting environmental impacts.

Please see the response to Comment X-2 above. The VMT presented in the DEIR is accurate and has not
been underestimated. The commenter’s GPS readings may be indeed be correct, however, as detailed
above, the overall difference in VMT between all four scenarios is negligible. The DEIR does show an
increase of 3,780 when comparing Scenario 1 to the Gates Closed baseline; however, the overall
difference in percentage (0.62 percent) is not a factor when compared to the overall Average Daily Trips
(ADT) within the study area (Scenario 1/Gates Closed = 48,610,947, Scenario 2/Gates Open = 48,607,167).
The VMT increases in the year 2020 due to regional growth, not due to any of the Project scenarios.

The VMT calculations analyzed for the DEIR are accurate.
As detailed in Section 3.2.5.1b of the DEIR (page 3.2-22) (emphasis added),

“In order to address operational emissions, the County of Riverside was selected as a
study area in order to capture the trips produced and attracted, some of which originate
from outside the City boundaries and some of which have a destination outside the City
boundary. This was especially important because features of the Project could affect
traffic flows throughout the entire City circulation system, and some of the roads within
the Project vicinity include major roads that are near the City boundary or provide direct
routes of travel beyond City limits.

The total existing traffic volume in Riverside County is 5,531,645 average daily traffic
(ADT), and the total projected buildout traffic volume in Riverside County is 11,222,346
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X-4:

X-5:

X-6:

ADT (ITERIS, Inc. 2012). The increase in ADT from existing to buildout is due to
population growth in the region.

Traffic information for the Project was obtained from ITERIS, Inc. (2012). Traffic speeds, volumes, and
segment lengths for each roadway segment in Riverside County were provided for each scenario. The
VMT for each scenario was calculated by multiplying the ADT for each segment by the length of each
segment.”

The increase in ADT, and thus VMT, in the year 2020 is due to regional growth. The changes in VMT under
each scenario compared to each baseline are detailed in Tables 3.8.1a and b and are negligible when
compared to the overall VMT.

The DEIR accurately analyzed VMT; thus impacts do not need to be reexamined.

Sales tax increment is not an issue under CEQA; please see Master Response 4: Economic and Social
Impacts (Errata pages 5-7).

Please see the response to Comment X-2 above.

Please see Master Response 4: Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7) concerning comments
about the employment rate.

As detailed in Section 3.8.4.1 — GHG Emissions — Impact Analysis of the DEIR (page 3.8-11) (emphasis
added):

“Existing and buildout (2035) GHG emissions were calculated for each scenario using
Emission Factors 2007 program (EMFAC 2007) emission factors. In addition, for the
discussion of the Project’s consistency with AB 32 2020 targets, emissions for each
scenario in year 2020 were also calculated. For a worst-case 2020 analysis, it was
assumed that the year 2035 buildout traffic volumes would occur by year 2020.”

Thus, this was a conservative, worst-case estimate that is appropriate and does not need to be
reexamined. Please see Master Response 9: Traffic Model/Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19) for
comments related to how the buildout assumptions were developed.

Section 2.2 — Project Background of the DEIR (page 2-2) details the project background and the reasons
why the gates are currently in place. Specifically, the DEIR states:

“In February 2006, the City approved another subdivision map (TM-29628) that included
the extension of Crystal View Terrace from Overlook Parkway to connect with an
existing stretch of Crystal View Terrace that extended from Berry Road on what was
then unincorporated County land. The City also adopted a condition of approval and a
mitigation measure of the accompanying Environmental Impact Report (EIR) requiring ‘a
barrier strip at the [then] City limits along Crystal View Terrace be installed until
Overlook Parkway is connected to the east across the Alessandro Arroyo and to
Alessandro Boulevard.’” This condition was expanded by a mitigation measure in the EIR
that required that a gate be installed to allow for emergency vehicle access, but
otherwise prohibit through traffic.”

Regarding “cut-through” traffic, please see Master Response 8: Local Cut-through Traffic/Traffic Impact
Analysis Study Area (Errata pages 14-18). . Sales tax increment is not an issue under CEQA; please see
Master Response 4: Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 4-7).

This comment is acknowledged; however, it is the statement of an opinion and does not address the
adequacy of the DEIR. The project overview, scope, and objectives are detailed in Section 2 — Project
Description of the DEIR.

As required by CEQA, the DEIR provides a complete and thorough analysis of all potential environmental
impacts resulting from all four Scenarios. The extension of Overlook is part of the General Plan and
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appropriate for consideration along with other alternatives that could feasibly meet the majority of
project objectives.

Traffic mitigation measures associated with each scenario are detailed in Section 3.11.4.3 — Circulation
System — Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting of the DEIR (pages 3.11-108 — 3.11-157). As an example,
under Scenario 2 in the Year 2035, the following mitigation was detailed:

MM-S2-INT-5
. Add an additional southbound through lane on Washington Street
. Signalize the intersection, with split phasing

Implementation of this measure would not fully reduce impacts. Impacts would remain
significant and unavoidable.

Other mitigation measures associated with the referenced intersection are further detailed in this section.
Prohibiting left- and right-hand turns at the intersection of Washington Street and Victoria Avenue is not
feasible, as it would not reduce impacts associated with Level of Service (LOS). Furthermore, prohibiting
such turns would potentially increase local cut-through traffic because they potentially limit or restrict
available routes for vehicle trips thus concentrating trips within the remaining routes available. Per the
Circulation and Community Mobility Element, the intersection of Washington at Victoria is where
Collector and Arterial Streets meet. The purpose of a Collector Street is to handle traffic between Local
Streets and streets of higher functional classification. The purpose of an Arterial Street is to carry through
traffic and connect to the state highway system. Prohibiting turns at this intersection would not
accommodate the traffic as described in the Circulation and Community Mobility Element.
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Response to Letter Y

Y-1:

Y-2:

Y-3:

Y-4:

Y-5:

This comment is acknowledged; however, it is the statement of an opinion and does not address the
adequacy of the DEIR (See Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental
Issues, Errata page 4). Traffic and impacts to specific areas of the City (including Casa Blanca, Victoria
Avenue, the Greenbelt and Arlington Heights) are fully analyzed in DEIR Section 3.11.4.1 from Page 3.11-
45 to 3.11-156. Please also see Master Response 8: Local Cut through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis
(Errata pages 14-18), Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14),
and Master Response 4: Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7).

Please see Master Response 9: Traffic Model/Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19), for how the
traffic model was developed. The traffic model is not “generalized”, as detailed in the response. It is not
clear how these areas the commenter refers to as “unique” would affect the traffic modeling conducted
for the project; however, the traffic model was adequately developed and applied to the Project vicinity.

As noted in Section 3.11.4a — Circulation System — Methodology of the DEIR (page 3.1-41), “...even though
none of the scenarios associated with the Project would generate trips in the sense that typical
residential/commercial projects do, they do have the potential to redistribute and attract trips, and thus
are evaluated against the City’s significance criteria.”

Please Master Response 8: Local Cut Through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis (Errata pages 14-18).

Please see Master Response 9: Traffic Model/Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19), for how the
traffic model was developed.

It is not clear as to where the commenter is basing the comment that “20,000 cars a day” would go
“through the community” of Casa Blanca, as there were approximately nine intersections and eight
roadway links examined in this community within the DEIR. Additionally, Scenarios 3 and 4 are compared
to two baselines in Years 2011 and 2035. Thus, no specific response can be provided herein. Full results of
the traffic impacts under Scenarios 3 and 4 are detailed throughout Section 3.11.4 of the DEIR (pages
3.11-40 — 3.11-157). Full results of the air quality impacts under Scenarios 3 and 4 are detailed throughout
Section 3.2.4 of the DEIR (beginning on page 3.2-13). Full results of the noise impacts under Scenarios 3
and 4 are detailed throughout Section 3.10.4 of the DEIR (beginning on page 3.10-8).

With respect to comments regarding the Casa Blanca community, please refer to Master Response 4:
Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7).

Section 3.9.5.1a (page 3.9-39) states that under all four scenarios:

With respect to traffic, an analysis conducted for this Project included intersections
throughout the PIA, including within the Casa Blanca community. As detailed in Section
3.9.1.1f, Madison Avenue (north of Victoria Avenue) is the primary access route to the
SR-91 for the neighborhoods within the western portion of the Project vicinity, and this
scenario would not alter or implement any other immediate access routes to the SR 91.
The traffic impacts to intersections and links identified within Section 3.11 of this
DEIR...would occur in multiple neighborhoods within the Project vicinity and are not
concentrated within any one particular community.

All four of the scenarios which comprise the Project result in traffic impacts to multiple areas within the
City, including Casa Blanca, in the years 2011 and 2035 (pages 3.11-40 — 3.11-157). Mitigation was
adequately detailed, where feasible.

Please see response to Y-4 above.

Please see Master Response 11: Grade Separation on Madison Street (Errata pages 19-21). The Project
does not “create” any vehicle trips, thus the commenter is incorrect in stating that “chaos would be
created by thousands of additional cars.”
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Y-6:

Y-7:

Y-8:

Y-9:

According to the results of the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) (Appendix J), intersections along this corridor
(such as intersection numbers 1, 2, 3, 4, 10, and 11) operate at acceptable levels of service under the
existing baselines in the A.M. and P.M. peak hours. Thus, this corridor is not “congested” under the
definition of LOS (see Table 3.11-1 (page 3.11-2) for LOS definitions; see Tables 3.11-2 (page 3.11-36) and
3.11-4 (page 3.11-38) for existing peak hour intersection operations).

Traffic impacts associated with Scenarios 3 and 4 were fully analyzed and disclosed throughout Section
3.11.4.1 (pages 3.11-45 —3.11-104).

Section 3.11 — Transportation/Traffic details the traffic impacts under each scenario due to redistributed
traffic on the local roadway network. As shown in Table 3.11-6 (page 3.11-43), intersection numbers 10
(Riverside Ave-SR-91 WB Ramps & Arlington Ave) and 11 (Indiana Ave-SR-91 EB Ramps & Arlington Ave)
were evaluated under each scenario. Section 3.11.4 — Circulation System (pages 3.11-40 — 3.11-157)
details the results at these locations under each scenario. None of the four scenarios would have an
impact at these locations (see Tables 3.11-39 and 3.11-41).

The referenced railroad crossing contains adequate signage warning motorists to not stop along the
tracks and to keep the area clear until adequate distance is observed by a motorist. None of the scenarios
would affect the existing signage or safety of this railroad crossing.

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4) and Master Response 6: Alternatives Not Considered (Errata pages 8-10) for comments related to
removing Overlook Parkway from the General Plan 2025 Master Plan of Roadways.

Although Councilman Davis was not the correct person to send written comments to on the EIR, the City
did respond to these comments in this e-mail to Councilman Davis as they reiterate was has already been
noted throughout the Final EIR. Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-
Environmental Issues (Errata page 4).

The DEIR discloses that all of the scenarios will result in some significant and unavoidable impacts that
cannot be mitigated below a level of significance (see DEIR Section 6.1). Therefore, the City Council will
have to approve a Statement of Overriding Considerations for the approval of any of the Scenarios,
finding that the benefits of that Scenario outweigh its remaining impacts. The City Council will take the
environmental impacts of each Scenario, as well as the economic and social impacts, in evaluating which
Scenario to approve. It is not clear what aspect of the “character of all of the neighborhoods” the
commenter is concerned about, but noise, air quality, water quality, hazards, safety, and aesthetics/land
use are fully analyzed in the DEIR for each scenario, and mitigation required to the extent relevant and
feasible. (See DEIR sections 3.10, 3.2, 3.5, 7.0, 3.11, and 3.9.) Please also see Master Response 7:
Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14).

Please see Master Response 5: Regionally Diverted Traffic (Errata pages 7-8). Please see Master Response
6: Alternatives Not Considered (Errata pages 8-10) for comments related to removing Overlook Parkway
from the General Plan 2025 Master Plan of Roadways. Overlook Parkway is not “in conflict with this
portion of the General Plan (2025)”. Rather, the General Plan 2025 states that (page CCM-2):

Like many cities throughout California, Riverside has reached a point where few or no feasible
opportunities exist to add or expand roadways due to fiscal, political, environmental and other
constraints. Long-planned roadway improvements which do need to be implemented include the
extension of Overlook Parkway and the widening of Alessandro Boulevard to six lanes.

Appendix H — Land Use Consistency Table of the DEIR evaluates each scenario in conjunction with policies
of the General Plan 2025 in detail. This analysis is also summarized in Section 3.9 — Land Use of the DEIR.

It is not clear as to why the commenter believes the Project would “disrupt Casa Blanca and the
Agricultural Zones.” Please refer to Master Response 4: Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7)
and Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14).

Please refer again to Master Response 5: Regionally Diverted Traffic (Errata pages 7-8) for comments
related to traffic originating outside of the City.
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Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4).

It should be noted that Scenario 4, which includes the Proposed C Street, has been realigned slightly to
the south in order to avoid the referenced citrus grove (see Errata pages 30-45 and Master Response 12:
Agricultural/Citrus Groves West of Washington Street pages21-23).

Please see Master Response 8: Local Cut Through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages
14-18). Please also see the responses to comments M-6, M-8, M-10, M12 and M-27. All of the referenced
roadways were fully analyzed in DEIR Section 3.11.4.1 from Page 3.11-45 to 3.11-156.

Please see response to comments L-18 through L-29 of the responses to the Johnson & Sedlack letter. The
air quality analysis performed for the Project is adequate, and potential impacts to all communities within
the Project vicinity are fully detailed in Section 3.2, beginning on page 3.2-8. Please refer to Master
Response 5: Regionally Diverted Traffic (Errata pages 7-8) for comments related to traffic originating
outside of the City.

Please see Master Response 8: Local Cut-through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages
14-18), Master Response 5: Regionally Diverted Traffic (Errata pages 7-8) and Master Response 9: Traffic
Model/Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19). Also, please see response to comment L-41, L-44, L-47
and L-61 of the responses to the Johnson & Sedlack letter and M-6, M-8, M-10-M-13, M-17, M-20, M-27,
and M-33-M41 of the responses to the Bill Willkman letter. Traffic impacts and mitigation measures under
Scenario 3 at each of these referenced intersections are analyzed in DEIR Section 3.11.4.1 from Page 3.11-
45 t0 3.11-156.

Scenario 4 would not include any immediate changes along Madison Street within the Casa Blanca
community. The Master Plan of Roadways within the General Plan 2025 identifies Madison Street to be an
88-foot, four-lane arterial roadway from Victoria Avenue to the SR-91. Thus, regardless of the scenario
that is ultimately implemented by decision makers, this portion of Madison Street is scheduled to become
an 88-foot, four-lane arterial roadway. The traffic hazards associated with the Proposed C Street under
Scenario 4 are fully analyzed in Section 3.11.7.1 of the DEIR. The Proposed C Street is within private
property where pedestrians, etc. are not currently present. As previously mentioned, Scenario 4 would
not alter the portion of Madison Street where the commenter is referencing, and thus would not put
pedestrians at a substantial risk. Traffic will increase throughout the Project vicinity under any scenario
due to buildout, and pedestrian/alternate transportation users’ safety is continuously evaluated by the
City. Please see response to comment L-17, L-42, L-47 and L-61 of the responses to the Johnson & Sedlack
letter and Master Response 13: Emergency Access and Response Times and Crime and Safety (Errata
pages 23-25).

Please see Master Response 11: Grade Separation on Madison Street (Errata pages 19-21). See also
responses to L-19 through L-29 (air quality emissions) and L-64 through L-73 (noise) of the responses to
the Johnson & Sedlack letter. As summarized in this response and discussed in the report included as
Attachment D to the Errata, queuing as a result of trains in this area is intermittent and short-term in
nature, and exist regardless of the Project under both current and buildout conditions; therefore, noise
and emissions from traffic at intersections in this area were analyzed. As a result of this comment,
information about noise and air quality has been clarified below.

Costs for the project, or alternatives considered and rejected, cannot be determined until a scenario is
chosen. However, the funds for a public roadway improvement would most likely come from City
Transportation Funds or other transportation authority. CEQA is concerned with environmental impacts
rather than costs or other non-environmental concerns, and therefore, because this comment does not
address the adequacy of the DEIR or raise any environmental issue, it will not be further responded to.

Noise

Based on the queuing analysis, the additional number of vehicles waiting for the train to pass would be
greatest under Scenario 4. However, due to the relatively low noise level from idling vehicles and the
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relatively short period in any given hour would not result in a measureable difference between the
existing and future conditions as described in the EIR.

Air Quality

The comment indicates localized air pollutant impacts may be caused from the exhaust from vehicles
siting in the que waiting for the train to pass. Criteria pollutants such as ozone are of regional concern, the
pollutants with potential for localized impacts would be particulate matter (PM) and carbon monoxide
(CO) associated exhaust emissions.

While vehicle travel-related emissions of PM (PMy, and PM,s) could have the potential to exceed their
respective ambient air quality standards (AAQS) in proximity to roadways and intersections, this is usually
only a concern when a project generates a high volume of vehicle trips on unpaved roadways. As the
project would construct only paved roadways and none of the rail crossings are dirt roads, emissions of
PM are a concern only during the construction phase of the proposed project which is considered to be
temporary.

Thus, the primary mobile-source pollutant of localized concern is carbon monoxide (CO). CO
concentrations at distance beyond 500 feet from roadways are limited as CO disperses rapidly with
distance from the source under normal meteorological conditions.

Local mobile source CO emissions near roadway intersections are a direct function of meteorology, traffic
volume, speed, and delay. Based on studies conducted by the EPA and Caltrans, localized “hotspots”, or
pockets, where the CO concentration may exceed the national or state AAQS, have been found to occur
only at signalized intersections that operate at or below level of service (LOS) E. Additionally, agencies
(e.g., the Bay Area Air Quality Management District, the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District, the County of San Diego, as well as several other air districts) have determined that
CO concentrations exceeding the NAAQS and CAAQS occur only at intersection with peak-hour trips
ranging from 3,000 to 44,000 peak hour trips.

Based on the queuing traffic analysis, the project would result in the maximum potential number of
queuing vehicles under Scenario 4. Under Scenario 4, in the year 2035, at the Madison Street crossing,
during the 4 p.m. hour, the maximum number of cars in a que would be 221. The traffic volume of 221 is
well below the volumes required to result in CO concentrations in excess of any AAQS. Additionally,
emissions and ambient concentrations of CO have decreased dramatically in the SCAQMD with the
introduction of the catalytic converter in 1975. No exceedances of the national or state AAQS for CO have
been recorded at nearby monitoring stations since 2003 and none in the Riverside County portion of the
South Coast Air Quality Basin since 2000, which is the oldest data set reviewed. SCAQMD is currently
designated as an attainment area for the national or state AAQS for CO. Thus, the potential queuing that
may occur as part of the project would not result in a significant localized air quality impact and would not
alter the findings as described in the EIR.

Please see response V-3, V-5, V-10 and V-11 of the response to the Steve and Penny Hallgren letter and
Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page 4).

Section 6 of the DEIR discloses each scenario’s significant and unmitigated impacts, including noise and
traffic. Nowhere in the DEIR does it evaluate “ways of life”, as CEQA is concerned with physical impacts on
the environment.

The Proposed C Street under Scenario 4 has been realigned slightly to the south in order to avoid the
referenced citrus grove (see Errata pages 30-45 and Master Response 12: Agricultural/Citrus Groves West
of Washington Street pages 21-23). Please see Master Response 14: Traffic Signal Design along Victoria
Avenue (Errata pages 25-26).
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Although traffic volumes along Overlook Parkway are calculated to exceed 20,000 ADT in certain scenarios
in 2035, this roadway would still operate at an LOS A-B, which indicates very good to excellent operation.
Nevertheless, certain scenarios in the Year 2035 result in impacts to intersections along Overlook
Parkway. The DEIR fully adequately details mitigation measures due to traffic impacts under each
scenario. For example, in the Year 2035 analysis, Scenario 4 compared to the Gates Closed baseline results
in a potentially significant impact to the intersection of Kingdom Drive at Overlook Parkway. However,
implementation of mitigation measure S4-INT-11 (see page 3.11-130) would require signalization of this
intersection, thus reducing potential impacts to a less-than-significant level by improving the LOS at this
intersection. By implementing mitigation measures similar to this along Overlook Parkway, the LOS
improves and motorists are more likely to remain on this and other arterial roadways rather than cutting
through residential neighborhoods. Please refer to Master Response 8: Local Cut-through Traffic/Traffic
Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages 14-18). Thus, the DEIR fully analyzed impacts along Overlook
Parkway and detailed mitigation where necessary. measures similar to this along Overlook Parkway, the
LOS improves and motorists are more likely to remain on this and other arterial roadways rather than
cutting through residential neighborhoods. Thus, the DEIR fully analyzed impacts along Overlook Parkway
and detailed mitigation where necessary.

Please see Master Response 9: Traffic Model/Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19). The traffic
volumes under each scenario are adequately estimated for reasons detailed in the master response. All
potential impacts, mitigation measures, and significant and unmitigated impacts for each scenario were
adequately detailed in Section 3.11.4.1 of the DEIR.

The commenter states their opinion but does not state specifically what they mean by “significantly
increased” nor states why the DEIR does not adequately disclose traffic impacts along Victoria Avenue.
The DEIR accurately captures all significant traffic impacts along Victoria Avenue under all four scenarios
and details mitigation measures, where necessary (see DEIR Section 3.11.4.1 from Page 3.11-45 to 3.11-
156). It should also be noted that none of the four scenarios generate any trips. See Master Response 1:
Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page 4).

Please see Master Response 4: Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7).

The DEIR quoted text from the General Plan 2025. As detailed in the General Plan 2025, Objective LU-17:
“Identify the completed Overlook Parkway as an important parkway connection between the Arlington
Heights Greenbelt and Sycamore Canyon Park.”

The Project objectives do not address regional commuters but address the City’s adopted Master Plan of
Roadways and policies designed to improve circulation in the City. Please also see Master Response 5:
Regionally Diverted Traffic. Appendix H — Land Use Consistency Table of the DEIR evaluates each scenario
in conjunction with policies of the General Plan 2025 in detail. This analysis is also summarized in Section
3.9 — Land Use of the DEIR.

Please see Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14).

Appendix H — Land Use Consistency Table of the DEIR evaluates each scenario in conjunction with policies
of the General Plan 2025 in detail. This analysis is also summarized in Section 3.9 — Land Use of the DEIR.
As detailed therein, all scenarios would be compatible with Policy CCM-2.8.

Please see Master Response 6: Alternatives Not Considered (Errata pages 8-10) for comments related to
removing Overlook Parkway from the General Plan 2025 Master Plan of Roadways.

The commenter’s suggested alternative would not meet the objectives of the project. The commenter’s
proposed alternative would not meet the project’s overall objective, which is to evaluate and resolve the
General Plan 2025 goals and policies relative to Overlook Parkway and a connection from Washington
Street to the SR-91 freeway. The General Plan 2025 does not include any goals or policies related to
providing a park along Overlook Parkway. The alternative would not address public safety concerns
related to both emergency vehicle access and increased traffic volumes within residential neighborhoods
associated with the gates on Green Orchard Place and Crystal View Terrace, as vehicles would not be able
to travel along or through a park. The alternative would not address traffic patterns related to the
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Overlook Parkway connection and the connection westerly of Washington Avenue consistent with the
General Plan 2025. The alternative would not address a comprehensive circulation system, as it would
solely benefit recreational users in the vicinity. The alternative would not address the historic integrity of
Victoria Avenue and the Gage Canal as well as designations which protect the Arlington Heights
Greenbelt, and Proposition R and Measure C consistent with the General Plan 2025. Thus, because this
alternative would not meet a majority of the project objectives, it was not further analyzed.
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Letter Z—page 2

Z-4

Z-5

Z-6

Z-8
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Z-10
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(cont.)

Z-24
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Response to Letter Z

Z-1:

Z-2:

Z-4:

This comment is acknowledged.

Please see Master Response 12: Agricultural/Citrus Groves West of Washington Street (Errata pages 21-
23). Please also refer to the Errata, pages 30-45, for details of the revised alignment of the Proposed C
Street, which does not result in agricultural impacts to the referenced citrus grove.

The analysis does not “fail to disclose the actual impact of the project to decision-makers.” The analysis
adequately discloses impacts to agricultural resources by providing the acreage of farmland (shown by
category). For reference, please see Table 3.1-2, Impacts To FMMP Designated Farmland And Farmland Of
Local Importance Under Scenario 4 (page 3.1-14). The acreages of farmland impacted have been revised
in the Errata, page 35, under the realigned Proposed C Street.

While the commenter quotes from the Project-specific analysis of impacts to agriculture, the DEIR also
includes analysis of cumulative impacts to agriculture, which appears to be what the commenter is
concerned about. As detailed in Section 15130(b) of the CEQA Guidelines:

“When the combined cumulative impact associated with the project’s incremental
effect and the effects of other projects is not significant, the EIR shall briefly indicate
why the cumulative impact is not significant and is not discussed in further detail in the
EIR. A lead agency shall identify facts and analysis supporting the lead agency’s
conclusion that the cumulative impact is less than significant.”

Potential cumulative agricultural impacts of Scenario 4 were analyzed in Section 4.1 — Agriculture (pages
4-5 — 4-6) of the DEIR in conjunction with other probable future projects (see Figure 4-1 — Cumulative
Projects Map). Cumulative agricultural impacts were determined to be less than significant for the
reasons detailed in Section 4.1 — Agriculture (pages 4.5 — 4.6). Accordingly, the “incremental” impact of
the Project to agriculture, including orange groves, was considered and analyzed in the DEIR as required
by CEQA.

We do not concur with the claim that the City, as lead agency, did not use a threshold for the analysis of
potential impacts to agricultural resources. We also disagree that the this project would affect Proposition
R and Measure C as they relate to protection of the Greenbelt. Section 3.1.1.2 — State of the DEIR details
the regulatory framework that guides the analysis of agricultural impacts. The California Department of
Conservation Farmland’s FMMP compiles important farmland maps. This section states “that California
Environmental Quality Act’s (CEQA’s) definition of ‘agricultural land’ only includes Prime Farmland,
Farmland of Statewide Importance, and Unique Farmland.”

Subsequently, Section 3.1.4.1 — Farmland Conversion - Impact Analysis then details why potential
agricultural impacts under Scenario 4 were determined to be less than significant (emphasis added) (page
3.1-14):

“Thus, the total impact to important farmland within the Arlington Heights Greenbelt
would be .35% which is less than one percent (see Table 3.1-2, pg. 3.1-14); therefore,
direct impacts to agricultural resources would be less than significant due to the level of
acres in the Project footprint relative to the total amount of important farmland and
due to the fact that no Farmland of Statewide Importance would be affected.”

The DEIR acknowledges that agriculture is an important resource to the City of Riverside and the
agricultural resources contained within the Arlington Heights Greenbelt is part of the City’s heritage. As
stated previously in these responses, Proposition R and Measure C do not require a moratorium on
agriculture losses. See also Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-
14). The project was evaluated based on the areas of mapped farmland. As a result of public comments
received on the project, the City has also considered a modification to Proposed C Street under Scenario 4
that would realign a portion of the roadway to avoid all impacts to Prime Farmland and has minimized the
ROW and roadway components to better reflect the design of roadways in the Greenbelt. As already
noted, no impacts to Williamson Act contract lands and no rezoning would occur as a result of the project.
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The Proposed C Street would not preclude agricultural access and use of the adjacent properties or
introduce an impact to the agricultural operations because trucks cannot safely cross because agricultural
equipment is already in use in this area on or near roadways. Changes to access routes or operations
would not result in significant unavoidable impacts under CEQA. The road would be designed similar to
other roadways in the Greenbelt to ensure that farm machinery access and truck unloading can still occur.
The Proposed C Street would not preclude unloading and loading trucks in and near the groves similar to
existing operations. See also Master Response 13: Emergency Access and Response Times and Crime and
Safety (Errata pages 23-25).

None of the scenarios that comprise the project would generate additional trips or increase regional
traffic, and thus would not result in an increase in smog or other air quality operational vehicle emissions
at a level that would be significant. Furthermore, there is no scientific evidence that emissions from
vehicles have any substantial effect on the production of agricultural crops, including orange groves, and
the threat of disease.

Please see Master Response 8, Local Cut-through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages
14-18), for comments regarding which intersections and roadway links were analyzed. The study locations
were selected through a variety of methods which are commonly applied for CEQA traffic studies. Work
which was previously conducted for the approved General Plan 2025 update, specifically the analysis of
the completion and extension of Overlook Parkway, provided an initial set of study locations to match
those in the General Plan 2025. The General Plan 2025 study location list was expanded using direction
and guidance contained within the City’s traffic study guidelines, along with discussion and input with City
staff. The study locations were based on the project’s potential to cause a significant impact by increasing
traffic in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system, and City staff concurred
with the selected study locations.

Comments were received from the public during the Notice of Preparation comment period, some of
which related to the project study area. Based on these comments, additional study locations were
included for analysis.

Based on professional experience, the study locations and the study area are adequate to determine the
project’s potential significant traffic impacts.

None of the scenarios include the alteration of Madison Street within the Casa Blanca community.
Temporary calming measures were installed as a temporary measure in 2001. The Master Plan of
Roadways within the General Plan 2025 identifies Madison Street to be an 88-foot, four-lane arterial
roadway from Victoria Avenue to the SR-91. Thus, regardless of the scenario that is ultimately
implemented by decision makers, this portion of Madison Street is scheduled to become an 88-foot, four-
lane arterial roadway.

The traffic hazards associated with the Proposed C Street under Scenario 4 are fully analyzed in Section
3.11.7.1 of the DEIR. The Proposed C Street is within private property where pedestrians, etc. are not
currently present. As previously mentioned, Scenario 4 would not alter the portion of Madison Street
where the commenter is referencing, and thus would not put pedestrians at a substantial risk. Traffic will
increase throughout the Project vicinity under any scenario due to buildout, and pedestrian/alternate
transportation users’ safety is continuously evaluated by the City. Please see response to comment L-17,
L-42, L-47 and L-61 of the responses to the Johnson & Sedlack letter and Master Response 13: Emergency
Access and Response Times and crime and Safety (Errata pages 23-25).

Please see Master Response 8: Local Cut Through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages
14-18), for comments regarding which intersections and roadway links were analyzed. Traffic impacts
along Washington Street were fully analyzed under each scenario in Section 3.11.4 — Circulation System
(pages 3.11-40 — 3.11-157) of the DEIR. The Project has no bearing, and CEQA does not require the
analysis of turning onto a street from a roadway that is outside of the established Project vicinity.

As detailed in Section 3.9.3 of the DEIR,
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Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, impacts related to land use and aesthetics
would be significant if the proposed Project would:

1. Physically divide an established community

This threshold typically relates to the construction of a roadway, highway, or other type of development
through an established community. Scenario 4 does not propose to construct a roadway through an
established residential area and instead is designed to direct vehicles away from other roadways in the
Greenbelt. Furthermore, vehicles currently use Madison Street through the Casa Blanca community.
Scenario 4 does not change the designation of Madison Street.

The DEIR correctly concluded that implementation of Scenario 4 would not divide a community, including
Casa Blanca. As noted in Section 2.5.2 of the Project Description in the DEIR (page 2-8), the project vicinity
includes a portion of Casa Blanca; however there are no project components proposed within this
community. The boundaries of Casa Blanca are shown in Figure 3.9-1. As detailed in Section 3.9.5 — Plans,
Policy or Regulations of the DEIR (pages 3.9-35 — 3.9-51):

While Scenario 4 would result in the construction of the Proposed C Street directly to
the south, connecting to the existing intersection of Madison Street and Victoria
Avenue, this new roadway would not conflict with the existing residential development
within Casa Blanca, as the current circulation network already provides for Madison
Street to connect with SR-91. Similar to the other three scenarios, the traffic analysis
conducted for Scenario 4 included intersections throughout the Project vicinity,
including within the Casa Blanca community. The traffic impacts to intersection and links
identified within Section 3.11 of this DEIR resulting from implementation of this scenario
would occur in multiple neighborhoods within the Project vicinity and are not
concentrated within any one particular community.

Please see Master Response 4: Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7). As detailed above,
Scenario 4 does not result in the division of the Casa Blanca community.

Sections 2.6.2 — Scenario 2 (pages 2-20 — 2-21), 2.6.3 — Scenario 3 (pages 2-21 — 2-35), and 2.6.4 —
Scenario 4 (pages 2-35 — 2-45) of the DEIR adequately disclose the language in policies of the General Plan
2025 that would be amended.

Please see Page 2 of the Amended Notice of Preparation (NOP) (Appendix A-2 of the DEIR), which states:

Scenario 3: This scenario would require a General Plan amendment to remove policies
addressing the potential connection route between Washington Street and State Route
91 prior to completing Overlook Parkway across the arroyo.

On that same page, the NOP goes on to state: “In addition, for Scenarios 2 and 3 the City would be
required to approve an amendment to the General Plan 2025 to modify and/or delete one or more of the
policies in the General Plan 2025.”

The NOP is not required to comprehensively detail every aspect of the project. As stated in Section 15082
et.seq. of the CEQA Guidelines:

The notice of preparation shall provide the responsible and trustee agencies and the
Office of Planning and Research with sufficient information describing the project and
the potential environmental effects to enable the responsible agencies to make a
meaningful response.

At a minimum, the information shall include:
(A) Description of the project,

(B) Location of the project (either by street address and cross street, for a project in an
urbanized area, or by attaching a specific map, preferably a copy of a U.S.G.S. 15' or
7-1/2' topographical map identified by quadrangle name), and
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(C) Probable environmental effects of the project.

Thus, the Amended Notice of Preparation discloses the amendments to the General Plan 2025 required
under each scenario and meets the minimum requirements as required by CEQA.

Scenario 2 would involve the modification of certain policies in the General Plan 2025 concerning the
gates at Crystal View Terrace and Green Orchard Place. As detailed in Section 2.6.2, “Implementation of
Scenario 2 would require an amendment to Policy CCM-4.4, which prohibits the removal of the Crystal
View Terrace gate prior to construction of the bridge across the Alessandro Arroyo. The City would also be
required to amend project conditions related to the use of the gates for two projects (TM-29515 and TM-
29628) and relevant mitigation measures on the Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program.” Furthermore,
Scenario 2 would not involve major construction or any other physical impacts. The commenter does not
specify why amending policy language in the General Plan 2025 is unlawful.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(1) states (emphasis added):

The specific alternative of “no project” shall also be evaluated along with its impact. The
purpose of describing and analyzing a no project alternative is to allow decision
makers to compare the impacts of approving the proposed project with the impacts of
not approving the proposed project. The no project alternative analysis is not the
baseline for determining whether the proposed project’s environmental impacts may be
significant, unless it is identical to the existing environmental setting analysis which does
establish that baseline (see Section 15125).

Thus, Scenario 2 meets the criteria for a no project alternative, and was fully analyzed throughout the
DEIR.

CEQA has multiple requirements on what must be in an EIR (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15120-15132), but
does not require that only one project or scenario can be studied, or that a preferred project be
identified. CEQA does require discussion of project alternatives: “The lead agency is responsible for
selecting a range of project alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its reasoning for
selecting those alternatives. There is no ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the alternatives to
be discussed other than the rule of reason” (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15126.6(a)).

The lead agency reasoned that four scenarios (or alternatives) should be analyzed at an equal level of
detail throughout the DEIR, and has disclosed the reason for doing so throughout the DEIR process (see
NOP [Appendix A]; see Section 2 — Project Description).

See Master Response 6: Alternatives Not Considered (Errata pages 8-10). The DEIR fully analyzed
alternatives.

Alternative alignments for the Proposed C Street were considered throughout the planning process. As
discussed within Section 8.1.3 — Alternatives Considered But Rejected (pages 8-2 — 8-3):

The City conducted preliminary traffic model runs for the three alternate routes near the western
terminus of Overlook Parkway. During the course of conducting this modeling, one alternative route
(Proposed C Street under Scenario 4) was selected for further study at an equal level of study for all
scenarios. Of key importance to the decision to select this route was traffic flow at the intersection of
Victoria Avenue and Washington Street, combined with the feasibility of roadway engineering and cost
compared to the other three alternative routes described below.

Ultimately, the three alternative routes were rejected from consideration because they either did not
meet the project objectives or did not reduce the environmental impacts, as detailed throughout Section
8.1.3 — Alternatives Considered But Rejected. In addition, Scenarios 1, 2, and 3 provide alternatives to C
Street.

Please see Section 3.10.4.1a — Noise Exposure — Impact Analysis — Future Traffic Noise — Existing
Roadways of the DEIR (pages 3.10-8 — 3.10-24). Potential noise impacts along Overlook Parkway are
discussed throughout this section. As an example, under Scenario 2, the DEIR states (page 3.10-9):
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Z-17:

Z-18:

Z-19:

Z-20:

Z-21:

Z-22:

Z-23:

Z-24:

Z-25:

Z-26:

As shown by shading on Table 3.10-4, residential uses adjacent to the following single
roadway segment are projected to be exposed to future traffic noise levels greater than
65 CNEL:

. Overlook Parkway between Orozco Drive and Golden Star Avenue (66 CNEL)

However, there are existing walls located along this segment of Overlook Parkway that
were not taken into account in the calculations above. These walls were constructed as
reverse frontage walls and are approximately six feet high. Assuming flat-site conditions,
it was calculated that this wall provides approximately a five dB reduction in traffic noise
levels at the adjacent residences. Therefore, after taking the existing wall into account,
future noise levels at residential uses adjacent to this roadway segment would be less
than 65 CNEL. Because walls are already in place adjacent to this segment of Overlook
Parkway, impacts at these residences due to Scenario 2 would be less than significant.

Section 3.10.4.1a — Noise Exposure — Impact Analysis — Future Traffic Noise — Existing Roadways of the
DEIR (pages 3.10-8 — 3.10-24) also analyzes the impacts of noise along streets where no walls exist. For
example, under Scenario 3, the DEIR states (page 3.10-14):

There are no existing walls constructed on Madison Street between Victoria Avenue and
Lincoln Avenue. Impacts at these Madison Street residences due to Scenario 3 would be
significant (53-NOS-1).

Please see Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14).

It is acknowledged that Measure C states to “minimize” urban infrastructure. It does not state that no
urban infrastructure is allowed. The DEIR analyzes four scenarios at an equal level of detail, including
Scenario 4 and Proposed C Street. Decision makers (i.e. the City Council) would ultimately decide if the
Proposed C Street under Scenario 4 would be required and implemented.

Please see Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14).

Please see Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14) and Master
Response 12: Historic Review of Agricultural/Citrus Groves West of Washington Street (Errata pages 21-
23).

Please see Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14). The DEIR
evaluates four Scenarios, only one of which involves the extension of C Street, and the City Council will
take the environmental impacts as disclosed in the DEIR, social impacts, economic impacts, and other
factors into consideration in evaluating which Scenario to approve. The fact that an EIR analyzes one
particular scenario cannot violate CEQA, Prop R or Measure C.

Please see Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14).
Please see Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14).
Please see Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14).
Please see Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14).
Please see Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14).

Zoning restrictions set forth in Title 19 relate to land use development, not City proposed infrastructure,
which is exactly what “C” Street is, City proposed infrastructure, not land use development. Regardless,
proposed “C” Street is being designed to be consistent with and further the purpose of Prop R and
Measure C to preserve agriculture and minimize traffic through the greenbelt.

Please see Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14).

As stated therein, infrastructure, contemplated by Measure C, includes roadways (streets). A street or
roadway is not a separate use apart from the underlying use. To follow the commenter’s logic would then
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Z-27:

Z-28:

Z-29:

Z-30:

Z-31:

Z-32:

Z-33:

Z-34:

Z-35:

say that sewers, septic tanks, electrical lines, telephone lines or the like would not be allowed since they
were not an enumerated use in Measures R or C. That was not the intent of the measures, nor the
language of the measures.

Please see Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14).

As stated therein, infrastructure, contemplated by Measure C, includes roadways (streets). A street or
roadway is not a separate use apart from the underlying use. To follow the commenter’s logic would then
say that sewers, septic tanks, electrical lines, telephone lines or the like would not be allowed since they
were not an enumerated use in Measures R or C. That was not the intent of the measures, nor the
language of the measures.

Please see Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14) and Master
Response 5: Regionally Diverted Traffic (Errata pages 7-8). The DEIR’s numbers relating to 2020 and 2035
are conservative projections assuming full build-out, and not traffic or trips that will be created by the
Project, which has the potential to reroute existing and projected traffic, but not generate traffic.

Please see Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14). See also
Response Z-27. The cited cases concern whether commercial ingress and egress in residential zones, not
City streets and infrastructure allowed in areas zoned for agriculture. In San Francisco v. Safeway Stores
(1957) 150 Cal.App.2d 327, a city filed suit against a private commercial property that was using an
easement across a residential parcel for a commercial use (ingress and egress of the store’s parking lot),
which the city also found to be a public nuisance. Similarly, in Teachers Ins. & Annuity Assoc. v. Furlotti
(1999) 70 Cal.App.4th 1487, at issue was a private property owner’s commercial use of an easement
across residential property (also for commercial access), which the court found to be unlawful under the
municipal code. This Project does not propose easements for commercial use, nor does it grant any
easements to private property owners.

Please see Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14). See also
DEIR Section 3.9 — Land Use and Aesthetics.

Please see Master Response 7 Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14). All of the
out-of-jurisdiction cases cited by commenter concern ingress/egress to a single parcel, usually to access a
commercial area across private residentially-zoned property. None hold that no roads are allowed in areas
zoned for agriculture. If roads were not permitted in any areas zoned for agriculture, it would be
impossible to use those areas for agricultural purposes. No private right of ingress or egress to a single
private parcel is concerned in any of the Scenarios.

Please see Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14). Proposition
R and Measure C are binding on the City but they do not prevent the construction or modification of City
streets.

Please see Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14). Because
there is no violation of Prop R or Measure C, there is no need for an amendment or voter approval.

Please see Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14). Only
Scenario 4 concerns the extension of C Street, and the City Council, after weighing the environmental,
economic, social, and other impacts of each Scenario, may elect to approve a different Scenario under the
DEIR. Accordingly, even if the commenter disagrees with the analysis of Scenario 4, withdrawal of the EIR
is inappropriate.

Please see Master Response 12: Agricultural/Citrus Groves West of Washington Street (Errata pages 21-
23) as well as DEIR Section 3.1 — Agricultural Resources.
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Letter AA

AA-1
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Response to Letter AA

AA-1: Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4).

Accordingly, no further response is required.
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Letter AB

AB-1
through
AB-6

AB-7 &8

AB-9

} AB-10

Attachment C — Page 798



Response to Letter AB

AB-1:

AB-2:

AB-3:

AB-4:

AB-5:

AB-6:

AB-7:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Scenarios 3 and 4 are associated with the DEIR prepared for this Project, not the City’s General Plan.

The commenter is incorrect in stating that there are “20,000 plus cars as they approach Washington and
Victoria...” under Scenario 3. As shown in DEIR Table 3.11-12, Existing Plus Project (2011), Scenario 3
Compared to Gates Closed Baseline, there would be 7,895 average daily traffic (ADT) along Overlook
Parkway west of Kingdom Drive (number 21 on the table), which is the roadway link that “approaches”
the intersections referenced by the commenter. The volume would be the same compared to the Gates
Open Baseline. As shown in DEIR Table 3.11-26, Year 2035 (Buildout), Scenario 3 Compared To Gates
Closed Baseline, there would be 16,551 ADT along Overlook Parkway west of Kingdom Drive.

The commenter is incorrect in stating that the DEIR does not address the vehicles as they approach these
intersections. Traffic impacts and required mitigation associated with Scenario 3 are fully analyzed in
Section 3.11.4 — Circulation System of the DEIR (pages 3.11-40 — 3.11-157).

Please see Master Responses 8: Local Cut-through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages
14-18) and 9: Traffic Model/Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19) for comments related to increased
traffic in neighborhoods.

Please see Master Response 2: Vague or Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5). It is not clear as to
what area the commenter is referring to. The area where the Proposed C Street is located is private
property that is primarily vacant land. Thus, this is not an area where pedestrians have used. The design
of Proposed C Street has also been reduced to one lane in each direction in the near-term. Speed limits
would be posted. Potential impacts under Scenario 4 and the Proposed C Street associated with traffic
hazards and alternate transportation policies are fully addressed in Sections 3.11.7 — Traffic Hazards
(pages 3.11-168 —3.11-170) and 3.11.8 — Conflict with Alternate Transportation Policies (pages 3.11-171 —
3.11-174) of the DEIR.

Please see Master Response 8: Local Cut-through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages
14-18) for comments relating to the widening of Madison Street. None of the scenarios which comprise
the Project would widen Madison Street. The City’s Master Plan of Roadways (see Figure CCM-4 of the
General Plan 2025) calls for Madison Street to be a four-lane, 88-foot-wide arterial roadway, from Victoria
Avenue to California Avenue. Thus, none of the scenarios would change the classification of Madison
Street.

Please see response to Master Comment 11: Grade Separation on Madison Street (Errata pages 19-21)
and Master Response 8: Local Cut-through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages 14-18)
relating to the widening of Madison Street.

Please refer to Section 8.1.3.3 — Proposed C Street — Victoria Underpass Alternative (pages 8-6 — 8-8),
which details the “Proposed C Street — Victoria Underpass Alternative.” This alternative was rejected due
to “increased construction-related and historic impacts.” It was also rejected due to “the expense of
engineering such an underpass, particularly when added to the costs of acquiring the multiple private
properties and construction costs associated with grading and creating the underpass is significantly
increased (107 percent increase) and prohibitive compared to the Proposed Street C under Scenario 4.”

Localized air emissions impacts to sensitive receptors / human health are detailed in Section 3.2.6 —
Sensitive Receptors of the DEIR (pages 3.2-29 — 3.2-45). The modeled carbon monoxide (CO)
concentrations are projected to be less than the state and federal standards. As detailed in Section
3.2.6.1(a), a micro-scale CO hot spot analysis was performed at all study area intersections projected to
operate at LOS E or F at buildout in order to assess potential exposure of sensitive receptors to CO
concentrations above the state and national standards. This included intersections with the Casa Blanca
community, such as Madison Street and Indiana Avenue. Under all scenarios, impacts from CO hot spots
would be less than significant. In addition, impacts due to construction and operational diesel particulate
matter would be less than significant for all Scenarios.
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AB-8:

AB-9:

AB-10:

Please see Master Response 2: Vague or Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5). Potential noise
impacts under each scenario are fully analyzed in Section 3.10 of the DEIR.

Commenter does not specify what aspects of “my community and way of life” are of concern, but land
use impacts are analyzed in Section 3.9 — Land Use and Aesthetics.

Please see Master 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14) and Master Response
12: Agricultural/Citrus Groves West of Washington Street (Errata pages 21-23). Aesthetics were fully
analyzed and compared for each scenario in Section 3.9 — Land Use and Aesthetics and Table 8-1 —
Comparison of Scenario Impacts (Pages 8-12 — 8-16).

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4) and Master Response 6: Alternatives Not Considered (Errata pages 8-10) for comments related to
removing the Overlook Parkway extension from the General Plan. Accordingly, no further response is
required.
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Letter AC

AC-1

AC-2

AC-3
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Response to Letter AC

AC-1:

AC-2:

AC-3:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4).

Please see Master Response 4: Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7) for comments regarding
property values. Traffic hazards are analyzed in Section 3.11.7 of the DEIR (pages 3.11-168 — 3.11-170).

Please see Sections 3.11 — Transportation/Traffic and 3.10 — Noise, for results of the analysis under each
scenario. Please see Master Response 8: Local Cut-through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area
(Errata pages 14-18).

The sunrise and sunset are existing conditions that may affect visibility for motorists on all east-west
streets within the City, including Overlook Parkway. None of the scenarios that comprise the project
would change the visibility for motorists that travel along Overlook Parkway.

The DEIR accurately summarizes the significant environmental impacts of each scenario. Ultimately, the
City Council will decide which scenario to implement based on results of the DEIR and other
considerations outside of the scope of the DEIR (economic, social, etc.).
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Letter AD

AD-1

AD-2

AD-3

AD-4
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Letter AD — page 2

AD-4
] (cont.)

AD-5

Attachment C — Page 804



Response to Letter AD

AD-1:

AD-2:

AD-3:

AD-4:

AD-5:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4), Master Response 2: Vague or Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5), and Master Response 8: Local
Cut-through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages 14-18).

The traffic impacts associated with the project are fully analyzed in Section 3.11 — Transportation/Traffic
of the DEIR. The impacts under each scenario which comprises the project to Mary Street are fully
analyzed in Section 3.11.4 (beginning on page 3.11-45) of the DEIR.

Please note that CEQA requires that a project’s environmental impacts be disclosed, analyzed, and, if
significant, mitigated to the extent feasible. However, CEQA does not require existing conditions to be
mitigated.

A similar letter received on January 11, 2013 was a duplicate, and the responses above provide sufficient
responses. No additional response is required.

This comment is noted, however it is does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. The existing traffic
conditions along Mary Street were fully detailed in Section 3.11.2.4(a), Transportation/Traffic, of the DEIR
(starting on page 3.11-35).

The environmental baseline used for this project represents the existing physical conditions at the time
the initial NOP was prepared (2011). The deletion of certain streets, or traffic counts conducted in the
1980s, have no bearing on the potential environmental impacts of the project, which are determined by
evaluating the project against baseline conditions. Though those planning decisions may have informed
what represents the baseline conditions in 2011, those existing baseline conditions have been accurately
summarized throughout the DEIR.

Each of the schools mentioned by the commenter were very carefully considered and incorporated in the
traffic counts conducted for the project. For all of the traffic counts, schools were in session, including
local public and private schools, as well as UCR. School traffic is therefore considered in the existing
conditions analysis of the DEIR (Section 3.11.2.4). The travel demand model also considers the numbers of
students. Therefore school traffic is taken into consideration for future conditions, i.e., Year 2035
Buildout, as well (see DEIR Section 3.11.4.1(a), page 3.11-65). Furthermore, impacts to public services
were determined to not be significant. As stated in Section 7.4, none of the four scenarios would alter
land use designations, such as schools in the City (DEIR pages 7-6 and 7-7).

Please see Master Response 5: Regionally Diverted Traffic (Errata pages 7-8) for comments related to
Mary Street and regional traffic.

Thank you for your comment; however, this does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.
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Response to Letter AE

AE-1: Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4).

Transportation/Traffic, Noise, and Air Quality are fully analyzed in Sections 3.11 — Transportation/Traffic,
3.10 -- Noise, and 3.2 — Air Quality of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 4: Economic and Social
Impacts (Errata pages 5-7) for comments regarding property values.

AE-2: The traffic impacts under each scenario, and the required mitigation measures (where necessary) were
adequately detailed in Section 3.11.4.1(a), Transportation/Traffic, of the DEIR (starting on page 3.11-45).
This includes potential impacts to Overlook Parkway, Washington Street, and within the Casa Blanca
community, Please also refer to Master Response 4: Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7) for
additional information on Casa Blanca.

AE-3:  Ultimately, the City Council will decide which scenario to implement based on results of the DEIR and
other considerations outside of the scope of the DEIR (economic, social, etc.).
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Letter AF

AF-1
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Response to Letter AF

AF-1:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4) and Master Response 4: Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7) for comments regarding
property values. The commenter does not note where his neighborhood is located for a more specific
answer, but please also note that the Transportation/Traffic concerns raised are fully analyzed in Section
3.11 of the DEIR, and noise is fully analyzed in Section 3.10 — Noise.
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Letter AG

AG-1
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Response to Letter AG

AG-1:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Transportation/Traffic,c Noise, and Air Quality are fully analyzed in Sections 3.11 -
Transportation/Traffic, 3.10 — Noise, and 3.2 — Air Quality of the DEIR.

The traffic impacts under each scenario, and the required mitigation measures (where necessary) were
adequately detailed in Section 3.11.4.1(a), Transportation/Traffic, of the DEIR (starting on page 3.11-45).
This includes potential impacts to Overlook Parkway between Washington Street and Alessandro

Boulevard,

Please see Master Response 4: Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7) for comments regarding
property values and Master Response 13: Emergency Access and Response and Concerns About Crime
and Safety (Errata pages 23-25), for comments regarding vandalism.
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Letter AH

AH-1
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Letter AH - page 2

AH-2

Attachment C — Page 813



Response to Letter AH

AH-1:

AH-2:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4).

Transportation/Traffic and Air Quality associated with the proposed scenarios are fully analyzed in
Sections 3.11 — Transportation/Traffic and 3.2 — Air Quality of the DEIR.

Please see Master Response 13: Emergency Access and Response Times and Concerns About Crime and
Safety (Errata pages 23-25). Emergency access under each scenario is detailed in Section 3.11.6 —
Emergency Access (Pages 3.11-163 — 3.11-168).

Please see response to Comment AH-1.
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Letter Al

Al-1

] L]\

Al-2

Al-3

Al-4

Al-5

Al-6

Al-7
Al-8

Al-9

[
Lt
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Response to Letter Al

Al-1:

Al-2:

Al-3:

Al-4:

Al-5:

The DEIR, including Section 3.11.6.1, notes that Scenario 1 would result in would result in a significant
impact to emergency access, which would necessitate implementation of MM-S1-ES-1, automated
permanent gates, which would reduce the impact to a level of less than significant. Scenarios 2, 3, and 4
would result in less-than-significant impacts to emergency access without mitigation. Ultimately, the City
Council will decide which scenario to implement based on results of the DEIR and other considerations
outside of the scope of the DEIR (economic, social, etc.).

An EIR does not make recommendations; it is a document that discloses the physical environmental
impacts of a project to the public, agencies, and decision makers.

Please see Master Response 13: Emergency Access and Response Times and Concerns About Crime and
Safety (Errata pages 2-25).

The commenter is stating they are in favor of Scenario 3, which completes Overlook Parkway through to
Alessandro Boulevard.

An EIR does not make recommendations; it is a document that discloses the physical environmental
impacts of a project to the public, agencies, and decision makers. Section 3.11 — Transportation/Traffic
discloses the changes in Level of Service (LOS) under each scenario on roadways within the study area.

Ultimately, the City Council will decide which scenario to implement based on the analysis of these
conditions in the DEIR, as well as other potential impacts and considerations outside of the scope of the
DEIR (economic, social, etc.).

Please see Master Response 8: Local Cut-through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages
14-18) and Master Response 9: Traffic Model/Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19). Traffic impacts
under each scenario are fully analyzed in DEIR Section 3.11.4.1 from Page 3.11-45 to 3.11-156.
Intersections were fully analyzed in the referenced corridor from Overlook Parkway to Mary Street.
Impacts and mitigation measures, if necessary were fully disclosed in this section. The results of the
analysis are considered adequate since intersection analysis is more indicative of actual roadway system
operations than roadway link analysis, especially on low-volume local roadways such as these.

The impacts of completing Overlook Parkway only to the east are discussed under Scenario 3, which
assumes that both the bridge and fill crossing would occur. Mitigation for traffic impacts under Scenario
3 are discussed in Section 3.11.4.3 (Pages 3.11-108 — 3.11-140) of the DEIR. Only one intersection impact
in the Year 2011 analysis (compared to both baselines) requiring mitigation was identified: Alessandro
Boulevard at Overlook Parkway. The following improvements are recommended:

e Add a southbound right turn lane from Alessandro Boulevard to Overlook Parkway

e Reconfigure the eastbound approach on Overlook Parkway to one left-through lane and two right-
turn lanes.

e  Modify signal operations.

Additional mitigation measures under Scenario 3 would be required, as detailed in the Year 2035 analysis
(compared to both baselines). This includes mitigation for several intersections along Overlook Parkway,
as detailed on page 3.11-135 within Section 3.1.4.3:

e  Washington Street at Overlook Parkway
e  (Crystal View Terrace at Overlook Parkway
e Kingdom Drive at Overlook Parkway

e Hawarden Drive at Overlook Parkway

e  Orozco Drive at Overlook Parkway

Thus, the EIR fully analyzes impacts and details mitigation under Scenario 3.
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Al-6:

Al-7:

Al-8:

Al-9:

The intersection of Washington Street and Victoria Avenue is fully analyzed under each scenario in DEIR
Section 3.11.4.1 from Page 3.11-45 to 3.11-156. Mitigation measures at this intersection are detailed
therein, where required.

The goals and objectives of the project are detailed in Section 2.3 of the DEIR; none of these objectives
include “using Overlook Parkway as a freeway bypass.” Rather, the overall project objective is to evaluate
“a connection from Washington Street to the SR-91 freeway” relative to Overlook Parkway.

As detailed in Section 2.6.4 of the DEIR, the Proposed C Street under Scenario 4 is “intended to facilitate
the movement of traffic from the residential areas in the center of the City to the western portion of the
City and SR-91.”

Figure 2-16 (Page 2-43) of the DEIR showed the components associated with Scenario 4, including the
vacated portions of Madison Street, Dufferin Avenue, and Washington Street. Though the alignment of
the Proposed C Street has shifted slightly to the south (see Figure R-4 in the Errata to the FEIR, page 32),
the street vacations would remain the same. This includes vacating portions of Dufferin Avenue and
Washington Street. As shown in Figure R-4 if the Proposed C Street (Alignment B) were constructed,
vehicles traveling north/northwest along C Street would be able to continue towards the Victoria
Avenue/Madison Street intersection, or head east (just north of Lenox Avenue) to get on to Washington
Street, which would only leave the option to travel northwest on Washington Street towards Victoria
Avenue (as south of Lenox Avenue would be vacated).

It is not entirely clear what the commenter is referring to as to the use of “strategic bottlenecks.”
However, if the Proposed C Street were constructed under Scenario 4, the DEIR fully addressed the street
vacations that would be performed, and the resultant traffic impacts and mitigation measures (where
necessary).

Under the other three scenarios, mitigation measures at the Washington Street/Victoria Avenue
intersection and Washington Street/Madison Street intersection are required within the Year 2035
analysis, as further detailed in Section 3.11.4.1, beginning on Page 3.11-65.

The DEIR does not compare Overlook Parkway to other roadways. The DEIR adequately forecasts the
traffic volumes along Overlook Parkway under each scenario and the associated impacts. Please see
Section 3.11 — Transportation/Traffic.

Please see Master Response 9: Traffic Model/Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19). The DEIR
adequately forecasts the traffic volumes under each scenario and the associated impacts. Please see
Section 3.11 — Transportation/Traffic.

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). The “intention” of Overlook Parkway is detailed in the City’s General Plan 2025, which states that
“long-planned roadway improvements which do need to be implemented include the extension of
Overlook Parkway” (Circulation and Community Mobility Element, Page CCM-2).

Ultimately, the City Council will decide which scenario to implement based on the analysis of impacts on
overall traffic/transportation impacts as analyzed in the DEIR, as well as other potential environmental
impacts and considerations outside of the scope of the DEIR (economic, social, etc.).
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Response to Letter AJ

Al-1: Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). The DEIR fully forecasts and analyzes the traffic volumes and associated impacts under each proposed
scenario. Please see DEIR Section 3.11 — Transportation/Traffic for analysis of specific routes and
intersections for each alternative.
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Letter AK

AK-1
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Response to Letter AK

AK-1:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4), Master Response 4: Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7), and Master Response 8: Local Cut
Through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages 14-18). Transportation/Traffic,
Aesthetics, Noise, and other potential environmental impacts of the four proposed scenarios are
thoroughly analyzed in the DEIR. (See, e.g., DEIR Sections 3.11 — Transportation/Traffic, 3.9 — Land Use
and Aesthetics, and 3.10 - Noise.) The DEIR analyzes four different scenarios, including extending
conditions similar to existing conditions, any one of which the City Council could select to approval.
Therefore, not certifying the EIR is not the correct response for selecting an alternative other than
extension of Overlook. Accordingly, no further response is required.
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Letter AL

] AL-1
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Response to Letter AL

AL-1:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4) and Master Response 9: Traffic Model/Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19). None of the
scenarios which comprise the project generate traffic; each scenario has the potential to redistribute
traffic, as described and analyzed in Section 3.11 — Transportation/Traffic of the DEIR The traffic impacts
under each scenario, and the required mitigation measures (where necessary) were adequately detailed
in Section 3.11.4.1(a), Transportation/Traffic, of the DEIR (starting on page 3.11-45). This includes
potential impacts under Scenarios 3 and 4 to Overlook Parkway, Washington Street, and Madison Street.
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Letter AM

From: Evelyn Cordner [evelyncordner@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, January 11, 2013 8:00 AM

To: Davis, Paul

Subject: Overlook

Good Morning Paul.

I want to let you know that I strongly object to the Overlook extension. I am a resident of the old Whitegates
subdivision since 1977. This plan would simply destroy our area, Casa Blanca area and surrounding areas
including the open spaces we enjoy.

I am cynical enough to know that land developers are behind this. A lot of land surrounding this area would be
developed subsequently. Please oppose this plan. The Riverside greenbelt is protected for a reason. Thank
you.

Evelyn Cordner

1380 Tiger Tail Drive
Riverside, CA 92506
951 780 8306

AM-1
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Response to Letter AM

AM-1:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4), Master Response 4: Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7), and Master Response 7:
Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14). DEIR Section 3.9 — Land Use and Aesthetics
thoroughly analyzes and compares the aesthetic impacts of the proposed scenarios and concludes that
none of the scenarios will result in significant and unavoidable impacts to aesthetics.
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Letter AN

AN-1
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Response to Letter AN

AN-1:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4), Master Response 2: Vague or Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5), Master Response 7:
Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14), and Master Response 13: Emergency
Access and Response Times and Concerns about Crime and Safety (Errata pages 23-25).

The existing conditions of vehicle traffic within the Project vicinity, including the Arlington Heights
Greenbelt, are adequately detailed in Section 3.11.2.4 of the DEIR (page 3.11-28). It is assumed the
commenter is not in favor of Scenario 3 or 4, which involve the connection and extension of Overlook
Parkway. Traffic hazards associated with the Proposed C Street under Scenario 4 are detailed in Section
3.11.7.1 (page 3.11-168) of the DEIR. As stated therein:

Furthermore, as equestrian/horse riding activity is also present in this area, standard signage cautioning
motorists would also be included along the Proposed C Street and near trail crossings and connections.
As with other rural areas in the City, cautionary signage consistent with City roadway standards is used to
ensure compatibility with equestrian users and motorists. Excessive honking, shouting, and speeding
along rural roads in the project area is not an environmental issue and outside the scope of the EIR. As
with all areas of the City, Police Department notification would be the means to address these issues.
The intention of the Proposed C Street is to provide a more direct connection to State Route (SR) 91 and
thus reduce vehicle traffic on smaller local streets, including Dufferin Avenue and other streets
mentioned by the commenter.

The other three scenarios do not introduce roadways within the Arlington Heights Greenbelt, which the
commenter references. Traffic volumes generally would increase in time throughout the Project vicinity
due to growth and various other factors (see Master Response 9: Traffic Model/Growth Assumptions
(Errata pages 18-19)). The City aims to protect smaller streets and the safety of alternate transportation
users, including equestrian, from local cut-through traffic through the implementation of the
Neighborhood Traffic Management Program. Please see Master Response 8: Local Cut Through
Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages 14-18).

The commenter states that they believe existing traffic conditions within the Arlington Heights Greenbelt
“destroy [their] rural lifestyle.”

It is not entirely clear what the commenter is specifically referring to; however, as detailed in Section
3.11.2.4, Existing Traffic Volumes, intersections and roadway links within the Arlington Heights Greenbelt
operate at an acceptable Level of Service (LOS), which generally indicate above average traffic operations.
The only intersection within the Arlington Heights Greenbelt that currently operates at a failing LOS is
Washington Street and Victoria Ave South (see Table 3.11-4, Gates Open — Existing Peak Hour Intersection
Operations). Thus, the roadways detailed by the commenter do not operate above capacity or in a
manner that would reasonably interfere with alternate transportation users see also Master Response 1:
Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page 4) and Master Response 2:
Vague or Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5).
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Letter AO

i| AO-1
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Response to Letter AO

AO-1: The public comment period was extended an additional 30 days per the request of the public and the City
Council.
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Letter AP

AP-1

AP-2

AP-3

AP-4

AP-5
AP-6
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Response to Letter AP

AP-1:

AP-2:

AP-3:

AP-4:

AP-5:

AP-6:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4).

Please see Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14) and Master
Response 12: Agricultural/Citrus Groves West of Washington Street (Errata ages 21-23), relative to the
discussion of the project’s consistency with Proposition R and Measure C. Impacts to Victoria Avenue, in
terms of it being a historical resource, are fully analyzed in Section 3.4 — Cultural/Paleontological
Resources.

The proposed Project, under all scenarios, would not change land uses, including agricultural, residential,
churches or public facilities such as libraries mentioned in this comment. Traffic impacts, including to
Madison Street, are discussed in Section 3.11.4 — Circulation System (pages 3.11-40 — 3.11-157) of the
DEIR. None of the scenarios which comprise the project would relate to a change in land use. Please see
Master Response 4: Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7).

Both of the schools mentioned by the commenter were very carefully considered and incorporated in the
traffic counts conducted for the project. For all of the traffic counts, schools were in session, including
local public and private schools, as well as UCR. School traffic is therefore considered in the existing
conditions analysis of the DEIR (Section 3.11.2.4). The travel demand model also considers the numbers
of students. Therefore school traffic is taken into consideration for future conditions, i.e., Year 2035
Buildout, as well (see DEIR Section 3.11.4.1(a), page 3.11-65). Traffic volumes included in the analysis in
Section 3.11 — Transportation/Traffic of the DEIR take into consideration traffic associated with local uses
including schools.

The City prepared a report on the grade separation (see Attachment D of the Final EIR). See also Response
to Master Response 11: Grade Separation on Madison Street (Errata pages 19-21). However, this is an
entirely separate action and not part of any of the Scenarios analyzed in the DEIR.

The DEIR is consistent with the General Plan 2025, which considered improvements in public
transportation. As stated in Section S.1.3 of the DEIR:

The overall objective of the proposed Project is to evaluate and resolve the General Plan 2025 goals and
policies relative to Overlook Parkway and a connection from Washington Street to the SR-91 freeway.
The Project objectives are to address:

e  Public safety concerns related to both emergency vehicle access and increased traffic volumes within
residential neighborhoods associated with the gates on Green Orchard Place and Crystal View
Terrace;

e Traffic patterns related to the Overlook Parkway connection and the connection westerly of
Washington Avenue consistent with the General Plan 2025;

¢ Comprehensive circulation system, including multiple modes of transportation such as bikeways and
pedestrian routes consistent with the General Plan 2025;

e Historic integrity of Victoria Avenue and the Gage Canal as well as designations which protect the
Arlington Heights Greenbelt, and Proposition R and Measure C consistent with the General Plan
2025.

The Project’s consistency with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or
pedestrian facilities is also fully analyzed in Section 3.11.8 of the DEIR.
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Letter AQ

AQ-1
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Response to Letter AQ

AQ-1: Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata age 4).
While it is not clear from the comment what types of impacts the commenter is concerned about, the
DEIR thoroughly analyzes the geographic areas of Riverside that could be impacted by each scenario,
including impacts to Land Use and Aesthetics (DEIR Section 3.9).
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Letter AR

AR-1
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Response to Letter AR

AR-1: Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4).

Please see Master Response 4: Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7).

Accordingly, no further response is required.
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Letter AS

] AS-1
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Response to Letter AS

AS-1: Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Accordingly, no further response is required.
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Letter AT

AT-1
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Response to Letter AT

AT-1:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4), Master Response 2: Vague or Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5), Master Response 4:
Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7), Master Response 6: Alternatives Not Considered (Errata
pages 8-10), and Master Response 9: Traffic Model/Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19). Regarding
the commenter’s observation about other alternatives, additional alternatives were explored, but were
not carried forward for review because they could not feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the
Project (DEIR Section 8.1.3).

The DEIR thoroughly studied and analyzed the environmental impacts of the four proposed scenarios,
including impacts relating to Aesthetics and Land Use (DEIR Section 3.9) and Transportation/Traffic (DEIR
Section 3.11); including the referenced intersection the commenter is concerned about. The traffic
impacts under each scenario, and the required mitigation measures (where necessary) were adequately
detailed in Section 3.11.4.1(a), Transportation/Traffic, of the DEIR (starting on page 3.11-45). This
includes potential impacts under Scenarios 3 and 4 to Overlook Parkway, Washington Street, and
Madison Street.

The commenter did not mention any specific reasons for disagreement with the conclusions of the EIR or
any of the methodology used for reaching its conclusions, and the EIR explicitly notes that significant and
unavoidable impacts will result from any of the proposed scenarios, including no action (DEIR Section 6.1).
Ultimately, the City Council will decide which scenario to implement based on the DEIR’s analysis of
environmental impacts, as well as considerations outside of the scope of the DEIR (economic, social, etc.).
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Letter AU

AU-1
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Response to Letter AU

AU-1: Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4), and Master Response 2: Vague or Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5). The commenter does not
specify what environmental impacts are of particular concern, but the DEIR thoroughly analyzes

Aesthetics, Land Use, Noise, and other potential impacts.
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Letter AV

AV-1
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Response to Letter AV

AV-1: The impacts referred to by the commenter, such as increases in noise from vehicles, would not result
from the project but are associated with buildout of the City in accordance with the Master Plan of
Roadways. Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues
(Errata page 4), Master Response 2: Vague or Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5), Master
Response 4: Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7), and Master Response 13: Emergency Access
and Response Times and Concerns about Crime and Safety (Errata pages 23-25).

Section 3.10 — Noise of the DEIR fully analyzes noise impacts under each scenario which comprises the
project.
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Letter AW

AW-1

AW-2

AW-6

AW-7

AW-8
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Response to Letter AW

AW-1:

AW-5:

AW-6:

AW-7:

AW-8:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4) and Master Response 6: Alternatives Not Considered (Errata pages 8-10) for comments related to
removing Overlook Parkway from the General Plan 2025 Master Plan of Roadways.

Please see Master Response 8: Local Cut Through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages
14-18).

Please see Master Response 5: Regionally Diverted Traffic (Errata pages 7-8). In addition, Section 3.10 —
Noise of the DEIR fully analyzes noise impacts under each scenario which comprises the project. Section
3.9 — Land Use and Aesthetics, thoroughly addresses potential aesthetic impacts for each of the
proposed scenarios. The traffic impacts under each scenario, and the required mitigation measures
(where necessary) were adequately detailed in Section 3.11.4.1(a), Transportation/Traffic, of the DEIR
(starting on page 3.11-45). This includes potential impacts to Overlook Parkway.

Please also see Master Response 4: Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7). However, please
note that CEQA requires analysis of impacts of projects to existing conditions, but does not require
mitigation of existing conditions.

Please see Master Response 14: Traffic Signal Design Along Victoria Avenue (Errata pages 25-26). The
project’s impacts to the intersection of Washington Street and Victoria Avenue are fully addressed in the
DEIR’s analysis of Transportation Traffic, DEIR Section 3.11, including in Section 3.11.4 — Circulation
System of the DEIR (Pages 3.11-40 — 3.11-157). Scenarios 2, 3 and 4 would all result in traffic impacts to
this intersection. Mitigation is presented in Section 3.11.4.3 — Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting
(Pages 3.11-108 — 3.11-140). Mitigation may or may not reduce impacts, depending on the scenario.

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4).

Aesthetics are fully analyzed in Section 3.9 — Land Use and Aesthetics. Costs and economic impacts are
not within the purview of CEQA, but, in deciding which scenario to approve, the City Council will consider
the DEIR’s analysis of environmental impacts, as well as considerations outside of the scope of the DEIR
(economic, including cost, social, etc.)

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4) and Master Response 4: Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7).

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4).
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Letter AX

AX-1

AX-2

AX-3

AX-4

AX-5

AX-6

AX-7
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Response to Letter AX

AX-1:

AX-2:

AX-3:

AX-4:

AX-5:

AX-6:

AX-7:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4).

As discussed in Section 3.11 — Transportation/Traffic, of the DEIR, there is no increase in the amount of
vehicles due to the Project. Each scenario which comprises the project has the potential to redistribute
traffic within the Project vicinity. Air quality impacts are fully analyzed in Section 3.2 — Air Quality of the
DEIR, and noise impacts are thoroughly analyzed in Section 3.10 — Noise.

Please see Master Response 12: Agricultural/Citrus Groves West of Washington Street (Errata pages 21-
23) and Master Comment 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14).

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4) and Master Response 2: Vague or Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5).

Please see Master Response 7: Project Consistency with Proposition R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-
14). Impacts to agriculture are thoroughly analyzed in the DEIR at Section 3.1 — Agricultural Resources,
and impacts of the proposed scenarios on wildlife are thoroughly analyzed in Section 3.3 — Biological
Resources. Please note, however, that CEQA requires analysis of a proposed project’s contribution to
environmental impacts, but does not require mitigation of existing conditions.

Please see Master Response 4: Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7) and Master Response 6:
Alternatives Not Considered (Errata pages 8-10) for comments related to removing Overlook Parkway
from the General Plan 2025 Master Plan of Roadways.

Traffic impacts and mitigation measures (as applicable and/or feasible) to Victoria Avenue are fully
analyzed in Section 3.11.4 (Pages 3.11-40 — 3.11-157) of the DEIR.
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Letter AY

Councilmember Paul Davis

Hello let me introduce myself, my name is Tammy Felix and I have lived in riverside for a long
time. Here currently on Tiger Tail sense 1994. I did raise three daughters whom attended
Washington, Gage and Poly and graduated from U.C.R.

What attracted me to this area were the neighborhoods being safe and quiet. I am now helping to
raise my grandson and want for him what I had for my daughters a safe, healthy quiet
neighborhood which I fear will change if the completion of overlook happens.

I had a home on 12" street downtown. The homes being divided into duplexes further down the
street forever changed the makeup of the safe quiet neighborhood, not to mention the values of
the homes. I’'m sure you know this but there are more registered sex offenders living there then
here. T do not want that to change where I live, [ am totally against the overlook expressway!
Back in the early 1900’s a black cloud formed over the city it was pollution that caused illness
and deaths. Although there are stronger laws for cars emitting smog it still poses a problem if
there could be 40,000 cars per day not to mention the noise it’ll cause and accidents. I don’t want
it! Increased traffic, crime, noise, pollution is not appealing at all. It’s the destruction of our
quality of life which as cities grow to preserve our residential neighborhood should be a priority.
[ think my voice should be heard and I wish to stand counted in protest against the overlook
expressway!

Thank you for your time Mr. Davis

Tammy Felix 2/2/2013
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Response to Letter AY

AY-1:

AY-2:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4) Master Response 4: Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7), Master Response 5: Regionally
Diverted Traffic (Errata pages 7-8), Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata
pages 10-14) and Master Response 13: Emergency Access and Response Times and Concerns about
Crime and Safety (Errata pages 23-25).

Transportation/Traffic, Noise, and Air Quality are fully analyzed in Sections 3.11 — Transportation/Traffic,
3.10 -- Noise, and 3.2 — Air Quality of the DEIR. None of the scenarios which comprise the project
generate traffic or associated pollution; each scenario merely has the potential to redistribute traffic, as
described and analyzed in Section 3.11 — Transportation/Traffic of the DEIR and the supporting modeling.
Section 3.11 — Transportation/Traffic also analyzes potential safety impacts as they relate to traffic;
however, not at levels suggested by the commenter. Other hazards and safety impacts are analyzed in the
DEIR Section 7.0 — Effects Found Not to be Significant.
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Letter AZ

AZ-1
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Letter AZ — page 2

AY-1
(cont.)

AZ-2

Attachment C — Page 851



Response to Letter AZ

AZ-1:

AZ-2:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4) and Master Response 6: Alternatives Not Considered (Errata pages 8-10) for comments related to
removing Overlook Parkway from the General Plan 2025 Master Plan of Roadways. The impacts of the
four proposed scenarios on Madison Street between Victoria Avenue and SR-91 are analyzed in the DEIR
Section 3.11.4.1 from Page 3.11-45 to 3.11-156. Ultimately, the City Council will decide which scenario to
implement based on the DEIR’s analysis of environmental impacts, as well as considerations outside of the
scope of the DEIR (economic, social, what is best for the community as a whole, etc.).

Please see Master Response 6: Alternatives Not Considered (Errata pages 8-10) for comments related to
removing Overlook Parkway from the General Plan 2025 Master Plan of Roadways.

It is not feasible from an engineering perspective to connect the western terminus Overlook Parkway to
Auto Center Drive, which is approximately 1.75 miles to the west of Overlook Parkway. The alternative
suggested would require approximately twice the amount of Right-of-Way (ROW) than Scenario 4, would
in fact impact residences, and would likely result in greater physical impacts to the environment due to
the distance it is located from Overlook Parkway. Feasible roadway alighments in the western portion of
the Project vicinity were analyzed, as required by General Plan Policy CCM-4.2, and are detailed in Section
8.1.3, Alternatives Considered But Rejected. Thus, while the alternative suggested may meet the project
objectives, it is not feasible from an engineering perspective, would likely impact residences, and would
not reduce any impacts under Scenario 4.
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Letter BA

BA-1
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Response to Letter BA

BA-1: Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Accordingly, no further response is required.
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Letter BB

BB-1
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Response to Letter BB

BB-1:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page 4)
and Master Response 2: Vague or Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5). Please see Master Response
6: Alternatives Not Considered (Errata pages 8-10) for comments related to removing Overlook Parkway
from the General Plan 2025 Master Plan of Roadways.

The commenter raises general concerns regarding the impacts relating to noise, historic neighborhoods,
and regional traffic. These are thoroughly addressed in the DEIR at Section 3.4 — Cultural Resources,
Section 3.10 — Noise, Section 3.11 — Transportation/ Traffic, and Master Response 5: Regionally Diverted
Traffic (Errata pages 7-8), Master Response 5: Regionally Diverted Traffic (Errata pages 7-8) and Master
Response 8: Local Cut Through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages 14-18).
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Letter BC

BC-1
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Response to Letter BC

BC-1:  Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Section 3.11 — Transportation/Traffic, Section 3.2 — Air Quality, and Section 3. — Greenhouse Gases
thoroughly analyze how the proposed scenarios will redistribute traffic and resulting emissions.
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Letter BD

BD-1
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Response to Letter BD

BD-1:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4) and Master Response 2: Vague or Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5).

Traffic volumes and impacts along Berry Road, Crystal View Terrace, and Green Orchard Place for each of
the scenarios, including installing permanent gates and removing the gates, are fully analyzed under each
within Section 3.11 — Transportation/Traffic of the DEIR. Please refer to Section 3.11.4.1(a) of the DEIR,
beginning on of the DEIR (starting on page 3.11-45). This includes potential impacts to Overlook Parkway.
See also Master Response 5: Regionally Diverted Traffic (Errata pages 7-8), Master Response 8: Local Cut
Through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages 14-18) and Master Response 9: Traffic
Model/Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19).
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Letter BE

BE-1
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Response to Letter BE

BE-1:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4), Master Response 4: Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7), and Master Response 13:
Emergency Access and Response Times and Concerns about Crime and Safety (Errata pages 23-25).

DEIR Section 3.11 - Transportation/Traffic thoroughly analyzes how each of the four proposed scenarios
could redistribute traffic, including on Overlook, and how each could overall decrease drive times. Section
3.2 — Air Quality and Section 3.8 — Greenhouse Gases thoroughly analyze the resulting impacts of the four
scenarios as they relate to pollution. See also Master Response 5: Regionally Diverted Traffic (Errata
pages 7-8), Master Response 8: Local Cut Through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages
14-18) and Master Response 9: Traffic Model/Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19).

Attachment C — Page 862



Letter BF

} BF-1
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Response to Letter BF

BF-1: Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4) and Master Response 2: Vague or Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5). To the extent the
commenter is raising an issue relating to air quality and/or noise, these are both thoroughly analyzed in
Sections 3.2 — Air Quality and 3.10 — Noise, respectively.
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Letter BG

BG-1
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Response to Letter BG

BG-1:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4), Master Response 2: Vague or Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5), and Master Response 4 —
Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7). To the extent the commenter is raising issues related
traffic and/or noise, these are thoroughly analyzed for each of the four proposed scenarios in Section 3.11
— Transportation/Traffic and 3.10 — Noise, respectively, as well as Master Responses 5: Regionally
Diverted Traffic (Errata pages 7-8) and 8: Local Cut Through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area
(Errata pages 14-18).
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Letter BH

BH-1
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Response to Letter BH

BH-1:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4), Master Response 2: Vague or Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5), and Master Response 13:
Emergency Access and Response Times and Concerns about Crime and Safety (Errata pages 23-25). To
the extent the commenter is raising issues related to traffic and noise, these are thoroughly analyzed for
each of the four scenarios in Sections 3.11 — Transportation/Traffic and 3.10 — Noise. Standard street
sweeping would occur under any of the four scenarios, including on any streets that would be constructed
such as proposed under Scenarios 3 and 4.
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Letter Bl

BI-1

] BI-2
] B3

Bl-4
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Response to Letter Bl

BI-1:

BI-2:

BI-3:

Bl-4:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4).

Under Scenario 4, which involves the connection and extension of Overlook Parkway, potential traffic
impacts associated with Overlook Parkway, Washington Street and Indiana Avenue are adequately
analyzed in Section 3.11.4.1 of the DEIR (Pages 3.11-45 — 3.11-104). No impacts to these roadways under
Scenario 4 were identified in the Year 2011 analysis. Impacts to these roadways under Scenario 4 in the
Year 2035 analysis are fully detailed in Section 3.11.4.1, beginning on Page 3.11-77.

It is unclear what the commenter specifically means by stating that “these streets...are for local usage
only.” The roadway classifications for Overlook Parkway, Washington Street and Indiana Avenue are
detailed in Section 3.11.2.2 of the DEIR (Pages 3.11-18); none of these roadways are classified as “local”
streets. These roadways are generally classified as arterial roadways (Washington Street is classified as
an 80-foot collector between Magnolia Avenue and Diana Avenue). Arterial streets “carry through traffic
and connect to the state highway system with restricted access to abutting properties. They are designed
to have the highest traffic carrying capacity in the roadway system with the highest speeds and limited
interference with traffic flow by driveways” (General Plan 2025, Circulation and Community Mobility
Element, Page CCM-10).

Please see Master Response 13: Emergency Access and Response Times and Concerns about Crime and
Safety (Errata pages 23-25).

Please see Master Response 4: Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7) and Master Response 13:
Emergency Access and Response Times and Concerns about Crime and Safety (Errata pages 23-23).

To the extent the commenter is raising issues regarding aesthetics, safety, and transportation; these are
thoroughly analyzed for each of the four scenarios in DEIR Sections 3.9 — Land Use and Aesthetics, 7.0 —
Effects Found Not to be Significant, and 3.11 — Transportation/Traffic.
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I

BJ-1

BJ-2

BJ-3
BJ-4

BJ-5

BJ-6
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Response to Letter BJ

BJ-1:

BJ-2:

BJ-3:

BJ-4:

BJ-5:

BJ-6:

Vehicles currently pass through the existing intersection of Overlook Parkway and Orozco Drive. Other
than a potential rerouting of some vehicle trips to the referenced intersection, it is unclear what
environmental issues the commenter believes would particularly impact small children. However, the
DEIR fully analyzes traffic impacts under each scenario at the intersection of Orozco Drive and Overlook
Parkway in Section 3.11.4.1 — Impact Analysis of the DEIR (Pages 3.11-45 — 3.11-104), including
comparing the scenarios regarding these impacts.

The commenter is incorrect in the statement regarding the “main reason for this new thoroughfare.” The
project consists of four scenarios, all analyzed at an equal level of detail. One of these scenarios will
ultimately be selected by the City Council to implement. See Master Response 8: Local Cut Through
Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages 14-18).

The goals and objectives of the project are detailed throughout the DEIR, including in the Executive
Summary. As stated therein:

The overall objective of the proposed Project is to evaluate and resolve the General Plan 2025 goals and
policies relative to Overlook Parkway and a connection from Washington Street to the State Route 91
(SR-91) Freeway. The Project objectives are to address:

e  Public safety concerns related to both emergency vehicle access and increased traffic volumes within
residential neighborhoods associated with the gates on Green Orchard Place and Crystal View
Terrace;

e Traffic patterns related to the Overlook Parkway connection and the connection westerly of
Washington Street consistent with the General Plan 2025;

e Comprehensive circulation system, including multiple modes of transportation such as bikeways and
pedestrian routes consistent with the General Plan 2025;

e Historic integrity of Victoria Avenue and the Gage Canal as well as designations which protect the
Arlington Heights Greenbelt, and Proposition R and Measure C consistent with the General Plan
2025.

Regarding the commenter’s concerns congestion and traffic are analyzed in the DEIR for each of the four
scenarios in Section 3.11 — Transportation/Traffic.

Please see Master Response 8: Local Cut Through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages
14-18) for comments related to the widening of Madison Street. The commenter is incorrect in that
Madison Street would be widened to become a “highway”; this street is classified as an 88-foot arterial
between Victoria Avenue and Indiana Avenue.

None of the scenarios, including Scenario 4, propose to widen Washington Street from Overlook Parkway
to Victoria Avenue. However, widening Washington Street was an alternative that was considered but
ultimately rejected. Please see Master Response 6: Alternatives Not Considered (Errata pages 8-10).

Please see Master Response 2: Vague or Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5). Please see Master
Response 8: Local Cut Through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages 14-18) for
comments related to the widening of Madison Street. None of the scenarios would change the planned
capacity or width of Madison Street, north of Victoria Avenue. Each scenario does have the potential to
impact roadway operations on Madison Street. Those impacts are fully analyzed in Section 3.11.4.1 —
Impact Analysis of the DEIR (Pages 3.11-45 — 3.11-104). The DEIR found that none of the four scenarios
had the potential to displace substantial numbers of people, see Section 7.0: Effects Found Not to be
Significant.

Please see Master Response 11: Grade Separation Madison Street (Errata pages 19-21).

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4), Master Response 2: Vague or Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5), Master Response 4: Economic
and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7), Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata
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pages 10-14) and Master Comment 12: Agricultural/Citrus Groves West of Washington Street (Errata
pages 21-23). Please also see DEIR Sections 3.9 — Land Use and Aesthetics and 3.10 — Noise, which
thoroughly analyze and compare the impacts of the four scenarios relating to aesthetics and noise.
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Response to Letter BK

BK-1:  Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Ultimately, the City Council will decide which of the four scenarios analyzed in the DEIR to implement
based on their respective environmental impacts, as well as considerations outside of the scope of the
DEIR (economic, social, what is best for the community as a whole, etc.).

Attachment C — Page 875



Letter BL

BL-1
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(Cont.)
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Response to Letter BL

BL-1:

BL-2:

BL-3:

BL-4:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4).

Please see Master Response 5: Regionally Diverted Traffic (Errata pages 7-8), Master Response 8: Local
Cut Through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages 14-18) and Master Response 9:
Traffic Mode /Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19).

Several intersections in this neighborhood were analyzed within the DEIR. Specifically, the following
intersections were analyzed:

22A: Mary St & Victoria Ave North
22B: Mary St & Victoria Ave South
23: Mary St & Hawarden Dr

24: Hawarden Dr & Overlook Pkwy
28: Orozco Dr & Overlook Pkwy

Mitigation for traffic impacts under each scenario is adequately disclosed in Section 3.11.4.3 —
Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting of the DEIR (Pages 3.11-108 — 3.11-140). Please also see Master
Response 8: Local Cut Through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages 14-18), which
discusses how the City controls Local Cut-through Traffic through its Neighborhood Traffic Management
Program.

Please see response to Comments M-6, M-8, M-10, M-11, M-12, and M-13 of the Bill Wilkman Letter
regarding comments about Mary Street.

Please see Master Response 2: Vague or Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5).

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Please also see Master Response 6: Alternatives Not Considered (Errata pages 8-10) for comments
related to removing Overlook Parkway from the General Plan 2025 Master Plan of Roadways.

All four of the proposed scenarios were evaluated thoroughly in the DEIR; including being compared for
how well they meet Project objectives, see DEIR Section 8.0 — Project Alternative. (See, e.g., Table 8-2,
Comparison of Project Objectives and Scenarios.)
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Response to Letter BM

BM-1:

BM-2:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4) and Master Response 2: Vague or Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5), Master Response 5:
Regionally Diverted Traffic (Errata pages 7-8), and Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and
Measure C (Errata pages 10-14).

Traffic impacts under each scenario are adequately analyzed in Section 3.11.4 — Circulation System of the
DEIR (Pages 3.11-40 — 3.11-157). ). Noise and Impacts on population and housing were also analyzed in
the DEIR at Sections 3.10 — Noise and 7.0 — Effects Found Not to be Significant, respectively.

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4), Master Response 4: Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7), Master Response 5: Regionally
Diverted Traffic (Errata pages 7-8), and Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C
(Errata pages 10-14).

Please see Master Response 6: Alternatives Not Considered (Errata pages 8-10) for comments related to
removing Overlook Parkway from the General Plan 2025 Master Plan of Roadways.

Please also see the DEIR Section 3.11 — Transportation/Traffic, which fully analyzes the traffic impacts of
the four scenarios on relevant portions of Victoria Avenue, Madison Street, Washington Street, and
Dufferin Avenue.
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Response to Letter BN

BN-1: The DEIR contains thorough analysis of the four scenario’s environmental impacts relating to noise,
safety, land use, and population and housing, among other impacts relating to the extension of Overlook,
as well as the other Scenarios.

Originally the comment period was from December 4, 2012, to February 1, 2013; however, it was then
extended to March 1, 2013, per the public’s request.

Attachment C — Page 882



Letter BO

BO-1

Attachment C — Page 883



Response to Letter BO

BO-1: Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4) and Master Response 4: Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7). The DEIR contains thorough
analysis of the four scenarios relating to alternative modes of transportation, including bicycling, noise,
land use, and population and housing in Sections 3.11, 3.10, 3.9, and 7.0.
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Response to Letter BP

BP-1:  Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4).
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BQ-1
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Response to Letter BQ

BQ-1:

BQ-2:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4) and Master Response 8: Local Cut Through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages 14-
18).

The commenter is stating that they are against Scenarios 3 and 4, which involve connecting Overlook
Parkway to Alessandro Boulevard.

Traffic impacts under Scenario 3 and 4 are fully analyzed in DEIR Section 3.11.4.1 from Page 3.11-45 to
3.11-156. As discussed in Master Response 8, generally, the completion of an arterial roadway would
result in less motorists “cutting through” on local streets.

Intersections were fully analyzed in the referenced corridor from Overlook Parkway to Mary Street.
Impacts and mitigation measures, if necessary were fully disclosed in this section. The results of the
analysis are considered adequate since intersection analysis is more indicative of actual roadway system
operations than roadway link analysis, especially on low-volume local roadways such as these.
Gainsborough Drive was not listed as a specific link in the tables provided in the TIA, however it can be
reasonably concluded that there would not be an impact along this roadway as intersections on either
side of this roadway (Hawarden Drive and Overlook Parkway, Mary Street and Hawarden Court) were
studied. Impacts were identified on intersections along Overlook Parkway near this corridor and were
fully disclosed; however, there were no impacts due to diverted vehicles identified within the specific
corridor, and would not occur along Gainsborough Drive.

Please also see response to Comments M-6, M-8, M-10, and M-12.

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4) and Master Response 2: Vague or Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5). Traffic impacts are under
each scenario are fully analyzed in DEIR Section 3.11.4.1 from Page 3.11-45 to 3.11-156. The DEIR
thoroughly analyzes the noise and pollution impacts from each of the four scenarios in Sections 3.10 —
Noise, 3.2 — Air Quality, and 3.8 — Greenhouse Gases. A comparison of the four scenarios demonstrates
that each alternative will result in one or more significant impacts, and each has a differing ability to meet
Project objectives. (See DEIR Section 8.0 — Project Alternatives.)
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Response to Letter BR

BR-1:  Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4) and Master Response 5: Regionally Diverted Traffic (Errata pages 7-8). Accordingly, no further response
is required.
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Response to Letter BS

BS-1:

BS-2:

Please see Master Response 2: Vague or Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5). Traffic impacts (and
mitigation measures, as required) in the Washington Street/ Madison Street/ Mary Street area were fully
analyzed under each scenario in Section 3.11.4 — Circulation System of the DEIR (Pages 3.11-40 — 3.11-
157). Please see Master Response 5: Regionally Diverted Traffic (Errata pages 7-8).

Please see Master Response 6: Alternatives Not Considered (Errata pages 8-10). In addition, as required
under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the EIR considers and discusses multiple alternatives and
project scenarios. As required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) these alternatives were
selected to provide a reasonable range of possible project designs, which could feasibly attain most of
the basic objectives of the project, but avoid or substantially lessen any significant effects of the project.
Specifically, the factors considered in the selection of the alternatives included:

e Whether the alternative would avoid or substantially lessen or significant impacts of the project.
¢ Whether the alternative addresses solutions that are not addressed by other alternatives.
e Whether the alternative would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project.

The alternative solution suggested in this comment would not meet the overall objective of the project,
which is to “evaluate and resolve the General Plan 2025 goals and policies relative to Overlook Parkway
and a connection from Washington Street to the SR-91 freeway.” By focusing solely on Van Buren, such an
alternative would not address the broader regional goals and objectives of the Overlook Parkway
Scenarios that are analyzed in the EIR. Specifically, a Van Buren Alternative would not address public
safety concerns related to both emergency vehicle access and increased traffic volumes within residential
neighborhoods associated with the gates on Green Orchard Place and Crystal View Terrace. The
alternative would not address traffic patterns related to the Overlook Parkway connection and the
connection westerly of Washington Avenue consistent with the General Plan 2025. The alternative would
not address a comprehensive circulation system, including multiple modes of transportation such as
bikeways and pedestrian routes consistent with the General Plan 2025. The alternative would not address
the historic integrity of Victoria Avenue and the Gage Canal as well as designations which protect the
Arlington Heights Greenbelt, and Proposition R and Measure C consistent with the General Plan 2025.

The proposed Project, under all scenarios, is not intended to address traffic from Moreno Valley, as
suggested by the commenter; the objectives relate to traffic circulation within the project vicinity,
including “traffic patterns related to the Overlook Parkway connection and the connection westerly of
Washington Avenue consistent with the General Plan 2025,” as stated in Section 2.3 of the DEIR.
Furthermore, this suggested alternative would not facilitate a connection from Washington Street to the
SR-91, which is part of the overall project objective. Thus, the suggested alternative would not meet any
of the project objectives.
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BT-2
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Response to Letter BT

BT-1:

BT-2:

BT-3:

The traffic impact analysis performed for the Project as a part of the DEIR is adequate and accurate; thus,
the DEIR as a whole is adequate. Please see Master Response 2: Vague or Conclusory Statements (Errata
pages 4-5) and Master Response 9: Traffic Model/Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19).

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4), Master Response 2: Vague or Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5), Master Response 7:
Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14), Master Response 8: Local Cut Through
Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages 14-18), and Master Response 9: Traffic
Model/Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19).

Traffic will generally increase over time, regardless of which scenario is selected. Overlook Parkway is
designated as an arterial roadway in the City’s General Plan 2025 and has been designed where built as
an arterial roadway, thus it is planned and designed to handle a higher capacity of vehicles (see Section
3.11 — Transportation/Traffic).

Proposed mitigation (improvements) associated with impacts to Overlook Parkway, Washington Street,
Victoria Avenue, Lincoln Street or Indiana Avenue is detailed in Section 3.11.4.1 — Impact Analysis of the
DEIR (Pages 3.11-45 — 3.11-104), as applicable.

The impacts associated with the Proposed C Street are detailed throughout this DEIR under Scenario 4.
The DEIR notes that, if Scenario 4 were approved, the Master Plan of Roadways within the General Plan
2025 would need to be amended (see page 2-36 of the DEIR.) The City does not anticipate another
project and another EIR concerning the Greenbelt.

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4).
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Response to Letter BU

BU-1: Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Accordingly, no further response is required.
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Response to Letter BV

BV-1:  Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Accordingly no further response is required.
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Attachment C — Page 900



Response to Letter BW

BW-1: Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4), Master Response 4: Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7), and Master Response 7:
Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14). The DEIR thoroughly analyzes the traffic
impacts for all four proposed scenarios, including those involving an extension of Overlook Parkway, see
DEIR Section 3.11 — Transportation/Traffic.
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BX-1

BX-2
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Response to Letter BX

BX-1: Air quality, noise, and traffic impacts under each scenario were fully analyzed in the DEIR in Sections 3.2
— Air Quality, 3.10 -- Noise, and 3.11 — Transportation/Traffic, respectively. Please also see Master
Response 4: Economic and Social Impacts and Master Response 13: Emergency Access and Response
Times and Concerns about Crime and Safety (Errata pages 223-25).

CEQA is concerned with impacts of a proposed project to the environment and, where impacts are
significant and feasible mitigation exists, it is required to reduce those impacts to a level of less than
significant or to the extent feasible. However, it does not require mitigation for existing conditions.

BX-2: Please see Master Response 9: Traffic Model/Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19). Accordingly, no
further response is required.

BX-3:  Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Accordingly, no further response is required.
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Response to Letter BY

BY-1:

BY-2:

BY-3:

BY-4:

BY-5:

Please see Master Response 8: Local Cut Through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages
14-18) for comments related to the widening of Madison Street. The existing traffic conditions, including
on Madison Street, are fully summarized in Section 3.11.2.4 — Existing Traffic Volumes (pages 3.11-28 —
3.11-39). It is assumed the commenter is referring to Scenarios 3 and 4, which involve the connection
and extension of Overlook Parkway, respectively. The impacts to intersections and roadway links under
Scenarios 3 and 4, including Madison Street, are fully analyzed in Section 3.11.4 — Circulation System of
the DEIR (pages 3.11-40 — 3.11-157). Mitigation measures are identified for these impacts, where
feasible.

Air quality impacts under each Scenarios 3 and 4 are fully analyzed in Sections 3.2.4 through 3.2.7 --
Issues. The existing air quality conditions, including in the Casa Blanca community, are fully summarized
in Section 3.2.2 — Environmental Setting of the Air Quality Section of the DEIR (page 3.2-6). Please also
see response to Master Response 11: Grade Separation Madison Street (Errata pages 19-21) and the
queue report which has been included as Attachment D to the Final EIR. See also response to Comment
Y-15 of the David Wahlquist letter.

Please see Master Response 8: Local Cut Through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages
14-18) for comments related to the widening of Madison Street. It is unclear if the commenter is
referring to motorists or pedestrians using side streets in the Casa Blanca community. Please see Master
Response 8: Local Cut Through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages 14-18). It is
unclear what segment of Madison Street the commenter is referring to. However, it is assumed the
commenter is referring to Madison Street, from Lincoln Avenue to the SR-91 as this portion of Madison
Street is within Casa Blanca. None of the scenarios which comprise the Project would adversely affect
pedestrian conditions on this portion of Madison Street, as no new curb and gutter improvements,
widening, or signalization would occur along the referenced section of Madison Street under any of the
four scenarios. See also Master Response 13: Emergency Access and Response Times and Concerns
About Crime and Safety (Errata pages 23-25).

Section 3.9.4 — Physically Divides an Established Community (pages 3.9-30 — 3.9-35) fully analyzes the
issue of community division.

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Accordingly, no further response is required.
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Response to Letter BZ

BzZ-1:

BZ-2:

BZ-3:

BZ-4:

BZ-5:

BZ-6:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Please also see Master Response 8: Local Cut Through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area
(Errata pages 14-18).

Please see response to Comments M-6, M-8, M-10, and M-12 of the Bill Wilkman letter.

|n

Madison Street and Washington Street are not “residential” streets. The roadway classifications for
Madison Street and Washington Street are detailed in Section 3.11.2.2 of the DEIR (Pages 3.11-18).

Data in the traffic study for those streets, as well as Madison Street and Washington Street, is valid and
considered adequate under CEQA. Please see Master Response 9: Traffic Model/Growth Assumptions
(Errata pages 18-19), for detailed reasons on why the data is valid.

The Project consists of four scenarios. It is assumed that the commenter is referencing Scenario 4
because they mention “extending Overlook Parkway through to Alessandro” above.

The DEIR adequately discloses impacts on the referenced streets under each scenario, compared to each
baseline, in the Year 2011 and Year 2035 conditions. Please see Section 3.11.4.1 Circulation System —
Impact Analysis (pages 3.11-45 — 3.11-104).

It is assumed the commenter is referring to vehicle traffic within the Project vicinity.

Under Scenarios 1, 2, and 3, vehicles would use existing roadways to reach Madison Street. Under
Scenario 4, the Proposed C Street would be constructed, which would provide a new connection to
Madison Street, which then connects to the SR-91.

There are several on- and off-ramps to the SR-91 within the City. Within the project vicinity, the primary
access to the SR-91 currently is Madison Street, which would continue to be the case under
implementation of any of the four scenarios.

Please see Master Response 2: Vague or Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5), Master Response 4:
Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7). Traffic impacts under each scenario are fully analyzed in
Section 3.11.4 — Circulation System of the DEIR (pages 3.11-40 — 3.11-157).

Please see Master Response 11: Grade Separation Madison Street (Errata pages 19-21).

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). The DEIR fully analyzes the traffic at the western terminus of Overlook Parkway for each scenario in
DEIR Section 3.11.4.1 from Page 3.11-45 to 3.11-156).
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Response to Letter CA

CA-1: Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Potential air quality impacts under each scenario are fully analyzed in Section 3.2 — Air Quality of the
DEIR.
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Response to Letter CB

CB-1:  Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Traffic is thoroughly analyzed for both scenarios that involve extending Overlook in Section 3.11 —
Transportation/Traffic. Accordingly, no further response is required
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Response to Letter CC

CC-1: Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4) and Master Response 4: Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7). Noise is thoroughly analyzed
in the DEIR at Section 3.10.4.1 beginning on page 3.10-8. Generally, CEQA is concerned with impacts that
affect the environment; impacts to one particular piece of property are generally beyond its purview.
Accordingly, no further response is required.
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Response to Letter CD

CD-1:

CD-2:

CD-3:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Accordingly, no further response is required.

Please see Master Response 13: Emergency Access and Response Times and Concerns about Crime and
Safety (Errata pages 23-25).

Please see response to Master Comment 12: Agricultural/Citrus Groves West of Washington Street (Errata
pages 21-23). The traffic impacts of each scenario, including those affecting Madison Street, are fully
analyzed in DEIR Section 3.11.4.1 from Page 3.11-45 to 3.11-156.
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Response to Letter CE

CE-1: These comments regarding the conditions on Orozco Drive are acknowledged. Please see response to

Comments M-6, M-8, M-10, M-12 and M-27 regarding comments about the Mary Street/Orozco
Drive/Hawarden Drive corridor.

Also, please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata
page 4) and Master Response 5: Regionally Diverted Traffic (Errata pages 7-8).

Please see Master Response 4: Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7).

Attachment C — Page 917



Letter CF

] CF-1

Attachment C — Page 918



Response to Letter CF

CF-1: Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Accordingly, no further response is required.
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Response to Letter CG

CG-1: Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4), Master Response 4: Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7), and Master Response 5:
Regionally Diverted Traffic (Errata pages 7-8). The DEIR sets for the objectives for the Project in Chapter
8.0 — Project Alternatives, and analyzes how each scenario meets them to varying degrees. In addition,
the DEIR analyzes noise and traffic impacts for each of these scenarios, in Sections 3.10 and 3.11,

respectively.

Accordingly, no further response is required.
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Response to Letter CH

CH-1:

CH-2:

CH-3:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Accordingly, no further response is required.

As required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the EIR considers and discusses multiple
alternatives and project scenarios. As required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) these
alternatives were selected to provide a reasonable range of possible project designs, which could feasibly
attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but avoid or substantially lessen any significant effects
of the project. Specifically, the factors considered in the selection of the alternatives included:

e Whether the alternative would avoid or substantially lessen or significant impacts of the project.
e Whether the alternative addresses solutions that are not addressed by other alternatives.
e Whether the alternative would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project.

Because the alternative solution suggested in this comment is not in close proximity to the project, it
would not meet project objectives: the alternative would not address public safety concerns related to
both emergency vehicle access and increased traffic volumes within residential neighborhoods associated
with the gates on Green Orchard Place and Crystal View Terrace; the alternative would not address traffic
patterns related to the Overlook Parkway connection and the connection westerly of Washington Avenue
consistent with the General Plan 2025; and the alternative would not address a comprehensive circulation
system, including multiple modes of transportation such as bikeways and pedestrian routes consistent
with the General Plan 2025. The alternative would not address the historic integrity of Victoria Avenue
and the Gage Canal as well as designations which protect the Arlington Heights Greenbelt, and
Proposition R and Measure C consistent with the General Plan 2025. Thus, the suggested alternative
would not meet any of the project objectives.

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4), Master Response 2: Vague or Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5), and Master Response 12:
Agricultural/Citrus Groves West of Washington Street (Errata pages 21-23).

The DEIR Sections 3.10 — Noise, 3.4 — Cultural Resources and 3.0 — Land Use and Aesthetics, thoroughly
analyze impacts relating to noise, aesthetics, cultural resources, and aesthetics. Widening Madison Street
is not part of any of the four proposed Scenarios being studied in the DEIR.

Madison Street, from Lincoln Avenue to the SR-91, is within Casa Blanca. None of the scenarios which
comprise the Project would adversely affect pedestrian conditions on this portion of Madison Street, as
no new curb and gutter improvements, widening, or signalization would occur along the referenced
section of Madison Street under any of the four scenarios.

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Please see Master Response 6: Alternatives Not Considered (Errata pages 8-10) for comments related
to removing Overlook Parkway from the General Plan 2025 Master Plan of Roadways.
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Response to Letter DA

DA-1:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4) and Master Response 13: Emergency Access and Response Times and Concerns about Crime and Safety
(Errata pages 23-25). Existing weight limits and truck routes are established by the City’s traffic division;
this project would not change those standards. The suggestion to have weight limits and posting signs not
allowing trucks is acknowledged, but does not address the adequacy of the EIR. Accordingly, no further
response is required.
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Response to Letter DB

DB-1:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4), Master Response 4: Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7), Master Response 5: Regionally
Diverted Traffic (Errata pages 7-8), Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata
pages 10-14), Master Response 8: Local Cut Through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata
pages 14-18), and Master Response 12: Agricultural/Citrus Groves West of Washington Street (Errata
pages 21-23).

All of the environmental concerns raised by commenter are fully addressed in the DEIR, including land use
impacts (Section 3.9 — Land Use and Aesthetics) and traffic (Section 3.11 — Transportation/Traffic), were
fully analyzed for each of the four Scenarios. The commenter does not provide any facts or substantial
evidence to support their opinion. Accordingly, no further response is required.
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Response to Letter DC

DC-1:

DC-2:

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the public record. Please refer to Master Response 1:
Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page 4). The commenter does not
provide any facts or substantial evidence to support their opinion. Accordingly, no further response is
required.

As described in the DEIR, the Project has the potential to redistribute traffic within roadways in the
project vicinity, but traffic would not increase as a result of any of the four scenarios which comprise the
Project.

It is not clear as to where specifically within the Greenbelt the commenter believes the increase in traffic
would occur.

The existing conditions of vehicle traffic within the Project vicinity, including the Arlington Heights
Greenbelt, are adequately detailed in Section 3.11.2.4 of the DEIR (page 3.11-28). It is assumed the
commenter is not in favor of Scenario 3 or 4, which involve the connection and extension of Overlook
Parkway. Traffic hazards associated with the Proposed C Street under Scenario 4 are detailed in Section
3.11.7.1 (page 3.11-168) of the DEIR. As stated therein:

Furthermore, as equestrian/horse riding activity is also present in this area, standard
signage cautioning motorists would also be included along the Proposed C Street and near
trail crossings and connections.

The intention of the Proposed C Street is to provide a more direct connection to SR-91 and thus reduce
vehicle traffic on smaller local streets, including Dufferin Avenue and other streets mentioned by the
commenter.

The other three scenarios do not introduce roadways within the Arlington Heights Greenbelt, which the
commenter references. Traffic volumes generally would increase in time throughout the Project vicinity
due to growth and various other factors (see Master Response 9: Traffic Model/Growth Assumptions
(Errata pages 18-19)). The City aims to protect smaller streets and the safety of alternate transportation
users, including equestrian, from local cut-through traffic through the implementation of the
Neighborhood Traffic Management Program. Please see Master Response 8: Local Cut Through
Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages 14-18).

The commenter states that they believe existing traffic conditions within the Arlington Heights Greenbelt
“destroy [their] rural lifestyle.”

It is not entirely clear what the commenter is specifically referring to; however, as detailed in Section
3.11.2.4, Existing Traffic Volumes, intersections and roadway links within the Arlington Heights Greenbelt
operate at an acceptable LOS, which generally indicate above average traffic operations. The only
intersection within the Arlington Heights Greenbelt that currently operates at a failing LOS is Washington
Street and Victoria Ave South (see Table 3.11-4, Gates Open — Existing Peak Hour Intersection
Operations). Thus, the roadways detailed by the commenter do not operate above capacity or in a
manner that would reasonably interfere with alternate transportation users, including pedestrians,
cyclists, or equestrians.

Please also see Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14).

Fire hazard risk associated with the each of the Scenarios is discussed in Section 7.1 — Hazards Materials
and Public Health of the EIR (pages 7-3 — 7-4). The General Plan 2025 FEIR does not identify any
significant fire hazard areas in the Project vicinity. Where there are vacant or vegetated areas of land
that have the potential for dry brush to accumulate, the City zoning codes are enforced, in some cases
requiring regular maintenance or tilling in a manner that reduces fire risk. None of the four scenarios
would affect implementation of code enforcement or expose people or structures to a significant risk of
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DC-3:

DC-4:

DC-5:

DC-6:

DC-7:

loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas
or where residences are intermixed with wildlands. Thus, there would be no impact

Localized air emissions impacts to sensitive receptors / human health are detailed in Section 3.2.6 —
Sensitive Receptors of the DEIR (Pages 3.2-29 — 3.2-45). The modeled carbon monoxide (CO)
concentrations are projected to be less than the state and federal standards. Under all scenarios,
impacts from CO hot spots would be less than significant. In addition, impacts due to all construction and
operational air quality emissions would be less than significant for all scenarios.

Please see Master Response 13: Emergency Access and Response Times and Concerns about Crime Safety
(Errata pages 23-25).

Ambient noise impacts are discussed in Section 3.10.5 — Permanent Ambient Noise Increase of the DEIR
(Pages 3.10-47 — 3.10-48). Scenarios 3 and 4 would result in significant traffic noise impacts at existing
residences located adjacent to Washington Street and Madison Street, and no feasible mitigation has
been found. These impacts are detailed in the DEIR. Other roadways and residences within the
Greenbelt and Project vicinity were analyzed for noise impacts. Please refer to Section 3.10.4.1 of the
DEIR (starting on page 3.10-8). Ultimately, the City Council will decide which scenario to implement
based on results of the DEIR including impacts that remain significant and unavoidable, as well as
considerations outside of the scope of the DEIR (economic, social, etc.).

The thresholds of significance for potential impacts to wildlife species are detailed in Section 3.3.4 of the
DEIR, which state, “Would the proposed Project have a substantial adverse effect on a listed species, a
candidate for state listing, or a federal or state fully protected species?” None of the wildlife species
listed by the commenter are listed or protected species (except for hawks, which are discussed below).
The species listed are commonly associated with urban environments. Furthermore, implementation of
Scenario 4 would not remove a substantial amount of habitat for these common wildlife species, nor
would the scenario diminish or result in the permanent loss of these species or adversely impact the local
population as a whole.

As described in Section 3.3.4 — Special Status Species of the DEIR (Pages 3.3-40-3.3-45), no special status
wildlife species were observed or have the potential to occur in the Western Survey Area (i.e. Greenbelt).
Therefore, no impacts are expected to occur. However, impacts to Lincoln’s sparrow, raptors, and
migratory birds (such as hawks) during construction of the Proposed C Street would be potentially
significant. Mitigation for this impact would reduce the impact to less than significant. Additionally, as
detailed in Section 3.3.6 — Wildlife Corridors (pages 3.3-59 — 3.3-62), the alignment for the Proposed C
Street (within the Greenbelt) is within an urban setting with agricultural and residential uses also not
located within an identified wildlife corridor or linkage area (i.e., not in the Criteria Area) for the MSHCP.
The area where the new road is proposed does not serve as a wildlife movement corridor due to the level
of development and lack of open natural space and related features such as drainages. Implementation of
the Proposed C Street would not affect wildlife movement corridors; thus, impacts would be less than
significant.

Please also see Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14).

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the public record. Please refer to Master Response 1:
Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page 4). The commenter does not
provide any facts or substantial evidence to support their opinion. Accordingly, no further response is
required.
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Response to Letter DD

DD-1:

DD-2:

DD-3:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). See also Master Response 5: Regionally Diverted Traffic (Errata pages 7-8), Master Response 8: Local
Cut Through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages 14-18), and Master Response 13:
Emergency Access and Response Times and Concerns about Crime and Safety (Errata pages 23-25). See
Section 3.10 — Noise of the DEIR.

Noise impacts from traffic to residences on Overlook Parkway are described in Section 3.10.4.1 (pages
3.10-8 — 3.10-44). The DEIR concludes that several roadway segments of Overlook Parkway would be
exposed to future traffic noise levels greater than 65 CNEL. There are existing walls located along the
segments of Overlook Parkway. It was calculated that the walls provide approximately a five dB
reduction in traffic noise levels, reducing noise levels to less than 65 CNEL. Therefore, because walls are
already in place adjacent to these segments of Overlook Parkway, impacts at these residences due to
Scenarios 3 and 4 would be less than significant. No modifications to the existing walls would be
required. See Master Response 13: Emergency Access and Response Times and Concerns about Crime
and Safety (Errata pages 23-25).

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues. Accordingly,
no further response is required.

Attachment C — Page 974



Letter DE

DE-1

Attachment C — Page 975



Response to Letter DE

DE-1:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4) and Master Response 13: Emergency Access and Response Times and Concerns about Crime and Safety
(Errata pages 23-25). Emergency access is also fully analyzed and compared for each of the four Scenarios,
including Scenario 1, gates closed, in Section 3.11.6, the sole scenario for which impacts related to
emergency access would be significant. Ultimately, the City Council will decide which scenario to
implement based on results of the DEIR including the fact that some impacts remain significant and
unavoidable under some scenarios but not others, as well as considerations outside of the scope of the
DEIR (economic, social, etc.).
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Response to Letter DF

DF-1:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Traffic volumes, impacts, and mitigation measures under Scenario 2 (Gates Open) are fully analyzed in
Section 3.11.4 — Circulation System of the DEIR (pages 3.11-40 — 3.11-157). See Master Responses 4:
Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7), Master Response 5: Regionally Diverted Traffic and
Master Response 8: Local Cut Through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages 14-18).
Emergency access and response times are fully analyzed for each scenario in Section 3.11.6 and further
discussed in Master Response 13: Emergency Access and Response Times and Concerns about Crime and
Safety (Errata pages 23-25). CEQA requires disclosure, analysis, and, if feasible, mitigation of significant
impacts that would be caused by the proposed project, but does not require mitigation of existing
impacts.
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Response to Letter DG

DG-1: Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Accordingly, no further response is required.
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Response to Letter DH

DH-1:

DH-2:

DH-3:

DH-4:

DH-5:

Please see Master Response 2: Vague or Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5).

The commenter is unclear as to what “residential streets” would have “thousands of cars per day” as a
result of the project. It should be noted that none of the scenarios which comprise the project would
generate trips. Furthermore, traffic impacts are under each scenario are fully analyzed in DEIR Section
3.11.4.1 from Page 3.11-45 to 3.11-156. Please see Master Response 8: Local Cut Through Traffic/Traffic
Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages 14-18).

Please see Master Response 4: Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7), and Master Response 5:
Regionally Diverted Traffic (Errata pages 7-8).

Impacts to historical resources, including Victoria Avenue, are fully analyzed in Section 3.4 -
Cultural/Paleontological Resources of the DEIR. See also Master Response 12: Agricultural/Citrus Groves
West of Washington Street (Errata pages 21-23)

Please see Master Response 2: Vague or Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5) and Master Response
7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14). Accordingly, no further response is
required.

Please see Master Responses 2: Vague or Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5) and Master Response
4: Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7). It is unclear which scenario that comprises the project
the commenter is referring to. Traffic volumes within the Casa Blanca community under all four scenarios
are fully analyzed and disclosed in DEIR Section 3.11.4.1 from Page 3.11-45 to 3.11-156.

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Accordingly, no further response is required.
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Response to Letter DI

DI-1: Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). The traffic impacts of all four Scenarios are fully analyzed and compared in DEIR Section 3.11 —
Transportation/Traffic. Ultimately, the City Council will decide which scenario to implement based on
results of the DEIR including the various transportation-related impacts and impacts that remain
significant and unavoidable, as well as considerations outside of the scope of the DEIR (economic, social,
etc.). Accordingly, no further response is required.

Attachment C — Page 984



Letter DJ

DJ-1

DJ-2
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Response to Letter DJ

DJ-1:

DJ-2:

DJ-3:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Please note that CEQA requires analysis and, if applicable and feasible, mitigation of a proposed
project’s impacts as compared to existing conditions, but not mitigation of existing conditions.
Accordingly, no further response is required.

Please see Master Response 2: Vague or Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5). The commenter does
not support their contention with facts or other evidence that likely traffic impacts are ignored. Indeed,
the DEIR recognizes that traffic volumes will generally increase over time regardless of which scenario is
selected, and traffic volumes, impacts, and mitigation measures are fully analyzed in Section 3.11.4 of the
DEIR (pages 3.11-40 — 3.11-157), including each scenario’s potential impacts along Mary Street. Please
also see Master Response 5: Regionally Diverted Traffic (Errata pages 7-8), Master Response 8: Local Cut
Through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages 14-18), and Master Response 9: Traffic
Model/Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19).

Traffic volumes, impacts, and mitigation measures, including for the west end of Overlook Parkway, are
fully analyzed in Section 3.11.4 — Circulation System of the DEIR (pages 3.11-40 — 3.11-157). See Master
Responses 5: Regionally Diverted Traffic (Errata pages 7-8) and 8: Local Cut Through Traffic/Traffic Impact
Analysis Study Area (Errata pages 14-18). Accordingly, no further response is required.
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Response to Letter DK

DK-1:  Originally the comment period was from December 4, 2012, to February 1, 2013; however, it was then
extended to March 1, 2013, per the public’s request.
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Response to Letter DL

DL-1:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). CEQA concerns disclosure, analysis, and, if appropriate and feasible, mitigation of environmental
impacts, and does not relate to economic concerns. However, the City Council will ultimately decide
which scenario to implement based on results of the DEIR and considerations outside of the scope of the
DEIR (economic, social, etc.). Accordingly, no further response is required.
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Response to Letter DM

DM-1:

Section 3.11.4.1 (pages 3.11-40 — 3.11-157) details impacts that would occur to intersections and
roadway segments along Washington Street and Madison Street under Scenarios 1, 2, 3 and 4. Please
also see Master Response 5: Regionally Diverted Traffic (Errata pages 7-8) for comments related to
Madison Street.

Section 3.3.5 of the DEIR (pages 3.3-45 — 3.3-59) discusses potential impacts from construction of a
bridge over the arroyo. The bridge has been designed to minimize impacts to jurisdictional resources in
the arroyo. However, temporary and permanent impacts to jurisdictional resources from construction of

the fill crossing and bridge would occur. Through mitigation, impacts would be reduced to less than
significant.

The segments of Overlook Parkway east of arroyo would be connected with fill, as described in Section 2.0
— Project Description of the DEIR. The fill crossing improvements would also include a culvert under the
road to allow for continued drainage (see Page 3-24). The environmental impacts of Scenarios 3 and 4,
including the construction of a bridge over the arroyo at the east end of Overlook Parkway, are fully
analyzed throughout the DEIR.
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Response to Letter DN

DN-1:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Emergency access and response times are fully analyzed in the DEIR at Section 3.11.6 and compared
for each of the four Scenarios, with only Scenario 1, gates closed, resulting in a significant and
unavoidable impact. Emergency response times are further discussed in Master Response 13: Emergency
Access and Response Times and Concerns about Crime and Safety (Errata pages 23-25). Ultimately, the
City Council will decide which scenario to implement based on results of the DEIR including weighing the
impacts that will remain significant and unavoidable, as well as considerations outside of the scope of the
DEIR (economic, social, etc.). Accordingly, no further response is required.
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Response to Letter DO

DO-1:

The Project evaluated in the DEIR is composed of four different scenarios, two of which (Scenarios 3 and
4) involve the connection of Overlook Parkway.

The FEIR will be prepared and ready for public review prior to City Council hearing, which will be noticed
and agendized as required by law. Please refer to Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on
Non-environmental Issues (Errata page 4) relative to public updates on the process and the content of
the comment.

Please see the DEIR Section 3.11.6 for discussion of emergency access and response times and the relative
impacts of the four Scenarios, as well as Master Response 13: Emergency Access and Response Times and
Concerns about Crime and Safety (Errata pages 23-25). CEQA is concerned with environmental impacts
rather than other types of impacts or cost. Ultimately, the City Council will decide which scenario to
implement based on results of the DEIR, including weighing the impacts that remain significant and
unavoidable, as well as considerations outside of the scope of the DEIR (economic, social, etc.). Please
refer to Master Response 3: Late Comments Received Outside the Comment Period (Errata page 5) for
comments received out the comment period.
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Response to Letter DP

DP-1:

DP-2:

DP-3:

DP-4:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4), and Master Response 6: Alternatives Not Considered (Errata pages 8-10) for comments related to
removing Overlook Parkway from the General Plan 2025 Master Plan of Roadways. Accordingly, no
further response is required.

Please see Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14), Master
Response 5: Regionally Diverted Traffic (Errata pages 7-8), and Master Response 8: Local Cut Through
Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages 14-18).

It is assumed the commenter is referring to Scenario 3, which would connect Overlook Parkway westerly
but would not construct the Proposed C Street. As detailed in the DEIR Table 3.11-12, Existing Plus
Project (2011), Scenario 3 Compared To Gates Closed Baseline, Roadway Link Analysis, there would be
9,493 ADT along Overlook Parkway, east of Washington Street (roadway link number 2 in the table). This
would be Level of Service (LOS) A-B, which does not represent a significant impact.

As detailed in DEIR Table 3.11-26, Year 2035 (Buildout), Scenario 3 Compared To Gates Closed Baseline,
Roadway Link Analysis, there would be 16,880 ADT along Overlook Parkway, east of Washington Street
(roadway link number 2 in the table) This would be LOS A-B, which does not represent a significant
impact.

Thus, the commenter is incorrect in stating there would be 20,000 cars per day “dumped onto
Washington Street” under Scenario 3, either in the existing plus project condition or the buildout
condition.

Please see the response to Comment DP-2 above. The commenter is incorrect in stating there would be
20,000 cars per day “dumped onto Washington Street” under Scenario 3, either in the existing plus
project condition or the buildout condition. Under Scenario 3, the majority of traffic, once it reaches
Washington Street would go north on Washington Street, as indicated in Figure 6-7A (page 94) of the
Traffic Impact Analysis, Appendix J to the DEIR. Under Scenario 4, the majority of traffic from Overlook
Parkway would use the Proposed C Street, which connects to Victoria Avenue and Madison Street (refer
to Figure 6-8A (page 96) of Appendix J). These and other traffic impacts of each of the scenarios are fully
analyzed in the DEIR at Section 3.11 — Transportation/Traffic.

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4), Master Response 5: Regionally Diverted Traffic (Errata pages 7-8) and Master Response 8: Local Cut
Through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages 14-18).

Please note that CEQA is concerned with environmental impacts, not economic or social impacts, and thus
analysis and responses to comments are limited to environmental concerns. However, the City Council
will ultimately decide which scenario to implement based on results of the DEIR and considerations
outside of the scope of the DEIR (economic, social, etc.). Funding for school teachers comes from the
State of California. Accordingly, no further response is required, and the funding for the Project will not
affect funding for teachers.
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Response to Letter DQ

DQ-1:

DQ-2:

DQ-3:

DQ-4:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4) and Master Response 2: Vague or Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5). It is not clear as to which
scenario or roadway the commenter is referring to. Section 3.11.4 of the DEIR (pages 3.11-40 — 3.11-157)
provides adequate analysis of the number of vehicles along Overlook Parkway under each scenario. The
largest amount of vehicles per day (i.e., ADT) along Overlook Parkway is shown in Table 3.11-36, Year
2035 (Buildout), Scenario 4 Compared To Gates Open Baseline, Roadway Link Analysis. As shown therein,
there would be 21,820 ADT along Overlook Parkway east of Washington Street (number 2 in the table).
This amount of ADT would represent LOS A-B, which is defined as very good to excellent roadway
operation.

Please see Master Response 2: Vague or Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5) and Master Response
13: Emergency Access and Response Times and Concerns about Crime and Safety (Errata pages 23-25).

The widening of Madison Street is not proposed under any of the four scenarios. The Master Plan of
Roadways within the General Plan 2025 identifies Madison Street to be an 88-foot, four-lane arterial
roadway from Victoria Avenue to the SR-91. Thus, regardless of the scenario that is ultimately
implemented by decision makers, this portion of Madison Street is scheduled to become an 88-foot,
four-lane arterial roadway.

The Proposed C Street under Scenario 4 is an area that does not contain any residences, thus it is unclear
how Scenario 4 would “literally bring traffic to the front doors of many homes.”

Air quality, noise, and traffic impacts are fully analyzed in Sections 3.2 — Air Quality, 3.10 -- Noise, and
3.11 — Transportation/ Traffic of the DEIR.

Regarding public safety issues associated with possible pedestrian use of Street C, the roadway would be
constructed to comply with city standards. Where the Proposed C Street would connect or cross with
other roadways, standard signage cautioning motorists would also be included along the Proposed C
Street and near crossings and connections. Pedestrian safety along Proposed C Street would be
consistent with city standards for similar roadways in the city and would not be considered a significant
environmental effect.

Please see responses to Master Comment 7: Inconsistent with Proposition R and Measure C (Errata pages
10-14) and Master Response 12: Agricultural/Citrus Groves West of Washington Street (Errata pages 21-
23).

Please see Master Response 4: Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7) and Master Response 5:
Regionally Diverted Traffic (Errata pages 7-8).
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Response to Letter DR

DR-1: Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Accordingly, no further response is required.
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Response to Letter DS

DS-1: Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). The bridge for Overlook Parkway to cross the Alessandro Arroyo was designed to minimize
hydrological impacts, in accordance with General Plan 2025 policy LU-5.3, which states:

Encourage that any crossings of the City’s major arroyos are span bridges or soft bottom
arch culverts that minimize disturbance of the ground and any wetland area. At grade
crossings are strongly discouraged in major arroyos. To minimize disturbance of the arroyo
the design will take into consideration aesthetics, biological, hydrological and permitting
(i.e., MSHCP, ACOE, DFG, etc.) requirements to promote the free movement of water and
wildlife. In addition, areas of the arroyo disturbed by construction will be restored
consistent with requirements of the MSHCP, as well as the ACOE’s 404 Permit Program and
DFG’s Streambed Alteration Agreement Program as applicable.

Installing concrete culverts would increase biological and hydrological impacts to the Alessandro Arroyo.
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Response to Letter DT

DT-1: Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). The respective traffic and air quality impacts of the four Scenarios are disclosed, analyzed, and
compared in the DEIR at Section 3.11 — Transportation/Traffic and 3.2 — Air Quality. Accordingly, no

further response is required.
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Response to Letter DU

DU-1:

DU-2:

DU-3:

DU-4:

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). None of the scenarios which comprise the Project propose to construct a freeway or expressway.
Scenarios 3 and 4 propose the connection and extension, respectively, of an east-west arterial roadway.
In should be noted that the University of Southern California is located in Los Angeles and would have no
bearing on traffic conditions associated with the project.

It is assumed the commenter is referring to traffic volumes on Overlook Parkway under Scenarios 3 and 4,
as they previously state they are against the connection of Overlook Parkway. The worst-case traffic
volume on Overlook Parkway, east of Washington Street, would be 21,820 ADT under Scenario 4
compared to the Gates Open baseline at buildout (see Year 2035 in Table 3.11-36 of the DEIR). Please also
see Response L-18-L-29 of the Johnson Sedlack Letter which addresses the air quality analysis and further
explains that the Project would not substantially increase or attract diesel traffic that would impact
residents on Overlook Parkway.

As detailed in Section 15105(a) of the CEQA Guidelines: “The public review period for a draft EIR shall not
be less than 30 days nor should it be longer than 60 days except under unusual circumstances.” Due to
requests from City Council and members of the public, the public comment period was extended 30 days
to March 1, 2013 for a total of 90 days. As explained in the introduction to the responses to comments,
the City also held community meetings and a joint workshop with the Transportation Board and Planning
Commission during the public review period. Comments were taken from the public at all these
meetings.

This comment is noted and has become part of the public record. Please also see the Response to -- Karen
Doris Wright Letter Comment DV-1, below.
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Attachment C — Page 1012



Letter DV — page 4

DV-1
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Response to Letter DV

DV-1:

This response is intended to address the initial written comments on forms provided at the January 9,
2013 Transportation Board/Planning Commission Workshop. However, the sentences are not all legible
and clear. The comments address a range of issues, including: opposition to certification of the Draft EIR,
traffic volumes on Overlook Parkway under Scenarios 3 and 4, clarity of graphics displaying Overlook
Parkway for Scenarios 1 and 2, disclosure of Overlook Parkway remaining on the General Plan 2025
under all scenarios, and concern about cut-through traffic especially vehicles from the SR-91, Proposition
R and Measure C, property values, areas of Victoria Avenue and the Greenbelt, noise, and air quality. The
issues raised in this letter have been addressed in previous comment letters provided by this commenter
and/or the Master Responses.

Section 2.6 of the Project Description provides a summary of the four scenarios. Under Scenario 1,
Overlook Parkway would not connect to the east and the gates would be closed at Crystal View Terrace
and Green Orchard Place. Under Scenario 2, Overlook Parkway would not connect to the east and the
gates at Chrystal View Terrace and Green Orchard Place would be removed.

Under Scenario 3, the gates would be removed and Overlook Parkway would be connected between Via
Vista Drive and approximately 500 feet west of Sandtrack Road and over the Alessandro Arroyo. Scenario
4 is the same as Scenario 3 plus a “C Street” (See also the Errata pages 30-45 for the new Proposed “C”
Street Alignment B) would be constructed to connect the intersection of Overlook Parkway at
Washington Street to the intersection of Victoria Avenue at Madison Street As discussed throughout the
DEIR, including Section 2.6, Proposed Project, Overlook Parkway would be an arterial roadway, not an
expressway.

Please see Master Response 9: Traffic Model/Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19). The results of the
Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) were based on computer model that was specifically developed and validated
for the project. The travel demand model was based on the Riverside Countywide model (RivTAM)
because it contains the official growth forecast for the County of Riverside and southern California.
Therefore, the cut-through traffic number is accurate.

See Response to Comment letter L — Johnson & Sedlack numbers L-18 — L29. It was determined the
Project would not expose any existing sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations of diesel PM
concentrations or excess cancer risks.

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). None of the scenarios which comprise the Project propose to construct a freeway or expressway.
Scenarios 3 and 4 contemplate the connection and extension, respectively, of an arterial roadway. Please
see Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14).
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Response to Letter DW

DW-1:

DW-2:

DW-3:

DW-4.

DW-5:

Significant impacts, including those that cannot be fully mitigated, under each scenario are fully disclosed
throughout the DEIR and are summarized in Table S-1 (page S-10).

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). The DEIR does not discriminate; it objectively evaluates the physical impacts to the environment of
the four scenarios which comprise the project. Please see Master Response 4: Economic and Social
Impacts (Errata pages 5-7) for comments regarding financial and economic impacts.

Scenario 4 would not include the alteration of the traffic calming measures on Madison Street within the
Casa Blanca community, which were installed as a temporary measure in 2001. The Master Plan of
Roadways within the General Plan 2025 identifies Madison Street to be an 88-foot, four-lane arterial
roadway from Victoria Avenue to the SR-91. Thus, regardless of the scenario that is ultimately
implemented by decision makers, this portion of Madison Street is scheduled to become an 88-foot,
four-lane arterial roadway in the future as traffic demands warrant the widening.

The traffic hazards associated with the Proposed C Street under Scenario 4 are fully analyzed in Section
3.11.7.1 of the DEIR. The Proposed C Street is within private property where pedestrians, etc. are not
currently present (See also the Errata pages 30-45 For the Proposed “C” Street Alignment B discussion). As
previously mentioned, Scenario 4 would not alter the portion of Madison Street where the commenter is
referencing, and thus would not put pedestrians at a substantial risk. Traffic will increase throughout the
Project vicinity under any scenario due to buildout, and pedestrian/alternate transportation users’ safety
is continuously evaluated by the City.

Please refer to Response DW-2 above for comments related to traffic, air quality, and health risk. Please
also see Response to Comment letter L —Johnson & Sedlack numbers L-18 — L-29.

Section 3.2.1 of the DEIR contains all applicable air quality regulations relevant to the Project. It is unclear
what guideline the commenter is referring to in that “houses should not be within 1,500 feet of where
particulate matter can be breathed in.”

As detailed within Section 3.2.6.1 of the DEIR (page 3.2-44),

As reflected in the CARB handbook, there is currently no adopted standard for the
significance of health effects from mobile sources. Therefore, CARB has provided guidelines
for the siting of land uses near heavily traveled roadways. Of pertinence to this study, CARB
guidelines indicate that siting new sensitive land uses within 500 feet of a freeway, urban
roads with 100,000 vehicles/day, or rural roads with 50,000 vehicles/day should be avoided
when possible.

Therefore, the Project would not result in roadways of 100,000 vehicles per day or rural
roads of 50,000 vehicles per day. Because the Project would not generate new trips or
create new sensitive land uses, impacts would be less than significant.

Thus, the DEIR fully analyzed potential health effects due to air quality. Under all scenarios, impacts due
to construction and operational diesel particulate matter would be less than significant.

Please see Master Response 4: Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7) for comments related to
property values. The CEQA Guidelines Section 151319a) does not require an analysis of a project’s social
or economic effect because such impacts are not, in and of themselves, considered significant effects on
the environment. It is unclear what guideline the commenter is referring to. Please refer to the response
to comment DW-2 above for comments related to air quality and health effects.

As described on page 32 of the Errata to the FEIR, the Proposed “C” Street Alignment B would be two
lanes within an 88-foot right-of-way. It is not clear where the commenter is referring to where parking
would be lost or unsafe. None of the scenarios which comprise the project involve the removal of on-
street parking or create unsafe parking conditions from the projected traffic volumes under each of the
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DW-6:

DW-7:

scenarios. Public parking has not been identified as a significant impact from the projected traffic
volumes. Furthermore, any roadway improvements associated with the scenarios would comply with
city design standards for public safety. See also Maser Response 13: Emergency Access and Response
Times and Concerns about Crime and Safety (Errata pages 23-25).

It is assumed the commenter is referring to Scenario 4 because they have previously stated the
opposition to that particular scenario. Scenario 4 involves the construction of the Proposed C Street
(either Alignment A or Alignment B) in an area where no road currently exists, thus it is not clear where
the commenter is referring to “where the community fought for years to slow traffic to one lane...”

Scenario 4 would not include the alteration of the traffic calming measures on Madison Street within the
Casa Blanca community, which were installed as a temporary measure in 2001. The Master Plan of
Roadways within the General Plan 2025 identifies Madison Street to be an 88-foot, four-lane arterial
roadway from Victoria Avenue to the SR-91. Thus, regardless of the scenario that is ultimately
implemented by decision makers, this portion of Madison Street is scheduled to become an 88-foot,
four-lane arterial roadway the future as traffic demands warrant the widening

It is not clear where the commenter is referring to where parking would be removed. None of the
scenarios which comprise the project involve the removal of on-street parking. Traffic hazards are fully
analyzed in Section 3.11.7 of the DEIR.

Please also see Master Response 8: Local Cut Through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata
pages 14-18). Public safety is the utmost concern and serves as a primary factor in the application of
traffic calming measures and traffic control devices. The City, through the Department of Public Works,
has an active Neighborhood Traffic Management Program to minimize and/or prevent intrusion of local
cut-through traffic into residential neighborhoods, through traffic management and traffic calming
strategies; and to improve the livability of neighborhoods through controlling the impacts of outside
traffic.

For comments related to air quality, please also see letter L — Johnson & Sedlack numbers L-18 — L29. All
scenarios have less than a significant impact on air quality. See also Master Response 13: Emergency
Access and Response Times and Concerns about Crime and Safety (Errata pages 23-25).

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). The DEIR adequately discloses impacts to agricultural resources in Section 3.2 — Agricultural
Resources. See also Master Response 2.

Please see Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14). None of the
Scenarios analyzed violate any provision of Proposition R or Measure C. All Scenarios are consistent with
the provisions, purpose and intent of the measures.

The Lead Agency, the City of Riverside, has complied with all noticing requirements required under the
CEQA Guidelines, as detailed below.

Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines details the circulation and content requirements for the Notice of
Preparation (NOP). Both NOPs (see Appendix A-1 and A-2 of the EIR) met all requirements of this section.
In addition, an advertisement for the initial and amended NOPs were published in The Press-Enterprise in
Riverside County, posted on the City’s calendar, and distributed to a list of agencies and interested
parties (including all interested parties who commented on the initial NOP).

The City has complied with all applicable public noticing requirements for meetings associated with
Overlook Parkway and the General Plan and has made every effort to clearly explain the components of
the project. In addition, Section 15083 of the CEQA Guidelines details recommended measures regarding
early public consultation, including scoping meetings. The Guidelines do not require that a meeting be
held, nor do they state how these meetings should be run. The Lead Agency held a formal public scoping
meeting for the project on March 9, 2011 at the City Council Chambers. All attendees who turned in a
speaker card were allotted time to speak on issues that they thought should be covered within the DEIR.
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DW-9:

After completing the DEIR, the Lead Agency complied with all requirements set forth in Sections 15085,
15086, and 15087. In addition, as detailed in Section 15105(a) of the CEQA Guidelines: “The public review
period for a draft EIR shall not be less than 30 days nor should it be longer than 60 days except under
unusual circumstances.” Due to requests from City Council and members of the public, the public
comment period was extended 30 days to March 1, 2013 for a total of 90 days. As explained in the
introduction to the responses to comments, the City also held community meetings and a joint workshop
with the Transportation Board and Planning Commission during the public review period. Comments
were taken from the public at all these meetings.

Please see Master Response 2: Vague or Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5). Please also see Master
Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14). The only potential part of the
Project that may actually be built in the Greenbelt is the extension of the Proposed C Street proposed as
part of Scenario 4. The Proposed C Street is considered infrastructure and it has been designed to
minimize its impacts on the greenbelt.
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Response to Letter DX

DX-1:

DX-2:

DX-3:

DX-4:

DX-5:

DX-6:

DX-7:

DX-8:

The objectives of the project were adequately disclosed in both the initial NOP and the amended NOP.
The initial NOP was made publicly available prior to the public scoping meeting held for the project. As
stated therein, one of the objectives of the project is to address “traffic patterns related to the Overlook
Parkway connection and the connection westerly of Washington Street consistent with the General Plan
2025.”

Overlook Parkway would not be connected across the Alessandro Arroyo and fill crossing, nor extended
westerly under Scenarios 1 and 2 of this project. Please see Master Response 6: Alternatives Not
Considered (Errata pages 8-10) for comments related to removing Overlook Parkway from the General
Plan 2025 Master Plan of Roadways. Please also see above response to comment DX-1.

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Please also see Master Response 6: Alternatives Not Considered (Errata pages 8-10) for comments
relating to the removal of Overlook Parkway from the General Plan.

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4) and Master Response 2: Vague or Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5). It is unclear what maps
the commenter is referring to. Madison Street is shown in the Figures in the EIR, but does not directly
connect to Canyon Crest Drive.

Both Overlook Parkway and Canyon Crest Drive are on the Master Plan of Roadways within the General
Plan 2025 (prepared in 2008) as four-lane, 110-foot arterial roadways. The commenter is incorrect in
stating that the traffic analysis and DEIR did not assume these conditions. The Master Plan of Roadways is
used as the roadway network/assumptions in the 2035 (Buildout) analysis within the DEIR (see Page 3.11-
65 of the DEIR). Please see Master Response 9: Traffic Model/Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19)
for reasons why the traffic model and analysis within the DEIR is considered adequate under CEQA for
both existing and future conditions. The worst-case traffic volume on Overlook Parkway, east of
Washington Street, would be 21,820 ADT under Scenario 4 compared to the Gates Open baseline in the
Year 2035 (see Table 3.11-36).

Please see Master Response 9: Traffic Model Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19) for reasons why
the DEIR accurately summarized future traffic conditions. Please see Master Response 8: Local Cut
Through Traffic/Traffic Impact Area Study Area (Errata pages 14-18) for comments referring to Canyon
Crest Drive. As detailed in Section 3.11.2.2 (page 3.11-18) of the DEIR:

“The portion of (Canyon Crest Drive) between Country Club Drive and Via Vista Drive is listed
on the Five-Year Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) of the TUMF Program to widen
two to four lanes; however, it has been delayed due to lack of funding with no new
schedule.”

Thus, the existing condition (and scheduled widening) of Canyon Crest Drive was accurately analyzed
within the traffic model conducted for the DEIR. As detailed in Section 3.11.2.2 (page 3.11-18) of the
DEIR, Overlook Parkway is an existing four-lane, 110-foot arterial parkway from Via Vista Drive to
Washington Street. The General Plan 2025 does not state this roadway would be widened.

Please Master Response 5: Regionally Diverted Traffic (Errata pages 7-8).

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4) for comments relating to the cost of implementing any of the scenarios. Please see Master Response 4:
Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7) for comments related to Casa Blanca and environmental
justice.
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Letter DY — page 6
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Response to Letter DY

DY-1:

DY-2:

DY-3:

DY-4:

DY-5:

DY-6:

The Lead Agency, the City of Riverside, has complied with all noticing requirements required under the
CEQA Guidelines.

The Lead Agency, the City of Riverside, has complied with all noticing requirements required under the
CEQA Guidelines.

The DEIR does not recommend any scenario which comprises the project; the DEIR equally evaluates the
physical impacts to the environment of each scenario. Overlook Parkway would not be connected across
the Alessandro Arroyo and fill crossing, nor extended westerly under Scenarios 1 and 2 of this project.
Please see Master Response 6: Alternatives Not Considered (Errata pages 8-10), for comments related to
removing the connection of Overlook Parkway from the General Plan 2025.

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4); Master Response 2: Vague or Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5); Master Response 4: Economic
and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7); Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata
pages 10-14); and Master Response 12: Agricultural/Citrus Groves West of Washington Street (Errata
pages 21-23).

The referenced map did not show up in the email transmitted to the City of Riverside from the
commenter. Please see the above response to comment DX-6. The existing conditions of the circulation
system, including Canyon Crest Drive and Overlook Parkway, are adequately detailed in Section 3.11.2.4
(Page 3.11-28) of the DEIR.

As discussed in the above response to comment DX-6, the DEIR adequately disclosed the status of the
scheduled widening to Canyon Crest Drive, which is a Western Riverside Council of Governments’
(WRCOG) TUMF project that has not secured funding.

As for the “changes” to Overlook Parkway, the DEIR evaluates this roadway through four scenarios which
comprise the project. As detailed in Section 2.2 (Page 2-4) of the DEIR:

The General Plan 2025 did, however, plan for improvements that would alleviate congestion and provide
critical connections in the network, explaining that “long-planned roadway improvements, such as the
extension of Overlook Parkway and the widening of Alessandro Boulevard to six lanes, do need to be
implemented” (page CCM-2). The connection of Overlook Parkway is considered an important parkway
connection between the Arlington Heights Greenbelt and Sycamore Canyon Park (City of Riverside 2007b,
page LU-11).

Therefore, the connection of Overlook Parkway eastward to Alessandro Boulevard is on the General Plan
2025’s Master Plan of Roadways, and is also present on the WRCOG’s TUMF maps as such. However, the
DEIR adequately disclosed to the public in the DEIR that the connection of Overlook Parkway is planned
within the General Plan 2025.

Please also see Master Response 9: Traffic Model/Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19) for reasons
why the traffic model and analysis within the DEIR is considered adequate under CEQA for both existing
and future conditions.

Please see response to Comment DU-2 for comments regarding violations of air quality regulations.
Please refer to Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14). Please
refer to Master Response 4: Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7) for comments referring to
quality of life issues. Please refer to comment DX-4 above for comments referring to the mislabeling of
maps. Please see Master Response 2: Vague or Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5).

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4).
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DY-7:

DY-8:

DY-9:

DY-10:

Please refer to Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14). For
comments related to air quality, please also see Response to Comment DU-2 above, and letter L —
Johnson & Sedlack numbers L-18 —L29. All scenarios have less than a significant impact on air quality.

Canyon Crest Drive was inadvertently mislabeled as Cactus Avenue on the map provided with the NOP. It
appears to be a typographical error. This error was fixed for graphics provided within Section 3.11 —
Transportation/Traffic of the DEIR.

The project is the evaluation of four scenarios. The project objectives, as detailed in Section 2.3, are not
related to benefitting UCR.

“The overall objective of the proposed Project is to resolve the General Plan 2025 goals and policies
relative to the status of the gates, the connection of Overlook Parkway, and a connection from
Washington Street to the SR-91 freeway. The Project objectives are to address:

e Public safety concerns related to both emergency vehicle access and increased traffic
volumes within residential neighborhoods associated with the gates on Green Orchard Place
and Crystal View Terrace;

e  Traffic patterns related to the Overlook Parkway connection and the connection westerly of
Washington Avenue consistent with the General Plan 2025;

e Comprehensive circulation system, including multiple modes of transportation such as
bikeways and pedestrian routes consistent with the General Plan 2025; and

e Historic integrity of Victoria Avenue and the Gage Canal as well as designations which
protect the Arlington Heights Greenbelt, and Proposition R and Measure C consistent with
the General Plan 2025.”

The existing conditions of the circulation system, including Canyon Crest Drive, Overlook Parkway, and
Alessandro Boulevard, are adequately detailed in Section 3.11.2.4 (Page 3.11-28) of the DEIR. Please see
Master Response 2: Vague or Conclusory Statements. Please also see Master Response 9: Traffic
Model/Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19) for reasons why the traffic analysis is considered
adequate under CEQA.

As shown on Figure 2-3, “Riverside General Plan 2025 — Master Plan of Roadways,” Overlook Parkway is
planned as a four-lane, 110-foot arterial parkway from Alessandro Boulevard west to Washington Street.
As described in Section 3.11.2.2 (Page 3.11-25), “Overlook Parkway is an east—west street which runs
between Washington Street and Crystal View Terrace, and between Sandtrack Road and Alessandro
Boulevard. Overlook Parkway becomes Canyon Crest Drive east of Alessandro Boulevard. It has one to
two travel lanes in each direction.”

Thus, the DEIR did not misrepresent the classification of Overlook Parkway.

The Lead Agency, the City of Riverside, has complied with all noticing requirements required under the
CEQA Guidelines, as detailed below.

Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines details the circulation and content requirements for the Notice of
Preparation (NOP). Both NOPs (see Appendix A-1 and A-2 of the EIR) met all requirements of this section.
In addition, an advertisement for the initial and amended NOPs were published in The Press-Enterprise in
Riverside County, posted on the City’s calendar, and distributed to a list of agencies and interested parties
(including all interested parties who commented on the initial NOP).

Section 15083 of the CEQA Guidelines details recommended measures regarding early public
consultation, including scoping meetings. The Guidelines do not require that a meeting be held, nor do
they state how these meetings should be run. The Lead Agency held a formal public scoping meeting for
the project on March 9, 2011 at the City Council Chambers. All attendees who turned in a speaker card
were allotted time to speak on issues that they thought should be covered within the DEIR.
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DY-12:

DY-13:

DY-14.

DY-15:

DY-16:

After completing the DEIR, the Lead Agency complied with all requirements set forth in Sections 15085,
15086, and 15087. In addition, as detailed in Section 15105(a) of the CEQA Guidelines: “The public review
period for a draft EIR shall not be less than 30 days nor should it be longer than 60 days except under
unusual circumstances.” Due to requests from City Council and members of the public, the public
comment period was extended 30 days to March 1, 2013 for a total of 90 days. As explained in the
introduction to the responses to comments, the City also held community meetings and a joint workshop
with the Transportation Board and Planning Commission during the public review period. Comments were
taken from the public at all these meetings

The commenter is correct in stating that there are two “sections” of Overlook Parkway near Alessandro
Boulevard that are incomplete. As detailed in Section 2.6.3 of the DEIR in reference to Scenario 3:

The completion of Overlook Parkway would be made with a fill crossing between Via Vista Drive and
approximately 500 feet west of Sandtrack Road and a bridge over the Alessandro Arroyo (Figure 2-6).

Thus, the DEIR adequately disclosed and analyzed the two incomplete sections of Overlook Parkway near
Alessandro Boulevard.

Impacts associated with the roadway bridge under Scenarios 3 and 4 are fully analyzed throughout the
DEIR. Dust control measures are adequately detailed in Section 3.2 — Air Quality. The potential for
construction and operation to impact the Alessandro Arroyo hydrologically are adequately detailed in
Section 3.5 — Hydrology/Water Quality. The result from the preliminary hydrology/hydraulics study
determined that no adverse effects occur downstream of the proposed bridge location. Best Management
Practices (e.g., straw wattles and construction water detention basins) would be used to minimize the
water quality impacts during construction. The long term water quality mitigation will be achieved by
providing water quality inlet filter at the low point catch basins/storm drains. The catch basins/storm
drains will be designed to connect into the existing storm drain and headwall system located west of Via
Vista Drive and Overlook Parkway. These basins/storm drains would catch silt and debris preventing
downstream impacts and would be periodically cleaned out and maintained per City regulations. Thus,
the roadway bridge would not have any impacts downstream, and would not impact any wildlife species
or their habitat downstream, including the Santa Ana Sucker. As a matter of information the primary
populations of the Santa Ana Sucker occur to the north of the City at the San Bernardino/Colton RIX
Waste Treatment Facility and the Rialto Drain which is just upstream of the RIX. Where the Santa Ana
River flows along and through the City of Riverside, small sucker populations exist near the Lake Evans
Drain, the Tequequite Landfill Drain, and where the Rubidoux Drain exits to the Santa Ana River near the
County’s Louis Rubidoux Nature Center. The City Utilities Department is working in conjunctions with
other agencies to prepare a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) for the preservation of the sucker and other
river species.

Please see response to Comment DU-2 for comments regarding violations of air quality regulations. The
project would not impact sensitive biological resources, including wildlife species. Potential disturbances
may occur during construction activities under Scenarios 3 and 4, as discussed in Section 3.3 — Biological
Resources of the DEIR. Noise impacts are fully analyzed and disclosed in Section 3.10 of the DEIR. Please
see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page 4).

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Accordingly, no further response is required.

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4) Please see response to Comment DU-2 for comments regarding air quality.

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). The DEIR is not intended to misrepresent the public; the DEIR adequately discloses potential physical
impacts to the environment under each scenario which comprises the project. Traffic volumes along
Overlook Parkway under each scenario are adequately disclosed in Section 3.11.4.1, beginning on page
3.11-46. The worst-case traffic volume along Overlook Parkway (west of Kingdom Drive), under any of the
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DY-18:

DY-19:

DY-20:

DY-21:

DY-22:

DY-23:

DY-24:

DY-25:

DY-26:

DY-27:

four scenarios, would be 20,028 ADT, which would be LOS A-B (see Table 3.11-36; Page 95 of the DEIR).
This would be in the Year 2035 (Buildout), Scenario 4 Compared To Gates Open Baseline.

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). The commenter’s reference to 40,000 vehicles is unclear (see Master Response 2: Vague or
Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5).

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Traffic hazards are fully addressed in Section 3.11.7.1 (page 3.11-168) of the DEIR. The speed limit on
Overlook Parkway is currently 40 miles per hour. The Project would not change the speed limit of
Overlook Parkway, which is classified as an arterial roadway (i.e., not a residential or local street). The air
quality impacts from the projected traffic associated with each of the Overlook Parkway scenarios are not
anticipated to result in adverse health effects or create the referenced particulate issues.

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4).

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4); Master Response 5: Regionally Diverted Traffic (Errata pages 7-8); Master Response 8: Local Cut
Through Traffic/Traffic Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages 14-18); and Master Response 9: Traffic
Model/Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19).

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Please refer to Section 3.3.6.1 of the DEIR (page 3.3-59), which discusses each scenario’s potential to
interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species,
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites, or obstruct genetic flow for identified planning species.

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Accordingly, no further response is required.

Please see Master Response 5: Regionally Diverted Traffic (Errata pages 7-8). Please see response to
comment DX-7 for comments related to the project objectives. Please see response to Comment DU-2
for comments regarding air quality.

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Alternate transportation is discussed in Section 3.11.8.1 (page 3.11-171) of the DEIR, including bus
service which is provided by the Riverside Transit Agency (RTA). The City of Riverside does not control the
funding of the RTA, which provides bus services to the project vicinity. Any increase in bus service to
provide late evening and late night service would need to be brought forward by that agency. Funding
for bus service increases is outside of the scope of the draft EIR.

The scoping meeting and further community meetings during the DEIR public review period were held
around 6 and/or 7 P.M., when most RTA bus routes operate.

Please see response to Comment DU-2 for comments regarding air quality.

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4) and Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14). See Master
Response 2: Vague and Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5), as well. In addition, the EIR did not
identify any significant land use conflicts or community character impacts associated with the various
Overlook Parkway scenarios.

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Section 3.11.2.4 of the DEIR adequately discloses traffic volumes under the gates open and gates
closed baselines, including along Green Orchard Place.

The DEIR evaluates four scenarios. As detailed in Section 2.1 (page 2-1), “Under Scenario 1, both Crystal
View Terrace and Green Orchard Place gates would remain in place and be closed until Overlook Parkway
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is connected to the east across the Alessandro Arroyo, to Alessandro Boulevard.” Please see Master
Response 6: Alternatives Not Considered (Errata pages 8-10), for reasons why Overlook Parkway would
remain on the General Plan 2025 under the scenarios considered for the project.

Please refer to Section 3.11, Transportation/Traffic, Section 3.2, Air Quality, for potential impacts under
Scenario 3.

The commenter is referring to the study area under Scenario 4 which was identified in the initial NOP. As
discussed in Appendix A to the DEIR:

On November 2, 2011, the City of Riverside issued an Amended NOP for the EIR for the
proposed project. The proposed project remained the same, except the level of analysis for
Scenario 4 changed from a Programmatic level of analysis to a Project level of analysis.

Thus, the “study area” for Scenario 4 was refined to a specific alignment for the Proposed C Street. The
specific alignment for the Proposed C Street under Scenario 4 was adequately disclosed and analyzed
throughout the DEIR.

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4).

The traffic count calendar was posted online to inform the residents when they were being conducted,
and includes the dates of when several schools and universities are not in session because then the
counts would not represent the “worst-case” scenario of the existing conditions. Thus, the traffic counts
were conducted when schools were in session in order to capture the maximum amount of traffic
volumes within the traffic study area .Please see Appendix B-1 to the Traffic Impact Analysis for the dates
when the traffic counts were taken. Please see Master Response 8: Local Cut Through Traffic/Traffic
Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages 14-18). Given the distances from UCR-related intersections to
the proposed project, the intersections and roadway links near UCR were not within the TIA study area.
However, the traffic from UCR would use the roadways within the TIA study area and therefore the
effects of UCR related traffic on Overlook and adjacent streets were fully evaluated and captured in the
DEIR.

Please see Master Response 9: Traffic Model/Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19) for reasons why
the traffic counts, traffic model, and growth assumptions are adequate under CEQA. The traffic count
calendar was posted online to inform the residents when the gates would be open, and when they would
be closed. The gates had been opened for several months prior to traffic counts being conducted for the
gates open condition (which were conducted prior to the gates being closed). The City of Riverside also
put signs up announcing the gates would close. The traffic consultants then waited for two weeks for
traffic to redistribute due to the gate closure, then counts were taken. The commenter does not specify
on which road citizens would use to “drive back and forth to impact the counts ” In addition, the
commenter cites no substantial evidence showing that neighborhood residents undertook such actions to
intentionally influence the traffic count results.

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4), and Master Response 6: Alternatives Not Considered (Errata pages 8-10), for reasons why Overlook
Parkway would remain on the General Plan 2025 under the scenarios considered for the project.
Accordingly, no further response is required.

Please refer to Section 3.11.4.1(a) (page 3.11-46) for each scenario’s potential traffic impacts to
Washington Street. The existing levels of service on Washington are at acceptable levels (see page 3-11-
39 in the draft EIR). Please refer to Section 3.9.8.1 for each scenario’s potential for impacts in relation to
visual character.

Please see Master Response 2: Vague or Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5). Accordingly, no
further response is required
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Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4) and Master Response 5: Regionally Diverted Traffic (Errata pages 7-8). Please refer to Section
3.11.4.1(a) (page 3.11-46) for each scenario’s potential traffic impacts to Overlook Parkway.

Please see response to Comment DU-2 for comments regarding air quality.

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Additionally, it is important to note that the existing condition in a project area is not an indication
that the Project itself will result in significant impacts. CEQA focuses on the Project’s direct, indirect, and
cumulative impacts, and the commenter does not explain why existing conditions at
Central/Brockton/Magnolia affect the EIR’s analysis of Project impacts.

Please see response to Comment DU-2 for comments regarding air quality.

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Please see response to comment DX-1 for comments related to the project objectives. Please see
response to Comment DU-2 for comments regarding air quality.

Please see Master Response 5: Regionally Diverted Traffic (Errata pages 7-8).
Please see response to Comment DY-24 above for comments related to bus transit.

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Please see response to Comment DY-24 above for comments related to bus transit. The DEIR evaluates
the project’s potential to conflict with alternate transportation policies, including those pertaining to
cycling and walking in Section 3.11.8.1 of the DEIR. Significant impacts to alternate transportation modes
were not identified in the draft EIR.

Verbal comments made during the NOP scoping meeting are a part of the administrative record. In
accordance with Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Lead Agency is not required to respond to
comments made during the NOP scoping period. Rather, the comments are considered as a part of the
“scope” as to what the DEIR will analyze. Verbal comments made during the referenced scoping meeting
were considered when developing the scope of the DEIR.

The commenter is referring to the study area under Scenario 4 which was identified in the initial NOP. As
discussed in Appendix A to the DEIR:

On November 2, 2011, the City of Riverside issued an Amended NOP for the EIR for the
proposed project. The proposed project remained the same, except the level of analysis for
Scenario 4 changed from a Programmatic level of analysis to a Project level of analysis.

Thus, the “study area” for Scenario 4 was refined to a specific alignment for the Proposed C Street. The
specific alignment for the Proposed C Street under Scenario 4 was adequately disclosed and analyzed
throughout the DEIR.

In addition, the study area identified in the initial NOP clearly showed that the Proposed C Street under
Scenario 4 would be located within the study area, which was defined by the General Plan 2025.

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Accordingly, no further response is required.

Please see response to Comment DY-43, above. The specific alignment for the Proposed C Street under
Scenario 4 was adequately disclosed and analyzed throughout the DEIR. Also, see the Errata pages 30-45
for the new proposed Alignment B for the Proposed “C” Street.

These comments from the referenced website are opinions made by the author(s) of the website and no
evidence, much less substantial evidence, is provided to support that these statements are accurate. In
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addition, the referenced traffic volumes are not consistent with the TIA prepared for the project and
litter, noise, and air pollution impacts would not represent significant impacts.

Please see response to comment DY-43 for comments relating to the scoping meeting. The DEIR
adequately disclosed the environmental impacts of each of the four scenarios which comprise the project,
including Scenarios 3 and 4 which involve the connection of Overlook Parkway. Please see Master
Response 4: Economic and Social Impacts for comments related to the Casa Blanca community.
Furthermore, the traffic volumes associated with Scenarios 3 and 4 would not “split” the Casa Blanca
neighborhood as suggested in this comment, and significant cumulative impacts were not identified in the
draft EIR.

Please see Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and Measure C (Errata pages 10-14).

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). In addition, these comments do not relate to the Project’s impacts. These issues concern unrelated
planning decisions that do not change the effects analysis presented in the EIR.

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Bus service is provided by the RTA. The City of Riverside does not control the funding of the RTA,
which provides bus services to the project vicinity. The scoping meeting and further community meetings
during the DEIR public review period were held when most RTA bus routes operate.

Please refer to the response to comment DY-27 for comments related to the NOP scoping meeting. In
addition, the City has complied with all applicable public noticing requirements for meetings associated
with Overlook Parkway and the General Plan and has made every effort to clearly explain the
components of the project and meeting information on the project website.

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). In addition, the draft EIR (Chapter 3.11, Transportation, fully analyzes the traffic and public safety
issues associated with each of the scenarios.

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4) and Master Response 13: Emergency Access and Response Times and Concerns about Crime and
Safety (Errata pages 23-25). The traffic analysis prepared for the project found no indication that
Overlook Parkway would carry significant traffic from Moreno Valley or Orange County. Car racing can
occur on any street and would not be expected to occur on Overlook Parkway. Please see response to
Comment DW-3 for comments regarding air quality. Please see Chapter 3.10, Noise, of the DEIR, for
potential noise impacts under each of the four scenarios.

Please see response to Comment DW-3 for comments regarding air quality. Completion of the roadway
system envisioned by the General Plan can improve regional circulation patterns and accordingly air
quality impacts. Significant air quality impacts were not identified it the draft EIR.

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Please see response to Comment DY-24 above for comments related to bus transit. The DEIR evaluates
the project’s potential to conflict with alternate transportation policies, including those pertaining to
cycling and walking, in Section 3.11.8.1 of the DEIR. Significant impacts were not identified.

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Accordingly, no further response is required. In addition, it is important to note that the existing
condition in a project area is not an indication that the Project itself will result in significant impacts.
CEQA focuses on the Project’s direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts, and the commenter does not
explain why these particular existing conditions are relevant to the EIR’s analysis of Project impacts.

Please refer to the response to comment DY-27 for comments related to the NOP scoping meeting. The
Lead Agency complied with all requirements under CEQA.
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The DEIR equally analyzed four scenarios and does not recommend a scenario to be implemented. The
City Council will ultimately make the decision as to which scenario to implement.

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). The references to air quality, safety, traffic and sensitive receptor impacts raised in this comment are
addressed in the Master Responses and the responses through Ms. Wrights Letters DU-DZ. It should be
noted that the project is not a developer sponsored project, but rather a City proposed project that is
designed to implement the Circulation Element of the General Plan.

Attachment C — Page 1061



Letter DZ

Dz-1
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Letter DZ — page 2

DzZ-1
(cont.)
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Letter DZ — page 3

DZ-1
(cont.)
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Letter DZ — page 4

DZ-1
(cont.)

DZ-2
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Letter DZ — page 5
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Letter DZ — page 6
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Letter DZ — page 7

Dz-14
(cont.)
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Response to Letter DZ

DZ-1:

Dz-2:

Dz-3:

Dz-4:

DZ-5:

DZ-6:

The commenter provided the copied text from the Notice of Completion (NOC) that was prepared for the
DEIR. The issues presented in page 4 regarding environmental impacts are addressed in the Master
Responses and particularly Master Response 6: Alternatives Not Considered (Errata pages 8-10).

Please see response to comments DW-8, DX-1, DY-10, DY-27, DY-42, DY-43 and DY-51.
Please see response to comments DW-8, DX-1, DY-10, DY-27, DY-42, DY-43 and DY-51.

Please see response to comments DU-3, DW-8, DX-1, DY-10, DY-27, DY-42, DY-43 and DY-51. Please see
Master Response 6: Alternatives Not Considered (Errata pages 8-10) for comments related to removing
Overlook Parkway from the General Plan 2025 Master Plan of Roadways. Additionally, the commenter in
incorrect regarding options that would keep the gates closed as Scenario 1 addresses impacts with the
gates closed.

Section 2.6 of the Project Description provides a summary of the four scenarios. Under Scenario 1,
Overlook Parkway would not connect to the east and the gates would be closed at Crystal View Terrace
and Green Orchard Place. Please see response to DX-1 for comments related to the project objectives and
the DEIR Section 2.3 — Pages 2-6 — 2-7.

Please see Master Response 5: Regionally Diverted Traffic (Errata pages 7-8). Please see Master Response
9: Traffic Model/Growth Assumptions (Errata pages 18-19) for reasons why the DEIR accurately
summarized future traffic conditions. Please see Master Response 8: Local Cut Through Traffic/Traffic
Impact Analysis Study Area (Errata pages 14-18) for comments referring to Canyon Crest Drive. There is
no evidence to suggest that the project would adversely affect “Animal Keeping” as suggested in this
comment.

Please see Master Response 4: Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7) for comments related to
the Casa Blanca community. In addition, while there are mitigation measures associated with Victoria
Avenue, a “realignment” of Victoria Avenue has not been proposed.

It is unclear as to why, specifically, the commenter believes Scenario 4 would “negatively impact” these
areas; however, all physical impacts to the environment under this scenario are fully analyzed and
disclosed throughout Chapter 3 of this DEIR. Public safety impacts from neighborhood traffic to the
elderly, children, deaf and blind, and to others in the Cass Blanca area were not identified in the draft EIR.

Scenario 4, which the commenter is assumed to be referring to, is adequately described in Section 2.6.4 of
the DEIR: “The Proposed C Street would be extended approximately one mile, originating approximately
500 feet north of the intersection of Overlook Parkway and Washington Street, continuing in a northwest
direction, and ending at the intersection of Madison Street and Victoria Avenue (Figure 2-14).”

The changes necessitated to this intersection are also adequately detailed in Section 2.6.4: “The Proposed
C Street...would necessitate the following improvements to the existing intersection: the existing four-way
stop controlled intersection would be signalized, and crosswalks would be added on the western segment
of Victoria Avenue.”

Scenario 4 would not include the immediate removal of the islands along Madison Street within the Casa Blanca

community, which were installed as a temporary measure in 2001. The Master Plan of Roadways within
the General Plan 2025 identifies Madison Street to be an 88-foot, four-lane arterial roadway from Victoria
Avenue to the SR-91. Thus, regardless of the scenario that is ultimately implemented by decision makers,
this portion of Madison Street is scheduled to become an 88-foot, four-lane arterial roadway as traffic
demand warrants the changes.

The traffic hazards associated with the Proposed C Street under Scenario 4 are fully analyzed in Section
3.11.7.1 of the DEIR. The Proposed C Street is within private property where pedestrians, etc. are not
currently present. As previously mentioned, Scenario 4 would not alter the portion of Madison Street
where the commenter is referencing, and thus would not put pedestrians at a substantial risk. Traffic will
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increase throughout the Project vicinity under any scenario due to buildout, and pedestrian/alternate
transportation users’ safety is continuously evaluated by the City. See also Master Response 13:
Emergency Access and Response Times and Concerns about Crime and Safety (Errata pages 23-25).

These comments are acknowledged, but are unrelated to the proposed project. No further response is
necessary.

It is unclear as to why, specifically, the commenter believes Scenario 4 would have “overwhelming
negative environmental impacts”; however, all physical impacts to the environment under this scenario
are fully analyzed and disclosed throughout Chapter 3 of this DEIR. See Master Response 2: Vague or
Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5).

Please see Master Response 4: Economic and Social Impacts (Errata pages 5-7) for comments related to
property values.

Please see response to comment DV-1, DW-3, and DW-5, above for comments related to air quality.

None of the scenarios which comprise the project would alter Madison Street between Victoria Avenue
and the SR-91 (the area which the commenter repeatedly refers to), including the removal of on-street
parking.

Please see Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page
4). Please see response to comment DY-7 above related to project objectives and the DEIR Section 2.3 —
Project Objectives, pages 2-6 — 2-7..

The opinion of the commenter is acknowledged. See also Master Response 1: Opinion of
Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata age 4). In addition, potential physical
environmental impacts to the Arlington Heights Greenbelt and Victoria Avenue under all four scenarios
are fully analyzed throughout the DEIR. Please see Master Response 7: Inconsistent with Prop R and
Measure C (Errata pages 10-14).

Please see response to comments DV-1, DW-3, and DW-2 above for comments related to air quality See
also Master Response 2: Vague or Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5).

Significant impacts, including those that cannot be fully mitigated, under each scenario are fully disclosed
throughout the DEIR and are summarized in Table S-1 (page S-10). Please see Master Response 2: Vague
or Conclusory Statements (Errata pages 4-5) and Master Response 4: Economic and Social Impacts (Errata
pages 5-7)

This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, thus no further response is warranted. See
Master Response 1: Opinion of Project/Comments on Non-Environmental Issues (Errata page 4).
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