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NOTICE OF PREPARATION FOR
AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

University of California, Riverside Glen Mor 2 Student Apartments Project

The University of California is the Lead Agency for this project under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) and the University of California, Riverside (UCR) Office of Design and Construction (ODC) will be
preparing an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the project identified above. UCR ODC is submitting this
notice of preparation (NOP) to agencies, organizations, and individuals who may be interested in the project
and, by this NOP, is requesting input as to the EIR’s scope and content.

PROJECT LOCATION Northeastern portion of the UCR campus; northwest of the intersection of
Valencia Hill Drive and Big Springs Road, in the City of Riverside

PROJECT DESCRIPTION In order to meet the UCR 2005 Long Range Development Plan (2005 LRDP)
goal of housing 50 percent of students in on-campus housing, UCR is proposing to construct a student
housing community on approximately 21 acres of University-owned property in the northeastern portion of the
campus. The project entails construction and long-term operation of five residential buildings (810 student
beds in 232 apartment-style units), a food emporium, a resident services office, a community building, and an
executive retreat center. Associated improvements also include a parking structure for residents, circulation
improvements, indoor and outdoor commons facilities, and restoration of a 0.4-mile stretch of an arroyo that
flows along the site’s northern boundary.

The project site is designated for Family, Apartment Housing and Related Support, Open Space, and
Athletics and Recreation uses under the 2005 LRDP Land Use Plan. With project development, the project
site would include housing and open space uses; however, the project proposal does not include recreation
facilities. Accordingly, the project includes an LRDP Amendment to redesignate the recreation area for
housing uses.

POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS UCR prepared a program EIR to analyze the environmental
effects of the 2005 LRDP (SCH Number 2005041164). The EIR for Glen Mor 2 will be prepared as a tiered
document under the 2005 LRDP EIR. Based on initial scoping by ODC and the initial study environmental
checklist prepared for the project, ODC believes the project may result in project-specific environmental
effects that were not fully examined in the programmatic LRDP EIR, including impacts related to aesthetics,
air quality, biological resources, geology/soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards and hazardous materials,
hydrology/water quality, land use/planning, noise, public services, recreation, transportation/traffic, and
utilities/service systems. ODC will incorporate project-specific analysis of these issues into the project EIR.
The detailed project description and the initial study supporting ODC’s scoping of the project EIR are available
for viewing or downloading on the ODC website at http://pdc.ucr.edu.

HOW TO COMMENT
Written responses on the scope of the EIR can be mailed to the address listed below:

Tricia D. Thrasher, ASLA, LEED AP, Principal Environmental Project Manager
Attn: Glen Mor 2 Student Apartments Project

UCR Office of Design and Construction

3615-A Canyon Crest Drive

Riverside, CA 92507

Comments will also be received electronically via emalil at tricia.thrasher@ucr.edu. Time limits mandated by
state law require that responses to this NOP be received within 30 days of receipt of this notice.

A scoping meeting will be held during the latter part of the 30-day comment period. Further information as to
time and location will be posted on the ODC website no later than August 15, 2010.

QUESTIONS?
Any questions regarding this project or the NOP may be directed to Ms. Thrasher at the e-mail address noted
above, or by phone at 951.827.1484.
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California Department of
Transportation, District 8
Attn: Planning Division
464 W. 4th St

San Bernardino, CA 92401

City of Riverside

Planning Department

Attn: Diane Jenkins

3900 Main Street, 3rd Floor
Riverside, CA 92522

City of Riverside

Public Utilities, Water Engineering
Attn: Oscar Khoury

3901 Orange Street

Riverside, CA 92501

California Native American Heritage
Commission (NAHC)

Attn: Dave Singleton

915 Capitol Mall, Room 364
Sacramento, CA 95814

Riverside County Transportation
Commission

Attn: Steve Keel

4080 Lemon Street, 3rd Floor
Riverside, CA 92502-2208

Riverside County Clerk
Attn: Tammy Marshall
2702 Gateway Drive
Riverside, CA 92507

Weston Maughan
Address on file at UCR ODC

California Department of Fish and
Game, Inland Deserts Region

3602 Inland Empire Blvd, Suite C-220
Ontario, CA91764

City of Riverside

Public Works, Engineering
Attn: Rob Van Zanten

3900 Main Street, 4th Floor
Riverside, CA 92522

Riverside County Planning Department
Attn: Matt Straite

4080 Lemon Street

Riverside, CA 92502-1629

California Department of Toxic
Substances Control

Attn: Guenther Moskat

101 | Street, 11" Floor
Sacramento, CA 95812

Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG)

Riverside County Regional Office
3403 10th Street, Suite 805
Riverside, CA 92501

Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse

1400 Tenth Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

South Coast Air Quality Management
District

CEQA Inter-Governmental Review
21865 Copley Dr.

Diamond Bar, CA 91765
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Public Works, Traffic Engineering
Attn: Cliff Yarges

3900 Main Street, 4th Floor
Riverside, CA 92522

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Los Angeles District, Regulatory
915 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 1101
Los Angeles, CA 90017

Regional Water Quality Control Board
Santa Ana Region

Attn: Mark Adelson

3737 Main Street, Suite 500
Riverside, CA 92501-3348

Riverside County Flood Control &
Water Conservation District

Attn: Teresa Tung, Sr. Civil Engineer
1995 Market Street

Riverside, CA 92501

Anna Hoover, Cultural Analyst
Pechanga Cultural Resources
PO Box 2183

Temecula, CA 92593



Project Description

Introduction

The University of California, Riverside (UCR) is proposing construction of a student housing
community on approximately 21 acres of university-owned property on the eastern edge of campus.
The UCR 2005 Long Range Development Plan (2005 LRDP) identifies a goal of housing 50 percent of
students in campus housing (both on-campus housing and nearby campus-controlled housing). The
proposed project helps implement this important aspect of campus development by constructing an
apartment-style housing facility to accommodate 810 students in 232 apartment-style units.
Associated improvements include a parking structure for residents, circulation improvements,
indoor and outdoor commons facilities, a food emporium, and an executive retreat center. The
proposed apartment units are intended to house graduate students and upper class undergraduates.
The project also entails restoration of a 0.4-mile stretch of an arroyo that runs through the northern
part of the site, implementing UCR’s goals and planning strategies for resource conservation stated
in the LRDP.

Project Location and Environmental Setting

The project is located within the UCR campus in the northeastern part of the City of Riverside (City),
in western Riverside County, approximately 2.5 miles southeast of the State Route 91/Interstate
215/State Route 60 interchange. Located on nearly 1,200 acres at the foot of the Box Springs
Mountains, the campus is bisected by State Route 60/Interstate 215, creating West Campus and East
Campus areas. The West campus is currently dominated by agricultural research fields, but also
supports the University Extension facility, administrative offices, and parking uses. The East
Campus supports the historic campus core and a variety of academic, housing, administrative, and
athletic and recreation uses. Regionally, the project area is approximately 50 miles east of Los
Angeles, with access from State Route 60/Interstate 215 at University Avenue. Figure 1 identifies
the campus location in the regional context.

The project site consists of approximately 21 acres on the East Campus, northwest of the Valencia
Hill Drive/Big Springs Road intersection. Campus housing developments (Glen Mor 1, Aberdeen-
Inverness, Lothian, and Pentland Hills) and associated recreational fields border the site to the north
and west. Big Springs Road borders the site to the south. Valencia Hill Drive forms the east site
boundary, with off-campus single- and multiple-family residential development situated across that
street. Figure 2 identifies the project site in the context of existing campus facilities and adjacent
uses. The larger surrounding area can be characterized by a boundary following Valencia Hill Drive
and Watkins Drive, with the area to the west and south of this boundary characterized by largely
developed campus lands and the area to the east and north characterized by established off-campus
residential neighborhoods. A small commercial center is located at the intersection of Watkins
Drive and Big Springs Road, with a church and the City of Riverside’s Islander Park situated beyond
along the north side of Watkins Drive. The Box Springs Mountains lie beyond the developed area to
the east of the campus and form a dramatic backdrop to the campus and the adjacent community.

University of California Riverside Notice of Preparation
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Project Description

The project site is partially developed with an existing surface parking lot (Lot 14) and a vacant
single-family residence. A paved driveway to the residence is located off Valencia Hill Drive, just
south of Goins Court. A wireless service antenna placed adjacent to the residence in 2006 will be
removed in conjunction with the proposed improvements. Expansive, mature landscape elements
are present along the Big Springs Road frontage and at the Big Springs Road/Valencia Hill Drive
intersection.

Site topography is varied, with dominant features being a ridge running generally parallel to Big
Springs Road and a natural drainage feature running along the north edge of the site. The ridge rises
approximately 35 feet to 50 feet above Big Springs Road and the generally level portion of the site
currently occupied by Parking Lot 14. From Valencia Hill Drive, the ridge lies perpendicular to the
street, with site grades ranging from on-grade to approximately 20 feet above ground level on
Valencia Hill Drive. The vacant residence is located at the uppermost elevation of this ridge,
approximately 120 feet west of Valencia Hill Drive.

The natural drainage course (referred to as the “arroyo”) is characterized by steeply incised banks
and a meandering flow line in the eastern portion of the site, broadening to more gently sloping
banks and a more uniform, broader bottom in the reach adjacent to the existing Lothian residence
hall. The arroyo reflects a variety of disturbances resulting from current and historic uses on
adjoining campus lands and due to development in off-campus tributary areas.

Proposed Project

The project entails construction and long-term operation of a new apartment-style student housing
complex in the northeastern portion of the UCR campus, providing a total of 810 student beds in 232
apartment-style units. The proposed building program includes five residential buildings, a food
emporium, a resident services office, a community building, and an executive retreat center. Table 1
provides a statistical summary of the proposed buildings and Figure 3 presents the proposed site
layout. The following provides further explanation of each component of the proposed project,
including the parking structure and landscaping.

The five residential buildings would be arranged in terraces around a series of connected plazas.
Each building would consist of five stories, with an overall height of 55 feet. Building D (along the
arroyo near the Lothian residence hall) would also include a partial basement. Individual building
footprints range from 7,475 square feet to 13,850 square feet, with 144 to 186 beds per building.
Buildings are comprised of two-bedroom and four-bedroom apartments, with common living and
kitchen facilities for each suite. Four additional beds are also provided for professional staff (such as
resident directors or faculty in residence). Stepped grades, elevators, ramps and stairs will be
incorporated to accommodate movement within and between buildings.

The Resident Services Office is located in the center of the site, at the arrival court. This facility
houses reception and administrative support spaces (including resident services staff, resident life
staff, and conference staff), as well as resident mailboxes.. This building would be 30 feet in height
(two and a half stories), with a footprint of 5,140 square feet and an overall area of 9,725 square feet
(6,880 assignable square feet). The building would be accessible from multiple levels with the
terraced site.

University of California Riverside Notice of Preparation
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Project Description

Table 1
Glen Mor 2 Student Housing Project
Building Program Statistical Summary

Building Use GSF' ASF> | Occupants | Footprint | Floors | Height
(sf) (ft)
A Food Emporium | 7,100 4,600 120 7,000 1 20
Housing 64,840 46,000 156 12,540 5 55
C Housing 58,500 42,560 140° 12,000 5 55
D Housing 75,850 | 55,610 186 13,790 g 556
E Residential 9,725 6,880 85 5,140 2.5 30
Services Office
F Community 5,540 3,825 65 3,010 2 25
Building
G Housing 57,370 | 42,885 140° 7,475 5 55
H Housing 74,790 | 54,000 188 13,850 5 55
] Executive 2,700 2,190 52 2,700 1 20
Retreat
Parking | Parking 190,000 597 66,415 3° 21
Structure

Table 1 Notes: ' GSF stands for gross square footage. This reflects the total building area encompassed by the
exterior building walls

2 . . e

ASF stands for assignable square footage. This reflects the total useable building area and
excludes space devoted to walls, columns, corridors, restrooms, and similar building support
spaces.

3 Buildings C and G each include two Resident Director units.
* building has partial basement
> not including basement

6 . . . .
First level is at ground level, with two raised decks

The Community Building provides meeting rooms, fitness facilities, an academic resource center,
laundry and vending services, and an outdoor pool. Centrally located, this building is proposed to
consist of two levels (25 feet overall height) with 5,540 square feet of gross floor area (3,825
assignable square feet). The building is accessible from the lower level at the pool deck and from the
upper ground floor level of the adjoining residential building (Building G).

The Food Emporium is intended to provide café-style food service and limited convenience retail
services in a single-story structure at the southwest corner of the site. The 7,100 square foot facility

University of California Riverside Notice of Preparation
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Project Description

(4,600 assignable square feet) is intended to serve not only the on-campus community, but would
also be accessible to the off-campus community.

The Executive Retreat Center is proposed in the location of the existing vacant single-family
residence. This existing structure is proposed to be demolished as part of the project. The proposed
one-story structure of approximately 2,700 square feet (2,190 assignable square feet) has been
designed to relate to the scale of homes in the nearby single-family residential neighborhood. This
facility would include a meeting room for campus retreats and meetings, accommodating up to 52
attendees. The structure will include two studio apartments (approximately 400 square feet each)
for short-term use by visiting staff and faculty. Four parking spaces will be provided adjacent to the
building.

Project improvements include a new parking garage to be constructed over the eastern portion of
the existing surface lot, also displacing a portion of the existing landscape element along Big Springs
Road. The proposed garage would provide parking on ground level, with two decks above. The
finished surface of the second deck would be 21 feet above ground level. The garage will provide
597 spaces (574 for residents, 11 for visitors, and 12 flexible spaces that may be assigned for
resident permits or visitors).

Site landscape will include three primary elements - the streetscapes, the housing site area, and the
arroyo restoration. The streetscapes will include a minimum 100-foot landscape buffer including
mixed-species tree plantings along the Valencia Hill Drive frontage, with the existing formal, double
row of trees to remain in place along the Big Springs Road frontage. The housing site area
landscaping will include traditional treatments, such as ground covers, small useful turf areas,
planters, seatwalls, walkways, stairs and ramps, plazas, trees and shrubs consistent with the UCR
Campus Design Guidelines, for the developed Glen Mor 2 site, as well as edge areas adjacent to the
Glen Mor 1, Pentland Hills and Lothian complexes. The arroyo area will be restored to a more
natural condition, with removal of non-native species, stabilization of banks, and restoration
plantings based on a native-plant palette appropriate to the intermittent stream feature. The arroyo
restoration area encompasses the 0.4-mile reach from Valencia Hill Drive to the existing culverted
crossing adjacent to Lothian Hall.

Access and circulation consider pedestrian movement, emergency/maintenance access, and parking
access. Pedestrian movement will be accommodated by a network of walks and plazas throughout
the site, including two pedestrian bridges across the arroyo. Emergency and maintenance access
will be accommodated by a perimeter drive, and may also use elements of the pedestrian network.
Access to the parking garage is provided at two locations on Big Springs Road, one off the arrival
court at the west end of the structure and another entry-only access at the southeast corner. The
existing driveway on Valencia Hill Drive will be eliminated. Vehicular access to the Executive
Retreat would be accommodated by a new limited access driveway parallel to Valencia Hill Drive,
outside the 100-foot setback.

Site design takes into account the existing landforms, with buildings set to accommodate the natural
changes in elevations and defining connected terraces within the landscape. The proposed site
design would entail approximately 44,500 cubic yards of cut and approximately 26,000 cubic yards
of fill. Approximately 18,000 cubic yards of excess material would be exported from the site.

University of California Riverside Notice of Preparation
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Relationship to 2005 Long Range Development Plan and EIR

California law requires all University of California campuses to prepare an Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) for University Long Range Development Plans (LRDPs), which define the “physical
development and land use plan to meet the academic and institutional objectives for a particular
campus or medical center of public higher education” (Public Resources Code (PRC) 21080.09).
UCR’s 2005 LRDP projected an increase in campus attendance through planning year 2015/16 and
campus development to accommodate that increase. UCR prepared a program EIR to analyze the
environmental effects of the 2005 LRDP (SCH Number 2005041164). The 2005 LRDP EIR was
certified by the UC Board of Regents on November 17, 2005, the same day the Regents adopted the
2005 LRDP.

The 2005 LRDP projects an enrollment of 25,000 students for the 2015/16 academic year. As stated
above, the 2005 LRDP identified a goal of housing 50 percent of student enrollment in on-campus or
campus-controlled housing. The latest student population is approximately 19,400 (based upon Fall
2009 statistics), which is consistent with the projections contemplated in the 2005 LRDP and LRDP
EIR. Considering the enrollment increase projected to occur by 2015, the LRDP estimated that an
additional 8,621 beds would be required to meet the campus housing goal by that planning horizon.
Since adoption of the 2005 LRDP, the campus has constructed approximately 500 beds in
apartment-style accommodations (Glen Mor 1) and has acquired two apartment complexes on
Canyon Crest Drive near Linden Street, providing another 660 beds in the Falkirk complex (416
beds) and the Summer Ridge Apartments (244 beds, to be named Oban Student Apartments). With
the proposed Glen Mor 2 project, the total campus housing inventory would be 6,180 units,
increasing the on-campus housing inventory to accommodate 32 percent of the student population,
compared to the current 28 percent (based on Fall 2009 enrollment). The scale and timing of this
proposed housing development is consistent with that contemplated under the LRDP EIR.

The 2005 LRDP EIR analyzed the impacts of implementation of the LRDP on a programmatic basis,
with recognition that long-term implementation of the campus-wide program would be subject to
subsequent reviews to: (1) assess site-specific impacts of better-defined, individual construction
projects, (2) verify incorporation of program-level mitigation measures adopted for the 2005 LRDP
EIR, and (3) evaluate any changes in project definition, location or setting from that assumed in the
2005 LRDP EIR. The EIR for Glen Mor 2 Student Apartments will be prepared as a tiered document
under the 2005 LRDP EIR. The related initial study examines the project in the context of the 2005
LRDP EIR, including its mitigation program, to identify areas where the project’s environmental
impacts are adequately covered by the programmatic analysis and mitigation measures presented in
the program EIR, and areas where additional project-specific analysis is needed to achieve proper
CEQA environmental review for the project.

2005 LRDP Planned Land Use and Proposed Amendment

The project site is designated for Family, Apartment Housing and Related Support, Open Space, and
Athletics and Recreation uses under the 2005 LRDP Land Use Plan (Figure 4). The type and general
location of housing proposed in the Glen Mor 2 Student Apartments project is consistent with the
existing Family, Apartment Housing and Related Support designation. Similarly, the arroyo
restoration aspect of the proposed improvements is consistent with the existing Open Space
designation. The proposed parking use is considered an allowed use within the housing designation

University of California Riverside Notice of Preparation
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Project Description

The Athletics and Recreation designation under the adopted LRDP is intended to provide proximate
location of fields to serve recreational demand by students residing in the East Campus housing
precinct. The proposed project includes an LRDP Amendment to redesignate the area
(approximately 4.8 acres) designated for Athletics and Recreation to Family, Apartment Housing and
Related Support. The forthcoming EIR will address the environmental impacts of this proposed
LRDP amendment. Please see initial study checklist subjects aesthetics, air quality, hydrology and
water quality, land use and planning, noise, population/housing, public services, recreation,
utilities/service systems and traffic for further discussion of the proposed LRDP amendment.

Applicability of 2005 LRDP EIR Mitigation Program

The mitigation program presented in the 2005 LRDP EIR (Chapter D of the Final EIR) presents
Planning Strategies (PS), Programs and Practices (PP), and Mitigation Measures (MM) that apply to
various campus undertakings during implementation of the LRDP. Some of these measures are
broad administrative policies or planning goals that apply to strategic decisions about campus
development, and some are more concrete practices or actions that must be accounted for or
implemented when individual projects are undertaken. The following discussion summarizes the
PSs, PPs, and MMs that may be applicable to the project:

e Planning Strategies - The proposed project directly implements 2005 LRDP PS Land Use 4,
which promotes the goal of housing 50 percent of students in campus-controlled housing, and
conforms to PS Land Use 7 by replacing surface parking with a parking structure. Project design
conforms to PS Open Space 3 and Conservation 1, which call for protection of the remnant
arroyos and native habitats, and PS Open Space 4 and Campus & Community 1, which call for
landscaped buffers and general site design considerations at campus edges. The extent of the
project’s preservation of mature trees, related to PS Conservation 4, is not known at this time
and will be further analyzed in the EIR. The project incorporates bicycle parking facilities and
connections to existing pedestrian and bicycle routes pursuant to PS Transportation 3 and
Transportation 5, respectively.

e Programs and Practices -LRDP EIR Programs and Practices that are applicable to and included
as part of the proposed project are identified in the individual analysis discussions in the initial
study checklist. These measures recognize established campus programs for considerations
such as design development, contract award and administration, compliance with numerous
state and federal regulatory programs, expansion of campus-controlled housing opportunities,
transportation demand management, energy conservation, water conservation, solid and
hazardous waste management and minimization, sensitive resource avoidance and
minimization, noise control, and public safety.

e Mitigation Measures - LRDP EIR Mitigation Measures that are applicable to the proposed project
are incorporated into the project and are identified in the individual analysis discussions in the
initial study checklist. These measures relate to project design and contracting practices, air
emission minimization provisions in construction contracts, avoidance and minimization of
impacts to sensitive wildlife resources, compliance with regulatory programs governing
jurisdictional waters and wetlands, energy conservation, transportation system improvements,
transportation demand management, public service/utility adequacy, and public safety
considerations in project design and construction. For purposes of the EIR analysis
implementation of these measures is assumed as part of the project.

University of California Riverside Notice of Preparation
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For some of the LRDP Programs and Practices and Mitigation Measures, it is possible at this
juncture in project environmental evaluation to confirm that with implementation of the
applicable element, project impacts will be less-than-significant, in accordance with the
conclusions of the 2005 LRDP EIR. For others, additional environmental analysis will be
necessary to inform a sufficient conclusion on the project’s level of significance. Further detail
on relevance of applicable Programs and Practices and Mitigation Measures is provided in the
individual analysis discussions in the initial study checklist.

University of California Riverside Notice of Preparation
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UC CEQA Checklist
For Addendum, Tiered EIR, or Straight-to-Findings

l. PROJECT INFORMATION
1. Project title: Glen Mor 2 Student Apartments
2. Lead agency name and address:

The Regents of the University of California
1111 Franklin Street, 12" Floor
Oakland, CA 94607

3. Contact person and phone number: Tricia D. Thrasher, ASLA, LEED AP
(951) 827-1484

University of California, Riverside
Office of Design and Construction
3615-A Canyon Crest Drive
Riverside, CA 92507

4. Project location: Northwest of Valencia Hill Drive and Big Springs Road

5. ldentification of previous EIRs relied upon for tiering purposes (including all
applicable LRDP and project EIRs) and address where a copy is available for
inspection.)

University of California, Riverside 2005 Long Range Development Plan Final
Environmental Impact Report (SCH No. 2005041164), certified November 17, 2005.
Available for inspection at the Office of Design and Construction, 3615-A Canyon Crest
Drive, Riverside or at http://Irdp.ucr.edu/.

1. PROJECT LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

1. Description of project:
The University of California, Riverside (UCR) proposes construction of an 810-bed (232
apartment-style units) student housing community on approximately 21 acres of
University-owned property on the eastern edge of campus. Associated improvements
include a parking structure for residents, circulation improvements, indoor and outdoor
commons facilities, a food emporium, and an executive retreat. The project also entails
restoration of a 0.4-mile stretch of an arroyo that runs through the northern part of the site.
A detailed project description, including exhibits identifying the project setting and
proposed site layout, is provided as a separate component of the notice of preparation.

University of California Riverside Tiered EIR Scoping Initial Study
Glen Mor 2 Student Apartments August 2010



2.

Project Objectives:

e Progress toward 2005 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) goal of providing
on-campus housing for 50 percent of students

e Create a cohesive housing community for occupancy by Fall 2013

Establish a clear network of non-vehicular connections, considering the immediate

housing precinct and the larger campus

Provide resident parking consistent with 2005 LRDP ratios

Protect and restore the on-site arroyo

Incorporate sustainable design strategies, with a target LEED Silver Certification

Minimize potential adverse consequences to off-campus neighborhoods and

encourage community interaction

Surrounding land uses and environmental setting:

The project site consists of approximately 21 acres on the East Campus, northwest of the
Valencia Hill Drive/Big Springs Road intersection. Campus housing developments (Glen
Mor 1, Aberdeen-Inverness, Lothian, and Pentland Hills) and associated recreational fields
border the site to the north and west. Big Springs Road borders the site to the south.
Valencia Hill Drive forms the east site boundary, with off-campus single- and multiple-
family residential development situated across that street.

The larger surrounding area can be characterized by a boundary following Valencia Hill
Drive and Watkins Drive, with the area to the west and south of this boundary
characterized by largely developed campus lands and the area to the east and north
characterized by established off-campus residential neighborhoods. A small commercial
center is located at the intersection of Watkins Drive and Big Springs Road, with a church
and the City of Riverside’s Islander Park situated beyond along the north side of Watkins
Drive. The Box Springs Mountains lie beyond the developed area to the east of the
campus and form a dramatic backdrop to the campus and the adjacent community.

Discretionary approval authority and other public agencies with required approvals

e University of California Board of Regents, EIR certification, LRDP amendment,
and project approval

e United States Army Corps of Engineers: Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit

e (alifornia Department of Fish & Game: Section 1602 Streambed Alteration
Agreement

e (alifornia Regional Water Quality Control Board, Clean Water Act Section 401
Water Quality Certification

Consistency with the LRDP:

The proposed project includes an amendment to the LRDP Land Use Plan to redesignate a
portion of the site that is currently designated for Athletics and Recreation uses. See the
discussion of checklist item 10, Land Use and Planning, for further detail.
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. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The envirommental factors checked below would be potentially affected. by this project,
involving at least one impact for which the determination is “Additional Project-level Impact
Analysis Required” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

Agriculture and

B Aesthetics : | Forestry Resources B Air Quality
B Biological Resources 0 Cultural Resources @ Geology/Soils
- Hazards & Hazardous Hydrology/Water

@ Greenhouse Gas Emissions @B Materials - B Quality
B Land Use/Planning [0 Mineral Resources ®m Noise
7 Population/Housing @ Public Services B Recreation

. Utilities/Service Mandatory Findings of
g  Transportation/Traffic [ Systems B Significance

IV, DETERMINATION: (To be completed by lead agency)
On the basis of the initial evaluation that follows:

g | find that the proposed p.roj ect could have a potentially significant impact on the
environment that has not been adequately analyzed in the certified 2005 Long Range
Development Plan EIR. A TIERED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT will be
prepared. _

7 [find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (1) have been addressed adequately in an earlier
environmental document pursuant to applicable standards, and (2) either no changes or no
substantial changes to the project are proposed, and no new information of substantial
importance has been identified. An ADDENDUM and/or FINDINGS will be prepared.

L i)
/ﬁ gnature ate

Tricia D. Thrasher, Princ. Env. Project Mer. University of California, Riverside
Printed Name For

University of California Riverside Tiered EIR Scoping Initial Study
Glen Mor 2 Student Apartments July 2010 REVISED DRAFT



V. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
The University has defined the column headings in the Initial Study checklist as follows:

A) “Additional Project-level Impact Analysis Required” applies where the project may result in
an environmental impact that was not considered in an earlier document, or not considered in
sufficient detail, and/or substantial project changes, changed circumstances, or new
information of substantial importance triggering CEQA Section 15162 has occurred since
certification of the earlier document.

B) “Project Impact Adequately Addressed in Earlier Environmental Document” applies where
the potential impacts of the proposed project were adequately addressed in an earlier
environmental document and either no changes or no substantial changes to the project are
proposed, and no new information of substantial importance has been identified.
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Impact Questions and Responses

Project Impact

Additional Adequately
I Project-level Addressed in
Ssues Impact Analysis Earlier
Required Environmental
Document
1. AESTHETICS — Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? | O

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a O |
state scenic highway?

c¢) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of - O
the site and its surroundings?

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would
N . . | O
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

a)

b)

The analysis provided in the LRDP EIR (page 4.1-14) states that scenic vistas that could
be affected by LRDP implementation are “limited to panoramic views of the Box Springs
Mountains, from publically accessible viewpoints.” While the discussion of this impact
(beginning on page 4.1-17) specifically mentions views from the Carillon Mall and
Lower Intramural fields, site inspection reveals views of the Box Springs Mountains from
the project site, as well. The LRDP EIR (page 4.1-18) concludes that implementation of
Program and Practice (PP) 4.1-1 (implementing Campus Design Guidelines) would
reduce potential program-wide impacts to less than significant. Discussion of this impact
will be incorporated into the forthcoming project EIR, to provide more detailed
evaluation of specific project design features directed at preserving views of the Box
Springs Mountains. The project-level evaluation will provide a basis for confirmation
that the program-level conclusion from the LRDP EIR that the impact is less than
significant remains valid for the proposed site development. In the event the project-level
analysis identifies any new or more severe adverse impacts that were not addressed in the
LRDP EIR, the forthcoming EIR will also identify additional project-level measures to
lessen such impacts.

The LRDP EIR (page 4.1-17) states that the campus is bisected by the [-215/SR-60
freeway and bounded by University Avenue, Canyon Crest Drive, Blaine Street, Watkins
Drive, Valencia Hill Drive, Le Conte Drive, and Chicago Avenue, none of which are
officially designated or identified eligible State scenic highways, and concludes that this
impact would be less than significant. There has been no change to the designation of
these facilities, including Watkins Drive and Valencia Hill Drive in the vicinity of the
project site, as scenic highways since certification of the LRDP EIR. This impact is
adequately addressed in the LRDP EIR and further analysis is not warranted in the
project EIR.
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c) The LRDP EIR (page 4.1-24) acknowledges the proposed development of new student
housing at this location and concludes that the loss of undeveloped open space and the
loss of views across the site from Valencia Hill Drive have the potential to degrade the
visual character and quality at this location. LRDP Planning Strategies Open Space 4
(landscape buffers), Campus and Community 1 (sensitive land use transitions),
Conservation 1 (protect native habitat, remnant arroyos and mature trees), Conservation 2
(sensitive building siting), Development Strategy 1 (design review), Program and
Practice (PP) 4.1-1 (implementing Campus Design Guidelines), PP 4.1-2(a)
(implementing Campus Landscape Master Plan) and PP 4.1-2(b) (relocate mature trees)
are identified as contributing to reduction of potential visual impacts of proposed
development at this location. The LRDP EIR concludes that with implementation of
these measures, development of new housing in this area would not substantially degrade
the visual character or quality at this location.

With the additional detail now available as to proposed site improvements, the
forthcoming EIR will include a project-level evaluation to confirm that the program-level
conclusion from the LRDP EIR that the impact is less than significant remains valid for
the proposed development. In the event the project-level analysis identifies any new or
more severe adverse impacts that were not addressed in the LRDP EIR, the forthcoming
EIR will also identify additional project-level measures to lessen such impacts.

d) Page 4.1-32 of the 2005 LRDP EIR states that development of student housing within
areas that are largely undeveloped would introduce new sources of light and glare and
that implementation of the LRDP Planning Strategies Open Space 4 (landscape buffers)
and Campus and Community 1 (sensitive land use transitions) would reduce impacts to a
less-than-significant level. MM 4.1-3(a) requires project-specific review of building
materials and prohibits mirrored, reflective glass in all campus buildings to prevent glare.
With respect to lighting, MM 4.1-3(b) requires project-specific review of lighting plans
and calls for lighting to be directed to prevent spillover onto adjacent residential areas.
MM 4.1-3(c) requires parking area design to prevent headlights from shining on adjacent
uses.

The project would result in new sources of light, including a multi-level parking structure
and security lighting associated with project structures and outdoor use areas. The
project’s visual impact analysis will consider the lighting plan and its effect on
neighboring off-site uses. The forthcoming EIR will also consider proposed building
materials and the potential to produce a new source of glare. The project-level evaluation
will provide a basis for confirmation that the program-level conclusion from the LRDP
EIR that the impact is less than significant remains valid for the proposed site
development. In the event the project-level analysis identifies any new or more severe
adverse impacts that were not addressed in the LRDP EIR, the forthcoming EIR will also
identify additional project-level measures to lessen such impacts.
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Project Impact

Additional Adequately
Project-level Addressed in
Issues Impact Analysis Earlier
Required Environmental
Document

2. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES — Would the

project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of

Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared = -
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the

CA Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a = -
Williamson Act contract?

¢) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest

land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)),

timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section 4526), or (] |
timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by

Government Code section 51104(g))?

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to . -
non-forest use?

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to
their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to (] |
non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

a)

b)

The LRDP EIR (page 4.2-7) identifies a significant and unavoidable impact from
developing Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Statewide Importance.
However, as shown on Figure 4.2-1 of the LRDP EIR, Farmland on the UCR Campus,
there is no designated Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance within the project site. Accordingly, the project would not convert Farmland
to a non-agricultural use and does not contribute to the program-level impact. The
project would therefore have no impact and further analysis in the project EIR is not
warranted.

The LRDP EIR (page 4.2-8) states that no portion of the campus is under a Williamson
Act contract due to a University tax exemption and no portion of the campus is
specifically designated for agricultural use, despite ongoing agricultural uses on the
campus. Implementing the LRDP, including developing the project site, was found to
have no impact with respect to this issue. Consistent with the disclosure in the LRDP
EIR, there are currently no Williamson Act contracts or agricultural zoning on the project
site, and impacts would not occur. Further discussion in the project EIR is not required.

This is a new threshold added to the State CEQA Guidelines in March 2010, and the
LRDP EIR did not address this issue. The proposed project site is not zoned for forest
land or timberland, and does not support forest or timberland resources. As such, the
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d)

proposed project would not involve or require rezoning of forest land or timberland and
no impact would occur. Further discussion is not warranted in the EIR.

See response to item c, above.

Discussion of this issue in the LRDP EIR (Section 4.2, beginning on page 4.2-9)
acknowledged LRDP provisions for long-term preservation of certain agricultural
resources on the West Campus and the lack of off-campus agricultural lands that may be
affected by campus development. On this basis, the LRDP EIR concluded impacts in this
regard would be less than significant. The project site is well-removed from agricultural
resources on the West campus and there are no agricultural lands in nearby off-campus
areas. Accordingly, the project would not convert Farmland to a non-agricultural use and
would not alter the program-level impact conclusion. Further analysis in the forthcoming
project-level EIR is not warranted.

The site and surrounding area do not support forest lands. This is a new threshold added
to the State CEQA Guidelines in March 2010, and the LRDP EIR did not address this
issue. Considering the absence of the relevant resource, impacts would not occur and
further discussion is not required in the project-level EIR.

Project Impact

Additional Adequately
I Project-level Addressed in
Ssucs Impact Analysis Earlier
Required Environmental
Document
3. AIR QUALITY — Where available, the significance criteria
established by the applicable air quality management or air
pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following
determinations. Would the project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air - O
quality plan?
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an - O
existing or projected air quality violation?
c¢) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including | O
releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?
d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant - 0
concentrations?
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of 0 -

people?
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a) The project is located within the jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality Management
District (SCAQMD) in the South Coast Air Basin. The Basin is designated as a federal-
level nonattainment area for ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), and particulate matter 10-
microns or less (PMjg), and the site is subject to requirements of the SCAQMD air
quality plans. The LRDP EIR (page 4.3-20) concluded that the 2005 LRDP was
consistent with the 2003 AQMP and that implementing the LRDP would result in a less-
than-significant impact on the SCAQMD plans with implementation of several LRDP
Planning Strategies and Programs and Practices, including encouraging on-campus
housing development and encouraging various alternative transportation efforts.

The proposed project would generate pollutant emissions during construction activities
and ongoing operation. While the program level EIR determined that implementation of
the 2005 LRDP would not conflict with the growth projections of the 2003 Air Quality
Management Plan, the Plan has since been updated (2007) and additional evaluation
would be necessary to determine consistency with the updated air quality plan, and to
update the significance conclusion. The results of a project-specific air quality analysis
will be presented in the forthcoming EIR. The project-specific analysis will be
completed in accordance with methodologies and requirements outlined in the current
SCAQMD guidance documents - CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Localized Significance
Threshold Methodology for CEQA Evaluations, and Particulate Matter (PM) 2.5
Significance Thresholds and Calculations Methodology.

b) The LRDP EIR (page 4.3-20) concludes that implementing the LRDP would result in a
significant and unavoidable impact due to anticipated violations of air quality standards
for both construction and operation phase activities. The LRDP EIR lists measures that
would reduce construction emissions, including Mitigation Measure (MM) 4.3-2, which
requires emissions-reducing measures identified in Programs and Practices (PP) 4.3-2(a)
through PP 4.3-2(c) to be included in project-specific construction plans, but concludes
that these would not reduce program-level impacts to less-than-significant levels. In
addition to these construction-related measures, PP 4.3-1 and MM 4.3-3 provide design
and operation measures to reduce energy consumption, but these measures were also
determined to fall short of reducing program-level operational impact to a less-than-
significant level.

Construction and operation emissions will be analyzed in the forthcoming EIR,
considering both project-level emissions and cumulative impacts. The analysis will
address project impacts in the context of the certified LRDP EIR, and will also take into
account changes in the physical and regulatory environments since adoption of the LRDP
EIR (including current air quality data, standards, and primary constituents). The air
quality technical study will include a description and location of sensitive receptors, an
inventory of construction and operation phase emissions (for both mobile and stationary
sources), and an evaluation of the contribution of project emissions to any new or
existing air quality standard violations. As noted above, the technical evaluation will be
completed in accordance with current SCAQMD guidance.

c) The LRDP EIR (beginning on page 4.3-26) concluded that emissions from both
construction and operational aspects of implementation of the LRDP would result in a
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cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria pollutants for which the project region
is in non-attainment status, deeming this a significant and unavoidable impact. While
implementation of PP 4.3-1, PP 4.3-2(a) through PP 4.3-2(c), MM 4.3-2 and MM 4.3-3
would reduce construction-related emissions and vehicle emissions as much as possible,
the reductions would not be sufficient to bring the program-wide impacts to less-than-
significant levels. Because the proposed project is consistent with the type and intensity
of use considered in the analysis in the certified LRDP EIR, the project-specific air
quality technical study (as described in items 4a and 4b, above) will consider whether any
changes in the physical environment or the regulatory environment may warrant an
updated evaluation of cumulative impacts. Any updated analysis and conclusions will be
presented in the forthcoming EIR.

d) The LRDP EIR (beginning on page 4.3-26) concluded that implementation of the LRDP
would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, deeming this
potential impact to be less than significant. The LRDP EIR conclusion was based upon
the analysis of both carbon monoxide concentrations from traffic idling at intersections
along area roads and toxic air emissions resulting from use of hazardous materials in
teaching and research activities, considering both on-campus and off-campus sensitive
receptors. Based on the nature of the proposed residential uses, the project-specific air
quality technical study will include qualitative evaluation of toxic air contaminants
associated with project construction and operation. Detailed analysis will be conducted
for local carbon monoxide concentrations along area roadways and in the vicinity of the
proposed parking garage, using the current edition of the CALINE dispersion model and
the current standardized emissions factors (Emfac). Results will be presented in the
forthcoming EIR, with project impacts evaluated in the context of continued relevance of
the program-level conclusion in the certified LRDP EIR, as well as at a project level with
respect to potentially-affected sensitive receptors in the immediate project vicinity and
along roads providing access to the site.

e) As stated on page 4.3-31 of the LRDP EIR, implementation of the LRDP is expected to
generate some odors associated with operation of construction vehicles and application of
architectural coatings; however, impacts are considered to be less than significant due to
the temporary and localized nature of construction activities. Long-term operations
would produce airborne odors associated with cooking activities and trash receptacles
similar to those occurring under existing conditions. The LRDP EIR analysis concludes
potential odor impacts from campus residential uses would be less than significant
because they would be confined to the immediate surrounding areas and, in the case of
trash, would be stored in enclosed receptacles and emptied frequently. The proposed
residential use is consistent with that envisioned in the adopted LRDP and does not
present the potential for odor sources or substantial odor concentrations beyond those
identified in the certified LRDP EIR. Therefore, further treatment of this impact in the
forthcoming EIR is not warranted.
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Project Impact

Additional Adequately
Issues Project-leveI. Addresged in
Impact Analysis Earlier
Required Environmental
Document
4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES - Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, m 0
policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans,
policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and u 0
Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service?
c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands
as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but
not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct | ]
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?
d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident
or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native O |
wildlife nursery sites?
e) Conflict with any applicable policies protecting biological
resources? 0 u
f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other applicable m ]

habitat conservation plan?

a) The LRDP EIR (page 4.4-27) concludes that program implementation would result in a

less-than-significant impact on sensitive species with incorporation of various planning
strategies, programs and practices, and mitigation measures associated with use, activity,
or development in Natural Open Space Preserve, Natural Open Space, and Naturalistic
Open Space. The on-site arroyo is designated as Naturalistic Open Space in Figure 4.4-1
of the LRDP EIR. As discussed on pages 4.4-27 and 4.4-28 of the certified LRDP EIR,
future development of the site must comply with Planning Strategy (PS) Open Space 3
requiring preservation of existing landforms, native plant materials, and trees in the
arroyo. PS Conservation 1 requires protection of natural resources, remnant arroyos, and
mature trees, to the extent feasible, and PS Conservation 2 calls for siting buildings and
development to minimize site disturbance and maintain existing landscapes. Program
and Practice (PP) 4.4-1(b) identifies a suite of best management practices to be
incorporated in project design and construction to reduce disturbance of Naturalistic
Open Space areas (including the on-site arroyo). As shown in Figure 4.4-1 of the LRDP
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EIR, the project site is outside the campus areas delineated as potential habitat for certain
special status species known to occur, or with moderate potential to occur, on campus
(California gnatcatcher, many-stemmed dudleya, Payson’s jewelflower, San Diego
horned lizard, and orange-throated whiptail lizard). Recognizing the potential for
presence of special status species in proximity to Natural and Naturalistic Open Space
areas, the LRDP EIR (page 4.4-31) includes mitigation measures requiring surveys for
special-status species (MM 4.4-1(a)) and identifying measures for avoidance and
compensation if sensitive species are encountered (MM4.4-1(b)). These adopted
measures are incorporated into the project because the on-site arroyo is designated as
Naturalistic Open Space.

The project site is known to support riparian habitat, which may support various special
status species, as well as potentially suitable habitat for burrowing owl, a special status
species. A project-level biological resources investigation is being conducted, including
a general habitat assessment and focused surveys for burrowing owl (following protocol
under the Western Riverside Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan). The results of
the biological investigation will provide a basis to document compliance with the LRDP
planning strategies, programs and practices, and mitigation measures noted above. The
forthcoming EIR will discuss the results of the site-specific evaluation in the context of
the program-level conclusion in the LRDP EIR, as well as at a project-level to determine
whether any impacts outside the scope of the LRDP EIR analysis will occur. The
forthcoming EIR will identify any additional mitigation measures that may be required to
offset project-level impacts.

b) The LRDP EIR (Page 4.4-32) concludes that implementation of development allowed
under the 2005 LRDP could result in impacts to sensitive habitat , including riparian
habitat, and that with implementation of relevant LRDP planning strategies, programs
and practices, and mitigation measures the impact would less than significant. The
LRDP EIR discussion at this location specifically acknowledges the potential for minor
direct impacts within the on-site arroyo for utilities and circulation elements, and for
indirect impacts due to development of new housing adjacent to the arroyo. As discussed
on page 4.4-33 of the LRDP EIR, site development must comply with Program and
Practice (PP) 4.4-2(a) which promotes avoidance of riparian and wetland habitat and
requires mitigation in accordance with established state and federal regulatory programs
when avoidance is not feasible. For indirect impacts associated with development
adjacent to the arroyo, the LRDP EIR requires compliance with PP 4.4-2(b), which
identifies a series of best management practices to reduce impacts related to runoff and
erosion. The project incorporates the above identified PPs.

The proposed project would establish two pedestrian bridges across the on-site arroyo.
At this juncture, design efforts are still in progress with respect to any required utility
crossings and the nature and extent of the proposed arroyo restoration program. The
project-specific biological evaluation includes a delineation of jurisdictional resources to
define waters of the U.S., wetlands, waters of the state, and streams and associated
riparian habitat in accordance with applicable state and federal programs administered by
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the California Department of Fish and Game and the
California Regional Water Quality Control Board (Santa Ana Region). Evaluation of
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riparian habitat will also consider the riverine and riparian policies of the Western
Riverside Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan.

The results of the biological investigation will provide a basis to document compliance
with the LRDP programs and practices noted above. The forthcoming EIR will present
the results of the site-specific evaluation and any resultant significant impacts. Impacts
will be evaluated in the context of continued relevance of the program-level conclusion in
the LRDP EIR, as well as at a project-level to identify any impacts outside the scope of
the LRDP EIR analysis. The forthcoming EIR will identify project-level mitigation
measures, if necessary and feasible, to offset project-level impacts.

c) The LRDP EIR (page 4.4-34) concludes that program implementation would result in a
less-than-significant impact on wetlands with implementation of relevant LRDP planning
strategies, programs and practices and mitigation measures. LRDP EIR Mitigation
Measures (MM) 4.4-3(a) through 4.4-3(c) require delineation of jurisdictional waters,
including wetlands, in conjunction with individual projects, and establish avoidance,
minimization and compensation requirements for any impacts to delineated resources.
These MMs are included as part of the project.

As noted above, the proposed project would entail landform alteration in the vicinity of
the on-site arroyo. A wetland delineation is being prepared for the project and the
project’s impacts on wetlands will be evaluated in the project EIR.

d) The LRDP EIR (page 4.4-36) concludes that program implementation would result in a
less-than-significant impact on wildlife movement and wildlife nursery sites with
incorporation of relevant LRDP planning strategies, programs and practices and
mitigation measures. While the LRDP EIR recognizes that the on-site arroyo may be
utilized for wildlife foraging and movement, the feature is not characterized as a “wildlife
corridor” on the basis of surrounding development that isolates the arroyo from any
connecting open space areas. The LRDP EIR also concludes that there are no known
native wildlife nursery sites on the UCR campus (page 4.4-37).

Notwithstanding the lack of known nursery sites, the LRDP EIR recognizes the use of
trees on the campus as nesting sites. As discussed on page 4.4-38 of the LRDP EIR,
individual projects involving removal of mature trees must conduct pre-construction
surveys, and if occupied nests are discovered, provide a buffer zone or develop
appropriate mitigation measures in consultation with knowledgeable resource agency
staff (MM 4.4-4(a) and MM 4.4-4(b)). These LRDP provisions are part of the project.
This issue will not be addressed in the forthcoming project-level EIR.

e) The LRDP EIR (page 4.4-39) concludes that program implementation would be in
substantial conformance with local policies protecting biological resources and that this
impact would be less than significant on a program level. While the University is not
subject to municipal plans, policies, and regulations, a voluntary review of the County of
Riverside and City of Riverside general plans as part of the LRDP EIR (page 4.4-39)
concluded that implementation of the LRDP would not conflict with any relevant plans.
The City of Riverside General Plan was updated in November 2007, subsequent to
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adoption of the LRDP and certification of the program EIR. The updated City Open
Space and Conservation Element has been reviewed and does not include any new
information that would change the conclusion in the certified LRDP EIR. The LRDP
EIR conclusion is based upon the conservation policies embodied in LRDP Planning
Strategies Open Space 1, Open Space 2, Open Space 3 and Conservation 1. These LRDP
Planning Strategies are part of the proposed project. This issue will not be addressed
further in the project-level EIR.

f) The LRDP EIR (page 4.4-40) concludes that program implementation would not conflict
with an adopted habitat conservation plan, specifically, the Western Riverside County
Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (WRMSHCP). While the project site does
not overlap with any areas identified for long-term conservation as part of the
WRMSHCP reserve system, there are several plan-wide policies that are applicable
outside of the future reserve system. For the project site, applicable policies relate to
burrowing owl and riverine and riparian resources.

As noted above, the project-level biological resources evaluation will include focused
surveys for burrowing owl and evaluation of resources protected under WRMSHCP
policies protecting riverine and riparian resources. The results of the project-level
surveys will be presented in the forthcoming EIR and will provide a basis for evaluation
of continued relevance of the program-level conclusion in the LRDP EIR.

While not addressed in the LRDP EIR, it is also noted that the project site is within the
plan area for the Long-term Habitat Conservation Plan for the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat
(SKR). Implementation of this plan is at a stage in which all conservation lands have
been acquired. For projects located outside the reserve areas, plan conformance is
achieved through payment of mitigation fees that support ongoing management of the
reserve lands. The campus is not located within an SKR reserve and the University is
exempt from payment of SKR mitigation fees.
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Project Impact

Additional Adequately
I Project-level Addressed in
Ssucs Impact Analysis Earlier
Required Environmental
Document
5. CULTURAL RESOURCES - Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a = -
historical resource as defined in Section 15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an . -
archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5?
c¢) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or . -
site or unique geologic feature?
d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of . -

formal cemeteries?

a)

b)

The LRDP EIR identifies potentially significant historical resources on the campus. As
noted on page 4.5-11 of the certified LRDP EIR, a preliminary evaluation of the existing
on-site residence (3671 Valencia Hill Drive) led to a conclusion that the structure did not
meet listing criteria under either the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or the
California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR). Notwithstanding this preliminary
evaluation in the LRDP EIR, the existing residence meets the age criteria for further
evaluation under LRDP Mitigation Measure 4.5-1(a). An historical assessment by a
qualified architectural historian of the on-site residence was prepared in 2008, and
confirmed the preliminary determination in the LRDP EIR that the residence was not
eligible for listing in the NRHP or CRHR. On this basis, project-related impacts of
demolishing this structure would be less than significant and further discussion in the
project EIR is not warranted.

The historical assessment, “Historic Resources Evaluation: Assessor Parcel Numbers
251-18-005-6, City of Riverside, Riverside County, California,” prepared by Chambers
Group, Inc., dated December 2008, is available on the UCR Office of Design and
Construction website at http://pdc.ucr.edu.

The LRDP EIR (page 4.5-23) identifies the rolling hills in the southeastern portion of
campus and the agricultural teaching and research fields south of Martin Luther King
Boulevard as areas of potential sensitivity for archeological resources, and characterizes
the east campus area (except the southeast hills) as presenting a low potential for
encountering unknown, intact archaeological resources due to previous disturbances. The
project site is located in this LRDP-defined area of low potential. There is no new
information that would call into question the continued validity of the LRDP EIR
analysis and conclusion that this impact would be less than significant. Accordingly, the
potential for impacts to archaeological resources at the project site is deemed less than
significant and additional discussion in the forthcoming EIR is not warranted.
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c) The LRDP EIR (page 4.5-25) concludes that while the likelihood of finding
paleontological resources is low, there is the potential for the discovery of previously
unknown resources that cannot be evaluated. LRDP Program and Practice (PP) 4.5-4
requires project-specific measures be incorporated into construction specifications to
address an unanticipated paleontological resource discovery during construction
activities. Established campus procedures for implementation of the LRDP Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program ensure inclusion of such provisions in construction
contracts and implementation of contract provisions for the duration of construction.
This LRDP EIR measure is included as part of the project. No further discussion in the
project EIR is warranted.

d) The LRDP EIR (page 4.5-26) states that while the likelihood of finding human remains is
low, there is the potential for the discovery of human remains during construction
activities. LRDP Program and Practice (PP) 4.5-5 requires that all construction activities
stop and that the Riverside County Coroner be notified in the event any human remains
are discovered. Established campus procedures for implementation of the LRDP
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program ensure inclusion of such provisions in
construction contracts and implementation of contract provisions for the duration of
construction. This LRDP EIR measure is included as part of the project. No further
discussion in the project EIR is warranted.

Project Impact

Additional Adequately
Project-level Addressed in
Issues Impact Analysis Earlier
Required Environmental
Document

6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS - Would the project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

1) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the

most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued

by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial m 0
evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and

Geology Special Publication 42.

i1) Strong seismic ground shaking?
ii1) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

iv) Landslides?

HE B EH BN
O 0O 0O Od

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
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Project Impact

Additional Adequately
Project-level Addressed in
Issues Impact Analysis Earlier
Required Environmental
Document

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that

would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially - O
result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,

liquefaction or collapse?

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the
Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or | O

property?

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic
tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are O L
not available for the disposal of waste water?

a)

b)

The LRDP EIR (page 4.6-11) concludes that development on the campus would not have
a significant impact due to fault rupture because the campus is not within an Earthquake
Fault Zone as defined by the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act of 1994, nor is
it underlain by a known fault. The LRDP EIR identifies several major fault zones in the
vicinity of the project capable of producing strong seismic ground shaking, similar to
conditions in much of the southern California region, and that may cause damage in areas
where liquefiable soils exist. Implementation of LRDP Programs and Practices (PP) 4.6-
1(a), PP 4.6-1(b), and PP 4.6-1(c) was identified as reducing potential seismic impacts to
a level below significance by requiring project-specific geotechnical analysis and
continued updating of campus guidelines so that all new buildings are safely designed to
be consistent with seismic and geotechnical engineering practice.

A project-specific geotechnical study is being prepared to identify fault traces,
displacement potential, liquefaction, landsliding, and any other soil constraints that may
affect the project site and identify engineering requirements to ensure the proposed
structures meet applicable design requirements. The results of the geotechnical study
will be provided in the project EIR, providing a basis for evaluation of continued
relevance of the LRDP EIR conclusion and identification of any additional project-level
mitigation measures that may be necessary.

The LRDP EIR (page 4.6-12) concludes that with implementation of relevant LRDP
planning strategies and programs and practices, impacts related to soil erosion and loss of
topsoil would be less than significant. In addition to campus-wide policies directed at
limiting overall disturbance area and avoiding sensitive areas, the specific construction
measures itemized in LRDP Programs and Practices 4.6-2(a) and (b) reduce the potential
for substantial soil erosion and dust generation for both the construction and operation
phases. Established campus procedures for implementation of the LRDP Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program ensure inclusion of such provisions in construction
contracts and implementation of contract provisions for the duration of construction.
Established campus procedures for compliance with the NPDES permit for stormwater
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runoff ensure establishment of finished site treatments that provide long-term erosion
control. These LRDP EIR measures are included as part of the project. No further
discussion in the project EIR is warranted.

c) The LRDP EIR (page 4.6-15) concludes that with implementation of relevant LRDP
planning strategies and programs and practices, potential impacts related to these stability
issues would be less than significant. In addition to campus-wide policies directed at
limiting overall disturbance area and avoiding sensitive areas, the project-specific
geotechnical evaluation required under LRDP Program and Practice PP 4.6-1(a) provides
for consideration of these stability issues. As noted above, a project-specific geotechnical
evaluation is being prepared. The results of the geotechnical study will be presented in
the project EIR, providing a basis for evaluation of continued relevance of the LRDP EIR
less-than-significant conclusion and, if necessary, identification of additional feasible
project-level mitigation measures.

d) The LRDP EIR (page 4.6-17) concludes that with implementation of LRDP Program and
Practice 4.6-1(a), potential impacts related to expansive soils would be less than
significant. Known design techniques which are implemented in accordance with
established building codes are available to address this condition, if determined present at
any particular site. As noted above, a project-specific geotechnical evaluation is being
prepared. The results of the geotechnical study will be presented in the project EIR,
providing a basis for evaluation of continued relevance of the LRDP EIR less-than-
significant conclusion and, if necessary, identification of additional project-level
mitigation measures.

e) As with the rest of the campus, the project would connect to existing sewer infrastructure
and would not use septic systems. Further discussion of this issue in the project EIR is
not warranted.

Project Impact

Additional Adequately
Project-level Addressed in
Issues Impact Analysis Earlier
Required Environmental
Document

7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS — Would the project:

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, - O
that may have a significant impact on the environment?

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for
; . | O
the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

a) This was an emerging issue at the time of preparation of the LRDP EIR and was not
addressed in the certified program-level document. The proposed project would emit
greenhouse gases (GHGs) during construction and operation, mainly associated with
fossil fuel consumption. The air quality technical evaluation being prepared in support of
the forthcoming EIR will establish a quantified inventory of project GHG emissions
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b)

based upon a methodology combining results from the URBEMIS 2007 software and
formulas provided in the California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol,
Reporting Entity-wide Greenhouse Gas Emissions (version 3.1). The inventory will
consider construction activity, operation-period mobile source emissions, as well as
indirect emissions associated with electricity and water usage. Impact evaluation will
take into account preliminary guidance in current publications of the California Air
Resources Board, the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research and the South Coast
Air Quality Management District. Potential impacts and, if necessary, feasible mitigation
measures will be further identified in the project EIR.

This was an emerging issue at the time of preparation of the LRDP EIR and was not
addressed in the certified program-level document. California has passed several bills
and the Governor has signed at least three executive orders regarding GHGs. Assembly
Bill (AB) 32 (the Global Warming Solutions Act) was passed by the California
legislature on August 31, 2006. It requires the state’s global warming emissions to be
reduced to 1990 levels by 2020. The reduction will be accomplished through an
enforceable statewide cap on GHG emissions that will be phased in starting in 2012. The
project EIR will identify any GHG-related plans, policies, or regulations that have been
adopted and that apply to the project site, and discuss the project’s potential to conflict

with those plans, policies, or regulations.

Project Impact

Additional Adequately
I Project-level Addressed in
Ssucs Impact Analysis Earlier
Required Environmental
Document
8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS — Would the
project:
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous | ]
materials?
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions | O
involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment?
¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile | ]
of an existing or proposed school?
d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section . -

65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment?
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Project Impact

Additional Adequately
I Project-level Addressed in
Ssues Impact Analysis Earlier
Required Environmental
Document
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public = -
airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the project area?
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in O |
the project area?
g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted . -
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are 0 -

adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with
wildlands?

a)

b)

The proposed residential development would entail comparatively minimal use of
hazardous materials in the course of maintenance and cleaning services. The LRDP EIR
(page 4.7-24) concludes that with implementation of LRDP Program and Practice (PP)
4.7-1, impacts related to routine transport, use, disposal or storage of hazardous materials
would be less than significant. LRDP PP 4.7-1 acknowledges the obligation to
implement various health and safety plans, programs and practices that are imposed by
State and federal regulations. This LRDP EIR measure is included as part of the project.
Established campus procedures ensure compliance with such health and safety
regulations. No further discussion in the project EIR is warranted.

This element of the LRDP EIR analysis also addresses potential impacts associated with
building demolition and movement of contaminated soils, concluding that impacts would
be less than significant with implementation of LRDP Program and Practice (PP) 4.7-2.
LRDP PP 4.7-2 requires surveys to identify presence of hazardous materials and to
recommend necessary handling and disposal practices. A survey of the existing house on
the site was conducted in 2007 and determined that both asbestos-containing materials
and lead-based paint were present in the structure. Recommended measures for
managing the presence of those materials prior to demolition will be included as project-
level mitigation measures in the project EIR. Additionally, because the project would
entail earth disturbance in an area once used for agricultural purposes, a survey of site
soils to identify any contamination is being conducted in support of the forthcoming EIR.
The results of the survey and any recommendations for feasible project-level mitigation
will be presented in the project EIR.

The LRDP EIR (page 4.7-28) concludes that with implementation of relevant programs
and practices, impacts related to release of hazardous materials into the environment
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would be less than significant. The LRDP EIR discussion of this matter acknowledges
that hazardous materials are routinely used on campus as part of teaching and research in
laboratories, greenhouses, and other facilities. For the proposed residential facility,
cleaning products and other materials routinely used in building maintenance are
acknowledged as hazardous materials. LRDP PP 4.7-1, as discussed above, is cited as
reducing potential impacts in this regard for the proposed student housing use to below a
level of significance and is included as part of the project. There is no new information
that would call into question the continued validity of the LRDP EIR conclusion;
therefore, no further discussion in the project EIR is warranted.

This element of the LRDP EIR also addresses impacts related to exposure of construction
workers and campus occupants to contaminated soil or groundwater. In addition to
LRDP PP 4.7-2, the LRDP EIR discussion (page 4.7-34) acknowledges the requirements
for soil testing on former agricultural lands under LDRP PP 4.7-4 and Mitigation
Measure (MM) 4.7-4. Historic aerials photographs indicate the project site was formerly
a grove (presumably citrus). The results of the pending site survey noted under item a,
above, and if necessary, recommendations for feasible project-level mitigation will be
presented in the project EIR.

c) The LRDP EIR (page 4-7.35) lists schools within 7 mile of the campus; none of them are
within %4 mile of the project site. While not identified in the LRDP EIR, the Apple Tree
Learning Center is located at the southeast corner of Watkins Drive and Big Springs
Road, within % mile of the project site.

The LRDP EIR (page 4.7-34) concludes that with implementation of LRDP Program and
Practice (PP) 4.7-1, impacts related to hazardous emissions and nearby schools would be
less than significant. It is noted that the project-specific air quality analysis will consider
carbon monoxide hotspots and construction emissions in the vicinity of this school, and
will identify whether any applicable thresholds are exceeded. The results of this analysis
will be incorporated into the project EIR. As noted under item b, above, LRDP PP 4.7-1
is included as part of the project.

d) The LRDP EIR (page 4.7-36) states that campus is listed as a hazardous materials site
due to the former pesticide disposal pits in the agricultural teaching and research fields on
the West Campus. Remediation of this location has been completed and, on this basis,
the LRDP EIR concludes that implementation of the 2005 LRDP would not result in
development on a site that is listed pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. No
further discussion is required.

e) The LRDP EIR (page 4.7-24) concludes that the campus is not located within an airport
land use plan study area or within two miles of a public airport or public use airport and
no impacts would occur. This aspect of the project setting has not changed. This issue is
adequately addressed in the LRDP EIR and no further discussion is necessary in the
project EIR.

f) The LRDP EIR (page 4.7-24) concludes that the campus is not located within the vicinity
of a private airstrip and no impacts would occur. This aspect of the project setting has
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not changed. This issue is adequately addressed in the LRDP EIR and no further
discussion is necessary in the project EIR.

g) The LRDP EIR (page 4.7-37) concludes that with implementation of relevant LRDP
planning strategies, programs and practices and mitigation measures, impacts related to
interference with emergency response or evacuation plans would be less than significant.
LRDP Programs and Practices PP 4.7-7(a) and PP 4.7-7(b) address emergency access
issues by requiring that at least one unobstructed lane in both directions on campus
roadways be provided when possible (with appropriate traffic controls when only a single
lane is available and signage for alternate routes when closures are required), and relevant
campus departments be notified and consulted if construction operations result in
roadway closures. Two mitigation measures (MM 4.7-7(a) and 4.7-7(b)) were also
established in conjunction with the LRDP EIR to require coordination with the campus
Police Department and Riverside Fire Department if identified evacuation zones are
compromised during construction, and annual review of the campus Emergency
Operations Plan to evaluate the need for any adjustments to campus evacuation zones due
to new development.

Established campus procedures for compliance with campus emergency operations plans
and practices ensure implementation of the LRDP programs and practices and mitigation
measures cited above. The forthcoming EIR will acknowledge the inclusion of LRDP
provisions PP 4.7-7(a), PP 4.7-7(b), MM 4.7-7(a) and MM 4.7-7(b) into the proposed
project. With implementation of these measures, the less-than-significant impact
conclusion in the LRDP EIR remains valid. No further discussion in the project EIR is
warranted.

h) The LRDP EIR (page 4.7-40) concludes that development in the southeastern portion of
campus could expose people or structures to risks associated with wildland fires due to
proximity to campus wildlands features, namely the southeast hills and the Botanic
Gardens. With implementation of relevant planning strategies and mitigation measures,
the potential program-level impact is deemed less than significant. The project site is
removed from these areas of the campus and is not exposed to risk of wildland fires. The
LRDP programs and practices and mitigation measures in this regard are not applicable
to this project. No further discussion in the project EIR is warranted.
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Project Impact

Additional Adequately
Tssues Project-level Addressed in
Impact Analysis Earlier
Required Environmental
Document

9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY - Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge - 0
requirements?
b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a
net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater

. s O |
table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells
would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or
planned uses for which permits have been granted)?
c¢) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in - O
a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on-
or off-site?
d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or - O
river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff
in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site?
e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or | O
provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?
f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? | O
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on
a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or O |
other flood hazard delineation map?
h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would
) . O |
impede or redirect flood flows?
1) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the O L
failure of a levee or dam?
j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? | O

a) The LRDP EIR (page 4.8-17) concludes that campus development would not violate
waste discharge requirements or water quality standards with implementation of Planning
Strategy (PS) Conservation 2 (siting buildings to minimize site disturbance and reduce
erosion) and Program and Practice (PP) 4.8-1 (complying with SARWQCB
requirements). PP 4.8-3 (d) also reiterates the campus commitment to maintain water
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quality through implementation of best management practices identified in the campus-
wide Storm Water Management Plan.

Additional detail as to project elements involving storm drain improvements and arroyo
enhancement are being generated in conjunction with the ongoing project design effort.
More specific information regarding the nature of the proposed improvements, evaluation
of resultant impacts, and identification of feasible project-level mitigation measures will
be provided, if necessary, in the forthcoming project EIR.

b) The LRDP EIR (page 4.8-19) concludes that with implementation of PS Conservation 5
and PPs 4.8-2(a) through 4.8-2(c), impacts to groundwater supplies and recharge due to
implementation of the LRDP would be less than significant. These planning strategies
and programs and practices promote water conservation to reduce demand for potable
water and reduce the campus impact on local groundwater supplies (groundwater is a
component of supply for the City of Riverside, the campus water purveyor).

The proposed student housing project is consistent with the type and intensity of
development considered in the certified LRDP EIR. As noted on LRDP EIR page 4.8-21,
the campus is not designated as a groundwater recharge area and does not serve as a
primary source of groundwater recharge within the sub basin. Established campus
procedures for project design and construction management provide a mechanism to
ensure incorporation of water conserving features in the completed project. The
forthcoming EIR will acknowledge incorporation of LRDP provisions PS Conservation 5
and PP 4.8-2(a) through 4.8-2(c) into the proposed project to ensure a less-than-
significant impact. Further discussion of this issue in the project EIR is not warranted.

c) The LRDP EIR (page 4.8.22) concludes that with implementation of relevant LRDP
planning strategies and programs and practices, impacts related to erosion or siltation due
to changes in drainage patterns would be less than significant. The following LRDP
Planning Strategies and Programs and Practices are cited as minimizing impacts related
to erosion and siltation: PS Open Space 1, 2, 3, and 4, PS Conservation 1, 2, and 3, and
PP 4.8-3(a), PP 4.8-3(b), PP 4.8-3(c), and PP 4.8-3(d). The noted Planning Strategies
relate to avoidance of development in open space areas with greatest exposure to erosion
potential. PPs 4.8-3 (a) through (d) identify numerous avoidance and minimization
strategies and best management practices to reduce erosion potential. Additionally, the
adequate stormwater management facilities required under PP 4.8-3(¢) also contribute to
minimizing erosion.

Discussion in the LRDP EIR (page 4.8-25 and 26) notes the potential for alteration of
drainage patterns and erosion-related impacts as a result of new housing development in
the project area and adjacent to the arroyo. Additional detail as to project elements
involving storm drain improvements and arroyo enhancement are being generated in
conjunction with the ongoing project design effort. More specific information regarding
the nature of the proposed improvements, evaluation of resultant impacts, and
identification of feasible project-level mitigation measures, if necessary, will be provided
in the forthcoming project EIR.
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d) See discussion under (e) below; this issue will be discussed in detail in the project EIR.

e) The LRDP EIR (page 4.8-31) recognizes the potential for increased runoff due to
development of new student housing at this location, and the fact that this location is not
served by existing storm drain facilities. LRDP Program and Practice PP 4.8-3(e)
requires project-specific evaluation of estimated runoff and existing storm drain system
capacity, with identification of needed improvements when existing capacity is not
adequate and is included as part of the project. A project-specific analysis of stormwater
discharges and conveyance capacity is being conducted as part of the ongoing project
design effort. The results of this analysis, evaluation of resultant impacts, and
identification of any feasible project-level mitigation measures, if necessary, will be
provided in the forthcoming project EIR.

f) See the discussion under (a) above; water-quality impacts will be addressed in detail in
the project EIR.

g) As shown on LRDP EIR Figure 4.8-2, FEMA Map, the proposed project is not located
within a flood zone. The proposed project would not place housing within a 100-year
flood zone; therefore, impacts would not occur and further discussion in the project EIR
is not warranted.

h) As shown on LRDP EIR Figure 4.8-2, the proposed project is not located within a flood
zone. The proposed project would not place structures within a 100-year flood zone
which would impede or redirect flood flows; therefore, impacts would not occur and
further discussion in the project EIR is not warranted.

1) As stated on page 4.8-36 of the 2005 LRDP EIR, there is no reasonable threat of dam
failure that would impact the campus. A catastrophic impact related to the failure of the
Santa Ana Pipeline is considered remote but possible, and implementation of Program
and Practice 4.8-10 (implementation of the Emergency Operations Plan), is identified as
reducing this impact to a less-than-significant level.  Campus procedures for
implementation of the Emergency Operations Plan are in place and ability to implement
the plan would not be altered as a result of establishment of the Glen Mor 2 Student
Apartments. The proposed student apartments are consistent with the residential use
envisioned in the adopted LRDP, so implementation of the proposed project would not
represent any change in the risk of exposure assumed in the LRDP EIR. Further
discussion in the project EIR is not warranted.

j) The LRDP EIR (page 4.8-36) concludes that with implementation of relevant LRDP
planning strategies and programs and practices, impacts due to exposure to seiche,
tsunami, or mudflow would be less than significant. Risks related to seiche or tsunami
are essentially absent considering the distance between the campus and the ocean or other
water bodies.

Mudflows are identified as possible for sites adjacent to the southeast hills or campus
arroyos. Implementation of LRDP Planning Strategies Open Space 1 (preserve southeast
hills), Open Space 2 (limited access and improvements in Natural Open Space),
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Conservation 1 (protect native habitat, arroyos and mature trees), and PP 4.8-3(a) and (b)
is deemed to reduce the potential for mudflows to a less-than-significant level and are
included as part of the project. PP 4.8-3(a) applies only within Natural Open Space. PP
4.8-3(b) applies to Naturalistic Open Space areas (including the on-site arroyo) and
stipulates avoidance measures and best management practices that would minimize the
potential for mudflows. Stabilization and restoration of the on-site arroyo is an aspect of
the proposed project and is in furtherance of PS Open Space 1. The forthcoming EIR
will provide additional detail regarding proposed arroyo restoration improvements and
site drainage improvements that are necessary to draw conclusions regarding continued
relevance of the LRDP program-level conclusion, project conformance to LRDP
Mitigation Measure 4.8-3, and identification, if necessary, of feasible project-level
mitigation measures.

Project Impact

Additional Adequately
I Project-level Addressed in
Ssues Impact Analysis Earlier
Required Environmental
Document
10. LAND USE AND PLANNING - Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community? (| |

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation

of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not

limited to the LRDP, general plan, specific plan, local coastal | O
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding

or mitigating an environmental effect?

¢) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural - O
community conservation plan?
d) Create other land use impacts? | ]

a) Because the project is located within an established university campus and the 2005

b)

LRDP does not include the development of areas outside the campus boundaries, the
LRDP EIR (page 4.9-9) concludes that there would be no impact regarding the division
of any established communities. The project proposes development at the edge of
campus in an area planned for development in the LRDP. This issue is adequately
addressed in the LRDP EIR and no further discussion is necessary in the project EIR.

Pages 4.9-18 through 4.9-34 of the LRDP EIR address consistency of the 2005 LRDP
with the City of Riverside General Plan, Southern California Association of Governments
Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP), the Santa Ana Basin Plan, the Western Riverside
County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP), and the South Coast Air
Quality Management Plan (AQMP). The EIR concludes that this impact would be less
than significant with incorporation of relevant LRDP Planning Strategies, Programs and
Practices and Mitigation Measures.
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The proposed project includes a change in the adopted LRDP land use designations to
redesignate a portion of the site currently designated for “Athletics and Recreation” to
“Family, Apartment Housing and Related Support”. This proposed change is the result
of a determination in the early project design effort that additional land area was required
to accommodate a number of student beds, along with the required associated uses,
consistent with the adopted LRDP. While this proposed amendment does not represent a
measureable departure from the overall scope of development evaluated in the certified
LRDP EIR, some of the relevant plans of other jurisdictions have been updated. The
project EIR will include evaluation of any updates to the RCP, the Santa Ana Basin Plan,
the MHSCP, and the AQMP and will report any updated determinations regarding
consistency with these plans with respect to the proposed Glen Mor 2 Student
Apartments project.

c) See Biological Resources, item 4.f.

d) The LRDP EIR (page 4.9-9) concludes that with implementation of relevant LRDP
planning strategies and programs and practices, impacts related to changes in on-campus
land use will be less than significant. Discussion of land use impacts in the LRDP EIR
specifically recognizes the potential for incompatibility with respect to establishment of
new student housing in proximity to adjacent single-family neighborhoods (page 4.9-13)
and with respect to establishment of perimeter parking structures (page 4.9-14). LRDP
Planning Strategies Open Space 4 (landscape buffers), Campus and Community 1 (land
use transitions and landscape buffers), Conservation 1 (preserve natural resources),
Conservation 2 (building siting), Development Strategy 1 (design review process) and
Programs and Practices 4.9-1 (a) through (c) (design guidelines, landscape master plan,
relocate mature specimen trees) are identified as reducing potential land wuse
incompatibilities to a less-than-significant level and are included in the project. With the
additional detail as to the proposed improvements at this site, potential land use impacts
will be evaluated in the context of continued relevance of the program-level conclusion in
the LRDP EIR, as well as at a project-level to identify any impacts outside the scope of
the LRDP EIR analysis. The forthcoming EIR will identify feasible additional mitigation
measures, if necessary, that may be required to offset project-level impacts if they exceed
LRDP levels..

Due to the involvement of an amendment to the adopted LRDP Land Use Plan, the
project EIR will include an evaluation of the proposed amendment in the context of the
LRDP vision for the project site and the overall campus development program, as well as
an evaluation of accommodation of resident recreation facility needs with the proposed
elimination of the existing Athletics and Recreation designation at this site.

The March 2010 amendments to the CEQA Guidelines eliminated previous checklist
entries related to parking. The forthcoming EIR will address the proposed parking
element of this project as a land use matter with respect to the project’s conformance to
campus parking requirements and parking plans. Additional aspects of the proposed
parking facilities will also be addressed in the project EIR, as noted in this checklist
under aesthetics, air quality, and noise.
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Project Impact

Additional Adequately
Project-level Addressed in
Issues Impact Analysis Earlier
Required Environmental
Document

11. MINERAL RESOURCES - Would the project:

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

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific (I |
plan or other land use plan?

a) The LRDP EIR (page 4-3) acknowledges the lack of known mineral resources on the
campus and, on this basis, found that planned campus development would have no
impact on mineral resources. This issue is adequately addressed in the 2005 LRDP EIR
and no further discussion is necessary in the project-level EIR.

b) The LRDP EIR (page 4-3) acknowledges the lack of known mineral resources on the
campus and, on this basis, found that planned campus development would have no
impact on locally-important mineral resources. This issue is adequately addressed in the
2005 LRDP EIR and no further discussion is necessary in the project-level EIR.

Project Impact

Additional Adequately
Project-level Addressed in
Issues Impact Analysis Earlier
Required Environmental
Document

12. NOISE - Would the project result in:

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of
standards established in any applicable plan or noise ordinance, or | O
applicable standards of other agencies?

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne - N
vibration or groundborne noise levels?

¢) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the - N
project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the | O
project (including construction)?
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Project Impact

Additional Adequately
Project-level Addressed in
Issues Impact Analysis Earlier
Required Environmental
Document

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where

such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public = -
airport or public use airport, would the project expose people

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

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the
project expose people residing or working in the project area to O |
excessive noise levels?

a)

b)

c)

LRDP Program and Practice 4.10-1(b) requires project-specific noise analysis for future
development under the LRDP. Programs and Practices 4.10-1 (a) and (b) identify
campus noise standards for interior noise levels within student housing units and exterior
noise levels for sensitive receptors (both on-campus and off-campus). A project-specific
noise analysis is being prepared in support of the forthcoming EIR. The noise analysis
will consider noise generated by project-related traffic, equipment and activity in outdoor
use areas, and the proposed parking structure. With the additional detail as to the
proposed improvements at this site, potential noise impacts will be evaluated in the
context of continued relevance of the less-than-significant program-level conclusion in
the LRDP EIR, as well as at a project-level to identify any impacts outside the scope of
the LRDP EIR analysis. The forthcoming EIR will identify feasible additional mitigation
measures that may be required to offset project-level impacts, if necessary.

The LRDP EIR (page 4.10-16) concludes that development throughout campus would
result in groundborne vibration exceeding relevant thresholds, and identifies a significant
and unavoidable impact for on-campus users. LRDP Program and Practice 4.10-2
establishes restricted construction hours and Mitigation Measure 4.10-2(a) requires
notification to on-campus academic and residential facilities within 300 feet of approved
construction sites and are included as part of the project. While these measures would
reduce impacts to the extent feasible, the residual impact was deemed to remain
significant and unavoidable.

The LRDP EIR (page 4.10-17) determined that groundborne noise and vibration impacts
for off-campus locations would be below applicable thresholds, and concluded that the
potential impact is less than significant. This conclusion was based upon an assumption
that construction methods, such as pile driving, would not occur during implementation
of the 2005 LRDP (LRDP EIR page 4.10-16). However, the results of geotechnical
investigations conducted to date in support of the Glen Mor 2 Student Apartments project
indicates that pile driving may be required. The potential for impacts related to
groundborne vibrations will be addressed in the forthcoming EIR.

The LRDP EIR (page 4.10-17) concludes that permanent increases in traffic noise due to
campus development would be less than significant with incorporation of Programs and
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Practices (PP) 4.10-5(a) (providing on-campus housing to reduce local traffic) and PP
4.10-5(b) (implementing alternative transportation measures). The LRDP EIR (page
4.10-19) concludes that the permanent increases in noise from stationary sources such as
new buildings and facilities would be less than significant with incorporation of Planning
Strategy (PS) Open Space 4 (landscaped buffers), PS Campus and Community 1
(sensitive land use transitions), and PP 4.10-6 (shielding stationary sources). These
LRDP PPs and MMs are included as part of the project.

As noted in the discussion of item 12a, above, a project-specific noise study is being
prepared as required under LRDP Program and Practice 4.10-1(b). With the additional
detail as to the proposed improvements at this site, potential noise impacts will be
evaluated in the context of continued relevance of the program-level conclusions in the
LRDP EIR, as well as at a project-level to identify any impacts outside the scope of the
LRDP EIR analysis. The forthcoming EIR will identify feasible mitigation measures, if
necessary, to offset project-level impacts.

d) The LRDP EIR (page 4.10-7) concludes that development throughout campus would
result in noise exceeding relevant thresholds as received by on- and off-campus receptors,
including off-campus residences. The LRDP EIR identifies a significant and unavoidable
impact for this issue. The EIR identifies several measures that will reduce this impact to
the extent feasible, including LRDP Programs and Practices (PP) 4.10-7(a) (limiting the
hours of construction), PP 4.10-7(b) (requiring noise muffling of construction
equipment), PP 4.10-7(c) (requiring stationary construction equipment be placed away
from sensitive receptors), and PP 4.10-7(d) and PP 4.10-8 (conducting meetings with on-
and off-campus constituents regarding construction projects); however, residual impacts
would remain significant and unavoidable.

As noted in the discussion of item 12a, above, a project-specific noise study is being
prepared as required under LRDP Program and Practice 4.10-1(b). With the additional
detail as to the proposed improvements at this site, potential noise impacts will be
evaluated in the context of continued relevance of the program-level conclusions in the
LRDP EIR, as well as at a project-level to identify opportunities to further mitigate
impacts at this particular location.

e) As stated on page 4.10-13 of the 2005 LRDP EIR, the UCR campus is not located within
an airport land use plan study area or within two miles of a public airport or public use
airport and no impacts would occur. This aspect of the project setting has not changed.
This issue is adequately addressed in the 2005 LRDP EIR and no further discussion is
necessary in the project-level EIR.

f) As stated on page 4.10-13 of the 2005 LRDP EIR, the UCR campus is not located in the
vicinity of a private airstrip and no impacts would occur. This aspect of the project
setting has not changed. This issue is adequately addressed in the2005 LRDP EIR and no
further discussion is necessary in the project-level EIR.
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Project Impact

Additional Adequately
Project-level Addressed in
Issues Impact Analysis Earlier
Required Environmental
Document

13. POPULATION AND HOUSING - Would the project:

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly
(for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly 0 L
(for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating 0 -
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the 0 -
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

a)

b)

The LRDP EIR (impact discussion begins on page 4.11-13) fully analyzed the population
and housing impacts due to increases in on-campus housing, and determined that with
implementation of LRDP Planning Strategy Land Use 4 (campus housing for 50 percent
of students), this impact would be less than significant. The proposed project is in
furtherance of LRDP on-campus housing goals. With the LRDP-baseline campus
housing stock of 4,147 beds, the additional 1,219 beds constructed and acquired since
adoption of the 2005 LRDP, and the 810 beds proposed with the Glen Mor 2 Student
Apartments project, the post-project resident population of 6,180 students is well within
the resident population of 12,500 students analyzed in the LRDP EIR. The project would
not induce growth beyond that which was projected in the LRDP and analyzed in the
LRDP EIR. Therefore, additional discussion of this issue is not warranted in the project
EIR.

The project would result in the demolition and removal of one vacant single-family
residence. This does not represent a significant displacement of housing, and further
discussion in the project EIR is not warranted.

The project would result in the demolition of one single-family residence that is not
occupied. The project would not displace any people, and there would be no need for
replacement housing. Additional discussion of this issue in the project EIR is not
warranted.

University of California Riverside

31 Tiered EIR Scoping Initial Study

Glen Mor 2 Student Apartments August 2010



Project Impact

Additional Adequately
I Project-level Addressed in
Ssucs Impact Analysis Earlier
Required Environmental
Document
14. PUBLIC SERVICES
Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or physically altered
governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for
any of the public services:
a) Fire protection? | O
b) Police protection? | O
¢) Schools? (I |
d) Parks? U [
e) Other public facilities? O |
f) Create other public service impacts? (] |

a)

b)

The LRDP EIR (page 4.12-8) concludes that impacts upon fire protection services would
be less than significant with implementation of LRDP Planning Strategy Transportation 4
(limit circulation in campus core) and Programs and Practices (PP) 4.12-1 (a) and (b). PP
4.12-1(a) and (b) require consideration of fire prevention features in the design of
individual projects under the LRDP, including building and fire code requirements,
emergency access, accident prevention, water supply and water pressure; and staffing
needs (both campus and local agency). These LRDP PPs and MMs are included as part
of the project.

Fire services would be provided by three City of Riverside stations within two miles of
the proposed project, including Station No. 4 (3510 Cranford Avenue), Station No. 6
(2293 Main Street), and Station No. 1 (3420 Mission Inn Avenue). With the additional
detail as to the proposed improvements at this site, the project EIR will evaluate potential
fire safety impacts in the context of PP 4.12-1(a) and PP 4.12-1(b). The forthcoming EIR
will address continued relevance of the program-level conclusions in the LRDP EIR and
identify feasible project-level mitigation, if necessary.

The LRDP EIR (page 4.12-11) concludes that impacts to police services will be less than
significant with implementation of LRDP Planning Strategy Transportation 4 (limit
circulation in campus core) and Programs and Practices (PP) 4.12-2 (a) and (b). The
LRDP EIR acknowledges that planned campus development would have an effect on
police services of both the UCR and the City of Riverside police departments. LRDP
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d)

EIR PP 4.12-2(a) requires hiring of additional campus police staff as development under
the LRDP occurs. PP 4.12-2(b) acknowledges the coordinated service agreement
(UNET) between the UCR Police Department and the City of Riverside Police
Department and commits to continued participation on the part of the campus. The
proposed project would introduce additional residents and buildings on campus that may
increase demand for police services. As required under PP 4.12-2(a), the campus will
review staffing needs of the UC Police Department and determine whether this project
would require additional staffing that would require additional facilities. Additional
discussion of this issue will be provided in the project EIR.

The LRDP EIR (page 4.12-13) concludes that implementing the LRDP would increase
the number of school-aged children in local school districts, but not beyond the districts’
capacities, and that this impact would be less than significant. The proposed student
housing project is consistent with the nature and intensity of development proposed in the
adopted LRDP and assessed in the certified LRDP EIR. This issue was adequately
addressed in the LRDP EIR, and further discussion is not warranted in the project EIR.

Parks are not addressed in the Public Services section of the LRDP EIR. Project impacts
in this regard are addressed under Recreation (see item 15, below).

The LRDP EIR (page 4.12-15) concludes that the impact of implementation of the LRDP
on off-campus libraries would be less than significant because adequate library facilities
would be provided on campus. The proposed student housing project is consistent with
the nature and intensity of development proposed in the adopted LRDP and assessed in
the certified LRDP EIR. This issue was adequately addressed in the LRDP EIR, and no
further discussion is warranted in the project EIR.

No other potential public services impacts specific to the project have been identified,
and discussion of additional services is not warranted in the EIR.

Project Impact

Additional Adequately
Project-level Addressed in
Issues Impact Analysis Earlier
Required Environmental
Document

15. RECREATION

a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and
regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial | O
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities, which might | L]
have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

a)

The LRDP EIR (pages 4.13-7 and 4.13-8) concludes that planned development would
increase the campus population and result in additional demand for recreational facilities,
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but that impacts on recreation demand would be less than significant because the LRDP
proposes to construct new recreational facilities to accommodate this increase. While
overall campus open space of approximately 320 acres far exceeds the campus parkland-
to-persons objective of 3 acres per 1,000 persons (approximately 107 acres required for
2005 LRDP build-out campus population of 35,540), the LRDP EIR identified an
existing deficit in formal recreational space and established projected programming needs
for formal sports and recreation facilities based on per capita ratios for the various facility
types (Table 4.13-2, page 4.13-4). The LRDP includes addition of approximately
372,000 square feet of recreational building space that will make up for this deficit and
meet additional demand. The LRDP EIR (pages 4.13-8 and 4.13-9) also concludes that
the impact on off-campus recreational facilities would be less than significant because the
campus-based demand on these facilities would not be substantial.

The proposed project includes an amendment to the LRDP to remove the “Athletics and
Recreation” land use designation from the site and replace it with “Family, Apartment
Housing and Related Support,” resulting in a loss of planned recreational open space
land. The forthcoming EIR will analyze this proposed land use change with respect to
ability to meet campus recreational needs, need to designate an alternate location for
recreational uses, and increased demand for remaining campus recreational facilities.

b) The LRDP EIR (page 4.13-9) concludes that construction of new recreational facilities
could result in impacts to the environment, but that the impacts associated with their
development, including impacts on air quality, biology, noise, traffic, and other resource
areas, are fully considered elsewhere in the LRDP EIR and that there are no additional
significant impacts that are not covered in the LRDP EIR. The project would involve the
construction of an outdoor pool, and impacts associated with the development will be
evaluated as part of the proposed project in their respective resource areas of the project
EIR. As noted in item a above, the project EIR will also consider potential impacts
related to the proposed LRDP land use amendment as it relates to possible replacement
locations or potential intensification of use at existing recreational facilities.
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Project Impact

Additional Adequately
I Project-level Addressed in
ssucs Impact Analysis Earlier
Required Environmental
Document

16. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC -- Would the project:
a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy
establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the
circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation
including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant | O
components of the circulation system, including but not limited to
intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and
bicycle paths, and mass transit?
b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management program,
including, but not limited to level of service standards and travel

. (] |
demand measures, or other standards established by the county
congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?
c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in (] |
substantial safety risks?
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm | O
equipment)?
¢) Result in inadequate emergency access? | [
f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding
public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise | O

decrease the performance or safety of such facilities?

a) The LRDP EIR (pages 4.14-37 through 4.13-62) concludes that plan implementation

would generate permanent traffic increases and temporary construction-related traffic that
would result in significant and unavoidable impacts at several studied intersections,
including the Big Springs Road/Watkins Drive intersection near the project site. Various
planning strategies are identified to generally reduce and manage campus traffic, and
mitigation measures are identified to improve affected intersections, but the LRDP EIR
acknowledges that even with implementation of these strategies and measures, the
residual impact remains significant and unavoidable.

While the proposed student housing project is consistent with the location and intensity
of development under the adopted LRDP, the LRDP EIR evaluated program-wide traffic
impacts for a 2015 build-out scenario, based upon existing conditions in 2004. A project-
specific traffic analysis is being prepared to evaluate the localized and near-term impacts
based upon an updated existing conditions scenario and the more detailed site
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development information that is now available. The forthcoming EIR will address
project impacts for selected intersections identified in consultation with City of Riverside
Traffic Engineering staff. The EIR analysis will address project impacts with respect to
adopted LRDP Mitigation Measures (particularly 4.14-1(g) for the Linden/Aberdeen
intersection) and will also address the need for any additional project-level mitigation
measures (including potential funding contributions toward intersection improvements at
Big Springs Road and Watkins Drive as noted at LRDP EIR pages 4.14-45 and 4.14-55).
The results of the traffic analysis will be incorporated into the project EIR.

b) The LRDP EIR (page 4.14-62) identified significant and unavoidable impacts on
Riverside County Congestion Management Plan facilities due to increases in traffic on
highway facilities that are already congested under existing conditions, including 1-215,
SR-60, and SR-91. The proposed student housing development is consistent with the
nature and intensity of use proposed under the adopted 2005 LRDP. Accordingly, the
proposed project would not generate trips on these regional freeway and highway
facilities beyond that which was analyzed programmatically in the LRDP EIR.
Therefore, analysis of the project’s impacts on these facilities is not warranted in the
project EIR.

c) The LRDP EIR (page 4.14-7) determined that the LRDP would not result in any changes
to air traffic patterns or an increase in air traffic levels. The proposed project has no air-
traffic component and would not construct tall structures near an airport; therefore, the
project would not result in impacts on air traffic that were not considered in the LRDP
EIR. This impact has been adequately addressed in the LRDP EIR, and further
discussion is not warranted in the project EIR.

d) The LRDP EIR (page 4.14-66) concludes that hazardous road conditions impacts would
be less than significant with implementation of LRDP Program and Practice (PP) 4.14-4,
which requires the campus to consult with design architects for roadway and parking
improvements, and PP 4.14-5, which requires at least one unobstructed lane in both
directions during project construction or, if infeasible, the incorporation of appropriate
traffic controls or alternate routes, as necessary to maintain safe traffic conditions. The
project proposes a new parking structure and on-site access roads that would need to
conform to the Campus Design Guidelines, as required in PP 4.14.-4. The project EIR
will incorporate an analysis of the project’s conformance to these guidelines and address
any additional hazardous traffic conditions that may be created by the project, including
temporary impacts due to construction traffic.

e) The LRDP EIR (page 4.14-69) identifies a less-than-significant long-term impact on
emergency access based on the range of planning strategies limiting on-campus traffic
and enhancing emergency access throughout the campus. For temporary construction
impacts, mitigation is provided to reduce the emergency access impact to a less-than-
significant level, including LRDP Program and Practice (PP) 4.14-5, described in item d,
above, and PP 4.14-8, which requires disclosure of roadway closures to relevant campus
and outside emergency entities. The project EIR will include a discussion of any
emergency access impacts presented by project design, and will identify any need for
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temporary lane closure during construction and any associated impacts on emergency

acCcess.

f) The LRDP EIR (page 4.14-74) identifies various transportation planning strategies
promoting public transit that support the determination that implementation of the 2005
LRDP would result in a less-than-significant impact on alternative transportation plans.
These include Planning Strategy (PS) Transportation 1 (multi-modal transportation plan),
PS Transportation 3 (continuous network of bicycle lanes), and PS Transportation 5
(bicycle parking at convenient locations), which are included as part of the project. The
project EIR will include analysis of the project design pursuant to any adopted campus
plans for alternative modes of transit, including pedestrian, shuttle, and bicycle access.

Issues

Project Impact

17. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS -- Would the project:

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control Board?

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental
effects?

¢) Require or result in the construction of new storm water
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental
effects?

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project
from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded
entitlements needed?

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider,
which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity
to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?

g) Comply with applicable federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

h) Create other utility and service system impacts?

Additional Adequately
Project-level Addressed in
Impact Analysis Earlier
Required Environmental
Document
O |
L] |
[ U
O |
O |
L] |
L] |
[ U
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a) Wastewater treatment is provided by the City of Riverside Regional Water Quality
Control Plant (RRWQCP) and the City is responsible for meeting federal and State
requirements, including applicable requirements of the Santa Ana Regional Water
Quality Control Board. The proposed student housing development is consistent with the
scale of development analyzed in the LRDP EIR and would not generate a volume of
wastewater or create a new source of wastewater beyond that which was considered in
the LRDP EIR. The proposed project would not alter the LRDP EIR less-than-significant
impact conclusion (LRDP EIR page 4.15-21), and additional discussion is not warranted
in the project EIR.

b) The LRDP EIR (page 4.15-14) concludes that development under the 2005 LRDP would
not require construction of new or expanded water treatment facilities and the impact of
the LRDP development would be less than significant. This conclusion is based upon
implementation of several water conservation and planning measures that are included as
part of the project, including LRDP Planning Strategy (PS) Conservation 5 (Title 24) and
Programs and Practices 4.15-1(b) through PP 4.15-1(d), which identify a series of
conservation measures for design, maintenance and operation of campus facilities. The
proposed student housing development is consistent with the scale of development
analyzed in the LRDP EIR. The City of Riverside provides water service to the campus
and is responsible for the treatment of all water supplies to the campus. This notice of
preparation is being circulated to the City of Riverside to confirm the understanding that
the LRDP EIR conclusion as to water treatment capacity remains valid. Barring any
information to the contrary from the City of Riverside, water treatment capacity will not
be addressed in the forthcoming EIR.

See item e, below regarding wastewater treatment capacity. See item h, below, regarding
capacity of City trunk sewers.

c) The LRDP EIR (page 4.8-31) recognizes the potential for increased runoff due to
development of new student housing at this location, and the fact that this location is not
served by existing storm drain facilities. LRDP Program and Practice PP 4.8-3(e)
requires project-specific evaluation of estimated runoff and existing storm drain system
capacity, with identification of needed improvements when existing capacity is not
adequate. A project-specific analysis of stormwater discharges and conveyance capacity
is being conducted as part of the ongoing project design effort. The results of this
analysis, evaluation of resultant impacts, and identification of feasible project-level
mitigation measures, if necessary, will be provided in the forthcoming project EIR.

d) The LRDP EIR (page 4.15-16) incorporates a water supply assessment prepared by the
campus water purveyor, the City of Riverside. The supply assessment supports the
determination that implementation of the 2005 LRDP would not require new or expanded
water supply entitlements and the program-level impact would be less than significant.
This conclusion takes into account the LRDP water conservation measures noted above
in item b, which are included as part of the project. The proposed student housing
development is consistent with the scale of development analyzed in the LRDP EIR.
This notice of preparation is being circulated to the City of Riverside to confirm the
understanding that the LRDP EIR conclusion as to water supply capacity remains valid.
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Barring any information to the contrary from the City of Riverside, water supply to the
campus will not be addressed in the forthcoming EIR.

e) The LRDP EIR (page 4.15-24) concludes that the projected increase in wastewater
generated by implementation of the LRDP would not exceed available capacity at the
City of Riverside regional treatment facility that receives campus wastewater (citing 8
million gallons per day (mgd) excess capacity at the time, compared to 0.9 mgd
incremental flows projected from LRDP build-out). On this basis, the program-level
impact is deemed less than significant. The proposed student housing development is
consistent with the scale of development analyzed in the LRDP EIR and would not
increase wastewater generation beyond that which was assumed in the LRDP EIR. This
notice of preparation is being circulated to the City of Riverside to confirm the
understanding that the LRDP EIR conclusion as to wastewater treatment capacity
remains valid. Barring any information to the contrary from the City of Riverside,
wastewater treatment capacity will not be addressed in the forthcoming EIR.

f) The LRDP EIR (page 4.15-19) concludes that solid waste generated during construction
and operation of the proposed campus-wide development would be adequately
accommodated in the Badlands Landfill, which was previously estimated to reach its
capacity between 2018 and 2020. On this basis, the program-level impact is deemed less
than significant. The project would not increase solid waste generation beyond that
which was assumed in the LRDP EIR and there are no known changes with respect to
available capacity at the Badlands Landfill. This impact has been adequately addressed
in the LRDP EIR, and further discussion of the impact is not warranted in the project
EIR.

g) The LRDP EIR (page 4.15-20) concludes that implementation of the 2005 LRDP would
comply with all applicable federal, State and local statutes and regulations related to solid
waste and that this impact would be less than significant. UCR voluntarily diverts 51
percent of solid waste from ongoing campus operation, and diverts 50 percent of campus
construction waste. The proposed student housing development is consistent with the
scale of development analyzed in the LRDP EIR; therefore, the project would not alter
solid waste generation or diversion rates assumed in the LRDP EIR. This impact has
been adequately addressed in the LRDP EIR, and further discussion of the impact is not
warranted in the project EIR.

h) The LRDP EIR (page 4.15-25) concludes that the increased energy demand due to
implementing the LRDP would be accommodated by existing facilities and would not
create the need for new transmission facilities for electricity or gas. On this basis, and
assuming implementation of Planning Strategy Conservation 5 (Title 24), which is
included as part of the project, impacts were deemed less than significant. The proposed
student housing development is consistent with the scale of development analyzed in the
LRDP EIR and would not increase energy demand beyond that which was assumed in the
LRDP EIR. This impact has been adequately addressed in the LRDP EIR, and further
discussion of the impact is not warranted in the project EIR.
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In addition to the basic campus water supply issue addressed in item d, above, LRDP
Program and Practice 4.15-1(a) requires project-specific analysis to confirm that the
campus water distribution system is adequate to serve proposed development. Pursuant
to PP 4.15-1(a), project-specific analysis of the campus water distribution system (for
both domestic and fire flow) will be provided in the EIR, including identification of any
necessary system upgrades and the resultant environmental impacts.

In addition to the basic campus wastewater treatment capacity issue addressed in item e,
above, LRDP Mitigation Measure (MM) 4.15-6(a) and MM 4.15-6(b) require
coordination with the City of Riverside to determine the adequacy of City trunk sewers to
accommodate incremental wastewater flows and to participate in the cost of any required
improvements. This coordination and analysis is conducted as part of the architectural
project design, which is progressing concurrent with this environmental analysis. The
results of required coordination between the campus and the City will be disclosed in the
project EIR, including specifics as to any needed improvements to the City wastewater
conveyance system.

Project Impact

Additional Adequately
Issues Project-level Addressed in
Impact Analysis Earlier
Required Environmental
Document

18. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE — The lead agency shall find that a project
may have a significant effect on the environment and thereby require an EIR to be prepared for the
project where there is substantial evidence, in light of the whole record, that any of the following
conditions may occur. Where prior to commencement of the environmental analysis a project
proponent agrees to mitigation measures or project modifications that would avoid any significant
effect on the environment or would mitigate the significant environmental effect, a lead agency need
not prepare an EIR solely because without mitigation the environmental effects would have been
significant (per Section 15065 of the State CEQA Guidelines):

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the

environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife

species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-

sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal | O
community, substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of

a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important

examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory?

b) Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term
environmental goals to the disadvantage of long-term | O
environmental goals?

University of California Riverside 40 Tiered EIR Scoping Initial Study
Glen Mor 2 Student Apartments August 2010



Project Impact

Additional Adequately
Project-level Addressed in
Issues Impact Analysis Earlier
Required Environmental
Document

c¢) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means
that the incremental effects of a project are significant when viewed
. . . ! | O
in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of past, present and probable future

projects)?
d) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or | O
indirectly?
a) These impacts have all been addressed in previous responses provided in this initial

b)

d)

study. The EIR’s biological resources section will discuss specific project impacts on
plants and wildlife, including avian species. The document will also evaluate the project’s
contribution to cumulative biological resources impacts and, where deemed necessary,
will propose mitigation that will reduce any cumulative impact. As stated above in
section 5 of this document, the project is not anticipated to result in significant cultural
resources impacts, and that issue will not be addressed in detail in the project EIR.

The project EIR will examine all aspects of the project’s impact on the environment that
have not been eliminated from further discussion on the basis of this initial study,
considering both short-term and long-term impacts.

Two cumulative projects within the UCR campus have been identified at the time this
initial study was prepared: the proposed School of Medicine, located on the West
Campus, generally northeast of lowa Avenue and Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard, and
the Environmental Health and Safety facility, to be located on the north side of Linden
Street, south of Watkins Drive, and west of Valencia Hill Drive. Additional off-campus
cumulative projects will be identified through coordination with City, County, and other
agencies as work on the Glen Mor 2 Student Apartments project-level EIR proceeds. The
project EIR will take stock of these cumulative projects to identify any cumulative
impacts that would occur in the vicinity of the project and fully evaluate the project’s
potential to contribute to these cumulative impacts. By distribution of this initial study as
part of the Notice of Preparation for this project, the campus is soliciting input as to any
other projects that should be considered in the cumulative impact analysis.

The project’s direct and indirect effects on human beings, including but not limited to
those related to air quality, hazards, and noise, will be fully evaluated in the project EIR.

University of California Riverside

a1 Tiered EIR Scoping Initial Study

Glen Mor 2 Student Apartments August 2010



VI. SUPPORTING INFORMATION SOURCES

University of California, Riverside. 2005 Long Range Development Plan Final Environmental
Impact Report. November 2005. (includes Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program)

Chambers Group, Inc. Historic Resources Evaluation: Assessor Parcel Numbers 251-18-005-6,
City of Riverside, Riverside County, California. December 2008

VII. INITIAL STUDY PREPARERS

ICF International:
Kathleen Dale
Alex Hardy
Aaron Brownwood

University of California, Riverside Campus
Tricia D. Thrasher

University of California, Office of General Counsel
Kelly L. Drumm
Alicia Jensen

University of California Riverside 2 Tiered EIR Scoping Initial Study
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HWHEMEN  California Naturgl Resources Agency ARNOLD SCHW; GER, Go
s DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME JOHN MeCAMMAN, Diractor
G  hitp:/iwww.dfg.ca.goy
Intand Deserts Region

3602 Inland Empire Bivd., Suite C-200
Ontario, CA 81764

(909) 484-0167
August 19, 2010

Ng
Ms. Tricta D, Thrasher CLROY RECEIVED
Regents of the University of California (o)
'111g 1 Frankiin Streef, 12" Floor Oq \Eﬂ'\\ AUG 2 3 2010
Oakland, CA 84607 Q.

STATE CLEARING HOUSE

Re:  Notice of Preparation of Draft Environmental impact rt
Glen Mor 2 Student Apartments --
Dear Ms. Thrasher:

The Department of Fish and Game (Department) appreciates this opportunity to comment
on the Notice of Preparation for the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Glen
Mor 2 Student Apartments on the University of Californla Riverside campus. The project
involves the construction and operation of a student housing community on 21 acres of
University-owned property on the UC Riverside campus. The project also invoives the
restoration of a 0.4 mile stretch of an arroyo on the site's northem boundary.

The Depattment is responding as a Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources (Fish and
Game Code Sections 711.7 and 1802 and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines Section 15386], and as a Responsible Agency regarding any discretionary
actions (CEQA Guidelines Section 15381), such as a Lake or Streambed Alteration
Agreement (California Fish and Game Code Sections 1600 et seq.) and/or a California
Endangered Species Act (CESA) Permit (California Fish and Game Code Sections 2080
and 2080,1).

The site is located in the City of Riverside, County of Riverside within the boundary of th
University of California Riverside campus. .

The proposed project conslists of 5 residential apartment buildings (810 student beds), a
food emporium, a community building, executive retreat center, parking structure and other
infrastructure improvements.

The project is located within the boundary of the Western Riverside Multiple Species
Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) and is subject to the provisions and policies of that
plan. The MSHCP [s a Natural Communities Conservation Plan that provides coverage for
146 species and up to 510,000 acres. Participants in the MSHCP are igsued take
auth;riza&ion for covered species and do not require Federal or State Endangered Species
Act Permits.

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870
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Shouild the applicant choose not to process the development project through the MSHCP
for covered species, then the project is subject to the Federal Endangered Species Act
and/or the Califomia Endangered Species Act (CESA) for threatened and endangered -
species. A CESA Permit must be obtained if the project has the potential to result in
“take” of species of plants or animals listed under CESA, either during construction or over
the life of the project. CESA Permits are issued to congerve, protect, enhance, and restore
State-listed threatened or endangered species and their habitats. The Department's
CESA Incldental Take Permit state that a project must fully minimize and mitigate impacts
to State-listed resources. ;

The DEIR should specify whether the project will obtain take through the Multiple Species
Habitat Conservation Plan as a Participating Special Entity or will need to obtain take
through a CESA permit. :

The Department is concemed about the continuing loss of juriedictional waters of the State
and the encroachment of development into areas with native habitat values. The DEIR
should contain sufficient, specific, and current biological information on the existing habitat
and specles at the project site; measures to minimize and avoid sensitive biological
resources; and mitigation measures to offset the loss of native flora and fauna and State
waters, If the project site contains Federally- or State-listed species, the DEIR should
include measures to avold and minimize impacts to these species as well as mitigation
measures to compensate for the loss of biolagical resources. The DEIR should not defer
impact analysis and mitigation measures to future requiatory discretionary actions, such
as a Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement, CESA Permit, ar Federal Endangered
Species Act (ESA) Permit. '

Although the propased project is within the Westem Riverside Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan (MSHCP) and could be subject to Section 6.1.2, Protection of Species
Associated with Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools, a Lake and Streambed
Alteration Agreement Notification is still required by the Department should the site contain
jurisdictional waters, Additionally, the Department’s criteria for determining the presence of
jurisdictional waters are generally more comprehensive than the MSHCP criteria in
Section 6.1.2. The CEQA document should Include a jurisdictional delineation if there are
impacts to riparian vegetation or State waters,

This particular project has the potential to have significant environmental impacts on
sensitive flora and fauna resources, including Federally- and State-listed endangered
species. Therefore, the DEIR should include an alternatives analysis which focuses on
environmental resources and ways to avold or minimize impacts to those resources,

To enable Department staff to adequately review and comment on the proposed project,
we suggest that updated biological studies be conducted prior to any environmental or
discretionary approvals. The NOP states that the project involves the restoration of a 0.4
mile stretch of an arroyo along the site's northemn boundary. The DEIR should include a
bielogical survey, a jurisdictional delineation of waters of the State, impact analysis,
mitigation plan, a revegetation plan and malntenance and menitoring plan. The following
information should be included in any focused biological report or supplemental
environmental report:
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1|

A complete assessment of the flora and fauna within and adjacent to the project
area, with particular emphasis upon idertifying endangered, threatened, and
locally unique species and sensitive habitats.

al

A thorough assessment of rare plants and rare natural communities,
following the Department's November 2008 guidance for Protocols for
Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant
Populations and Natural Communities. The guidance document can be
found at the following link:

http://www.dfg,ca.qov/biogeodata/cnddb/pdfs/Pratocols for Surveying an
d_Evaluating Impacts.pdf

A complete assessment of sensitive fish, wildlife, reptile, and amphibian
species. Seasonal variations In use of the project area should also be
considered. Focused speciss-specific surveys, conducted at the
appropriate time of year and time of day when the sensitive species are
active or otherwise identifiable, are required. Acceptable species-spécific
survey procedures should be developed in consultation with the
Department and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

Rare, threatened, and endangered species to be addressed should include
all those which meet the CEQA definition (See CEQA Guidelines, 15380)

The Department's California Natural Diversity Data Base in Sacramento

should be contacted at (916) 327-5S60 to obtain current information on any

previously reported sensitive species and habitat, including Significant

réagural Areas identified under Chapter 12 of the Califomnia Figh and Game
eae.

A thorough discussion of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts expected to
adversely affect biological resources, with specific measures to offset such
impacts.

a.

CEQA Guidelines, 15125(a), direct that knowledge of the regional setting ie
critical to an asaessment of environmental impacts and that special
emphasis should be placed on resources that are rare or unique to the
region. .

Project impacts should be analyzed relative to their affects on off-site
habitats. Specifically, this should encompass adjacent public lands, open
space, adjacent natural habitats, and riparian ecosystems. In addition,
impacts to and maintenance of wildlife cofridor/movement areas, including
access to undisturbed habitat in adjacent areas, should bs fully evaluated
and provided.

The zoning of areas for development projects or other uses that are
nearby or adjacent to natural ereas may inadvertently contribute to

P.004
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wildlife-human interactions, A discussion of possible conflicts and
mitigation measures to reduce these conflicts should be included in the
envirenmental document.

d. A cumulative effects analysis should be developed as described under
CEQA Guidelines, 15130. General and specific plans, as well as past,
present, and anticlpated future projects, should be analyzed relative to their
impacts on similar plant communities and wildlife habitats.

e. The document should include an analysis of the effect that the project may
have on the Western Riverside Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan.
Under Sections 2800-2835 of the California Fish and Game Code, the
Depariment, through the Natural Communities Conservation Planning
(NCCP) program Is coardinating with local jurisdictions, landowners, and
the Federal Govemment to preserve local and regional biclogical diversity.

3. Arange of alternatives should be analyzed to ensure that alternatives to the
praposed project are fully considered and evaluated (CEQA Guidelines 151286.6),
A range of alternatives which avoid or otherwise minimize impacts to sensitive
biological resources should be included. Specific alternative locations should also
be evaluated in areas with lower resource sensitivity where appropriate.

a. Mitigation measures for project impacts to sensitive plants, animals, and
habitats should emphasize evaluation and selection of alternatives which
avoid and/er otherwise minimize project impacts. QOff-site compensation for
unavoidable impacts through acquisition and protection of high-quality
habitat should be addressed,

b. The Department considers Rare Natural Communities as threatened
habitats having both locatl and regional significance. Thus, these
communities should be fully avoided and otherwise protected from project-
related impacts.

c. The Department generally does not support the use of relocation, salvage,
and/or transplantation as mitigation for impacts fo rare, threatened, or
endangered species. Departmant studiea have shown that these efforts
are experimental in nature and largely unsuccessful.

4. A CESA Permit must be obtained, if the project has the potentlal to result in “take”
of species of plants or animals listed under CESA, either during construction or
over the life of the project, CESA Permits are issued to conserve, protect,
enhance, and restore State-listed threatened or endangered species and their
habitats. Early consultation is encouraged, as significant modification to the
proposed project and mitigation measures may be required in order to obtain a
CESA Permit. Revisions to the Callfornia Fish and Game Code, effactive January
1998, require that the Department Issue a separate CEQA document for the
issuance of a CESA permit unless the project CEQA document addresses all
project impacts to listed species and specifies a mitigation monitoring and reporting
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program that will meet the requirements of a CESA permit, For these reasons, the
following information is requested:

a, Biological mitigation, menitoring, and reporting proposals should be of
sufficient detail and resolution to satisfy the requirements for a CESA
Permit.

b A Depariment-approved Mitigation Agreement and Mitigation Plan are
raquired for plants listed as rare under the Native Plant Protection Act,

5. The Department opposes the elimination of watercourses and/or their
channelization or canversion to subsurface drains. All wetlands and watercourses,
whether intermittent or perennial, must be retained and provided with substantial
setbacks which preserve the riparian and aquatic values and maintain their value
to on-site and off-site wildlife populations.

a. Under Section 1600 ef seq. of the California Fish and Game Code, the
Department requiree the project applicant to notify the Department of any
activity that will divert, obstrict or ¢hange the natural flow or the bed,
channel or bank (which includes associated riparian resources) of a river,
stream or lake, or use material from a streambed prior to the applicant's
commencement of the activity. Streams include, but are not limited to,
intermittent and ephemeral streams, rivers, creeks, dry washes, sloughs,
blue-line streams, and watercourses with subsurface flow. The
Department's issuance of a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement for
a project this is subjact to CEQA will require CEQA compliance actions by
the Department as a responsible agency. The Department, as a
responsible agency under CEQA, may consider the local jurigdiction’s (lead
agency) Negative Declaration or Environmental Impact Report for the
project. However, if the CEQA document does not fully Identify potential
impacts to lakes, streams, and associated resources (including, but not
limited to riparian and alluvial fan sage scrub habitat) and provide adequate
avoidance, mitigation, monitering, and reporting commitments, additional
CEQA documentation will be required prior to execution (signing) of the
Streambed Alteration Agreement. In order to aveid delays or repetition of
the CEQA procese, potential impacts to a lake or stream, as well as
avoidance and mitigation measures need to be discussed within this CEQA
document. The Department recommends the following measures to avoid
subsequent CEQA documentation and project defays:

(i) Incarporate all information regarding impacts to lakes,
streams and associated habitat within the DEIR. Informatlen that
should be included within this document includes: (a) a delineation
of lakes, streams, and associated habitat that will be directly or
indirectly Impacted by the proposed project; (b) details on the
biological resources (flora and fauna) associated with the lakes
andfor streams; (c) identification of the presence or absence of
sensitive plants, animals, or natura) communities; (d) a discussion of
environmental alternatives; (e) a discussion of avoidance measures
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to reduce project impacts, (f) a discussion of potential mitigation
measures required to reduce the project impacts to a level of
insignificance; and (g) an analysis of impacts to habitat caused by a
change in the flow of water across the site. The applicant and lead
agency should keep in mind that the State also has a policy of no
net loss of wetlands.

(ii) The Department recommends that the project applicant
and/or lead agency consult with the Department to discuss potential
project impacts and avoidance and mitigation measures. Eary
consultation with the Department is recommended since
modification of the proposed project may be required to avoid or
reduce impacts to fish and wildlife resources. To obtain a
Streambed Alteration Agreement Notification package, please visit

our website at: hitp://www.dfg.ca.gov/habeon/160Q/ or call (562)
430-7924.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment, Please contact Robin Maloney-Rames at
(909) 980-3818, if you have any questions regarding this letter,

Sincerely,

Je
S Envitonmental Scientist

c¢: Anna Milloy, ES
State Clearinghouse, Sacramento

TOTAL P.007




STATE OF CALIFORMIA Arnold Schwarzeneqaer, Governor

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION UES’G,” & CONSTRUET
915 CAPITOL MALL, ROOM 364 UC RIVE RSings
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 %
?aTxG %Qﬁiﬁgggjsasa 2010 AUG-16 PH 2:
Web Site wiyrw.nahc.ca.0oy

e-maii: ds_nahc@pacbeli.net

August 11,2010

Ms. Tricia D. Thrasher, ASLA, LEED AP, Principal Environmental Project Manager
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, RIVERSIDE

Office of Design & Construction

3615-A Canyon Crest Drive
Riverside, CA 82507

California Environmentat Quality Act (CEQA) Subsequent/Supplemental EIR for the proposed
University of California Riverside Glen Mor 2 Student Apartments: Family, Apartment
Housing and Related support, Open Space and Athietics and Recration Project Uses under
the 2005 LRDP Land Use Plan; located on the University of California. Riverside Campus. in the
City of Riverside; Riverside County, Caiifornia

Dear Ms. Thrasher:

The Native American Heritage Commission provides a list of Native American Contacts that
are culturally-affiliated for the proposed on campus housing project to situated on approxiemately
21-acres resulting in five residential buildings (810 student beds and 232 apartmeni-style units ~
Project located in Riverside County

Early consuitation with Native American tribes in your area is the best way fo avoid
unanticipated discoveries once a project is underway. Enclosed are the names of the nearest tribes
that may have knowledge of cultural resources in the project area. A list of Native American
contacts is aftached fo assist you. Itis advisable to contact the persons listed; if they cannot supply
you with specific information about the impact on cultural resources, they may be able to refer you
to another tribe or person knowledgeable of the cultural resources in or near the affected project
area.

Further, we recommend that you contact the Information Center at the University of
California, Riverside (951-827-5745), part of the California Historical Resources Information
System (CHRIS) to identify any recorded archaeological sites in the ‘area of potential effect’ (APE).
Lack of surface evidence of archeological resources does not preclude the existence of
archeological resources. Lead agencies should consider avoidance, in the case of cultural
resources that are discovered. A tribe or Native American person may be the only source of
information about a cultural resource.

State of California regulations provide for provisions for accidentally discovered
archeological resources during construction and mandate the processes to be followed in the event
of an accidental discovery of any human remains in a project location other than a ‘dedicated
cemetery. California Government Code §27460 should be followed in the event of an accidental
discovery of human remains during any ground-breaking activity; in such cases California Health &
Safety Code §7050.5 may apply.
ou have any questions about this response to your request, please do not hesitate to

B 653-6251. ' '

>

fim Analyst

Cc: State Clearinghoyse
Attachment Native American Contact List



Native American Contacts

Riverside County
August 11, 2010

Pechanga Band of Mission Indians
Paul Macarro, Cultural Resource Center

P.O. Box 1477 L.uiseno
Temecula  CA 92593
pmacarro@pechanga-nsn.

(951) 308-9295 Ext 8106

{951) 676-2768

(951) 506-2491 Fax

Ramona Band of Cahuilla Mission Indians
Joseph Hamilton, Chairman

P.O. Box 391670

Anza , CA 92539
admin@ramonatribe.com
(951) 763-4105

(951) 763-4325 Fax

Cahuilla

San Manue! Band of Mission Indians
James Ramos, Chairperson

26569 Community Center Drive
Highland » CA 92346
(909) 864-8933

(909) 864-3724 - FAX
(909) 864-3370 Fax

Serrano

Gabrieieno/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission
Anthony Morales, Chairperson

PO Box 693 Gabrielino Tongva
San Gabriel , CA 91778

(626} 286-1262 -FAX

(626) 286-1632

(626) 286-1758 - Home

(626) 286-1262 Fax

This list is current only as of the date of this document.

Santa Rosa Band of Mission Indians
John Marcus, Chairman

P.O. Box 609
Hemet , GA 92546
sriribaloffice@aol.com

(951) 658-5311
(951) 658-6733 Fax

Cahuilla

Gabrielino Tongva Nation
Sam Dunlap, Chairperson
P.O. Box 86908

Los Angeles . CA 90086

samdunlap@earthlink.net

Gabrielino Tongva

{909) 262-9351 - cell

Morongo Band of Mission Indians
Michael Contreras, Cultural Heritage Prog.

12700 Pumarra Road Cahuilla
Banning » CA 92220  Serrano
mcontreras@monongo-

(951) 755-5025
(951)201-1866 - cell

(951) 922-0105 Fax

San Manuel Band of Mission indians

Ann Brierty, Policy/Cultural Resources Departmen

26569 Community Center. Drive
Highland » CA 92346

abrierty @sanmanuel-nsn.
(909) 864-8933 EXT-3250
(909) 649-1585 - celi
(909) 862-5152 Fax

Serrano

Distribution of this list does not relieve any person of statutory responsibility as defined in Section 7050.5 of the Health and
Safety Code, Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Cede and Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code. Also,
federal National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Natfonat Histaric Preservation Act, Section 106 and fed

eral NAGPRA.  And 36 CFR Part 800.3.

This list s only applicable for contacting local Natlve Americans for consultation purposes with regard 1o cujtural resources impact by the proposed

University of California , Riverside Glen Mor 2 Student Apartments Project; located In the City of Riverside; Riverside County, Callfornia.



Native American Contacts

Riverside County
August 11, 2010

Kupa Cultural Center (Pala Band)
Shasta Gaughen, Assistant Director
?@908 Pala-Temecula RA.PMB Box | yiseno
Pala » CA 92059
cupa@palatribe.com

(760) 891-3580

(760) 742-4543 - FAX

Pechanga Band of Mission Indians
Mark Macarro, Chairperson

P.O. Box 1477

Temecula : CA 92593
tbrown@pechanga-nsn.gov
(951) 676-2768

(951) 695-1778 Fax

Luiseno

Willie J. Pink

48310 Pechanga Road
Temecula - CA 92592
wipink@hotmail.com
(909) 936-1216

Prefers e-mail contact

Luiseno

Serrano Nation of Indians
Goldie Walker

6588 Valaria Drive
Highland « CA 92346

(909) 862-9883

Serrano

This list is current only as of the date of this document.

Cahuilla Band of Indians
Luther Salgado, Sr., , Chairperson

PO Box 391780 Cahuilla
Anza , CA 92539
tribalcouncil@cahuifla.net

915-763-5549

Anna Hoover, Cultural Analyst
Pechanga Cultural Resources Department

P.C. Box 2183 l.uisefio
Temecula

(951-770-8104

(951) 694-0446 - FAX
ahoover@pechanga-nsn.gov

CA 92593

Joseph Ontiveros, Cultural Resource Department
SOBOBA BAND OF LUISENO INDIANS

P.O. BOX 487 Luiseno
San Jacinto » CA 92581

(951) 654-5544, ext 4137

(951) 663-5279

jontiveros @soboba-msn.gov

bistribution of this list does not relieve any person of statutory responsibility as defined in Section 7050.5 of the Health and
Safety Code, Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code. Also,
federal National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Natlonal Historic Preservation Act, Section 106 and fed

eral NAGPRA.  And 36 CFR Part 800.3.

This list Is only applicable for contacting local Native Americans for consultation purposes with regard to cultural resources Impact by the proposed

University of California , Riverside Glen Mor 2 Student Apartments Project; located In the City of Riverside; Riverside County, California.
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August 18,2010

Tricia D, Thrasher, ASLA, LEED AP, Principal Environmental Project Manager
Attn: Glen Mor 2 Student Apartments Project

UCR Office of Design and Construction

3615-A Canyon Crest Drive

Riverside, CA 92567

Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the
Glen Mor 2 Student Apartmenis Project

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the above-
mentioned document. The SCAQMD)’s comments are recommendations regarding the analysis of potential air quality
impacts from the proposed project that should be included in the draft environmental impact report (EIR). Please send
the SCAQMD a copy of the Draft EIR upon its completion. In addition, please send with the draft EIR all
appendices or technical documents related to the air quality analysis and electronic versions of all air quality
modeling and health risk assessment files. Electronic files include spreadsheets, database files, input files,
output files, etc., and does not mean Adobe PDF files, Without all files and supporting air guality
documentation, the SCAQMD will be unable to complete its review of the air quality analysis in a timely
manner. Any delays in providing all supporting air quality documentation will require additional time for
review beyond the end of the comment period.

Air Quality Analysis

The SCAQMD adopted its California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Air Quality Handbook in 1993 to assist
other public agencies with the preparation of air quality analyses. The SCAQMD recommends that the Lead Agency
use this Handbook as guidance when preparing its air quality analysis. Copies of the Handbook are available from the
SCAQMD’s Subscription Services Department by calling (909) 396-3720. Alternatively, the lead agency may wish to
consider using the California Air Resources Board (CARB) approved URBEMIS 2007 Model. This model is available
on the SCAQMD Website at: _www.urbemis.com.

The Lead Agency should identify any potential adverse air quality impacts that could occur from all phases of the
project and all air pollutant sources related to the project. Air quality impacts from both construction (including
demolition, if any) and operations should be calculated. Construction-related air quality impacts typically include, but
are not limited to, emissions from the use of heavy-duty equipment from grading, earth-loading/unloading, paving,
architectural coatings, off-road mobile sources (e.g., heavy-duty construction equipment) and on-road mobile sources
(e.g., construction worker vehicle trips, material transport trips). Operation-related air quality impacts may include,
but are not limited to, emissions from stationary sources (e.g., boilers), area sources (e.g., solvents and coatings), and
vehicular trips (e.g., on- and off-road tailpipe emissions and entrained dust), Air quality impacts from indirect sources,
that is, sources that generate or attract vehicular trips should be included in the analysis.

The SCAQMD has developed a methodology for calculating PM2.5 emissions from construction and operational
activities and processes. In connection with developing PM2.5 calculation methodologies, the SCAQMD has also
developed both regional and localized significance thresholds, The SCAQMD requests that the lead agency quantify
PM2.5 emissions and compare the results to the recommended PM2.5 significance thresholds, Guidance for
calculating PM2.,5 emissions and PM2.5 significance thresholds can be found at the following internet address:
hitp://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/PM2 _5/PM2_5.himl,
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In addition to analyzing regional air quality impacts the SCAQMD recommends calculating localized air quality
impacts and comparing the results to localized significance thresholds (LSTs). LSTs can be used in addition to the
recommended regional significance thresholds as a second indication of air quality impacts when preparing a CEQA
document. Therefore, when preparing the air quality analysis for the proposed project, it is recommended that the lead
agency perform a localized significance analysis by either using the LSTs developed by the SCAQMD or performing
dispersion modeling as necessary. Guidance for performing a localized air quality analysis can be found at
http://www.agmd.gov/cega/handbook/LST/LST.html.

In the event that the proposed project generates or attracts vehicular trips, especially heavy-duty diesel-fueled vehicles,
it is recommended that the lead agency perform a mobile source health risk assessment. Guidance for performing a
mobile source health risk assessment (“Health Risk Assessment Guidance for Analyzing Cancer Risk from Mobile
Source Diesel Idling Emissions for CEQA Air Quality Analysis”) can be found on the SCAQMD’s CEQA web pages
at the following internet address: http://www.agmd.gov/cega/handbook/mobile_toxic/mobile_toxic.html. An analysis
of all toxic air contaminant impacts due to the decommissioning or use of equipment potentially generating such air
pollutants should also be included.

Mitigation Measures

Tn the event that the project generates significant adverse air quality impacts, CEQA requires that all feasible
mitigation measures that go beyond what is required by law be utilized during project construction and operation to
minimize or eliminate significant adverse air quality impacts. To assist the Lead Agency with identifying possible
mitigation measures for the project, please refer to Chapter 11 of the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook for
sample air quality mitigation measures. Additional mitigation measures can be found on the SCAQMD’s CEQA web
pages at the following internet address: www.aqmd.gov/cega/handbook/mitigation/MM_intro.html Additionally,
SCAQMD’s Rule 403 — Fugitive Dust, and the Implementation Handbook contain numerous measures for controlling
construction-related emissions that should be considered for use as CEQA mitigation if not otherwise required, Other
measures to reduce air quality impacts from land use projects can be found in the SCAQMD’s Guidance Document for
Addressing Air Quality Issues in General Plans and Local Planning. This document can be found at the following
internet address: hittp://www.aqmd.gov/prdas/aqguide/agguide.html. In addition, guidance on siting incompatible land
uses can be found in the California Air Resources Board’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community
Perspective, which can be found at the following internet address: http:/www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf. CARB’s
Land Use Handbook is a general reference guide for evaluating and reducing air pollution impacts associated with new
projects that go through the land use decision-making process. Pursuant to state CEQA Guidelines §15126.4
(a)(1X(D), any impacts resulting from mitigation measures must also be discussed.

Data Sources

SCAQMD rules and relevant air quality reports and data are available by calling the SCAQMD’s Public Information
Center at (909) 396-2039. Much of the information available through the Public Information Center is also available
via the SCAQMD’s World Wide Web Homepage (http://www.agmd.gov).

The SCAQMD is willing to work with the Lead Agency to ensure that project-related emissions are accurately
identified, categorized, and evaluated. If you have any questions regarding this letter, please call Ian MacMillan,
Program Supervisor, CEQA Section, at (909) 396-3244.

Sincerely,

S Y T A
Tan MacMillan
Program Supervisor, CEQA Inter-Governmental Review

Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources
M
RVC100810-04
Control Number
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September 7, 2010

Tricia D. Thrasher, ASLA, LEED AP, Principal Environmental Project Manager
Attn: Glen Mor 2 Student Apartments Project

UCR Office of Design and Construction

3615-A Canyon Crest Drive

Riverside, CA 92507

SUBJECT: GLEN MOR 2 STUDENT APARTMENTS PROJECT: NOTICE OF
PREPARATION FOR AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Dear Ms. Thrasher:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Glen Mor 2 Student Apartments Project.
Located on the northwest corner of Valencia Hill Drive and Big Springs Road, the project
includes the construction of five five-story residential buildings, a food emporium, a resident
services office, a community building, a three-level parking structure, and an executive retreat
center. The project will provide 810 student beds in 232 apartment style units.

Given the prominent location of the proposed project — adjacent to an established residential
neighborhood — City staff has reviewed the NOP and offers the following comments for your
review and consideration:

e As identified in the NOP, further environmental analysis will be required to assess the
probable environmental impacts associated with the development of the Glen Mor 2 Student
Apartments Project on the surrounding area, including the adjacent residential neighborhood.
A thorough discussion and analysis is needed to fully mitigate all potential impacts on the
surrounding area, including aesthetics, land use compatibility, noise, biology, traffic, and
utilities.

¢ The City’s Public Works — Traffic Engineering Section requests that the prospective traffic
impact analysis take into account the current design/layout of Valencia Hill Drive (with the
cul-de-sac), including the parking restrictions currently in place. In addition, the traffic study
should also assess the traffic impact on the intersection of Valencia Hill Drive and W. Big
Springs Road given the proposed placement of the project driveway near the intersection.
Traffic Engineering staff requests a meeting with the prospective traffic consultant to discuss
the scope of study area and project trip distribution prior to commencing the traffic study so
as to ensure that all traffic impacts are properly analyzed and, if necessary, mitigated.

3900 Main Street * Riverside, CA 92522 » 951.826.5371 ¢ fax 951.826.5981 * www.riversideca.gov




The City’s Public Works Department notes that the project is subject to payment of
appropriate sewer capacity charges prior to connection to the City’s collection system.
Additionally, the installation of a service lateral connection to the existing 15-inch City-
owned sewer main is subject to a Construction Permit and inspection by the City.
Occupancy of this development will result in increased monthly sewer service charges to the
University, based on increased water consumption.

The project shall implement and maintain appropriate construction-phase and post-
construction BMPs (Best Management Practices) to minimize pollutant loads in urban
runoff. The project needs to comply with all Federal and State regulations related to water
quality, including the Federal Clean Water Act, the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control
Act and all applicable provisions of the statewide Water Quality Control Plans and Policies
adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board.

In addition to addressing the above-mentioned environmental impacts, the City’s Public Works
Department requests conditioning the project to install sidewalk on the westerly side of Valencia
Hill Drive between Big Springs Road and Watkins Drive. The sidewalk needs to be constructed
in conjunction with this development to accommodate anticipated pedestrian movement.

Your continued cooperation with the City of Riverside is greatly appreciated. City staff strongly
encourages UCR to submit any future building design and landscaping plans to the City for
review and comment and looks forward to receiving a draft EIR that full analyzes and mitigates
all potential environmental impacts. Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please
contact Moises A. Lopez, Associate Planner, at (951) 826-5264 or by email at
mlopez@riversideca.gov.

Sincerely,

Ken Gutierrez, AICP

Planning Director

cc.

Ronald Loveridge, Mayor

Riverside City Council Members

Brad Hudson, City Manager

Belinda Graham, Assistant City Manager

Tom DeSantis, Assistant City Manger

Kristi Smith, Supervising Deputy City Attorney

Siobhan Foster, Public Works Director

Tom Boyd, Deputy Public Works Director/City Engineer
Rob Van Zanten, Principal Engineer

Steve Libring, Traffic Engineer
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AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT

September 1, 2010

Ms. Tricia D. Thrasher, ASLA, LEED AP
Principal Environmental Project Manager
Attn: Glen Mor 2 Student Apartments Project
UCR Office of Design and Construction
3615-A Canyon Crest Drive

Riverside, California 92507

Dear Ms. Thrasher: Re:  Notice of Preparation of an

Environmental Impact Report for the
Glen Mor 2 Student Apartments Project

This letter is written in response to the Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) for the Glen Mor 2 Student Apartments Project. The proposed project would involve the
construction of a student housing community on approximately 21 acres located northwest of the
intersection of Valencia Hill Drive and Big Springs Road, in the city of Riverside, Riverside County.
The Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (District) is providing the
following comments/concerns that should be addressed in the EIR:

1.

Page 25 of the Tiered EIR Scoping Initial Study indicates that the project area is not
located within a Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Special Flood Hazard
Area (SFHA). Please be advised that a portion of the project area may be located within a
FEMA SFHA as shown on Panel 06065C0727G of the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps
(FIRM) and is subject to a 1 percent or greater chance of flooding in any given year. A
copy of the applicable portion of the FIRM is enclosed for your use. Any development or
encroachments made to the SFHA shall be reviewed by the community's floodplain
administrator to determine whether proposed building sites will be reasonably safe from
flooding. The City of Riverside is the community who shall administer, coordinate,
implement, and enforce the local ﬂoodplam ordinance by granting or denying
development permits in accord with its provisions. This may include the submittal of
studies, calculations, plans and other information required to meet FEMA requirements,
and should further require that the applicant obtain a Conditional Letter of Map Revision
(CLOMR) in accordance with Title 44 Section 60.3 (d)(4) of the Code of Federal
Regulations prior to final approval of the project, and a Letter of Map Revision (LOMR)
immediately after completion of the project.

1995 MARKET STREET
RIVERSIDE, CA 92501
951.955.1200

FAX 951.788.9965
www.reflood.org



Ms. Tricia D. Thrasher -2- September 1, 2010
Re: Notice of Preparation of an

Environmental Impact Report for the

Glen Mor 2 Student Apartments Project

2. The proposed project is located within the adopted University Master Drainage Plan
(MDP) boundary. When fully implemented, the MDP facilities will relieve those areas
within the plan of the most serious flooding problems and provide adequate drainage
outlets. The MDP may be impacted as a result of the potential diversions or
concentration of stormwater flow. The proposed project also has the potential to
increase stormwater runoff and erosion downstream of the project area. Potential
impacts to the MDP should be addressed in the EIR. The MDP maps can be viewed
online at www.rcflood.org. To obtain further information on the MDP and the proposed
facilities, please contact Edwin Quinonez of the District's Planning Section at
951.955.1345.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Notice of Preparation. Please forward any subsequent
environmental documents regarding the project to my attention at this office. Any further questions
concerning this letter may be referred to Jason Swenson at 951.955.8082 or me at 951.955.1233.

Very truly yours,
ARTURO DIAZ
Senior Civil Engineer
Enclosure
ec: TLMA

Attn: Kristi Lovelady
Edwin Quinonez

JDS:mcv
P8133033
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Scoping Meeting Transcript




UNI VERSI TY OF CALI FORNI A, RI VERSI DE
GLEN MOR 2 STUDENT APARTMENTS PRQJECT

SCOPI NG MEETI NG

REPORTER S TRANSCRI PT OF PROCEEDI NGS

LOCATI ON:

DATE AND TI ME:

REPORTED BY:

JOB NO. :

University of California Riverside
Bannockburn Conference Room J102
3615A Canyon Crest Drive

Ri versi de, CA

Wednesday, August 25, 2010
6:00 ppm to 6:46 p.m

DI ANE CARVER MANN, CSR
CSR NO. 6008
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Rl VERSI DE, CALI FORNI A VEEDNESDAY, AUGUST 25, 2010

PROGCEEDI-NGS
- 000-

MR. CASKEY: Wiy don't we go ahead and
get started. There m ght be sone m sconceptions as to
what this neeting is really all about. It's not a
community neeting, and it's really a neeting that --
in fact, | believe it's not a neeting that we actually
had to have. W opted to have it. It is a neeting
where we're trying to get sone information fromthe
community as to what things that you think that we
need to be addressing in an EIR okay? So it's future
tense. We're trying to get your feedback, you know,
ahead of it so that we can respond accordingly.

So I'mnot actually going to be running the
neeting today. W've asked Kathy Dale, who is a
regul atory conpliance specialist and the project
manager from I CF International, the group that is
actually involved in doing the EIR  She'll be
conducting the neeting.

The neeting is technically a neeting where
we're collecting information, and I'll let you go
through that. But this is in regards to the

G en Mor 2 Housing Project, which is approxi mately 800

Gillespie Reporting and Document M anagement Inc. Page: 3



Deposition of University of CA, Riverside: Glen Mor 2 Student Apartments Project

Scoping Meeting

© 00 N o 0o b~ w NP

N NN NN R R R R R R R R R R
A W N P O © 0O N O O M W N B O

25

beds. W've had two community neetings in regards to
it so far. And this is only about the EIR that we are
tasked to do in regards to that.

Prior to giving it over to Kathy, the only

other thing | wanted to say was that there is -- the
design work is still underway. There's a |ot of
design work that's still going. There are sone

guestions that are out there that | am duty-bound to
get back to folks in the comunity as to what we're
doing, why we're doing it and all the rest of that.

And | sent a letter to M. MPhearson as a
followup to that. | don't know if you are aware, but
"' massum ng you probably are, that he had sent a
| etter -- and a nunber of you had -- to the chancell or
in regards to the project. And he had 14 points in
his letter, and | will be addressing all 14 of those
poi nts back to him

But | sent hima letter saying that, you
know, we wanted to get to a certain point in the
design so that what |'m stating back has been -- are
poi nts that are devel oped fromthe design process. So
just so the fol ks here know where that's at, | suspect
that I'Il probably be putting that |letter together to
himin the next 30 to 45 days in terns of the design

process, that we'll be far enough along that we'll be

Gillespie Reporting and Document M anagement Inc.
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able to address a nunber of the itens that he brought
up specifically in his letter. And so that 1'd |et

hi m know so he didn't think he fell off the face of
the earth or sonmething in regards to us responding to
hi m

So with that I'mgoing to turn over the
neeting to Kathy and | et you continue on.

M5. DALE: Thank you. I'Il just stand
up here if you're confortable there. Thank you. As
Don nentioned, ny nane is Kathy Dale, and |'mthe team
| eader for ICF International, who is preparing the EIR
for the canpus on this project. And | want to just
explain to you what the purpose of the neeting is
tonight, sort of the neeting format, what we've done
to date and what the next steps are.

The neeting tonight is called a scoping
neeting, and it's one of the procedural aspects under
the California Environnmental Quality Act for
preparation of an environnental inpact report. And
what this neeting is, is an opportunity for interested
parties to let the | ead agency, who is the University,
who is the proponent for the project, know what issues
you think need to be addressed in the environnental
| npact report.

There is at this point alimted ability

Gillespie Reporting and Document M anagement Inc. Page: 5
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for us to answer questions, so |I'd ask you to pl ease
be patient with us on that fact. |If you do have
guestions, we'll try to answer them But realize we
may not be able to. As far as the neeting format,

"Il give you a little overview of the Notice of
Preparation, and then after |I'm done, we'll ask anyone
If they'd like to speak.

The transcriptioni st has asked if you woul d
pl ease speak clearly, maybe at a noderate pace so she
can foll ow you, and then naybe once you' ve spoken if
you could sign in over here. Before? Gkay. There's
a space for your nane, your affiliation, if you're
associ ated with an agency or an organi zation. There's
al so an address or phone and e-nmail information. |If
you' d like to provide that, fine, but that's not
mandat ory. And then the record that the
transcriptionist is preparing will be part of the
envi ronnent al inpact report.

As far as the process today, | think nost
of you have been here before for the comunity
neetings and are famliar wth the project |ayout.

And what | CF has done today is prepared a docunent
called a Notice of Preparation. That docunent was
rel eased by the canpus on August 6. As part of that

rel ease there was a notice published in the

Gillespie Reporting and Document M anagement Inc. Page: 6
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Press Enterprise. The notice and the docunents were
posted on the canpus website. W also did a direct

mai ling to a nunber of public agencies we're obligated
to coordinate wth under the California Environnental
Quality Act. And did | mss anything? | think that
was it. And there was one individual that was noticed
who has a request on file with the canpus to receive
noti ces.

And | did want to |let you know that the
canpus has provided a handout in the back of the room
for any of you that are interested in receiving CEQA
notices fromthe canpus, how you can get your contact
I nformation to themso that you would receive direct
notice as well, because | understand sone people may
be concerned that they didn't receive direct notice of
t his.

The Notice of Preparation materials that
were posted on the website, there's two substantive
conponents of that. One is the project description.
And what we've done is based on a site layout. [It's
additional information fromthe canpus and from desi gn
plans in progress. W' ve prepared a detailed
description. [It's 11 pages of text and graphics that
give nore detail about the nature of the project, and

t hen based on that project description we prepared a

Gillespie Reporting and Document M anagement Inc. Page: 7
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docunented called Initial Study. That's a standard

checklist that cones out of the State guidelines for

I npl ementation of the California Environnental Quality

Act, and it has about 50 questions on it that you
answer how the project may inpact the resources
associated with each of those questions.

And we have structured that initial study
based on the | ong-range devel opnent plan EIR as the
background docunent, and on the basis of the LRDP EIR,
we've identified a nunber of issues that are going to
be addressed in the environnental inpact report and a
nunber of issues that are adequately addressed by the
| ong-range devel opnent plan and that don't need to be
addressed at a project |evel.

And for the issues that need to be
addressed at a project level, I'll just item ze them
for you because they are nost of the issues that are
covered on the initial study checklist. And those
that will be covered in the EIR are aesthetics, air
gquality, biological resources, geology and soils.
There's a new i ssue call ed greenhouse gases t hat
wasn't a required content or a required resource
evaluation at the tine the LRDP EIR was prepared.
Hazar ds and hazardous materials, hydrol ogy and water

gquality, land use and pl anning, noise, public

Gillespie Reporting and Document M anagement Inc.
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services, recreation, transportation and traffic and
utility and service systens. And that's all but about
two or three of the issues that are on the |ist.

There are copies of the printed docunent in
t he back of the room here for anybody who hasn't seen
it yet, and the docunents are posted right on the main
page of the canpus website for the Ofice of Design
and Construction. There's a link right there that
takes you to a single Acrobat format docunent that has
t he whol e content of the notice, the distribution |ist
of who it was sent to directly, the project
description and the initial study.

Now, the next steps are after we've
recei ved any input tonight and al so any input that
wi Il conme through witten coments in response to the
Notice of Preparation, there's formally a 30-day
review period for that, but because we're going to be
continuing to work on the draft EIR, we can accept
coments a reasonable tine beyond that deadli ne.

W will be conpleting the techni cal
evaluations in the Environnental |npact Analysis, and
the canmpus will be releasing a draft Environnent al
| npact Report, and currently we anticipate that that
wi Il becomng out in md Novenber.

That was everything | wanted to cover. D d

Gillespie Reporting and Document M anagement Inc.
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I mss anything? No?

MR. CASKEY: Did you ask the State the
date that you would |like any witten comrents?

M5. DALE: Septenber 6 is the forma
date we woul d prefer to have them back by, but again
we're going to be continuing to work on things, so if
you need another week or two after that, we can
accommpdat e t hat.

So with that | guess we can -- it's a snal
group, so | think we can in an orderly manner speak if
you wish. And if you want to speak fromyour chair or
i f you want to stand, that's fine. |If you could just
sign in and state your nane clearly for the
transcriptionist.

MR. DOBRY: M nane is Robert Dobry,
D-o-b-r-y. | live right across fromthe canpus,

3624 Valencia H Il Drive. That's right here, right
there. So yeah. |In fact this is ny wal kway. This
whol e piece is ny property (pointing). |'ve been
quite affected by this up here by one of the CEQA
poi nts which is noise; okay? And | think ny neighbors
are very concerned about the nore congestion, nore
noi se generated down here.

The noise up here is incredible; okay? It

doesn't stop until 10:00 school nights, and right now

Gillespie Reporting and Document M anagement Inc.
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there's people using it that are illegal or aren't
allowed to be there but they're there anyway. For
sone reason or other the University is not arresting
themfor trespassing. They're using the property, and
they're making a ot of noise. Noise is one of the
bi g concerns of the nei ghbors because we noved here so
that we could have a high-quality life. Having a |ot
of noise is very destructive to a high quality of

life.

So the congestion and the noise is the nmain
thing on people's mnds -- okay? -- lots of traffic,
| ots of, you know, the things that go on at coll ege
canpuses because they're young people and they like to
drink and party and this sort of stuff.

There's sonmething that I'meven nore
concerned about; okay? W reached the peak-oil about
five years ago, but we reached the peak-oil plateau
six years ago. W're still level in a peak-oi
plateau. To renmain | evel on peak-o0il plateau, the
petrol eumindustry worl dw de has been pi ncushi oni ng
all the oil fields because they know where they are.
It's called infield drilling, and they're using very
hi gh technol ogy. They're sucking these oil fields dry
at trenmendous rates known as depl etion.

So soon we're going to fall off the

Gillespie Reporting and Document M anagement Inc. Page: 11
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peak-oi | pl ateau, and everybody worl dwi de has been

ignoring it. Wen we fall off the peak-o0il plateau,

the economc crisis we have right now will becone
several tines greater. It wll probably becone nuch
wor se than the econom c coll apse of 1870 to 1880. |If

you know your history, that was nmuch worse than the
great depression we had. This thing we're going to
have wi || probably be worse than that. And it wl|
probably take several decades to bail ourselves out
because peopl e have to get serious about devel opi ng
new t echnol ogi es and about conservi ng.

Still on TV, | was just watching the news,
and they're still advertising. |In five mnutes | saw

advertisenents for the biggest-engine-in-their-class

cars; okay? So everybody is still in a total state of
denial. | just saw a realtor tal king about, "Onh, by
the end of the year the banks will be | ending and the
housi ng market will conme back.” This is all w shful

t hi nki ng.

| was stationed at March Air Force Base
when the Evil Enpire coll apsed; okay? Previous to the
Evil Enpire collapse we had no idea it was going to
collapse. W were building Iike crazy up there; okay?
And when it coll apsed, all these new buildings -- we

had spent uni magi nabl e anobunts of noney to build

Gillespie Reporting and Document M anagement Inc.

Page: 12



Deposition of University of CA, Riverside: Glen Mor 2 Student Apartments Project Scoping Meeting

© 00 N o 0o b~ w NP

N NN NN R R R R R R R R R R
A W N P O © 0O N O O M W N B O

25

beautiful new buildings. They all becone excess
Il nventory.

Shortly after that | entered civilian life
and started working for the Air Force Satellite
Control Network, and one of the tasks we were given
was to do base realignnment and closure. W had far
nore bases, far nore facilities than we coul d possibly
use.

Because of the com ng econom c col | apse due
to peak oil, the community is going to be in the sane
situation. The people that we have going to college
now, nost of themare not going to be able to have
resources to go to college or at least to attend an
upscale university like this. So we will -- and al so
we're going to have to do things like realign the
activities people do for life; okay? W're going to
have to bring back skills to Anerica. W're going to
have to bring back manufacturing to Anerica, things
like this which don't require a coll ege degree,
especially a liberal-arts-type college like this.

They require tech schools. They require schools where
people will get different types of skills, manual
skills, manual dexterity skills to be able to work on
assenbly lines and do other things other than sit at a

desk all day | ong.
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What |'m concerned with is that we build
out these liberal arts universities, especially the
University of California system You know, | |ove the
University of California. Both ny daughters graduated
fromthe University of California. | |ive across the
street. It's wonderful; okay? But | have to be a
real i st because | know what's going to happen in the
future because |'ve been studying this peak-oil issue
since | was a kid, really.

' mvery concerned that we're going to have
the sane situation as when Sovi et Union coll apsed
whereby we'l|l have a huge anobunt of facilities in the
University of California systemwhich we won't be able
to use because we're going to have to convert over to
different things. |Instead of everybody getting a
coll ege degree like they -- |ike President Ghanma says,
everybody shoul d have a coll ege degree. That's
wonderful. | w sh everybody could have a coll ege
degr ee.

But we have to be realistic. W're not
going to have the resources for everybody to have a
col | ege degree. Fewer people than today are going to
be able to get a college degree until we bail
ourselves out fromthis comng peak-oil crash, which

wi ||l probably take at |east 50 years. So | am
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concerned that we're going to have a canpus
real i gnnment and cl osure.

Sonebody may call ne and say, "Bob Dobry,
guess what? W need you to work on canpus realignnent
and closure for the University of California system™
just like | did for the United States Air Force bases;
okay? If I can do it for the United States Air Force,
| certainly can do it for the University of
Cal i forni a.

So I am concerned -- you know, that's an
open base now. You can drive up there and see all
t hose dead buil di ngs; okay? They're eyesores.
Juvenil e delinquents cone in there and throw rocks
t hrough the windows. It looks terrible. It nmakes the
place |l ook like a giant dunp. It used to be a
beautiful place. | was stationed there three tines;
okay?

| am concerned that these new structures
here, 300 roons, there's a high risk. It's called
risk. |'man engineer, and we do risk analysis. |'m

a systens engineer. Systens risk analysis is one of

my occupations, one of ny tasks. |'mvery concerned
that there will be a downscaling. | knowit's going
to happen; okay? There will be a severe downscaling

of the University of California system and a good
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part of that will hit the University of California at
Ri verside. So you may be knocked down to maybe 5, 000
students. So you'll have all of this square footage
which will be redundant. |'mafraid that an area |ike
this may becone dead |ike those buildings up there at
March Air Force Base.

Now, | know right now -- | nean, if the
University can't control this area here during the
sumer, if it doesn't have the police forces to keep
peopl e off of that property, is it going to be able to
patrol crimnals comng in here and throwi ng bricks
t hrough the wi ndows, setting fires to buildings and
all the other kind of stuff that happens to abandoned
bui | di ngs?

So that's one of ny big concerns, and
that's definitely an environnmental situation because,
when you have all that square footage which is dead,
not only do you have a gigantic cost keeping it up,
but you have a huge issue keeping it fromturning into
a -- 1| don't know what you call it. |It's like, you
know -- | nean, if you go into Detroit, you know,
entire blocks of Detroit are devastated by all the
bunms noving in and tearing the place up because
there's been so much redundant properties that they're

techni cal |y abandoned. They're owned by peopl e but
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abandoned enough they can't be watch watched that
much. All kinds of buns nove in, and crimnals nove
in and just turn the place into, you know, what | ooks
| i ke Europe after World War I1.

And that's what |I'mafraid of here. W're
going to spend all this noney. |It's to go turn
redundant in five years, and we won't have the police
forces to keep the -- you know, the nefarious people
out of it, and it's going to create quite a problem

just like up there at March Air Force Base, which --

you know, | still use the B.X. and comm ssary all the
time. | was just there a couple of days ago. That's
where | still get ny haircuts and stuff.

But nost of those buildings are -- you

know, they're not abandoned legally, but there's
nobody there to watch them so they're under constant
attack and they | ook horrible. They really |ook
horrible. It's a nightmare. And so you know, that's
what | don't want to see. Thank you.
M5. DALE: Thank you. Anybody el se?
MR. DAWSON: All right. M nane is
Kevin Dawson. | live at 269 Goins Court. And | ama
nei ghbor, and I am a nenber of the University
Nei ghbor hood Association. | didn't find out about

this neeting until today. And | question the
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sincerity of the canpus saying that this neeting is to
solicit input fromthe community, because how coul d
you solicit input fromthe community if you don't
notify the community that the neeting is going to be
hel d so they can have enough tinme to assenbl e sone

t hought ful input and assess the information that you
woul d have di ssem nat ed about your project?

W were hopi ng we woul d have heard whet her
the coments that we nmade at the two previous public
neeti ngs woul d have changed the project in sone way.
And certainly |I guess that we nust assune that there's
been no changes and so we nust address our comments as
t hough the project is noving ahead w t hout any changes
from what was proposed before.

As M. Dobry indicated, there are a | ot of
concerns about noise and traffic. And | am concerned
about those issues too. | feel that when we were at
the two previous public neetings, there were sign-up
sheets in the back, and | believe that nost all of us
signed those and left our contact information. It
shoul d have been an easy nmatter for the canpus to have
used that infornmation to have contacted us in a tinely
manner regarding this public-coment-period tinme and
this neeting tonight.

That said, in your EIR I certainly would
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| i ke you to address the issue of the area of cut for
your project, the average depth of cut, the surface
area of fill and cut, the nunber of trucks that are
going to be used to renove material or bring materi al
in, the route that those trucks are going to take to

renove the material, the hours of operation,

et cetera. 1'd like to know where the material is
going to be taken to. [|'d like to know what the
offsite inpacts are. 1'd like a discussion of the

| npacts of the view lines for the off-canpus
nei ghbors.

Let's see. | hope that | nentioned that
I"'minterested in the average area slope and that of
the cut. W need an intensive discussion about the
traffic associated with this project and how that is
going to affect traffic patterns and what is being
proposed to mnimze that traffic and its inpacts upon
t he i medi at e nei ghbors in the nei ghborhood. |
believe that the LRDP was flawed i n nmaki ng a statenent
that the cross-canpus traffic could be closed off at
sone point and that it would be appropriate for all
the canpus traffic to be rerouted through our
nei ghbor hood.

That is an issue that is a very sore issue

wi th the nei ghborhood, and because the nei ghborhood
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had been working wth the Gty of Riverside for a
nunber of years to put in place techniques that woul d
reduce the anount of traffic through our nei ghborhood
and yet we have our nost inmmedi ate nei ghbors,
University of California, of which many of us have
been associated with either with staff, faculty or
students, work to degrade our nei ghborhood by naking
plans that would route its traffic through our
nei ghbor hood.

| believe that the University has held
quite a nunber of workshops recently and sem nars and
synposi uns on the issue of global warm ng,
sustainability issues and such. And it seens to ne
that if the University was sincere in its
consi deration of issues of sustainability, it would be
wanting to | ook just off canpus and say that there
wll be atinmn when it wll be of value to the canpus
to have high-quality housing i medi ately adjacent to
t he canpus where staff and faculty would want to |ive
and be able to wal k or bicycle onto canpus and
therefore that the canpus should plan its devel opnent
in such way to minimze its inpact upon that
nei ghborhood and to at | east not be contributing to
t he degradati on of the nei ghborhood.

In the last couple of years there's been a
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noti ceabl e increase in the transformation of the
housi ng stock from owner-occupied, single famly
residences to multi-unit rental properties. And that
Is not in the best interest of the canpus in the

|l ong-term and it's not in our best interest. W want
to be good nei ghbors with UCR, but UCR needs to be an
| nportant, hel pful good nei ghbor to us too.

| think that would do for now Thank you,
except | would like to be noticed on any future EIR
| ssues.

MR PHLLIPS: M nane is
Robert Phillips. | live at the corner of Watkins
Drive and Valencia Hill Drive. M nain concerns about
this project -- apparently you haven't made any
changes to it since the first neeting, so that neans
you haven't addressed the issue of the fact that
you' re addi ng a huge nunber of beds. And | don't
remenber, and | couldn't check ny notes since | found
out about this neeting at 5:15 this evening. Anyway,
a |lot of beds and conpl etely inadequate parking.

So where are these cars going to go? Every
kid who stays there is going to have a car and is not
going to have anyplace to park. And we've been
dealing with parking issues in our neighborhood just

for years, and we've had all these parking
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restrictions put in. The kids ignore them They park
in front of ny house all the tinme, and | have to call
the City. And maybe they cone out, maybe they don't
cone out. But it's another exanple of UCR creating a
mess and dunping it on the City of R verside to solve.
And the sanme thing with the traffic issues.
In the LRDP it says the intersection of WAtkins Drive
and Big Springs Road will be Service Level F, the
wor st possible level, as a result of UCR s
devel opnent. What's it going to be after you add all
t hese beds and all these cars and force themto be

using Big Springs Road to get out of the canmpus? It

means you'll have to put in a traffic signal there,
and it wll still be Service Level F. And then if you
put in atraffic signal, it will be too close to the
stop sign. You'll have to take out the stop sign.

It's going to be spread out through the nei ghborhood
| i ke cancer.

And | think those issues really need to be
addressed, and | think you need to go back to the
draw ng board. And if you're going to build
sonething, build parking lots that will acconmopdate
the people that are going to be using the facility.
Thank you.

M5. DALE: Anybody el se wanting to neke
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any comments? O | guess we cah try to answer
guesti ons.

MR. CASKEY: No. W're just taking
coments tonight.

M5. EVERETT: M nane is Miuriel Everett,
and |'ma neighbor. And | would like you to repeat
what you said in the first place of why this wasn't to
be a public neeting or the community woul dn't be
notified. |'mnot repeating exactly what you said,
but you were saying why we weren't notifi ed.

MR. CASKEY: The notification was done
wWith the procedures that we were guided in terns of
CEQA.

M5. DALE: Right. W followed -- the
California Environnmental Quality Act for this process
requires the canpus to provide direct notice to public
agenci es that either have sone kind of approval
authority over the project or who are responsi ble for
resources that mght be affected by the project. It
al so requires themto send it to anybody who has
pl aced one of these requests on notice. And to date
t he canpus only has one request on notice, and we did
send to that individual.

Al so although it's not required, the canpus

al so published a notice in the Press Enterprise, and |
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didn't mention, but there are two other circul ations
or postings that happened. Again they're required
under the California Environnental Quality Act.
There's an agency called the State Ofice of Planning
and Research, and we sent the docunents to them
They're in Sacranmento, and they're responsible for
ensuring that all responsible State agencies receive
notice of the project. And then there's also a
requirenment to file it with the County Cerk. And
again that isn't an opportunity for you to know about
It unless you happen to go |look at the flip board they
keep in the County Cerk's office of these postings.
But the notice in the newspaper and the posting on the
canpus website woul d have been the opportunities for
you to find out about this or if you had the witten
request on file.

And you know, there's still an opportunity
to provide comment and certainly to study the
docunents and understand how we' ve characterized the
project, what we've identified as the issues that we
think need to be | ooked at in detail and to let us
know if you think that we are off base on sonething or
I f we've m ssed sonet hing.

M5. EVERETT: | thought we did that in

the first two neetings.
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1 M5. SNEDDEN:. | just was sayi ng we woul d
2 be happy to conply if we had been notified. Wre we
3 not notified of the other two neetings by mail ?

4 M5. DALE: It's a different procedure

5 than at those neetings, and | don't know if Tricia

6 | wants to address that. M understanding is that those
7 neetings were held under another agreenent the canpus
8 has with the nei ghborhood to participate with them

9 early in the design process. This is a separate

10 process.

11 MR. CASKEY: You know, Kevin and |

12 tal ked about it on the phone today, and if there was
13 sonme m sunderstanding in that regard, then I would

14 apol ogi ze. The fact that we had sign-up sheets in the
15 back before doesn't technically constitute what it is
16 t hat we have to have on file.

17 So what I'mgoing to -- what | was talking
18 to ny own staff about today, because | would just as
19 soon have nore people here, not less -- so what we

20| will probably do is to put out a prototypical draft
21 | etter and have it here for the next tine we have a
22 community neeting or we get together. W'IIl get it
23 out to the community, and all you'll have to do is

24 sign it, date it and put in your address. | think

25 that's all we really need. The rest of it -- we'll
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basically wite the letter. W'II| draft the letter
for you so that when you do that, we can then put it
on file.

And it's only in regards to CEQA itens. It
isn't in regards to anything and everything. But on
the community neetings we were contacting you
directly. So | can see how that could be confusing,
why are we are doing it one way one tine and a
different way another tinme? |[|f you just wear the
shoes of soneone el se, | can understand why that woul d
be confusing and not -- you know, it is a different
procedure, and we're actually trying to abide by the
procedure we're legally required to do.

MR. DAWBON: | raise the question,
then, if -- | hear what you're saying there, but the
canpus has a desi gnated governnental and conmunity
rel ati ons person, and he didn't know about the neeting
until today either. And so it seens to ne that -- |
nmean, if you're going to be dissem nating information,
isn't he one of the people that you shoul d work
through to dissemnate the information? Isn't he an
appropriate person to use in that regard? That's his
job, but he can't do his job if you guys don't provide
himw th the information.

MR. CASKEY: Jeff is right in the back
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of the room | was unaware that he did not know.

M5. EVERETT: So are any of those people
here fromthe agencies that you notified?

M5. DALE: | don't believe so.

M5. THRASHER W had received two
| etters fromthe agencies so far, but again there's
another two weeks in the official period. And as
Kat hy said, we're not going to hold hard and fast to
that. We'll take comments as long as we can as this
docunent prepares. Once the EIR is prepared, there
will be another simlar to this neeting. That's why |
really would |like to get your requests in witing,
because we have to keep a record. And that's why the
| aw requires that we have witten requests so we
weren't, you know, in a position of, well, we notified
t hat person but not that person. And that's why I'd
really like to get your requests in witing so we have
that all in a database and can use that.

And when the EIR goes out, there will be a

public hearing simlar to this to take your coments

on that docunent as well. And this paper, if you
picked it up back here, there's an e-mail -- you can
do it by e-mail; you can do it by dropping a note at

the office; you can do it by your nane and address.

And it's "Please notify ne of CEQA notifications,” and
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can be as you wal k out the door or send it in the
mai | .

Anyway, we have to have a witten record of
that request. You can do it for all projects, certain
ki nds of projects, however you'd |ike to do that.

M5. DALE: If there are no nore
coments, | guess we are adjourned.

MR. DORBY: | have a question. For
exanple, ny coment is going to require a |ot of
research to cone up with an answer because ny conment
ties in with a neneset which is in the nation today
which is totally ignoring everything | said; okay? So
are people going to properly research an answer for ne
not -- you know, because | hear answers to these
simlar type of issues on TV all the tine, and the
peopl e just --

In fact five mnutes before | cane here,

there's this lady saying, "Ch, by the end of the year,

the econony will be com ng back and the banks will be
| oani ng peopl e noney so the housing market will be
back to normal." | mean, stuff |like that is utter

nonsense. That person, who is supposed to have known,
was just picking it out of her head -- off the top of
her head w t hout doing any research.

These i ssues we've brought up, are they
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going to be properly researched, is ny question.

M5. DALE: Wuld you like nme to respond?

| nmean, what | heard fromyou froma CEQA perspective
Is that you have two concerns. One is, is there a
need for the project? And two is, if the project is
built, will it ultimately result in sonme type of

bl i ght condition because it's not needed and al |l owed
to be abandoned? Does that summarize?

MR. DORBY: Yeah. The issue | have is
that the econony is heading in a direction and there
doesn't seemto be any way out -- okay? -- that it's
headed for a coll apse for the next several decades
whereby we're going to have to severely scal e back
I nstitutions such as this one right here; okay?

In fact -- and people are going to do a
canpus realignnent closure, and when they | ook at the
University of California systemand they see these
beauti ful canpuses heavily used, UCLA, University of
California San D ego, Berkeley and then they | ook at
sone of these outlying canpuses, for exanple,
University of California Riverside, they're going to
i ntend nost |ikely to make the biggest cuts at
institutions like this. So that's why |I'm | ooking at
t he whol e picture.

And professionally inny life |I've had to
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do this stuff; okay? As | said, base realignnent
closure for United States Air Force; okay? So these

t hi ngs can be seen ahead. |'ma systens engi neer. |
wor k on systens, devel op systens, realign systens,
what ever; okay? And so to ne this stuff is relatively
easy to see because | know how to | ook at a

situation -- a big situation, and I'm | ooking at from
it the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the
truth.

| don't have any col ored gl asses over ny
eyes. Nobody is paying nme do this stuff, you know, to
| ook one way or the other. |I'mjust |looking at it
straight on, honestly. And so | see stuff that nost
people in the community don't see because, when the
| ssues cone up to them they have -- they don't want
to hear it because it interferes with their nmeneset --
okay? -- their preconceptions.

So what | would like is that this -- the
answers to ny questions be researched objectively in
that, you know, we have honest answers to ny
guestions, especially, you know, the high risk that
this property is going to get abandoned; okay?

M5. THRASHER: | think Kathy and | are
going to try to do this together. |['mgoing to be

real honest with you. There are |imtations as to
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what we can and cannot do in this docunent. There is

CEQA law, and there is -- there just are limtations.
And if sonething is too speculative -- and | know t hat
you are convinced -- and | may even be convi nced by
you -- that you are perfectly right. But there are

definitions placed on us by |aw as to what we can and
cannot do in this docunent. And sone of what you want
answered i s outside the purview of this.

We can | ook at and tal k about the issues
that Kathy kind of tried to restate in what you said
about future blight conditions. W certainly can | ook
at noise. W certainly can ook at traffic and those
ki nds of issues, but we can't go to the national
econony. It's not part of what CEQA is or does or is
defi ned.

M5. DALE: O even the broader issue of
real i gnment of the canpus, if that's where you're
going. W can look at this particular project. And
one of the things we will need to do -- and we're
still developing -- in an EIRis we have to | ook at
alternatives.

There was a project-level EIR done. | know
we did one on the student rec center nmany years ago
when EIR s were very different animals then. And so

one of the things we have to do with EIR that doesn't
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have to be done with studies for negative decl arations
is to look at alternatives. One of the mandatory

alternatives we have to look at is the no-project

alternative. So that analysis wll address sone of
your concerns, or it should. W'IIl try do that, and
you'll get a chance to tell us whether or not we hit
t he mark.

MR. DORBY: There's another thing. [It's
not part of CEQA, but | hate to see resources wasted
at atine in the history of our nation when we really
can't afford to waste resources. W have to maxim ze
utilization of our resources today. W have to go
i nto heavy conservation node if we're going to survive
this thing. W've got all of our citizens to | ook
after, not just a small group of citizens that cone to
this university. W have to be concerned with how
we're going to use our resources that are going to
af fect everybody in our nation.

M5. DALE: Anybody el se? Thank you all.

MR. CASKEY: Thank you.

(The neeting was concluded at 6:46 p.m)

- 000-

Gillespie Reporting and Document M anagement Inc.

Page: 32



10

i1

12

13

14

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

REPORTER' S CERTIFICATE

I, DIANE CARVER MANN, a certified shorthand
reporter, do hereby certify that the foregoing pages
comprise a full, true and correct transcription of the
proceedings had and the testimony taken at the hearing
in the hereinbefore-entitled matter of the University
of California Riverside Glen Mor 2 Student Apartments
Project Scoping Meeting.

Dated this 31zt day of August 2010, at

Chino, California.

[y

DIANE CARVER MANN, CSR NO. 6008
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Appendix B
Architectural Exhibits
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Site Sections
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Appendix C
lllustrations of Parking Structure’s Proposed
Photovoltaic System
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Appendix D
Arroyo Planting Program




TABLE 1

SCRUB SEED MIX

SCIENTIFIC NAME

COMMON NAME

PURITY/GERMINATION

BULK APPLICATION
RATE (LBS/ACRE)

# Shrubs shall be spaced approximately 10 feet on center.

Source: ESA 2010.

Artemisia californica California sagebrush 15/60 2.0
Calandrinia ciliata Red maids 80/70 0.5
Ceanothus crassifolius Thick-leaved lilac 98/70 1.0
Clarkia purpurea Winecup clarkia 90/80 0.5
Croton (=Eremocarpus) Doveweed 90/40 0.5
setiger
Deinandra (= Hemizonia) Fascicled tarweed 20/80 1.0
fasciculata
Dichelostemma capitatum® Blue dicks 90/80 0.5
Encelia farinosa Desert brittlebush 50/60 1.0
Eriogonum fasciculatum California buckwheat 50/10 2.0
Eriophyllum confertiflorum Golden yarrow 30/70 1.0
Heterotheca grandiflora Telegraph weed 40/50 0.5
Lasthenia gracilis Coast goldfields 90/85 0.5
Lotus strigosus Bishop’s lotus 90/70 1.0
Lupinus bicolor Dove lupine 98/80 1.0
Lupinus truncatus Collar lupine 98/75 1.0
Malacothamnus fasciculatus ~ Chaparral mallow 15/60 2.0
Mimulus aurantiacus Bush monkey-flower 02/60 1.0
Melica imperfecta Coast range melica 80/60 2.0
Nassella lepida® Foothill needlegrass 90/60 3.0
Nassella cernua® Nodding needlegrass 90/80 3.0
Phacelia ramosissima Branching phacelia 95/80 1.0
Platystemon californicus Cream cups 90/20 0.5
Salvia apiana White sage 70/30 2.0
Salvia mellifera Black sage 70/30 2.0
Trichostema lanceolatum Vinegar weed n/a 0.5
Vulpia microstachys Small fescue 90/80 3.0

34.5
 Seed of Nassella spp. shall be de-awned.
® Hand sown.
Source: ESA 2010.

TABLE 2
SCRUB CONTAINER PLANTS

SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME SIZE QUANTITY
Artemisia californica California sagebrush D-40 125/acre
Encelia farinosa Desert brittlebrush D-40 80/acre
Eriophyllum confertiflorum Golden yarrow D-40 100/acre
Quercus berberidifolia Scrub oak 1-gallon 50/acre
Salvia apiana White sage D-40 50/acre
Yucca whipplei Our Lord’s candle 1 gallon 30/acre

Sasaki Associates

TABLE 3

15 October 2010



RIPARIAN CONTAINER PLANTS

SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME SIzE QUANTITY
Trees
Platanus racemosa Western sycamore 5 gallons 30/acre
Populus fremontii Fremont’s cottonwood 5 gallons 30/acre
Shrubs
Baccharis salicifolia Mule fat 1 gallon 20/acre
Rhus trilobata Skunkbrush 1 gallon 20/acre
Rosa californica Wild rose D-40 54/acre
Sambucus mexicanus Mexican (or blue) elderberry 1 gallon 20/acre
Salix lasiolepis Arroyo willow 1 gallon 20/acre
Groundcovers
Distichlis spicata Salt grass Plugs 250/acre
Leymus condensatus Giant wild rye Plugs 250/acre
Deergrass Plugs or D-40 250/acre

Muhlenbergia rigens

Note: 15’ spacing center distance from other container plants (groundcovers excluded from calculation).

Source: ESA 2010.

TABLE 4
INSTALLATION LOCATIONS OF PLANT MATERIALS
ZONE
REACH ARROYO ARROYO BUFFER DEVELOPMENT TRANSITION
Reach 1 SSM, SCPP SSM, SCPP TBD
Reach 2 SSM, RCPP SSM, SCPP TBD
Reach 3 none SSM, SCPP TBD
Reach 4 RCPP SSM, SCPP TBD

SSM = scrub seed mix (see Table 1);

SCPP = scrub container plant palette (see Table 2);
RCPP = riparian container plant palette (see Table 3);
TBD =to be determined in landscape plans and specs

Sasaki Associates

15 October 2010

page 2



Appendix E
Construction Equipment Inventory by Phase




Phase Area Construction Construction Equipment Soil Export Truck Trips
Start End (CY) per Day
Clear/grub/ Entire construction 7/1/2011 9/30/2011 (2) blades, (3) scrapers, (1) water 178 @ 2.6mi each
demo area tower, (2) front loader, (1) skiploader, 30,000 way for a duration
(17) dump trucks, (1) water truck of 13 days
Overex/ Parking Garage 7/15/2011 8/10/2011 (2) blades, (3) scrapers, (1) water
recompaction tower, (1) front loader, (1) skiploader,
(2) dump trucks, (1) water truck
Overex/ Building 8/11/2011 9/6/2011 (2) blades, (3) scrapers, (1) water
recompaction tower, (1) front loader, (1) skiploader,
(2) dump trucks, (1) water truck
Construction ~ Parking Garage 8/11/2011 5/30/2012 (3) forklifts, (5) scissor lifts, (2) cranes,
(2) backhoes, (2) bobcats, (2) dump
truck, (1) water trucks, (3) delivery
trucks
Misc. Grading  Entire construction 8/30/2011 12/31/2012 (1) grader, (1) rubber tired dozer, (1)
area backhoe, (1) water truck
Trenching Entire construction 9/1/2011 3/30/2013 (1) excavator, (2) backhoes, (1) water
area truck, (1) loader
Construction  Building 9/10/2011 2/28/2013 (6) forklifts, (8) boom lifts, (2) cranes,
(6) plaster hoppers, (2) backhoes, (2)
bobcats, (2) dump truck, (1) water
trucks, (10) delivery trucks
Concrete Entire construction 9/15/2011 5/30/2013 (4) bobcats, (3) skiploaders, (2) dump
Phase area truck, (10) concrete trucks, (2) water
trucks, (3) backhoes, (3) concrete
pumps, (3) cranes, (1) drill rig
Paving 3 acres 4/1/2013 6/1/2013 (4) ready mix trucks, (2) concrete

pumps, (1) paver, (1) roller, (1)
loader, (2) dump trucks




Appendix F
LRDP EIR Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Summary of Applicability and Implementation Status




LRDP EIR Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Summary of Applicability and Implementation Status
Glen Mor 2 Student Apartments Project

2005 LRDP Planning Strategies, Programs and Practices, and Mitigation Measures

Applicability Notes

The following information serves as a key to the coding used for the category, responsible unit, mitigation timing, and compliance action:

Responsible UCR Units

AG OPS: Agricultural Operations HSG: Housing Services

CPP: Capital & Physical Planning ODC: Office of Design & Construction
DS: Dining Services PD: Police Department

EHS: Environmental Health and Safety PP: Physical Plant

FS: Fleet Services TAPS: Transportation & Parking Services

Mitigation Timing

P: Implement during programming

D: Incorporate into project-specific design

E: Implement during environmental documentation (CEQA
C: Implement during construction of specific projects

O: Implement as an ongoing campus practice

Compliance Action

AP: Administrative/Planning Activity

CD: Incorporate into construction contract specifications
ED: Environmental Documentation

FO: Field observation activity/inspections

Category
AM: Administrative Measure

PS: Project Specific
SL: Service Level

PS Land Use (1) Achieve academic core densities of 1.0 FAR or higher on both the East
and West Campuses in order to achieve a balance of academic land area versus other
required uses. (Category: AM, PS; Responsible Unit: CPP; Timing: P; Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable

PS Land Use (2) In order to achieve densities of 1.0 FAR, infill sites in the partially
developed East Campus academic core and expand to the West Campus academic zone
immediately adjacent to the | 215/SR 60 freeway, maintaining a compact and contiguous
academic core. (Category: AM; Responsible Unit: CPP; Timing: P; Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable

PS Land Use (3) Maintain the teaching and research fields on the West Campus south of
Martin Luther King Boulevard. (Category: AM; Responsible Unit: CPP; Timing: P; Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable

PS Land Use (4) Pursue a goal of housing 50 percent of student enrollment in on-campus

or campus-controlled housing. (Category: AM; Responsible Unit: CPP,HSG; Timing: P; Compliance:

AP)

Part of Project The project would add on-campus housing to
No further action | help achieve this goal. Based upon Fall 2010
required enrollment, addition of the Glen Mor 2

project would increase the on-campus housing
inventory to accommodate 30% of the student
population (compared to the existing 26%).

PS Land Use (5) Remove existing family housing units on the East Campus, and provide
replacement and additional units of family housing on the West Campus. (Category: AM;
Responsible Unit: CPP, HSG; Timing: P; Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable




LRDP EIR Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Summary of Applicability and Implementation Status
Glen Mor 2 Student Apartments Project

2005 LRDP Planning Strategies, Programs and Practices, and Mitigation Measures

Applicability

Notes

PS Land Use (6) Provide expanded athletics and recreational facilities and fields on the
East and West Campuses, adjacent to concentrations of student housing. (Category: AM;
Responsible Unit: CPP; Timing: P; Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable

PS Land Use (7) Over time, relocate parking from central campus locations to the
periphery of the academic core and replace surface parking with structures, where
appropriate. (Category: AM; Responsible Unit: CPP,TAPS; Timing: P; Compliance: AP)

Part of Project

No further action
required

The project entails replacing surface parking
serving the housing precinct with a parking
structure serving the same purposes.

PS Open Space (1) Protect the steep and natural hillsides on the southeast campus
designated as a Natural Open Space Reserve, to protect wildlife habitat, provide a visual
backdrop to the campus, and protect against erosion. (Category: AM, PS; Responsible Unit: CPP,
ODC, PP; Timing: P, D, C, O; Compliance: AP, CD)

Not Applicable

PS Open Space (2) Within the Natural Open Space Reserve, no major facilities are
allowed (except for sensitively sited utility projects), vehicular and pedestrian access will be
limited, and native plant materials will be used, where needed, for erosion, screening, and
restoration. (Category: AM, PS; Responsible Unit: CPP, ODC, PP; Timing: P, D, C, O; Compliance:
AP, CD)

Not Applicable

PS Open Space (3) In Naturalistic Open Space areas, where arroyos and other natural
features exist, preserve wherever feasible, existing landforms, native plant materials, and
trees. Where appropriate, restore habitat value. (Category: AM, PS; Responsible Unit: CPP, ODC,
PP; Timing: P, D, C, O; Compliance: AP, CD)

Part of Project

Project-level
measures to be
implemented

The project has minimized encroachments
into the Great Glen Arroyo and includes a
program to restore and enhance habitat value.
Project-level Mitigation Measures BIO 3
through BIO 7 provide for implementation of
this measure in project design and
construction.

PS Open Space (4) Provide landscaped buffers and setbacks along campus edges, such as
Valencia Hill Drive and its extension south of Big Springs Road, Martin Luther King
Boulevard, and the | 215/SR 60 freeway. (Category: AM; Responsible Unit: CPP; Timing: P;
Compliance: AP)

Part of Project

No further action
required

The project design provides a minimum
landscaped setback of 100 feet along Valencia
Hill Drive.




LRDP EIR Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Summary of Applicability and Implementation Status
Glen Mor 2 Student Apartments Project

2005 LRDP Planning Strategies, Programs and Practices, and Mitigation Measures

Applicability

Notes

PS Open Space (5) Retain the Carillon Mall as a major Campus Landmark Open Space,
respecting its existing dominant width of approximately 200 feet throughout its length.
Other named malls and walks will be 100 feet wide. (Category: AM; Responsible Unit: CPP;
Timing: P; Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable

PS Open Space (6) Provide a new Campus Landmark Open Space on the West Campus,
The Grove, to reflect the campus citrus heritage and provide a gathering/activity space.
(Category: AM; Responsible Unit: CPP; Timing: P; Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable

PS Open Space (7) Provide neighborhood parks and tot lots in the family housing areas as
neighborhood open space. (Category: AM; Responsible Unit: CPP; Timing: P; Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable

PS Campus & Community (1) Provide sensitive land use transitions and landscaped
buffers where residential off-campus neighborhoods might experience noise or light from
UCR activities. (Category: AM; Responsible Unit: CPP; Timing: P; Compliance: AP)

Part of Project

No further action
required

The project maintains a 100-foot landscaped
setback along Valencia Hill Drive. Site layout,
grading, and building design provide a sensitive
land use transition. See EIR Section 3.9,
Impacts 3.9-2 and 3.9-3.

PS Campus & Community (2) Encourage a “permeable” edge with the community
where interaction is desirable, especially along University Avenue and in areas where a high
proportion of students live in close proximity to the campus. (Category: AM; Responsible Unit:
CPP; Timing: P; Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable

PS Campus & Community (3) Discourage vehicular traffic originating off campus from
moving through the campus as a short cut. (Category: AM, SL; Responsible Unit: CPP, TAPS;
Timing: P, O; Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable

PS Campus & Community (4) Provide strong connections within the campus and its
edges to promote walking, bicycling, and transit use, rather than vehicular traffic. (Category:
AM, SL; Responsible Unit: CPP, TAPS; Timing: P; Compliance: AP)

Part of Project

No further action
required

The project features improvements within the
proposed student housing development to
promote walking and bicycling. The project
also includes sidewalk at the campus edge on
Valencia Hill Drive.

PS Campus & Community (5) Continue to improve campus signage and wayfinding to
provide easy access for visitors and to discourage impacts in neighboring residential areas.
(Category: AM, PS, SL; Responsible Unit: CPP, ODC, PP, TAPS; Timing: P, D, C, O; Compliance: AP,
CcD)

Part of Project

Implement in
detailed design
and construction

Design and location of signage to be addressed
in construction plans and specifications.




LRDP EIR Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Summary of Applicability and Implementation Status

Glen Mor 2 Student Apartments Project

2005 LRDP Planning Strategies, Programs and Practices, and Mitigation Measures

Applicability

Notes

PS Campus & Community (6) Locate public-oriented uses, such as performance
facilities, galleries and major sports venues, where they can easily be accessed and where
they can contribute to the vitality and economic health of businesses along University
Avenue. (Category: AM; Responsible Unit: CPP; Timing: P; Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable

PS Campus & Community (7) Work cooperatively with the City of Riverside to effect
the redevelopment of University Avenue between the campus and Chicago Avenue as a high
intensity mixed use district, with an abundance of campus/community service businesses and
uses. (Category: AM; Responsible Unit: CPP; Timing: P; Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable

PS Campus & Community (8) Encourage the City to explore the opportunity for
student housing in a mixed use configuration along University Avenue. (Category: AM;
Responsible Unit: CPP; Timing: O; Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable

PS Campus & Community (9) Strongly encourage private developers to provide a
variety of housing types that target both current and future needs of the overall community
and the campus. (Category: AM; Responsible Unit: CPP; Timing: O; Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable

PS Campus & Community (10) Use City/UCR/RCC enhancement of Downtown
cultural arts and entertainment resources and the campus need for off-campus housing as
the foundation of revitalization program. (Category: AM; Responsible Unit: CPP; Timing: O;
Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable

PS Campus & Community (I 1) Support the City in their coordination of Block Grant
Redevelopment set-aside and other funds for the upgrading of Neighborhood Reinvestment
Areas adjacent to University Avenue. (Category: AM; Responsible Unit: CPP; Timing: O;
Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable

PS Campus & Community (12) Support the City in creating design guidelines for
community, student, faculty, staff, and visitor housing along University Avenue that has a
friendly street presence. (Category: AM; Responsible Unit: CPP; Timing: O; Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable

PS Campus & Community (13) Support the City in amending the Eastside Community
Plan to update housing strategies and action plans for rehabilitation of existing housing stock
and new construction. This should be done in conjunction with modification of the
University Avenue Specific Plan. (Category: AM; Responsible Unit: CPP; Timing: O; Compliance:
AP)

Not Applicable




LRDP EIR Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Summary of Applicability and Implementation Status

Glen Mor 2 Student Apartments Project

2005 LRDP Planning Strategies, Programs and Practices, and Mitigation Measures

Applicability

Notes

PS Campus & Community (14) Support the City in creating a “town/gown square” at
the southwest corner of the intersection of University and Chicago Avenues to provide
retail and services for the community and campus. (Category: AM; Responsible Unit: CPP;
Timing: O; Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable

PS Campus & Community (15) Support the City in developing design guidelines for
mixed use housing and retail along University Avenue. (Category: AM; Responsible Unit: CPP;
Timing: O; Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable

PS Campus & Community (16) Partner with the City to create a Riverside/lUCR
Entrepreneurial Program at the “town/gown square” related to minority business
opportunities in the University Avenue and Hunter Business Park areas. (Category: AM;
Responsible Unit: CPP; Timing: O; Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable

PS Campus & Community (17) Work with the City to link the open spaces of UCR,
University Avenue, the Marketplace, and the Downtown with enhanced streetscape
treatments for University to Market and from Market to Santa Fe Street along Mission Inn
Avenue/7th Street. (Category: AM; Responsible Unit: CPP; Timing: O; Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable

PS Campus & Community (18) Work with the City to link the open spaces of UCR
with the Citywide Trail Network. (Category: AM; Responsible Unit: CPP, TAPS; Timing: O;
Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable

PS Campus & Community (19) Work with the City to develop streetscape concepts
with banners, lighting, street furniture, and public art that celebrates the linkages between
the University and Downtown. Banners should highlight cultural and artistic events in
Downtown and UCR when appropriate. (Category: AM; Responsible Unit: CPP; Timing: O;
Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable

PS Campus & Community (20) Work with the City to evaluate the conversion of
University Avenue from lowa Avenue to the I-215/SR-60 freeway from an auto emphasis
street to a biking, pedestrian, transit street with localized auto access. Consider Martin
Luther King Boulevard/|4th Street and Blaine/3rd Street as primary freeway connection
streets. (Category: AM; Responsible Unit: CPP, TAPS; Timing: O; Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable




LRDP EIR Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Summary of Applicability and Implementation Status
Glen Mor 2 Student Apartments Project

2005 LRDP Planning Strategies, Programs and Practices, and Mitigation Measures

Applicability

Notes

PS Campus & Community (21) Work with the City to emphasize University Avenue as
the link between the UCR campus and Downtown rather than as the link to the freeways.
(Category: AM; Responsible Unit: CPP, TAPS; Timing: O; Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable

PS Campus & Community (22) Work with the City to encourage bicycle and pedestrian
use and safety, including minimizing the number of curb cuts for residential and retail
improvements along University Avenue to Chicago Avenue and then to the Downtown.
(Category: AM; Responsible Unit: CPP; Timing: O; Compliance: AP)

Part of Project

No further action
required

The project would maintain bicycle lanes along
the project-frontage segment of Big Springs
Road, and would construct a sidewalk along
the western side of Valencia Hill Drive.

PS Transportation (1) Develop an integrated multi-modal transportation plan to
encourage walking, biking, and transit use. (Category: AM, SL; Responsible Unit: CPP, TAPS;
Timing: O; Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable

PS Transportation (2) Expand shuttle or tram service connecting major parking lots and
campus destinations, and linking the East and West Campuses. Coordinate this system with
RTA routes and schedules. (Category: SL; Responsible Unit: CPP, TAPS; Timing: O; Compliance:
AP)

Not Applicable

PS Transportation (3) Provide a continuous network of bicycle lanes and paths
throughout the campus, connecting to off-campus bicycle routes. (Category: AM; Responsible
Unit: CPP, TAPS; Timing: P, O; Compliance: AP)

Part of Project

No further action
required

The project would maintain bicycle lanes along
the project-frontage segment of Big Springs
Road and would construct a sidewalk along
the west side of Valencia Hill Drive. New
paths for pedestrian and bicycle use are
included throughout the site, connecting the
various housing projects in the precinct.

PS Transportation (4) Over time, limit general vehicular circulation in the central campus,
but allow transit, service, and emergency vehicle access, and provide access for persons with
mobility impairments. (Category: AM, SL; Responsible Unit: CPP, TAPS; Timing: P, O; Compliance:
AP)

Not Applicable

PS Transportation (5) Provide bicycle parking at convenient locations. (Category: PS, SL;
Responsible Unit: CPP, ODC, TAPS; Timing: P, D, O; Compliance: AP, CD)

Part of Project

No further action
required

The project would provide bicycle parking at
several locations throughout the site
(Residential Building D, Food Emporium,
Resident Services, pool, parking structure).




LRDP EIR Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Summary of Applicability and Implementation Status
Glen Mor 2 Student Apartments Project

2005 LRDP Planning Strategies, Programs and Practices, and Mitigation Measures

Applicability

Notes

PS Transportation (6) Implement parking management measures that may include:
m Restricted permit availability

m Restricted permit mobility

m Differential permit pricing

(Category: AM; Responsible Unit: TAPS; Timing: O; Compliance: AP)

Part of Project
Ongoing
Monitoring of

project-level
measure

Project-level Mitigation Measure TR 4
establishes a program to document a balance
between housing occupancy and parking
supply, including restriction of issuance of the
number of parking permits to the available

supply.

PS Conservation (1) Protect natural resources, including native habitat; remnant arroyos;
and mature trees, identified as in good health as determined by a qualified arborist, to the
extent feasible. (Category: AM, PS; Responsible Unit: CPP, ODC; Timing: P, D, E, C, O; Compliance:
AP, CD)

Part of Project

Project-level
measures to be
implemented
during design and
construction

The project minimizes encroachments into the
Great Glen Arroyo and preserves a specimen
oak tree near the west project driveway.
Project-level Mitigation Measures BIO 3, BIO
5 and BIO 6 provide for minimization and
avoidance measures during construction.

PS Conservation (2) Site buildings and plan site development to minimize site disturbance,
reduce erosion and sedimentation, reduce storm water runoff, and maintain existing
landscapes, including healthy mature trees whenever possible. (Category: AM, PS; Responsible
Unit: CPP, ODC; Timing: P, D, E, C, O; Compliance: AP, CD)

Part of Project
Ongoing
monitoring of
LRDP measure
through detailed
design

Project-level
measures to be
implemented
during
construction

The project structures are located so as to
minimize arroyo disturbance; the project
features stormwater drainage improvements
to minimize erosion and sedimentation; the
project preserves trees within the arroyo and
along the Big Springs Road and Valencia Hill
Drive frontages. Project-level Mitigation
Measures BIO 3, BIO 5 and BIO 6 provide for
minimization and avoidance measures during
construction.

PS Conservation (3) Continue with the increase in building densities on campus,
particularly in academic zones, in order to preserve open space and conserve limited land
resources and the agricultural fields. (Category: AM; Responsible Unit: CPP; Timing: P;
Compliance: AP)

Part of Project

No further action
required

The project has been designed to preserve the
Great Glen Arroyo.

PS Conservation (4) Preserve historic buildings to the extent feasible. (Category: PS;
Responsible Unit: CPP, ODC; Timing: D, E, O; Compliance: CD)

Not Applicable
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Applicability

Notes

PS Conservation (5) Continue to adhere to the conservation requirements of Title 24 of
the California Code of Regulations and comply with any future conservation goals or
programs enacted by the University of California (Category: PS; Responsible Unit: ODC, PP;
Timing: D, E, O; Compliance: CD)

Part of Project
Ongoing
oversight through

detailed design
and construction

The project incorporates sustainable design
strategies, with a target of LEED Gold
certification.

PS Development Strategy (1) Establish a design review process to provide regular
review of building and landscape development on campus. (Category: AM; Responsible Unit:
CPP, ODC; Timing: O; Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable

PS Development Strategy (2) Review and update, as needed the Campus Design
Guidelines and the Campus Landscape Design Guidelines' to ensure conformity with LRDP
Planning Strategies. (Category: AM; Responsible Unit: CPP, ODC; Timing: O; Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable

PS Development Strategy (3) Review other plans that may be prepared, such as district,
sub-area plans, or transportation plans, for conformity with the goals and design intent of the
2005 LRDP. (Category: AM; Responsible Unit: CPP; Timing: O; Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable

AESTHETICS

PP 4.1-1 The campus shall provide design architects with the Campus Design Guidelines
and instructions to implement the guidelines, including those sections related to use of
consistent scale and massing, compatible architectural style, complementary color palette,
preservation of existing site features, and appropriate site and exterior lighting design. (This
is identical to Land Use PP 4.9-1(a).) (Category: PS; Responsible Unit: CPP, ODC; Timing: P, D;
Compliance: AP)

Part of Project

No further action
required

The campus has provided the indicated
guidelines and instructions to the design team.

PP 4.1-2(a) The campus shall continue to provide design architects with the Campus
Landscape Master Plan’ and instructions to develop project-specific landscape plans that are
consistent with the Master Plan with respect to the selection of plants, retention of existing
trees, and use of water conserving plants, where feasible. (This is identical to Land Use

PP 4.9-1(b).) (Category: PS; Responsible Unit: CPP, ODC; Timing: P, D; Compliance: AP)

Part of Project

No further action
required

The campus has provided the indicated
guidelines and instructions to the design team.

" The Campus Design Guidelines were updated in 2007 in a single document that incorporates both %eneral design and landscape design provisions.

> The Landscape Master Plan has since been incorporated as an element of the Campus Design Guidelines
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Applicability

Notes

PP 4.1-2(b) The campus shall continue to relocate, where feasible, mature “specimen”
trees that would be removed as a result of construction activities on the campus. (This is
identical to Land Use PP 4.9-1(c).)

(Category: AM, PS; Responsible Unit: ODC, PP; Timing: P, D, E, O; Compliance: AP, CD)

Not Applicable

PP 4.1-2(c) To reduce impacts to the Natural Open Space Reserve area:

(i) If any construction is proposed within the Open Space Reserve, conduct surveys for
threatened and endangered species at an appropriate time of year. If these species are
located in this area, the site or sites shall be protected from damage by either protective
fencing or some other means of restricting access.

(i) Landscaping around development areas adjacent to the Open Space Reserve shall
emphasize native or historically significant plant material that provide wildlife value and a
sensitive transition from developed areas to natural open spaces. A qualified native
landscape specialist shall be retained to develop an appropriate native landscape plan for
the development areas.

(This is identical to Biological Resources PP 4.4-1(a) and Hydrology PP 4.8-3(a).)
(Category: PS; Responsible Unit: ODC, PP; Timing: D, E, C, O; Compliance: ED)

Not Applicable
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Applicability

Notes

PP 4.1-2(d) To reduce disturbance of Natural and Naturalistic Open Space areas:

(i) Unnecessary driving in sensitive or otherwise undisturbed areas shall be avoided. New
roads or construction access roads would not be created where adequate access
already exists.

(i) Removal of native shrub or brush shall be avoided, except where necessary.

(iii) Drainages shall be avoided, except where required for construction. Limit activity to
crossing drainages rather than using the lengths of drainage courses for access.

(iv) Excess fill or construction waste shall not be dumped in washes.
(v) Vehicles or other equipment shall not be parked in washes or other drainages.
(vi) Overwatering shall be avoided in washes and other drainages.

(vii) Wildlife including species such as fox, coyote, snakes, etc. shall not be harassed.
Harassment includes shooting, throwing rocks, etc.

(This is identical to Biological Resources PP 4.4-1(b) and Hydrology 4.8-3(b).)

(Category: AM, PS; Responsible Unit: AG OPS, HSG, ODC, PP, TAPS; Timing: D, E, C, O; Compliance:

AP, CD, FO)

Part of Project

Project-level
measures to be
implemented
during
construction

Project-level mitigation measure BIO 3
provides for identification of disturbance limits
prior to start of construction; measure BIO 5
requires a worker education program to
ensure compliance with these best management
practices; project-level mitigation measure BIO
6 incorporates biological monitoring during
construction to further ensure compliance
with these measures.

Implementation of item (iii ) shall include a
limit on construction activity within the
streambed of the Great Glen Arroyo when
water is flowing

MM 4.1-3(a) Building materials shall be reviewed and approved as part of project-specific
design and through approval of construction documents. Mirrored, reflective glass is
prohibited on campus. (Category: PS; Responsible Unit: ODC; Timing: D; Compliance: CD)

Part of Project
Ongoing
oversight through

design and
construction

The project has been and will continue to be
subject to the campus’s design review process.
Project design does not include mirrored or
reflective glass.

MM 4.1-3(b) All outdoor lighting on campus resulting from new development shall be
directed to the specific location intended for illumination (e.g., roads, walkways, or
recreation fields) to prevent stray light spillover onto adjacent residential areas. In addition,
all fixtures on elevated light standards in parking lots, parking structures, and athletic fields
shall be shielded to reduce glare. Lighting plans shall be reviewed and approved prior to
project-specific design and construction document approval. (Category: PS; Responsible Unit:
ODC, PP, TAPS; Timing: D, O; Compliance: AP, CD)

Part of Project
Ongoing
oversight through
design and
construction

The project lighting design has been an
element of the campus design review process.
Photometric plans for the parking structure
lighting (Draft EIR Appendix G) demonstrate
compliance with these design standards.
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Applicability

Notes

MM 4.1-3(c) Ingress and egress from new parking areas shall be designed and situated so as
to minimize the impact of vehicular headlights on adjacent uses. Walls, landscaping or other
light barriers will be provided. Site plans shall be reviewed and approved as part of project-
specific design and construction document approval. (Category: PS; Responsible Unit: ODC,
TAPS; Timing: D, O; Compliance: AP, CD)

Part of Project
Ongoing
oversight through

design and
construction

The parking structure design includes
components on each level to block light from
headlights. The extended landscape buffer
adjacent to Valencia Hill Drive and Big Springs
Road will also serve as a barrier between the
parking structure and off-campus residents.

AIR QUALITY

PP 4.3-1 The campus shall continue to implement a Transportation Systems Management
(TSM) program that meets or exceeds all trip reduction and Average Vehicle Riders
requirements of the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). The TSM
program may be subject to modification as new technologies are developed or alternate
program elements are found to be more effective.

(This is identical to Traffic and Transportation PP 4.14-1.)
(Category: SL; Responsible Unit: TAPS; Timing: O; Compliance: AP)

Ongoing
Campus-wide
Program

PP 4.3-2(a) Construction contract specifications shall include the following:

(i) Compliance with all SCAQMD rules and regulations

(ii) Maintenance programs to assure vehicles remain in good operating condition

(iii) Avoid unnecessary idling of construction vehicles and equipment

(iv) Use of alternative fuel construction vehicles

(v) Provision of electrical power to the site, to eliminate the need for on-site generators
(Category: PS; Responsible Unit: ODC, PP; Timing: C, O; Compliance: CD, FO)

Part of Project
Ongoing
oversight through

design and
construction

Project-level
measures to be
implemented
during
construction

These requirements must be incorporated
into campus construction specifications and
implemented during construction. Project-
level mitigation measures AQ | and AQ 2
establish additional requirements to reduce
construction-period emissions.
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Applicability

Notes

PP 4.3-2(b) The campus shall continue to implement dust control measures consistent with
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Rule 403—Fugitive Dust during
the construction phases of new project development. The following actions are currently
recommended to implement Rule 403 and have been quantified by the SCAQMD as being
able to reduce dust generation between 30 and 85 percent depending on the source of the
dust generation. The Campus shall implement these measures as necessary to reduce fugitive
dust. Individual measures shall be specified in construction documents and require
implementation by construction contractor:

(i) Apply water and/or approved non-toxic chemical soil stabilizers according to
manufacturer’s specification to all inactive construction areas (previously graded areas
that have been inactive for 10 or more days)

(ii) Replace ground cover in disturbed areas as quickly as possible

(iii) Enclose, cover, water twice daily, or apply approved chemical soil binders to exposed
piles with 5 percent or greater silt content

(iv) Water active grading sites at least twice daily

(v) Suspend all excavating and grading operations when wind speeds (as instantaneous gusts)
exceed 25 miles per hour over a 30-minute period

(vi) All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials are to be covered or should
maintain at least two feet of freeboard (i.e., minimum

(vertical distance between top of the load and the top of the trailer), in accordance with
Section 23114 of the California Vehicle Code

(vii) Sweep streets at the end of the day if visible soil material is carried over to adjacent
roads

(viii) Install wheel washers where vehicles enter and exit unpaved roads onto paved roads, or
wash off trucks and any equipment leaving the site each trip

(ix) Apply water three times daily or chemical soil stabilizers according to manufacturers’
specifications to all unpaved parking or staging areas or unpaved road surfaces

(x) Post and enforce traffic speed limits of 15 miles per hour or less on all unpaved roads
(This is identical to Geology PP 4.6-2(a) and Hydrology PP 4.8-3(c).)
(Category: AM, PS, SL; Responsible Unit: ODC; Timing: C, O; Compliance: AP, CD, FO)

Part of Project
Ongoing
oversight through

design and
construction

These measures must be incorporated into
project construction specifications and
implemented during construction.

12
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Applicability

Notes

PP 4.3-2(c) The campus shall continue to implement SCAQMD Rule 1403—Asbestos when
demolishing existing buildings on the campus. (Category: PS; Responsible Unit: EHS, ODC, PP;
Timing: D, E, C, O; Compliance: CD, FO)

Part of Project
Ongoing
oversight through
design and
demolition phase
of construction

The project includes a detailed asbestos
management plan for demolition of the on-site
residence that will ensure compliance with this
measure.

MM 4.3-2 Programs and Practices 4.3-2(a), (b), and (c), or their equivalent, shall be included
in construction contract specifications. The contract specifications shall require the use of
low NOx diesel fuel and construction equipment to the extent that it is readily available at
the time of development. (Category: PS; Responsible Unit: ODC, PP; Timing: D, C; Compliance:
cD)

Part of Project
Ongoing
oversight through

design and
construction

These measures must be incorporated into
project construction specifications.

MM 4.3-3 To reduce energy consumption and areawide emission of criteria pollutants, the
campus shall annually inspect and enforce an emissions reduction control strategy, which
may include, where feasible, the following:

Design
m Use light-colored roof materials to reduce heat gain (Category: PS; Responsible Unit: ODC,
PP; Timing: D; Compliance: CD)

m Orient buildings to the north and include passive solar design features (Category: PS;

Responsible Unit: CPP, HSG, ODC, PP; Timing: P, D, C; Compliance: CD)

Part of Project
Ongoing
oversight through
design and
construction

Part of Project
Ongoing
oversight through

design and
construction

Project designed to achieve LEED Credit 7.2
for Heat Island Effect-Roof (from 95%
Schematic Design Narrative)

Exterior treatments and interior building space
configuration has been designed for optimal
passive solar response (layered exterior walls,
overhangs, non-habitable spaces at exterior
walls) (from 95% Schematic Design Narrative)

m Increase building and attic insulation beyond Title 24 requirements (Category: PS;

Responsible Unit: ODC, PP; Timing: D; Compliance: CD)

Part of Project
Ongoing
oversight through
design and
construction

Design is based upon 20% margin over Title
24 requirements (from 95% Schematic Design
Narrative)
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m Provide electric vehicle charging systems at convenient location in campus parking | Ongoing
facilities(Category: PS; Responsible Unit: TAPS, PP; Timing: O; Compliance: AP) Campus-wide
Program

Provide prominent website and/or kiosks displaying information about alternative
transportation programs (Category: SL; Responsible Unit: TAPS; Timing: O; Compliance: AP)

Install electrical outlets outside buildings for the use of electric landscape maintenance
equipment (Category: PS; Responsible Unit: ODC, PP; Timing: D, O; Compliance: AP,CD)

Not Applicable

Part of Project
Ongoing
oversight through
design and
construction

This is a campus design standard that will be
implemented as detailed construction plans

are prepared.

Operation

Implement a subsidized vanpool program (Category: AM; Responsible Unit: TAPS; Timing: O;
Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable

Implement staggered or compressed work schedules to reduce vehicular traffic (Category:
AM; Responsible Unit: TAPS; Timing: O; Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable

Use alternative fuel shuttle buses to reduce intra-campus vehicle trips (Category: SL;
Responsible Unit: TAPS; Timing: O; Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable

Provide shuttle service to major off-campus activity centers and Metrolink station(s)
(Category: SL; Responsible Unit: TAPS; Timing: O; Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable

Aggressive expansion of the campus TDM program to achieve an AVR of |.5(Category: SL;
Responsible Unit: TAPS; Timing: O; Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable

Expand transit subsidies to encourage use of public transit (Category: AM; Responsible Unit:
TAPS; Timing: O; Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable

Implement incentives for telecommuting (Category: AM; Responsible Unit: TAPS; Timing: O;
Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable

Convert campus fleet to low emission, alternative fuel, and electric vehicles over time
(Category: AM; Responsible Unit: FS, PP, TAPS; Timing: O; Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable
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Notes

m Implement solar or low-emission water heaters (Category: AM, PS; Responsible Unit: HSG,
ODC, PP; Timing: P, D, C, O; Compliance: AP, CD)

Part of Project
Ongoing
oversight through

design and
construction

The proposed design includes a solar system
for domestic hot water pre-heating for the

residential buildings.

m Implement an educational program for faculty and staff and distribute information to
students and visitors about air pollution problems and solutions(Category: AM; Responsible
Unit: EHS, TAPS; Timing: O; Compliance: AP)

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Not Applicable

PP 4.4-1(a) Reduce impacts to the Natural Open Space Reserve area:
See PP4.1-2(c)

Not Applicable

PP 4.4-1(b) Reduce disturbance of Natural and Naturalistic Open Space areas:
See PP 4.1-2(d)

See PP 4.1-2(d)

See PP 4.1-2(d).

PP 4.4-2(a) Impacts to riparian and wetland habitats shall be avoided, wherever feasible. If
avoidance is not feasible, then the impacts will be evaluated as part of the Clean Water Act
section 404 and California Fish and Game Code section 1602 permit application process. If
mitigation is required, the University of California will develop and implement a resource
mitigation program to be reviewed and approved by the ACOE and CDFG through the State
and federal permit process. The permit shall mitigate the habitats such that they are
consistent with the Clean Water Act and CDFG policy of “no net loss” of wetland.
Furthermore, impacted wetlands and/or riparian vegetation that cannot be avoided would be
replaced at a ratio approved by the ACOE and CDFG. If replacement within the area is not
feasible, then an approved mitigation bank or other off-site area will be used. The
revegetation of impacted areas or mitigation parcels will be performed by a qualified
restoration specialist and shall be conducted only on sites where soils, hydrology, and
microclimate conditions are suitable for riparian habitat. First priority will be given to areas
that are adjacent to existing patches of native habitat. (Category: AM, PS; Responsible Unit:
ODC, PP; Timing: P, D, E, C, O; Compliance: AP, CD, FO)

Part of Project

Project-level
measures to be
implemented
during design and
construction

The project entails minor impacts on riparian
habitat and stream resources that are subject
to Clean Water Act Section 404 and
California Fish and Game Code Section 1602.
Project-level mitigation measure BIO 3
specifies measures to minimize impacts on
these resources during construction. Project-
level mitigation measure BIO 4 provides for
detailed implementation of the Arroyo
Enhancement Program and compensation for
project impacts to riparian and jurisdictional
resources. The project will be subject to an
ACOE 404 authorization and a CDFG
Streambed Alteration Agreement.
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Notes

PP 4.4-2(b) In compliance with NPDES, the campus would continue to implement Best
Management Practices, as identified in the UCR Stormwater Management Plan (UCR 2003):

(i) Public education and outreach on stormwater impacts

(i) Public involvement/participation

(iii) Illicit discharge detection and elimination

(iv) Pollution prevention/good housekeeping for facilities

(v) Construction site stormwater runoff control

(vi) Post-construction stormwater management in new development and redevelopment
(This is identical to Geology and Soils PP 4.6-2(b) and Hydrology PP 4.8-3(d).)

(Category: AM, PS, SL; Responsible Unit: DS, EHS, HSG, ODC, PP; Timing: C, O; Compliance: AP, CD,
FO)

Part of Project
Ongoing
oversight through
design,
construction and
campus Storm
Water
Management
program

A preliminary SWPPP has been prepared for
the project that incorporates project-level
construction BMPs. A final plan will be
prepared and a Notice of Intent will be filed
under the State General Construction Permit
in accordance with applicable regulations and
standard campus practice. The project has
been designed to incorporate post-
construction stormwater management
controls, including a modular wetland for
treatment of discharges to the arroyo. The
majority of the site discharges to the existing
University Arroyo Flood Control and
Enhancement program which provides
treatment of campus runoff in a network of
surface channels and basins.

MM 4.4-1(a) To ensure that potential impacts to special status plant and wildlife species
that are known to occur within the Natural and Naturalistic areas of the campus or have a
moderate or greater potential to occur (refer to Tables 4.4-1 and 4.4-2) are reduced to less
than significant levels, the campus shall conduct surveys for special-status species prior to
disturbance of areas or habitat that are known to support the species. The University shall
conduct surveys of the area(s) in accordance with applicable protocols or guidelines
developed by the CDFG and/or USFWS, as applicable. (Category: PS; Responsible Unit: ODC,
PP; Timing: D, E, C, O; Compliance: ED)

Part of Project

Project-level
measures to be
implemented
prior to start of
construction

Protocol surveys for burrowing owl were
conducted and burrowing owls were
determined to be absent at the time of the
survey. Project-level mitigation measure BIO |
requires pre-construction surveys for
burrowing owls and establishes avoidance
measures to be implemented if burrowing
owls are detected in future pre-construction
surveys. There are no other special-status
species with moderate or greater potential to
occur on the site.
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Notes

MM 4.4-1(b) If surveys determine that special-status plant or animal species are present,
the following measures shall be implemented:

(i) Vegetation: If sensitive plant species or habitats are observed and would be impacted by
project-related activities, a qualified botanist shall develop a species or habitats-specific
replacement plan. This plan shall include elements to limit project impacts such as the
relocation of individual specimens, the collection of seeds and replanting, or the
preservation and movement of topsoil that contains the seed bank. If replacement within
the project area is not feasible, then an approved mitigation bank shall be used. For
either case, on-site or off-site revegetation, a mitigation monitoring plan shall be
prepared and approved by the CDFG prior to start of construction.

(i) Wildlife: If special status wildlife is found within areas of proposed construction and
avoidance is not feasible, the campus will consult with the appropriate agencies, obtain
any necessary State or federal permits, and prepare a mitigation plan for those special-
status species that would be impacted. The mitigation plan would be subject to the
approval of applicable State and/or federal agencies, and may include measures such as
the relocation of the affected species, protection of other on-campus habitat where the
plant or animal is known to occur, or site preparation and revegetation to create
suitable habitat.

(Category: PS; Responsible Unit: ODC, PP; Timing: E; Compliance: ED)

Part of Project

Project-level
measures to be
implemented
prior to start of
construction

Project-level mitigation measure BIO |
establishes avoidance measures to be
implemented if burrowing owls are detected
in future pre-construction surveys. No other
special-status species are reasonably expected
to occur on the site.

MM 4.4-3(a) When habitat that could be regulated by the Clean Water Act (Section 404)
would be impacted, either directly or indirectly, the University shall perform a jurisdictional
and/or wetland delineation to assess the extent of the jurisdictional area(s). (Category: PS;
Responsible Unit: ODC, PP; Timing: D, E; Compliance: ED)

Completed

A wetland delineation has been conducted
(Draft EIR Appendix I)

MM 4.4-3(b) If wetland or riparian habitat would be removed as a result of project
development, the University shall restore or enhance wetland or riparian habitat as required
by the applicable State and/or federal resource agencies. (Category: PS; Responsible Unit: ODC,
PP; Timing: D, E; Compliance: ED)

Part of Project

Project-level
measures to be
implemented
prior to, and
during,
construction

The project entails an arroyo enhancement
program that will restore/enhance 1.5 acres of
riparian habitat, which will offset the project’s
temporary and permanent impacts. The
project will be subject to an ACOE 404
authorization and a CDFG Streambed
Alteration Agreement.
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Notes

MM 4.4-3(c) Any proposal for wetland creation or enhancement (pursuant to MM 4.4-3(b)
above) will be based upon the completion of soils, hydrologic and other studies confirming
the feasibility of the creation or enhancement proposal and shall include United States Army
Corps of Engineers (USACE)—approved measures intended to promote occupancy by special
status and other wetland-dependent species (e.g., plantings, collection of topsoil and
inoculation of target areas). (Category: PS; Responsible Unit: ODC, PP; Timing: D, E; Compliance:
ED)

Not Applicable

The project site does not include wetlands and
does not propose wetland creation or
enhancement.

MM 4.4-4(a) Prior to the onset of construction activities that would result in the removal
of mature trees that would occur between March and mid-August, surveys for nesting
special status avian species and raptors shall be conducted on the affected portion of the
campus following USFWS and/or CDFG guidelines. If no active avian nests are identified on
or within 250 feet of the construction site, no further mitigation is necessary. (Category: PS;
Responsible Unit: ODC, PP; Timing: D, E, C; Compliance: ED)

Part of Project

Project-level
measures to be
implemented
prior to
construction

Project-level mitigation measure BIO 2
requires pre-construction nesting bird surveys.

MM 4.4-4(b) If active nests for avian species of concern or raptor nests are found within
the construction footprint or a 250-foot buffer zone, exterior construction activities shall be
delayed within the construction footprint and buffer zone until the young have fledged or
appropriate mitigation measures responding to the specific situation have been developed
and implemented in consultation with USFWS and CDFG. (Category: PS; Responsible Unit:
ODC, PP; Timing: D, E, C; Compliance: CD)

Part of Project

Project-level
measures to be
implemented
prior to
construction

Project-level mitigation measure BIO 2
requires avoidance of active nests and
definition of an appropriate avoidance buffer
to be respected until a nest is no longer active
and the young are not dependent on the nest.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

PP 4.5-2 If any project is proposed that would require or result in the relocation or
demolition of a historic structure, the campus shall prepare a project-specific CEQA analysis,
pursuant to Section 15064.5 et seq. of the CEQA Guidelines. (Category: PS; Responsible Unit:
ODCG; Timing: D, E; Compliance: ED)

Completed

An historical resources evaluation of the on-
site residence was prepared (Draft EIR
Appendix |)

PP 4.5-3 If construction would occur within the southeast hills or within the portion of the
West Campus north of Martin Luther King Boulevard, a surface field survey shall be
conducted in conjunction with a project specific environmental analysis in accordance with
CEQA. Depending on the results of the survey, the following measures shall be
implemented:

i.  If no evidence of surface archaeological resources is discovered, or if development

Not Applicable




LRDP EIR Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Summary of Applicability and Implementation Status
Glen Mor 2 Student Apartments Project

2005 LRDP Planning Strategies, Programs and Practices, and Mitigation Measures Applicability Notes

would occur in areas not designated as sensitive for archaeological resources:

» Prior to site preparation or grading activities, construction personnel shall be
informed of the potential for encountering unique archaeological resources and
taught how to identify these resources if encountered. This shall include the
provision of written materials to familiarize personnel with the range of
resources that might be expected, the type of activities that may result in impacts,
and the legal framework of cultural resources protection. Construction
specifications shall require that all construction personnel shall be instructed to
stop work in the vicinity of a potential discovery until a qualified, non-University
archaeologist assesses the significance of the find and implements appropriate
measures to protect or scientifically remove the find. Construction personnel
shall also be informed that unauthorized collection of archaeological resources is
prohibited.

» The campus shall require the site project contractor to report any evidence of
archaeological resources unearthed during development excavation to the
campus.

» The archaeologist shall then be present during the grading and shall have the
authority to halt disturbance of any archaeological resources long enough to
assess the situation, conduct testing, and implement mitigation measures that
would reduce impacts in accordance with Section 21083.2 of CEQA.

ii. If any evidence of archaeological materials is discovered on the surface during field
survey, then:
» A qualified archaeologist shall prepare a recovery plan for the resources.
> An archaeologist shall also be present during grading and shall have the authority
to halt disturbance of any archaeological resources long enough to assess the
situation, conduct testing, and implement mitigation measures that would reduce
impacts in accordance with Section 21083.2 of CEQA.
(Category: PS; Responsible Unit: AG OPS, ODC, PP; Timing: D, E, C, O; Compliance: ED, CD)




LRDP EIR Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Summary of Applicability and Implementation Status
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2005 LRDP Planning Strategies, Programs and Practices, and Mitigation Measures

Applicability

Notes

PP 4.5-4 Construction specifications shall require that if a paleontological resource is

uncovered during construction activities:

(i) A qualified paleontologist shall determine the significance of the find.

(i) The campus shall make an effort to preserve the find intact through feasible project
design measures.

(iii) If it cannot be preserved intact, then the University shall retain a qualified non-University
paleontologist to design and implement a treatment plan to document and evaluate the
data and/or preserve appropriate scientific samples.

(iv) The paleontologist shall prepare a report of the results of the study, following accepted
professional practice.

(v) Copies of the report shall be submitted to the University and the Riverside County
Museum.

(Category: PS; Responsible Unit: ODC, PP; Timing: C; Compliance: CD)

Part of Project

Oversight
through design
and grading phase
of construction

These measures must be incorporated into
project construction specifications.

PP 4.5-5 In the event of the discovery of a burial, human bone, or suspected human bone,
all excavation or grading in the vicinity of the find shall halt immediately and the area of the
find shall be protected and the University immediately shall notify the Riverside County
Coroner of the find and comply with the provisions of P.R.C. Section 5097 with respect to
Native American involvement, burial treatment, and re-burial, if necessary. (Category: PS;
Responsible Unit: ODC, PP; Timing: C; Compliance: CD)

Part of Project

Oversight
through grading
phase of
construction

These procedures must be followed if a burial,
human bone or suspected human bone are
discovered during project construction.

MM 4.5-1(a) Before altering or otherwise affecting a building or structure 50 years old or
older, the campus shall retain a qualified architectural historian to evaluate the potential
significance of the building, using the significance criteria set forth for historic resources
under CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. The evaluation process shall include the
development of appropriate historical background research as context for the assessment of
the significance of the structure in the history of the University system, the campus, and the
region. For historic buildings, structures, or features that do not meet the CEQA criteria for
historical resource, no further mitigation is required and the impact is less than significant.
(Category: PS; Responsible Unit: CPP, ODC, PP; Timing: P, D, E; Compliance: ED)

Part of Project

No further action
required

An historical resources evaluation of the on-
site residence was prepared as part of the
CEQA review of this project (Draft EIR
Appendix |). The structure was determined
not to meet the CEQA criteria for “historic
resource” and will be demolished as part of
the proposed development.
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Applicability

Notes

MM 4.5-1(b) The University shall follow the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring,
and Reconstructing Historic Buildings (Weeks and Grimmer 1995) or the State Historical
Building Code, as appropriate when making modifications to historic structures eligible for
NRHP or CRHR listing. (Category: PS; Responsible Unit: CPP, ODC, PP; Timing: P, D, E;
Compliance: ED)

Not Applicable

MM 4.5-2 For any proposal to demolish a structure or building that has been determined by
a qualified architectural historian to qualify as an historical resource and where it has been
determined that avoidance is not feasible, documentation and treatment shall be carried out
as described below:

(i) If preservation and reuse at the site are not feasible, the historical building shall be
documented as described in item (ii) and, when physically and financially feasible, be
moved and preserved or reused.

(i) If a significant historic building or structure is proposed to be demolished, the campus
shall ensure that a qualified architectural historian thoroughly documents the building
and associated landscaping and setting. Documentation shall include still and video
photography and a written documentary record of the building to the standards of the
Historic American Building Survey (HABS) or Historic American Engineering Record
(HAER), including accurate scaled mapping, architectural descriptions, and scaled
architectural plans, if available. A copy of the record shall be deposited with the
University archives, Rivera Library Special Collections. The record shall be accompanied
by a report containing site-specific history and appropriate contextual information. This
information shall be gathered through site specific and comparative archival research,
and oral history collection as appropriate.

(Category: PS; Responsible Unit: ODC, PP; Timing: D, E; Compliance: ED)

Not Applicable
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LRDP EIR Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Summary of Applicability and Implementation Status
Glen Mor 2 Student Apartments Project

2005 LRDP Planning Strategies, Programs and Practices, and Mitigation Measures

Applicability

Notes

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

PP 4.6-1(a) During project-specific building design, a site-specific geotechnical study shall be
conducted under the direct supervision of a California Registered Engineering Geologist or
licensed geotechnical engineer to assess seismic, geological, soil, and groundwater conditions
at each construction site and develop recommendations to prevent or abate any identified
hazards. The study shall follow applicable recommendations of CDMG Special

Publication |17 and shall include, but not necessarily be limited to

m Determination of the locations of any suspected fault traces and anticipated ground
acceleration at the building site

m Potential for displacement caused by seismically induced shaking, fault/ground surface
rupture, liquefaction, differential soil settlement, expansive and compressible soils,
landsliding, or other earth movements or soil constraints

m Evaluation of depth to groundwater

The structural engineer shall incorporate the recommendations made by the geotechnical
report when designing building foundations.

(Category: PS; Responsible Unit: ODC; Timing: P, D, E; Compliance: CD)

Part of Project
Ongoing
oversight of
incorporation of
recommendations
throughout
design and
construction

A site-specific geotechnical study was
prepared for the project that presented
conclusions respective to these issues (Draft
EIR Appendix L).

PP 4.6-1(b) The campus shall continue to implement its current seismic upgrade program.
(Category: PS; Responsible Unit: ODC; Timing: D; Compliance: CD)

Not Applicable

PP 4.6-1(c) The campus will continue to fully comply with the University of California’s
Policy for Seismic Safety, as amended. The intent of this policy is to ensure that the design
and construction of new buildings and other facilities shall, as a minimum, comply with
seismic provisions of California Code of Regulations, Title 24, California Administrative
Code, the California State Building Code, or local seismic requirements, whichever
requirements are most stringent. (Category: PS; Responsible Unit: ODC; Timing: P, D; Compliance:
CcD)

Part of Project
Ongoing
oversight of
incorporation of
recommendations
throughout
design and
construction

The project has been designed with the
appropriate seismic safety requirements, as
identified in the geotechnical study (Draft EIR
Appendix L).

PP 4.6-2(a) Implement SCAQMD Rule 403—Fugitive Dust during the construction
See PP 4.3-2(b)

See PP 4.3-2(b)

See PP 4.3-2(b).
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Summary of Applicability and Implementation Status
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2005 LRDP Planning Strategies, Programs and Practices, and Mitigation Measures

Applicability

Notes

PP 4.6-2(b) Implement Best Management Practices, as identified in the UCR Stormwater
Management Plan

See PP 4.4-2(b)

See PP 4.4-2(b)

See PP 4.4-2(b).

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

PP 4.7-1 The campus shall continue to implement the current (or equivalent) health and
safety plans, programs, and practices related to the use, storage, disposal, or transportation
of hazardous materials, including, but not necessarily limited to, the Business Plan, the
Broadscope Radioactive Materials License, and the following programs: Biosafety, Emergency
Management, Environmental Health, Hazardous Materials, Industrial Hygiene and Safety,
Laboratory/Research Safety, Radiation Safety, and Integrated Waste Management. These
programs may be subject to modification as more stringent standards are developed or if the
programs are replaced by other programs that incorporate similar health and safety
protection measures. (Category: AM, SL; Responsible Unit: EHS; Timing: C,0; Compliance: AP,FO)

Ongoing
Campus-wide
Program
Ongoing
oversight
throughout
design,
construction and
operation

The proposed housing development involves
limited use of hazardous materials, during both
construction and operation. Relevant aspects
of these plans will be implemented in the
course of normal operations during
construction and ongoing operation.

PP 4.7-2 The campus shall perform hazardous materials surveys on buildings and soils, if
applicable, prior to demolition. When remediation is deemed necessary, surveys shall identify
all potential hazardous materials within the structure to be demolished, and identify handling
and disposal practices. The campus shall follow the practices during building demolition to
ensure construction worker and public safety. (Category: PS; Responsible Unit: EHS,0DC;
Timing: P, D, E, C, O; Compliance: CD, FO)

Part of Project
Ongoing
oversight
throughout
design and
demolition

Surveys of the existing structure and soils have
been conducted (Draft EIR Appendices M and
N). Recommendations for handling and
disposal of contaminated materials from the
existing residence will be implemented during
demolition.

PP 4.7-3 The campus will inform employees and students of hazardous materials
minimization strategies applicable to research, maintenance, and instructional activities, and
require the implementation of these strategies where feasible. Strategies include but are not
limited to the following:

(i) Maintenance of online database by EH&S of available surplus chemicals retrieved from
laboratories to minimize ordering or new chemicals.

(ii) Shifting from chemical usage to micro techniques as standard practice for instruction and
research, as better technology becomes available

(Category: SL; Responsible Unit: EHS; Timing: O; Compliance: AP, FO)

Not Applicable
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2005 LRDP Planning Strategies, Programs and Practices, and Mitigation Measures

Applicability

Notes

PP 4.7-4 Prior to demolition of structures on the campus or new construction on former
agricultural teaching and research fields, the campus shall complete a Phase | environmental
site assessment to determine the potential for soil or groundwater contamination on a
project site. If the assessment determines that a substantial potential for contamination exists
on the site, the campus shall develop and implement an appropriate testing and, if needed,
develop a remediation strategy prior to demolition or construction activities.

If contaminated soil and/or groundwater is encountered during the removal of on-site debris
or during excavation and/or grading activities

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

v)

(vi)

The construction contractor(s) shall stop work and immediately inform EH&S.

An on-site assessment shall be conducted to determine if the discovered materials pose
a significant risk to the public or construction workers.

If the materials are determined to pose such a risk, a remediation plan shall be prepared
and submitted to EH&S to comply with all federal and State regulations necessary to
clean and/or remove the contaminated soil and/or groundwater.

Soil remediation methods could include, but are not necessarily limited to, excavation
and on-site treatment, excavation and off-site treatment or disposal, and/or treatment
without excavation.

Remediation alternatives for cleanup of contaminated groundwater could include, but
are not necessarily limited to, on-site treatment, extraction and off-site treatment,
and/or disposal.

The construction schedule shall be modified or delayed to ensure that construction will
not inhibit remediation activities and will not expose the public or construction workers
to significant risks associated with hazardous conditions.

(Category: PS; Responsible Unit: AG OPS,EHS,0DC,PP; Timing: P, D, E, C, O; Compliance: ED)

Part of Project
Ongoing
oversight through

design and
demolition

Surveys of the existing structure and soils have
been conducted (Draft EIR Appendices M and
N). The project includes a detailed asbestos
management plan for demolition of the on-site
residence that will ensure compliance with this
measure.
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Applicability

Notes

PP 4.7-7(a) To the extent feasible, the campus shall maintain at least one unobstructed lane
in both directions on campus roadways. At any time only a single lane is available, the
campus shall provide a temporary traffic signal, signal carriers (i.e., flagpersons), or other
appropriate traffic controls to allow travel in both directions. If construction activities
require the complete closure of a roadway segment, the campus shall provide appropriate
signage indicating alternative routes. (This is identical to Transportation and Traffic PP 4.14-5.)

(Category: PS, SL; Responsible Unit: ODC,PP, TAPS; Timing: O, C; Compliance: CD,FO)

Part of Project

Project-level
measure to be
implemented
during
construction

Project-level Mitigation Measure TR 2 requires
preparation of a project-specific traffic control
plan.

PP 4.7-7(b) To maintain adequate access for emergency vehicles when construction
projects would result in roadway closures, the Office of Design and Construction shall
consult with the UCPD, EH&S, and the RFD to disclose roadway closures and identify
alternative travel routes. (This is identical to Transportation and Traffic PP 4.14-8.)

(Category: PS, SL; Responsible Unit: ODC,PP; Timing: O, C; Compliance: CD,FO)

Part of Project
Ongoing
oversight through
design and
construction

The Office of Design and Construction must
conduct this coordination prior to any
roadway closures.

MM 4.7-4 Prior to development on former agricultural lands, appropriate soil testing shall
be performed to determine whether chemical residue is present from prior activities in
amounts that would pose health hazards to construction workers and/or occupants of new
buildings. If contamination is determined to be present, PP 4.7-4 shall be implemented.

(Category: PS; Responsible Unit: AG OPS, ODC,PP; Timing: P, D, E; Compliance: ED)

Complete

Soil testing has been conducted (Draft EIR
Appendix M). The testing indicates no further
action is required.

MM 4.7-7(a) Evacuation zones designated in the UCR Emergency Operations Plan will be
avoided, to the extent feasible, when siting construction staging areas. Where evacuation
zones cannot be avoided, alternative evacuation zones shall be identified. UCPD and the
Riverside Fire Department shall be notified of alternative evacuation zones so that they can
respond accordingly to any emergencies. (Category: PS; Responsible Unit: EHS,0DC; Timing: D,C;
Compliance: CD)

Part of Project
Ongoing
oversight through
design and
construction

An existing evacuation zone for Lothian Hall
will be displaced by the project construction.
An alternate emergency assembly location has
been designated (Upper Parking Lot 14 and
Parking Lot 13)

MM 4.7-7(b) The campus Emergency Operations Plan shall be reviewed on an annual basis
and updated as appropriate to account for new on-campus development, which may require
changes to the plan, such as revised locations for Campus Evacuation Zones.

(Category: AM; Responsible Unit: EHS; Timing: O; Compliance: AP)

Ongoing
Campus-wide
Program

Action required
to reflect change
for Lothian Hall

The next annual update will reflect the new
emergency assembly location for Lothian Hall
(Upper Parking Lot 14 and Parking Lot 13)
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Applicability

Notes

MM 4.7-8(a) Provide landscaping around development areas adjacent to preserved open
space that emphasizes native or traditional plant material where appropriate and provides a
transition to developed areas in a2 manner that minimizes dense vegetation immediately
adjacent to structural development. Landscaping shall be shown on building plans, and plans
shall be reviewed and approved for conformance with this measure prior to project design
approval and project-specific construction documents.

(Category: PS; Responsible Unit: ODC,PP; Timing: D; Compliance: CD)

Part of Project
Ongoing
oversight through
design and
construction

The Arroyo Enhancement Program and site
landscaping incorporate transitional landscape
treatments consistent with the policy at the
interface with the preserved arroyo.

MM 4.7-8(b) Implement annual fuel management procedures to maintain a firebreak Ongoing The proposed project will establish a new
between the undeveloped areas and structures. Campus-wide maintenance zone between the residential
(Category: AM; Responsible Unit: EHS; Timing: O; Compliance: AP,FO) Program buildings and the Great Glen Arroyo.
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
PP 4.8-1 The campus will continue to comply with all applicable water quality requirements | Ongoing Project design incorporates all relevant water
established by the SARWQCB. Campus-wide quality requirements. A preliminary SWPPP
(This is identical to Utilities PP 4.15-5.) Program has been prepared for the project that
AN . . e . . . Ongoin incorporates project-specific construction
(Category: AM; Responsible Unit: AG OPS, CPP, ODC, PP; Timing: D, C, O; Compliance: AP, FO) ovegr sigft through BMPs. A final plan will be prepared and a
design, Notice of Intent will be filed under the State
construction, and | General Construction Permit in accordance
operation with applicable regulations and standard

campus practice.

PP 4.8-2(a) To further reduce the campus’ impact on domestic water resources, to the
extent feasible, UCR will:

(i) Install hot water recirculation devices (to reduce water waste)

Part of Project
Ongoing
oversight through
design and
construction

Recirculation devices are included in project
design
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Applicability

Notes

(ii) Continue to require all new construction to comply with applicable State laws requiring
water-efficient plumbing fixtures, including but not limited to the Health and Safety
Code and Title 24, California Code of Regulations, Part 5 (California Plumbing Code)

(iii) Retrofit existing plumbing fixtures that do not meet current standards on a phased basis
over time

(iv) Install recovery systems for losses attributable to existing and proposed steam- and
chilled-water systems over time

(v) Prohibit using water as a means of cleaning impervious surfaces

(vi) Install water-efficient irrigation equipment to reduce local evaporation rates to maximize
water savings for landscaping and retrofit existing systems over time

(This is identical to Utilities PP 4.15-1(b).)
(Category: AM, PS; Responsible Unit: ODC, PP; Timing: D, O; Compliance: AP, CD, FO)

Part of Project
Ongoing
oversight through

design and
construction

Not Applicable
Not Applicable

Ongoing
Campus-wide
Program

Part of Project
Ongoing
oversight through

design and
construction

Project design conforms to Title 24 and
includes features consistent with LEED Gold
certification

Project design includes water efficient
landscape and irrigation consistent with LEED
Gold certification

PP 4.8-2(b) The campus shall promptly detect and repair leaks in water and irrigation pipes.
(This is identical to Utilities PP 4.15-1(c).)

(Category: SL; Responsible Unit: AG OPS, HSG, PP, TAPS; Timing: O; Compliance: AP, FO)

PP 4.8-2(c) The campus shall avoid serving water at food service facilities except upon
request.

(This is identical to Utilities PP 4.15-1(d).)

(Category: SL; Responsible Unit: DS; Timing: O; Compliance: AP, FO)

Ongoing
Campus-wide
Program

Ongoing
Campus-wide
Program

The campus must continue to comply with
this program once the Food Emporium is
operational.

PP 4.8-3(a) Reduce impacts to the Natural Open Space Reserve
See PP 4.1-2(c)

See PP 4.1-2(c)
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Applicability

Notes

PP 4.8-3(b) Reduce disturbance of Natural and Naturalistic Open Space areas:
See PP 4.1-2(d)

See PP 4.1-2(d)

See PP 4.1-2(d).

PP 4.8-3(c) SCAQMD Rule 403—Fugitive Dust
See PP 4.3-2(b)

See PP 4.3-2(b)

See PP 4.3-2(b).

PP 4.8-3(d) Implement Best Management Practices, as identified in the UCR Stormwater
Management Plan

See PP 4.4-2(b)

See PP 4.4-2(b)

See PP 4.4-2(b).

PP 4.8-3(e) Prior to the time of design approval, the campus will evaluate each specific
project to determine if the project runoff would exceed the capacity of the existing storm
drain system. If it is found that the capacity would be exceeded, one or more of the
following components of the storm drain system would be implemented to minimize the
occurrence of local flooding:

(i) Multi-project stormwater detention basins

(i) Single-project detention basins

(iii) Surface detention design

(iv) Expansion or modification of the existing storm drain system

(v) Installation of necessary outlet control facilities

(Category: PS; Responsible Unit: CPP, ODC, PP; Timing: P, D, E; Compliance: AP, CD)

Part of Project
Ongoing
oversight through
design and
construction

Project-specific stormwater flow analysis was
conducted for the project (Draft EIR
Appendix O). Site discharges are consistent
with the design basis for the existing
University Arroyo flood control system and
on-site improvements have been identified to
collect and convey on-site discharges to the
University Arroyo system facilities.

PP 4.8-10 In the event of an emergency, including catastrophic failure of the California State

Water Project pipeline, the campus would implement the Emergency Operations Plan.
(Category: AM; Responsible Unit: EHS; Timing: O; Compliance: AP)

Ongoing
Campus-wide
Program
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Applicability

Notes

MM 4.8-9(a) Prior to design approval, the campus will review the plans for all structures to
be constructed in the 100-year floodplain for compliance with the following FEMA
requirements for nonresidential structures:

(i) Elevate the lowest floor (including the basement) to or above the base flood level; or

(ii) Together with attendant utility and sanitary facilities, design so that below the base flood
level, the structure is watertight with walls substantially impermeable to the passage of
water and with structural components having the capability of resisting hydrostatic and
hydrodynamic loads and effects of buoyancy; and

(iii) Require that fully enclosed areas below the lowest floor that are subject to flooding be
designed to automatically equalize hydrostatic flood forces on exterior walls by allowing
for entry and exit of flood waters.

(Category: PS; Responsible Unit: CPP; Timing: P, D, E; Compliance: AP, CD, ED)

Not Applicable

MM 4.8-9(b) For structures placed within the 100-year floodplain, flood control devices will
be designed to direct flows toward areas where flood hazards will be minimal. (Category: PS;
Responsible Unit: ODC; Timing: P, D; Compliance: AP, CD)

Not Applicable

LAND USE

PP 4.9-1(a) Provide design architects with the Campus Design Guidelines
See PP 4.1-1

See PP 4.1-1

See PP 4.1-1.

PP 4.9-1(b) Provide design architects with the Landscape Master Plan
See PP 4.1-2(a)

See PP 4.1-2(a)

See PP 4.1-2(a).

PP 4.9-1(c) Relocate mature “specimen” trees
See PP 4.1-2(b)

Not Applicable

PP 4.9-1(d) UCR strongly commits to working closely with the City of Riverside to address
and resolve land use compatibility impacts arising from increased enrollment on the
residential neighborhoods surrounding UCR, particularly related to the impacts of student
housing and attendant parking, noise, traffic, and other issues. (Category: AM; Responsible Unit:
CPP, ODC; Timing: O; Compliance: AP)

Ongoing
Campus-wide
Program
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Implementation of the following Programs and Practices would assure consistency with See entries for See entries for individual measures
applicable land use plans and policies: individual

PP 4.4-1(a) and (b) measures
PP 4.5-3

PP 4.5-5

PP 4.6-1(a)

PP 4.7-7(a) and (b)

PP 4.9-1(a) through (d)

PP 4.10-7(a) through (d)

PP 4.10-8

PP 4.14-1

(See relevant PPs for Category, Responsible Unit, Timing and Compliance requirements)

Implementation of the following Mitigation Measures would assure consistency with See entries for See entries for individual measures
applicable land use plans and policies: individual

MM 4.3-2 and MM 4.3-3 measures
MM 4.4-1(a) and (b)

MM 4.4-3(a) and (b)

MM 4.4-4(a) and (b)

MM 4.5-1(a) and (b) and MM 4.5-2

MM 4.6-1(a)

MM 4.7-8(a) and (b)

MM 4.8-9(a) and (b)

(See relevant MMs for Category, Responsible Unit, Timing and Compliance requirements)
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Applicability

Notes

NOISE

PP 4.10-1(a) The campus shall continue to shield all new stationary sources of noise that
would be located in close proximity of noise-sensitive buildings and uses or locate the new
equipment in less sensitive areas of the campus to ensure that exterior noise levels
generated by these sources and measured at nearby sensitive uses do not exceed 50 dBA L,
during the day and 40 dBA L., during the night at residential uses (including on-campus
housing), and 60 dBA during the day and 55 dBA during the night at classrooms and office
buildings. (Category: PS; Responsible Unit: ODC, PP; Timing: P, D, E, C, O; Compliance: AP, CD)

Not Applicable

PP 4.10-1(b) UCR will incorporate the following siting design measures to reduce long-
term noise impacts:

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

Truck access, parking area design, and air conditioning/refrigeration units will be
designed and evaluated when planning specific individual new facilities to minimize the
potential for noise impacts to adjacent developments.

Building setbacks, building design and orientation will be used to reduce intrusive noise
at sensitive student residential and educational building locations near main campus
access routes, such as Blaine Street, Canyon Crest Drive, University Avenue, and Martin
Luther King Boulevard. Noise walls may be advisable to screen existing and proposed
facilities located near the I-215/SR-60 freeway.

Adequate acoustic insulation would be added to residence halls to ensure that the
interior Ldn would not exceed 45 dBA during the daytime and 40 dBA during the
nighttime (10 P.M. to 7 A.M.) in rooms facing major streets.

Potential noise impacts would be evaluated as part of the design review for all projects.
If determined to be significant, mitigation measures would be identified and alternatives
suggested. At a minimum, Campus residence halls and student housing design would
comply with Title 24, Part 2 of the California Administrative Code.

(Category: PS; Responsible Unit: ODC; Timing: P, D; Compliance: AP, CD, ED)

Part of Project
Ongoing
oversight through
design and
construction

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Part of Project
Ongoing
oversight through

design and
construction

The project site design was completed in
consideration of noise generation and
exposure to on- and off-campus residences.
Detailed design and construction of the Food
Emporium loading area and outdoor
equipment placement will continue to be
evaluated for compliance with this provision.

In compliance with Title 24 requirements, the
project must incorporate acoustic installation
into the new residences so as to reduce
interior noise levels to the applicable
standards.
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Applicability

Notes

PP 4.10-2 The UCR campus shall limit the hours of exterior construction activities from
7:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. Monday through Friday and 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Saturday when
necessary. Construction traffic shall follow transportation routes prescribed for all
construction traffic to minimize the impact of this traffic (including noise impacts) on the
surrounding community. (Category: PS; Responsible Unit: ODC, PP; Timing: C; Compliance: CD)

Part of Project

Project-level
measure to be
reflected in
construction
documents and
implemented
during
construction

Project construction will occur under stricter
time constraints than indicated in this
measure. Pursuant to project-level mitigation
measure NOI 2, exterior construction
activities will occur between 7:00 a.m. and
7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, and 8 a.m.
and 5 p.m. on Saturday, with no construction
allowed on Sunday or federal holidays.

PP 4.10-5(a) The campus shall continue to provide on-campus housing to continue the
evolution of UCR from a commuter to a residential campus. (Category: AM; Responsible Unit:
CPP; Timing: O; Compliance: AP)

Part of Project

No further action
required

The project provides on-campus housing.

PP 4.10-5(b) The campus shall continue to implement an Alternative Transportation
program that facilitates and promotes the use of transit, carpools, vanpools, and bicycling.
(Category: AM, SL; Responsible Unit: TAPS; Timing: O; Compliance: AP)

Ongoing
Campus-wide
Program

The project will not conflict with the campus’s
Alternative Transportation program.

PP 4.10-6 The campus shall continue to shield all new stationary sources of noise that
would be located in close proximity to noise-sensitive buildings and uses.

(Category: PS; Responsible Unit: ODC, PP; Timing: P, D, E, C, O; Compliance: AP, CD)

Not Applicable

PP 4.10-7(a) To the extent feasible, construction activities shall be limited to 7:00 A.M. to
9:00 P.M. Monday through Friday, 8:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M. on Saturday, and no construction
on Sunday and national holidays, as appropriate, in order to minimize disruption to area
residences surrounding the campus and to on-campus uses that are sensitive to noise.

(Category: PS; Responsible Unit: ODC, PP; Timing: C; Compliance: CD)

See PP 4.10-2

See PP 4.10-2.
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Applicability

Notes

PP 4.10-7(b) The campus shall continue to require by contract specifications that
construction equipment be required to be muffled or otherwise shielded. Contracts shall
specify that engine-driven equipment be fitted with appropriate noise mufflers. (Category: PS;
Responsible Unit: ODC, PP; Timing: C; Compliance: CD)

Part of Project

Project-level
measure to be
reflected in
construction
documents and
implemented
during
construction

Project-level mitigation measure NOI 4
requires construction contracts to specify that
noise-producing construction equipment and
vehicles using internal combustion engines will
be equipped with mufflers; air-inlet silencers,
where appropriate; and any other shrouds,
shields, or other noise-reducing features in
good operating condition that meet or exceed
original factory specification. Mobile or fixed
“package” equipment (e.g., arc-welders, air
compressors) will be equipped with shrouds
and noise-control features that are readily
available for that type of equipment.

PP 4.10-7(c) The campus shall continue to require that stationary construction equipment
material and vehicle staging be placed to direct noise away from sensitive receptors.
(Category: PS; Responsible Unit: ODC, PP; Timing: C; Compliance: CD)

Part of Project
Ongoing
oversight through
construction
documents and
during
construction

This measure must be incorporated into the
project’s construction contracts and
implemented during construction. When
construction of the parking structure Is
substantially complete (estimated as January
2012), the parking structure will be used for
materials storage and construction staging
(attenuation materials are to be installed for
the duration of such use at the east end as
needed).

PP 4.10-7(d) The campus shall continue to conduct regular meetings, as needed, with on-
campus constituents to provide advance notice of construction activities in order to
coordinate these activities with the academic calendar, scheduled events, and other
situations, as needed. (Category: PS; Responsible Unit: ODC, PP; Timing: C; Compliance: AP)

Part of Project
Ongoing
oversight through

design and
construction

This is a standard component of campus
construction projects.
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Applicability

Notes

PP 4.10-8 The campus shall continue to conduct meetings, as needed, with off-campus
constituents that are affected by campus construction to provide advance notice of
construction activities and ensure that the mutual needs of the particular construction
project and of those impacted by construction noise are met, to the extent feasible.
(Category: PS; Responsible Unit: ODC, PP; Timing: C; Compliance: AP)

Part of Project
Ongoing
oversight through

design and
construction

Project-level
measure requires
ongoing oversight
through design
and construction

This is a standard component of campus
construction projects. In addition, project-
level Mitigation Measure NOI 3 requires a
designated noise liaison for this project to
serve as a clear point of contact for off-
campus constituents.

MM 4.10-2 The campus shall notify all academic and residential facilities within 300 feet of
approved construction sites of the planned schedule of vibration causing activities so that the
occupants and/or researchers can take necessary precautionary measures to avoid negative
effects to their activities and/or research. (Category: PS; Responsible Unit: ODC; Timing: C;
Compliance: AP)

Part of Project
Ongoing
oversight through
design and
construction

This is a standard component of campus
construction projects.

PUBLIC SERVICES

PP 4.12-1(a) As development occurs, the following measures will be incorporated:

(i) New structures would be designed with adequate fire protection features in compliance
with State law and the requirements of the State Fire Marshal. Building designs would be
reviewed by appropriate campus staff and government agencies.

(i) Prior to implementation of individual projects, the adequacy of water supply and water
pressure will be determined in order to ensure sufficient fire protection services.

Part of Project
Ongoing
oversight through
design and
construction

Part of Project
Ongoing
oversight through

design and
construction

This is a standard element of the campus
design process. The Campus Fire Marshal is a
participant in the design and construction
process.

A fire flow evaluation was completed (Draft
EIR Appendix R). The evaluation determined
that the existing campus system and proposed
site improvements would provide adequate
flow and pressure.
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Applicability

Notes

(iii) Adequate access will be provided to within 50 feet of the main entrance of occupied
buildings to accommodate emergency ambulance service.

(iv) Adequate access for fire apparatus will be provided within 50 feet of stand pipes and
sprinkler outlets.

(v) Service roads, plazas, and pedestrian walks that may be used for fire or emergency
vehicles will be constructed to withstand loads of up to 45,000 pounds.

(vi) As implementation of the LRDP occurs, campus fire prevention staffing needs would be
assessed, increases in staffing would be determined through such needs assessments.

(Category: AM, PS; Responsible Unit: EHS, ODC, PP; Timing: D, O; Compliance: AP, ED)

Part of Project
Ongoing
oversight through

design and
construction

Part of Project
Ongoing
oversight through

design and
construction

Part of Project
Ongoing
oversight through
design and
construction
Ongoing
Campus-Wide
Program

This is a standard element of the campus
design process. The site plan (Draft EIR Figure
2-3) illustrates such access to each building
under the proposed design.

This is a standard element of the campus
design process. The Campus Fire Marshal is a
participant in the design and construction
process

This is a standard element of the campus
design process. The Campus Fire Marshal is a
participant in the design and construction
process

The Campus Fire Marshal has determined that
current staffing level are adequate

PP 4.12-1(b)

(i) Accident prevention features shall be reviewed and incorporated into new structures to
minimize the need for emergency response from the City of Riverside.

Part of Project
Ongoing
oversight through
design and
construction

This is a standard element of the campus
design process. The Campus Fire Marshal is a
participant in the design and construction
process

(i) Increased staffing levels for local fire agencies shall be encouraged to meet needs
generated by LRDP project related on-campus population increases.

(Category: AM, PS, SL; Responsible Unit: CPP ; Timing: D, O; Compliance: AP, CD)

Ongoing
Campus-Wide
Program

The Campus Fire Marshal has determined that
current staffing level are adequate
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2005 LRDP Planning Strategies, Programs and Practices, and Mitigation Measures Applicability Notes
PP 4.12-2(a) As development under the LRDP occurs, the campus will hire additional Ongoing Current campus staffing levels are within an
police officers and support staff as necessary to maintain an adequate level of service, staff, Campus-Wide acceptable range to serve the existing campus
and equipment, and will expand the existing police facility when additional space is required. | Program population and the incremental population
(Category: AM, SL; Responsible Unit: PD; Timing: O; Compliance: AP) from the Glen Mor 2 project. Expansion of
police facilities is not required.
PP 4.12-2(b) The campus will continue to participate in the “UNET” program (for Ongoing
coordinated police response and staffing of a community service center), which provides law | Campus-Wide
enforcement services in the vicinity of the campus, with equal participation of UCR and City | Program
police staffs. (Category: SL; Responsible Unit: PD; Timing: O; Compliance: AP)
TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION
PP 4.14-1 Implement a Transportation Demand Management program Ongoing
See PP 4.3-| Campus-Wide
Program
PP 4.14-2 The campus will periodically assess construction schedules of major projects to Ongoing The cumulative impact analysis presented in
determine the potential for overlapping construction activities to result in periods of heavy Campus-Wide Section 3.13 of this EIR considers the potential
construction vehicle traffic on individual roadway segments, and adjust construction Program for overlap in other projects’ construction
schedules, work hours, or access routes to the extent feasible to reduce construction- Ongoing periods.
related traffic congestion. (Category: AM, PS; Responsible Unit: ODC; Timing: D, C; Compliance: oversight through
AP) design and

construction

PP 4.14-4 The campus shall provide design architects for roadway and parking
improvements with the Campus Design Guidelines and instructions to implement those
elements of the guidelines relevant to parking and roadway design. (Category: PS; Responsible
Unit: ODC; Timing: P, D; Compliance: AP)

Part of Project

No further action
required

The campus has provided the indicated
guidelines and instructions to the design team.

PP 4.14-5 Maintain at least one unobstructed lane in both directions on campus roadways.
See PP 4.7-7(a)

See PP 4.7-7(a)

See PP 4.7-7(a).
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Applicability

Notes

PP 4.14-6 For any construction-related closure of pedestrian routes, the campus shall
provide alternate routes and appropriate signage and provide curb cuts and street crossings
to assure alternate routes are accessible. (Category: PS; Responsible Unit: ODC, PP; Timing: O, C;
Compliance: CD)

Part of Project

Project-level
measure requires
ongoing oversight
through design
and construction

Project-level Mitigation Measure TR 3 has
been incorporated into the project .

PP 4.14-8 Maintain adequate access for emergency vehicles during construction
See PP 4.7-7(b)

See PP 4.7-7(b)

See PP 4.7-7(b).

MM 4.14-1(a) The intersection of 3rd Street/Chicago Avenue would require an additional
left-turn lane on the westbound approach to operate at LOS D or better. (This intersection
is under the jurisdiction of the City of Riverside.) (Category: AM, PS; Responsible Unit: CPP,
ODCG; Timing: P, E; Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable

MM 4.14-1(b) In addition to the improvements identified for the ‘Without Project’
scenario, the intersection of Blaine Street/lowa Avenue would require an additional left-turn
lane on the eastbound approach, and a separate through and right-turn lane on the
westbound approach to operate at LOS D or better. (This intersection is under the

jurisdiction of the City of Riverside.) (Category: AM, PS; Responsible Unit: CPP,ODC; Timing: P, E;

Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable

MM 4.14-1(c) In addition to the improvements identified for the ‘Without Project’
scenario, the intersection of University Avenue/Chicago Avenue would require a separate
through and a right-turn lane on the southbound approach to operate at LOS D or better.
(This intersection is under the jurisdiction of the City of Riverside.) (Category: AM, PS;
Responsible Unit: CPP, ODC; Timing: P, E; Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable

MM 4.14-1(d) The intersection of University Avenue/lowa Avenue would require an
additional left-turn lane on the eastbound approach to operate at LOS D or better. The
approach currently consists of one left-turn lane, two through lanes, and one right-turn lane.
The mitigated approach would consist of two left-turn lanes, one through lane, and one
shared through/right-turn lane. (This intersection is under the jurisdiction of the City of
Riverside.) (Category: AM, PS; Responsible Unit: CPP,ODC; Timing: P, E; Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable
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Applicability

Notes

MM 4.14-1(e) In addition to the improvements identified for the ‘Without Project’
scenario, the intersection of Martin Luther King Boulevard/Chicago Avenue would require
an additional through lane on the westbound approach to operate at LOS D or better. (This
intersection is under the jurisdiction of the City of Riverside.) (Category: AM, PS; Responsible
Unit: CPP,ODC; Timing: P, E; Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable

MM 4.14-1(f) In addition to the improvements identified for the ‘Without Project’ scenario,
the intersection of Martin Luther King Boulevard/Canyon Crest Drive would require an
additional left-turn lane on the westbound approach to operate at LOS D or better. (This
intersection is under the jurisdiction of the City of Riverside.) (Category: AM,PS; Responsible
Unit: CPP,ODG; Timing: P, E; Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable

MM 4.14-1(g) The intersection of Linden Street/Aberdeen Drive would require a shared
through /left-turn lane and a right-turn lane on the eastbound approach to operate at LOS D
or better. (This intersection is under the jurisdiction of the University.) Please note that this
is a T-intersection. (Category: AM, PS; Responsible Unit: CPP,ODC; Timing: P, E; Compliance: FO)

Not Applicable

MM 4.14-1(h) In addition to the improvements identified for the ‘Without Project’
scenario, the intersection of Blaine Street/lowa Avenue would require an additional left-turn
lane on the southbound approach, an additional left-turn lane on the eastbound approach, an
additional left-turn lane on the westbound approach, and a separate through and right-turn
lane on the westbound approach to operate at LOS D or better. (This intersection is under
the jurisdiction of the City of Riverside.) (Category: AM, PS; Responsible Unit: CPP, ODC; Timing:
P, E; Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable

MM 4.14-1(i) The intersection of University Avenue/lowa Avenue would require an
additional left-turn lane on the eastbound approach, and a separate through and right lane on
the southbound approach to operate at LOS D or better. The southbound approach
currently consists of one left-turn lane, one through lane, and one shared through/right-turn
lane. The mitigated southbound approach would consist of one left-turn lane, two through
lanes, and one right-turn lane. (This intersection is under the jurisdiction of the City of
Riverside.) (Category: AM, PS; Responsible Unit: CPP, ODC; Timing: P, E; Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable
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Applicability

Notes

MM 4.14-1(j) The intersection of Martin Luther King Boulevard/Chicago Avenue would
require an additional through and an additional right-turn lane on the eastbound approach to
operate at LOS D or better. (This intersection is under the jurisdiction of the City of
Riverside.) (Category: AM, PS; Responsible Unit: CPP, ODC; Timing: P, E; Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable

MM 4.14-1(k) In addition to the improvements identified for the ‘Without Project’
scenario, the intersection of Martin Luther King Boulevard/Canyon Crest Drive would
require an additional left-turn lane on the westbound approach to operate at LOS D or
better. (This intersection is under the jurisdiction of the City of Riverside.) (Category: AM, PS;
Responsible Unit: CPP, ODC; Timing: P, E; Compliance: AP)

Not Applicable

MM 4.14-1(l) The intersection of Linden Street/Aberdeen Drive would require a shared
through/left-turn lane and a right-turn lane on the eastbound approach to operate at LOS D
or better. (This intersection is under the jurisdiction of the University.) (Category: AM, PS;
Responsible Unit: CPP, ODC; Timing: P, E; Compliance: FO)

Not Applicable

MM 4.14-10(a) The campus shall work with the City of Riverside to monitor the demand Ongoing

for off-campus parking in residential neighborhoods or at commercial establishments to Campus-wide
determine whether use of off-campus parking by the campus population is substantially Program
restricting availability for neighborhood residents or patrons of commercial establishments

(Category: AM; Responsible Unit: CPP, TAPS; Timing: O; Compliance: AP)

MM 4.14-10(b) If the campus and the City of Riverside mutually determine that use of off- Ongoing
campus parking by members of the campus population has substantially restricted availability | Campus-wide
to residents and patrons of commercial establishments, the campus and the City will work Program

cooperatively to implement appropriate measures, which may include, but not be limited to:
(i) Increased enforcement of existing parking regulations
(ii) Changes in parking regulations (e.g., time restrictions for on-street parking)

(iii) A permit parking program for affected residential neighborhoods and/or commercial
facilities.

(Category: AM; Responsible Unit: CPP, TAPS; Timing: O; Compliance: AP)
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MM 4.14-11 If on-campus parking is not available, off-site construction worker parking shall | Part of Project In the event that off-site worker parking is
be provided with shuttle service to the remote parking location (Category: PS; Responsible Ongoing required, shuttles must be provided to and
Unit: ODC; Timing: C; Compliance: CD) oversight through from the work site.
design and
construction
MM 4.14-13 As part of the Multi-modal Transportation Program, the UCR Transportation Ongoing
and Parking Services department will work with transit service providers on an annual basis Campus-wide
to monitor demand for transit services, to identify needed service improvements, and Program
encourage the implementation of any such improvements. (Category: SL; Responsible Unit:
TAPS; Timing: O; Compliance: AP)
UTILITIES
PP 4.15-1(a) Improvements to the campus water distribution system, including necessary Completed Campus Physical Plant personnel have

pump capacity, will be made as required to serve new projects. Project-specific CEQA
analysis of environmental effects that would occur prior to project-specific approval will
consider the continued adequacy of the domestic/fire water systems, and no new
development would occur without a demonstration that appropriate domestic/fire water
supplies continue to be available. (Category: PS; Responsible Unit: CPP, ODC; Timing: P, D, E;
Compliance: ED)

confirmed adequacy of the domestic system. A
Fire Flow analysis (Draft EIR Appendix R) has
confirmed system adequacy to meet required
fire flow.

PP 4.15-1(b) Reduce the campus’ impact on domestic water resources
See PP 4.8-2(a)

See PP 4.8-2(a)

See PP 4.8-2(a).

PP 4.15-1(c) The campus shall promptly detect and repair leaks in water and irrigation
pipes.
See PP 4.8-2(b)

Ongoing
Campus-wide
Program

PP 4.15-1(d) Serve water at food service facilities only on request
See PP 4.8-2(c)

See PP 4.8-2(c)

See PP 4.8-2(c).

PP 4.15-5 Comply with all applicable SARWQCB water quality requirements
See PP4.8-1

See PP4.8-1

See PP 4.8-1.
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Applicability

Notes

MM 4.15-6(a) UCR will work with the City of Riverside to evaluate the capacity of existing
sewer trunk lines serving the campus and estimate the future impact of LRDP
implementation on available capacity. (Category: AM; Responsible Unit: CPP, PP; Timing: P, O;
Compliance: AP)

Completed

Campus staff determined that existing trunk
sewer lines are of adequate capacity

MM 4.15-6(b) If the study of sewer trunk line capacity determines that available capacity
would be exceeded, UCR and the City will negotiate payment of fair share of improvements
to provide sufficient discharge capacity to meet campus needs. UCR shall contribute its fair
share payments and additional required trunk line capacity shall be provided by the City
prior to exceedance of sewer trunk line capacity. (Category: AM, PS; Responsible Unit: CPP, PP;
Timing: P, O; Compliance: AP)

Not applicable

41



Appendix G
Photometric Analysis




_____Induction [l
D825

¢
I

Architectural Area Light

Type:

Job Information

Catalog #:

Project:

8.25"
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15.1"
25"

ORDERING INFORMATION:

Example: (D8

Comments:

Prepared by:

The D825i has an aerodynamic shape which helps redirect the airflow to
reduce the wind load, when compared to the traditional shoebox fixture. This
fixture can then be used with a lighter pole to save on the overall cost of
fixtures.

UL Listed for wet location

Precised two-piece heavy duty die-cast aluminum housing

Heat and impact resistant tempered glass lens

Silicone foam gasket included

Segmented aluminum designed reflector for the best light efficiency
Stainless steel external hardware

Removable door assembly

Polyester powdercoat finish

| D825i | — | | — | | — |

e

Color Temp.
Architectural 35 - 3500k
Area Light 41 - 4100k
47 - 4700k
50 - 5000k

43 - 40w/3680

65 - 65w/5980

86 - 80w/7360
127 - 120w/11040
150 - 150w/13800
205 - 200w/18400

! Standard color for this fixture
? Contact factory for custom finishes
? Please specify voltage (eg. 120V)

DECO"

Voltage

120 - 120V
208 - 208V
220 - 220V
240 - 240V
27 - 271V

SL - Silver
BZ - Bronze!
BL - Black
WH - White
CU - Custom?

PC - PhotocelP
WSF - Wired Single Fuse®
WDF - Wired Double Fuse®

PM - Pole Mount

©2010 Deco Lighting * “The Brand Name for Quality” » A division of Deco Enterprises, Inc.

ROOF DECK POLE LIGHT MOUNTED AT 15'AFF W/150W INDUCTION LAMP
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Parking Luminaire

Job Information

Type:

Catalog #:

’/7/ / , "i 'f‘m

15.94°

ORDERING INFORMATION:
Example: (D511i-86-50-120-SL-DL)

Project:

Comments:

Prepared by:

The D511i is a multi-purpose parking luminaire that has been designed to mest
the difficult task of eliminating the “cave effect” while providing high quality,
uniform, cutoff illumination. U.L. 1598 listed and CSA certified for wet locations.
By controlling glare and providing excellent uniformity, the D511i improves
vehicular movement and pedestrian safety in parking garage facilities.

Supplied galvanized steel rapid mount attachment fits standard J-Box
Die-cast aluminum construction houses electrical componentry that are heat
sunk for cooler operation and extended component life

Uplight window that provides light above the 90° plane for elimination of
“cave effect’

Continuously sealed silicone gasketing is provided between the electrical,
optical housing and housing door, providing a sealed optical environment
impervious to contaminants

Provides a low glare, cutoff distribution into the drive lane while pushing light
into the stall areas

Polycarbonate lens is easily removed at three points and is hinged for ease
of relamping

Standard color is silver; also available in bronze, black or white. Contact
factory for custom finishes.

| D511i | — |

Parking Luminaire 35 - 3500k
41 - 4100k
Wattage/Lumens 47 - 4700k Voltage

43 - 40W/3680 50 - 5000k 120 - 120V

86 - 80W/7360 208 - 208V

127 - 120W/11040 220 - 220V

150 - 150\/13800 240 - 240V

205 - 200\/18400 27 - 217V

! Standard color for this fixture
? Contact factory for custom finishes
? Please specify voltage (eg. 120V)

DECO"

WSF - Wired Single Fuse®
WDF - Wired Double Fuse®
DL - Downlight
VR - Vandal Resistant

SL - Silver'
BZ - Bronze

BL - Black
WH - White
CU - Custom®

©2009 Deco Lighting * “The Brand Name for Quality” » A division of Deco Enterprises, Inc.

PARKING GARAGE FIXTURE CEILING SURFACE MOUNTED W/205W INDUCTION LAMP

SASAKI

77 GEARY STREET, FOURTH FLOOR, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94108 USA
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OMB ELECTRICAL ENGINEERS,
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(949) 753-1553 Fax (949) 753-1992
E—Mail: mail@ombengrs.com
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Architectural 35 - 3500k SL - Silver 1. Housing - Transparent, high- 6. Diffuser - One piece, injection- ! b
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127 - 120w/11040 240 - 240V 7. Mounting - Surface-mount with two . ) change, without notice, specifications or
150 - 150w/13800 277 - 277V : — | - - 10. Cool Spot Optimizer - Aluminum  materials that in our opinion will not alter LIGHTING PLAN - ALTERNATE B
2. Sockets - Lamp configurations supplied V2A stainless steel mounting sleeve with an injection molded insert the function of th duct. Technical 2 — - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
205 - 200w/18400 allow for twist lock installation. brackets. May be suspended with 20" that sits info theJT5 15 HO lamp Spiclilf?cca't?gnoshe:tsftﬂafgbp::r g:}ca Po= 39'_00.0 00 00 00 00 00 00 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 04 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 04 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00
! Standard color for this fixture: 3. Lamping - (2) T5, T5 HO or T8 SK Suspansion Kit, ordered separately. base (one per lamp on the label side). ~ www.zumtobel.us are the most recent
? Contact factory for custom finishes fluorescent lamps subplied by others Keeps the cold spot of the lamp insu- version and supersede all other versions
? Please specify voltage (eg. 120V) Remove diffuser fbl’ access 10 Iamps.. lated and close to its optimal operat- that _exfist in any other printed or elec-
ing temperature in cold weather. tronic form.
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ZUMTOBEL STATISTICS

Description Symbol Avg Max Min Max/Min Avg/Min
ROOF DECK POLE LIGHT MOUNTED AT 15'AFF W/150W INDUCTION LAMP LIGHT FIXTURE SURFACE MOUNTED TO UNDERSIDE OF CARPORT W/(2) 32W T8 LAMPS ) )
Calc Zone #1 + 3.0fc 8.1fc 0.5fc 16.2:1 6.0:1
i i DSA Stamp
______Induction [HGE
D511i L
. . Catalog #:
Parking Luminaire .
Project:
Comments:
Prepared by:
|
=]
3
SFM Stamp
0
=
The D511i is a multi-purpose parking luminaire that has been designed to mest 0
the difficult task of eliminating the “cave effect” while providing high quality, =
uniform, cutoff illumination. U.L. 1598 listed and CSA certified for wet locations. -
By controlling glare and providing excellent uniformity, the D511i improves —
vehicular movement and pedestrian safety in parking garage facilities. ‘g_
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Supplied galvanized steel rapid mount attachment fits standard J-Box
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Die-cast aluminum construction houses electrical componentry that are heat
sunk for cooler operation and extended component life
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Uplight window that provides light above the 90° plane for elimination of
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Continuously sealed silicone gasketing is provided between the electrical,
optical housing and housing door, providing a sealed optical environment
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impervious to contaminants
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Provides a low glare, cutoff distribution into the drive lane while pushing light
into the stall areas
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Polycarbonate lens is easily removed at three points and is hinged for ease
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Air Quality and Climate Change
Assessment Report

Executive Summary

Findings

This report provides an analysis of potential air quality and climate change impacts related to the
Glen Mor 2 Student Apartments Project, located on approximately 21 acres of university-owned
property on the eastern edge of the University of California, Riverside (UCR) campus. All analyses
have been conducted to comply with South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
requirements for air quality assessments to satisfy California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
requirements. The findings are as follows:

e Project emissions during construction would remain below SCAQMD regional emissions
thresholds with mitigation but would exceed localized thresholds;
e The project’s on-site diesel particulate matter (DPM) emissions during construction would not
result in a significant health risk at adjacent sensitive-receptor locations;
e Project emissions during long-term operations would not exceed SCAQMD regional or local
emissions thresholds;
e The project’s carbon monoxide (CO) emissions during long-term project operations would not
create any new or exacerbate any existing CO hot spots;
e The project would be consistent with air quality policies set forth by SCAQMD and the Southern
California Association of Governments (SCAG), as presented in the region’s most recent Air
Quality Management Plan (AQMP);
e The project would result in a significant and unavoidable cumulative localized air quality
impact; and
e Cumulative regional air quality impacts would be less than significant.
Introduction
Purpose

ICF International was retained by UCR to evaluate the potential air quality and climate change
impacts that may occur because of construction and operation of the proposed Glen Mor 2 Student
Apartments Project.

Air Quality and Climate Change Assessment Report

January 2011
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Project Site Location

The project site is located on the east side of the UCR campus, which is in the City of Riverside. The
location of the project site, in a regional and local context, is shown in Figure 1 and Figure 2,
respectively.

Project Description

The project would entail construction and long-term operation of a new apartment-style student
housing complex in the northeastern portion of the UCR campus, providing a total of 810 student
beds in 232 apartment-style units. The proposed building program would include five residential
buildings, a food emporium, a resident services office, a community building, an executive retreat
center, and a 597-space multi-level parking garage. Table 1 provides a statistical summary of the
proposed buildings, and Figure 3 presents the proposed site layout. The following discussion
provides further explanation of each component of the proposed project, including the parking
structure and landscaping.

Air Quality and Climate Change Assessment Report January 2011
Glen Mor 2 Student Apartments ICF 374.10



University of California, Riverside AQ Tech Report

Table 1. Glen Mor 2 Student Apartments Project Building Program Statistical Summary

Building Use GSF1 ASF2 Occupants  Footprint Floors  Height Pad Elevation  Roof Elevation
(sf) (ft) (ft ASL3) (ft ASL3)

A Food Emporium 7,960 4,600 120 7,000 1 23 1,088 1,104

B Housing 67,400 46,000 160 13,100 5 55 1,094 1,144

C Housing 61,720 42,600 140t 12,550 5 55 1,093 1,143

D Housing 77,420 55370 182 12,950 5 55 1,093/1,104 1,155

E Resident 11,500 4,520 85 5,575 2.5 30 1,094/1,115 1,133
Services

F Community 5,540 3,825 65 3,010 2 32 1,114/1,126 1,146
Building

G Housing 57,370 42,525  140¢ 7,475 5 55 1,114/1,126 1,166

H Housing 75,750 53,800 188 13,850 5 55 1,125/1,135  1,175/1,185

] Executive 4,060 3,220 102 4,060 1 20 1,136 1,153
Retreat

Parking Structure  Parking 191,800 597 66,910 3 21 1,094 1,115

Notes:

1 GSF stands for gross square footage. This reflects the total building area encompassed by the exterior building walls.

2 ASF stands for assignable square footage. This reflects the total useable building area and excludes space devoted to walls, columns, corridors,
restrooms, and similar building support spaces.

3 ASL stands for above sea level.

4 Buildings C and G each include two resident director units, which are not included in the student bed count of 810.

Air Quality and Climate Change Assessment Report January 2011
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Air Quality and Climate Change Assessment

This air quality assessment includes a discussion of applicable significance criteria and the analysis
methodologies outlined in the following SCAQMD guidance documents:

e CEQA Air Quality Handbook (1993),

e Localized Significance Threshold Methodology for CEQA Evaluations (2003),

e Particulate Matter (PM) 2.5 Significance Thresholds and Calculation Methodology (2006), and
e Draft Interim CEQA Greenhouse Gas Significance Threshold Guidance Document (2008).

Based on these above-referenced guidance documents, this assessment evaluates the short-term
construction-period and long-term operational-period impacts related to localized and regional air
quality that would result with development of the proposed project. This assessment also evaluates
the project’s contribution of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions to global climate change.

Environmental Setting

Regulatory Setting

A number of statutes, regulations, plans, and policies have been adopted that address air quality
issues. The project site and vicinity are subject to air quality regulations developed and
implemented at the federal, state, and local levels. At the federal level, the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) is responsible for implementation of the federal Clean Air Act (CAA). Some
portions of the CAA (e.g., certain mobile-source and other requirements) are implemented directly
by EPA. Other portions of the CAA (e.g., stationary-source requirements) are implemented by state
and local agencies.

Federal Air Quality Regulations

Federal Clean Air Act

The CAA was first enacted in 1955 but has been amended numerous times in subsequent years
(1963, 1965, 1967, 1970, 1977, and 1990). The CAA establishes federal air quality standards, known
as National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), and specifies future dates for achieving
compliance. The CAA also mandates the state to submit and implement a State Implementation Plan
(SIP) for local areas that fail to meet the standards. The plans must include pollution control
measures that demonstrate how the standards will be met. The City of Riverside is within the South
Coast Air Basin (Basin) and, as such, is in an area designated as a nonattainment area for certain
pollutants that are regulated under the CAA.

The 1990 amendments to the CAA identify specific emission-reduction goals for areas that fail to
meet the NAAQS. The amendments require both a demonstration of reasonable further progress
toward attainment and incorporation of additional sanctions for failure to attain or meet interim
milestones. The sections of the CAA that would affect development of the proposed project the most
include Title I (Nonattainment Provisions) and Title II (Mobile-Source Provisions). Title I provisions

Air Quality and Climate Change Assessment Report January 2011
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were established with the goal of attaining the NAAQS for criteria pollutants. Table 2 shows the
NAAQS currently in effect for each criteria pollutant. The NAAQS were amended in July 1997 to
include an 8-hour standard for ozone (03) and adopt a NAAQS for fine particulate matter (PM2.5).
The Basin fails to meet national standards for O3, inhalable particulate matter (PM10), and PM2.5
and therefore is considered a federal nonattainment area for those pollutants. Table 3 lists each
criteria pollutant and its related attainment status within the Basin.

Table 2. Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards

Pollutant Averaging Time CAAQS? NAAQSP
Ozone (03) 1 hour 0.09 ppme --
8 hours 0.070 ppm 0.075 ppm
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 1 hour 20 ppm 35 ppm
8 hours 9.0 ppm 9 ppm
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) 1 hour 0.18 ppm 100 ppb
Annual 0.030 ppm 0.053 ppb
Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) 1 hour 0.25 ppm 75 ppb
3 hours - 0.5 ppm
24 hours 0.04 ppm --
Inhalable Particulate Matter (PM10) 24 hours 50 pg/m3c 150 pg/m3
Annual 20 pg/m3 --
Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 24 hours - 35 pg/m3
Annual 12 pg/m?3 15.0 pg/m?3
Sulfates 24 hours 25 pg/m3 --
Lead (Pb) 30 days 1.5 pg/m3 --
Calendar quarter - 1.5 pg/m?3
Rolling 3-month - 0.15 pg/m3
Hydrogen Sulfide 1 hour 0.03 ppm -
Vinyl Chloride 24 hours 0.01 ppm --
Notes:

a The California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) for O3, CO, SO; (1-hour and 24-hour), NO,,
PM10, and PM2.5 are values not to be exceeded. All other California standards shown are values not to
be equaled or exceeded.

b The NAAQS, other than O3 and those based on annual averages, are not to be exceeded more than
once a year. The O3 standard is attained when the expected number of days per calendar year with
maximum hourly average concentrations above the standard is equal to or less than one.

¢ ppm = parts per million by volume; pg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter.
Source: California Air Resources Board, September 8, 2010.
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Table 3. Federal and State Attainment Status for South Coast Air Basin

Pollutants Federal Classification State Classification

03 (1-hour standard) — Nonattainment, Extreme
03 (8-hour standard) Nonattainment, Extreme —

PM10 Serious Nonattainment Nonattainment

PM2.5 Nonattainment Nonattainment

co Attainment Attainment

NO; Unclassified/Attainment Nonattainment

SO, Attainment Attainment

Source: California Air Resources Board, compiled by ICF International, December 2010.

Hazardous Air Pollutants/Mobile Source Air Toxics

The CAA identified 188 pollutants as being air toxics, which are also known as hazardous air
pollutants (HAPs). From this list, the EPA identified a group of 21 as mobile source air toxics (MSAT)
in its final rule, Control of Emissions of Hazardous Air Pollutants from Mobile Sources (66 FR
17235) in March 2001. From this list of 21 MSATSs, the EPA has identified six MSATs (benzene,
formaldehyde, acetaldehyde, DPM/diesel exhaust organic gases, acrolein, and 1,3-butadiene) as
being priority MSATSs. To address emissions of MSATs, the EPA has issued a number of regulations
that have and will continue to dramatically decrease MSATSs through cleaner fuels and cleaner
engines.

Federal Climate Change Policy

Although there is currently no federal overarching law or policy related to climate change or
regulation of GHGs, recent activity suggests that regulation may be forthcoming. Foremost among
legal developments to date has been the U.S. Supreme Court’s decision in Massachusetts v. EPA, the
“Endangerment Finding,” and “Cause or Contribute Finding,” which is described below. Despite
these findings, the future of GHG regulations at the federal level is still uncertain. While the EPA is
considering regulation of GHG sources, EPA authority may be preempted by congressional action.

The following summarizes recent federal legal cases, legislation, and policies related to climate
change and GHG regulation.

Massachusetts et al. v. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (2007)

Twelve U.S. states and cities, including California, in conjunction with several environmental
organizations, sued the EPA in an effort to force the agency to regulate GHG as a pollutant pursuant
to the CAA in Massachusetts et al. v. Environmental Protection Agency. On April 2, 2007, the U.S.
Supreme Court held that the EPA has the authority to regulate GHG emissions as pollutants pursuant
to the CAA. However, at the time of the ruling, the court did not decide whether the EPA is required
to regulate GHG emissions, or may exercise discretion to not regulate at this time.

Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007

The Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 mandates a host of actions that would aid in the
reduction of GHG emissions. These include (but are not limited to): fuel economy standard of
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35 miles per gallon by 2020; improved energy efficiency in lighting and appliances; and investments
in efficiency and renewable energy use (White House 2008).

EPA “Endangerment Finding” and “Cause or Contribute Finding” (2009)

In its “Endangerment Finding,” the Administrator of the EPA found that GHGs in the atmosphere, as
described above, threaten the public health and welfare of current and future generations. The
Administrator also found that the combined emissions of these well-mixed GHGs from new motor
vehicles and new motor vehicle engines contribute to the GHG pollution that threatens public health
and welfare. Although the Endangerment Finding does not place requirements on industry, it is an
important step in the EPA’s process to develop regulation. This action is a prerequisite to finalizing
the EPA’s proposed GHG emission standards for light-duty vehicles, which were jointly proposed by
EPA and the Department of Transportation’s National Highway Safety Administration on
September 15, 2009 (EPA 2009).

In its “Cause or Contribute Finding” the Administrator found that the combined emissions of these
well-mixed GHGs from new motor vehicles and new motor vehicle engines contribute to the GHG
pollution that threatens the public health and welfare (EPA 2009).

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA Guidance on Consideration of Effects
of Climate Change and GHG Emissions (2010)

This guidance was intended to help explain how agencies of the federal government should analyze
the environmental effects of GHG emissions and climate change when they describe the
environmental effects of a proposed agency action in accordance with Section 102 of NEPA and the
CEQ Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of NEPA, 40 CFR 1500-1508. The
guidance affirmed the requirements of the statute and regulations and their applicability to GHGs
and climate change impacts. CEQ proposed to advise federal agencies that they should consider
opportunities to reduce GHG emissions caused by proposed federal actions, adapt their actions to
climate change impacts throughout the NEPA process, and address these issues in their agency
NEPA procedures.

The guidance advised federal agencies to consider whether analysis of the direct and indirect GHG
emissions from their proposed actions may provide meaningful information to decision makers and
the public. The guidance identified a “reference point” of 25,000 metric tons of direct CO2-equivalent
GHG emissions as an “indicator” that the proposed federal action’s anticipated GHG emissions
warrant detailed consideration in a NEPA review. For indirect GHG emissions (i.e., GHG emissions
that have a causal nexus to, but are not directly emitted by, or the direct result of, the project), the
guidance did not propose a reference point indicating when such indirect emissions are significant,
and cautioned that any consideration of indirect GHG emissions needed to recognize the limits of
feasibility in evaluating upstream and downstream effects of proposed federal actions.

The guidance did not propose this reference point as an indicator of a level of GHG emissions that
may significantly affect the quality of the human environment, but rather as a minimum standard for
reporting emissions under the CAA (CEQ 2010).
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State Air Quality Regulations

California Clean Air Act

The California Clean Air Act (CCAA), signed into law in 1988, requires all areas of the state to achieve
and maintain the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) by the earliest practical date.
The CAAQS incorporate additional standards for most of the criteria pollutants and set standards for
other pollutants recognized by the state. In general, the California standards are more health
protective than the corresponding NAAQS. California has also set standards for sulfates, hydrogen
sulfide, vinyl chloride, and visibility-reducing particles. The Basin is in compliance with these
California standards for sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, visibility-reducing particles, and vinyl chloride.
Table 2 details the current NAAQS and CAAQS, while Table 3 provides the Basin’s attainment status
with respect to federal and state standards.

In California, California Air Resources Board (CARB), which became part of the California
Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA) in 1991, is responsible for meeting the state
requirements of the federal CAA, administering the CCAA, and establishing the CAAQS. The CCAA, as
amended in 1992, requires all air districts in the state to endeavor to achieve and maintain the
CAAQS. The CAAQS are generally more stringent than the corresponding federal standards and
incorporate additional standards for sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride, and visibility-
reducing particles. CARB regulates mobile air pollution sources, such as motor vehicles. The agency
is responsible for setting emission standards for vehicles sold in California and for other emission
sources, such as consumer products and certain off-road equipment. CARB established passenger
vehicle fuel specifications, which became effective in March 1996. CARB oversees the functions of
local air pollution control districts and air quality management districts, which in turn administer
air quality activities at the regional and county levels.

California‘s Toxic Air Contaminants Regulations

California regulates toxic air contaminants (TACs) primarily through the Tanner Air Toxics Act
(AB 1807) and the Air Toxics Hot Spots Information and Assessment Act of 1987 (AB 2588). The
Tanner Air Toxics Act sets forth a formal procedure for CARB to designate substances as TACs. This
includes research, public participation, and scientific peer review before CARB designates a
substance as a TAC. To date, CARB has identified 21 TACs, and has also adopted the EPA’s list of
HAPs as TACs. Since August 1998, DPM was added to the CARB list of TACs (CARB 1998). The Air
Toxics Hot Spots Information and Assessment Act of 1987 requires that existing facilities that emit
toxic substances above specified levels: (1) prepare a toxic emission inventory, (2) prepare a risk
assessment if emissions are significant (i.e., 10 tons per year or on the Air District's Hot Spots Risk
Assessment list), (3) notify the public of significant risk levels, and (4) prepare and implement risk
reduction measures.

In September 2000, CARB approved the Risk Reduction Plan to Reduce Particulate Matter Emissions
from Diesel-Fueled Engines and Vehicles (Diesel Risk Reduction Plan) (CARB 2000). This plan
outlines a comprehensive and ambitious program that includes the development of numerous new
control measures over the next several years aimed at substantially reducing emissions from new
and existing on-road vehicles (e.g., heavy-duty trucks and buses), off-road equipment (e.g., graders,
tractors, forklifts, sweepers, and boats), portable equipment (e.g., pumps), and stationary engines
(e.g., stand-by power generators).
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CARB has adopted several regulations that will reduce diesel emissions from in-use vehicles and
engines throughout California. In some cases, the particulate matter reduction strategies also reduce
smog-forming emissions such as NOx.

As an ongoing process, CARB reviews air contaminants and identifies those that are classified as
TACs. CARB also continues to establish new programs and regulations for the control of TACs,
including DPM, as appropriate.

California Climate Change Policy

Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32)

On June 1, 2005, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed Executive Order S-3-05, the goal of which
is to reduce California’s GHG emissions to (1) 2000 levels by 2010, (2) 1990 levels by 2020, and

(3) 80% below 1990 levels by 2050. In 2006, this goal was further reinforced with the passage of
AB 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006. AB 32 sets the same overall GHG emissions
reduction goals while further mandating CARB to create a plan that includes market mechanisms
and implement rules to achieve “real, quantifiable, cost-effective reductions of greenhouse gases.”

In response to the state’s efforts to reduce GHG emissions, the secretary of Cal/EPA created the
Climate Action Team (CAT), which, in March 2006, published the first Climate Action Team Report to
Governor Schwarzenegger and the Legislature (2006 CAT Report). The 2006 CAT Report includes a
list of strategies that the state could pursue to reduce GHG emissions. These strategies could be
implemented by various state agencies to ensure that the governor’s targets are met with the
existing authority of the agencies. In addition, Executive Order S-20-06 further directs state agencies
to begin implementing AB 32, including recommendations made by the state’s CAT.

In consultation with CARB and the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), the California
Energy Commission (CEC) is currently establishing a GHG emissions performance standard for local,
publicly owned electric utilities (pursuant to Senate Bill [SB] 1368). This standard will limit the rate
of GHG emissions to a level that is no higher than the rate of emissions of GHGs for combined-cycle
natural gas baseload generation.

AB 32 Draft Scoping Plan

A scoping plan for AB 32 (CARB 2008) was adopted by CARB in December 2008 that identifies
measures to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels, which is approximately 30 percent less than
business-as-usual (BAU) emission levels projected for 2020, or about 15 percent less than current
levels as they were in 2008. The scoping plan includes GHG reduction strategies in the following
focus areas: a cap-and-trade program with other western states; vehicle fuel economy; building
energy efficiency; renewable power sources; carbon intensity of transport fuels; agriculture,
forestry, mass transit, industrial sources; water; waste; and recycling. The scoping plan has a range
of GHG reduction actions, including direct regulations, alternative compliance mechanisms,
monetary and non-monetary incentives, voluntary actions, and market-based mechanisms such as a
cap-and-trade system. It requires CARB and other state agencies to develop and enforce regulations
and other initiatives to reduce GHGs by 2012. The complete AB 32 Scoping Plan as well as additional
information about individual programs can be found through the AB 32 Scoping Plan web site
(http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scopingplan.htm).
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Senate Bill 97

SB 97 requires the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to prepare guidelines to submit to the
California Natural Resources Agency regarding feasible mitigation of GHG emissions or the effects of
GHG emissions, as required by CEQA. The agency adopted amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines
for GHG emissions on December 30, 2009. On February 16, 2010, the Office of Administrative Law
approved the amendments and filed them with the Secretary of State for inclusion in the California
Code of Regulations. The amendments became effective on March 18, 2010. The adopted guidelines
recommend quantification of GHG emissions, assessment of their significance, and adoption of
feasible mitigation of GHG emissions when significant impacts are identified.

Assembly Bill 1493

AB 1493 (Pavley), enacted on July 22, 2002, requires CARB to develop and adopt regulations that
reduce GHGs emitted by passenger vehicles and light-duty trucks. Regulations adopted by CARB
apply to 2009 and later vehicles. CARB estimates that the regulation will reduce climate change
emissions from the light-duty passenger vehicle fleet by 18 percent in 2020 and 27 percent in 2030
(CARB 2004).

Executive Order S-01-07

Executive Order S-01-07 was enacted by Governor Schwarzenegger on January 18, 2007. Essentially,
the order mandates the following: (1) that a statewide goal be established to reduce the carbon
intensity of California’s transportation fuels by at least 10 percent by 2020 and (2) that a low-carbon
fuel standard (LCFS) for transportation fuels be established in California.

Regional Regulations

South Coast Air Quality Management District

The SCAQMD has jurisdiction over an area of approximately 10,743 square miles. This area includes
all of Orange County, all of Los Angeles County except for the Antelope Valley, the non-desert
portion of western San Bernardino County, and the western and Coachella Valley portions of
Riverside County. The Basin is a subregion of SCAQMD’s jurisdiction. While air quality in this area
has improved, the Basin requires continued diligence to meet air quality standards.

SCAQMD has adopted a series of AQMPs to meet the CAAQS and NAAQS. These plans require, among
other emissions-reducing activities, control technology for existing sources, control programs for
area sources and indirect sources, a SCAQMD permitting system designed to allow no net increase in
emissions from any new or modified (i.e., previously permitted) emissions sources, and
transportation control measures.

SCAQMD adopted a comprehensive AQMP update, the 2007 AQMP for the Basin, on June 1, 2007
(SCAQMD 2007). The final 2007 AQMP addresses several federal planning requirements and
incorporates significant new scientific data, primarily in the form of updated emissions inventories,
ambient measurements, new meteorological episodes, and new air quality modeling tools. The 2007
AQMP builds upon the approaches taken in the 2003 AQMP for the Basin pertaining to the
attainment of the federal air quality standards. Additionally, the plan addresses the significant
amount of reductions needed, as well as the urgent need to identify additional strategies, especially
with respect to mobile sources, to meet federal criteria pollutant standards within the timeframes
allowed under the federal CAA.
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SCAQMD adopts rules and regulations to implement portions of the AQMP. Several of these rules
would apply to construction and operation of the Glen Mor 2 project. For example, SCAQMD Rule
403 requires implementation of best available fugitive dust control measures during active
operations that may generate fugitive dust emissions (e.g., from on-site earthmoving activities,
construction/demolition activities, or the movement of construction equipment on paved and
unpaved roads).

SCAQMD published the CEQA Air Quality Handbook (November 1993) to help local governments
analyze and mitigate project-specific air quality impacts. This handbook provides standards,
methodologies, and procedures for conducting air quality analyses in environmental impact reports
(EIRs). The applicable sections were used extensively in the preparation of this report. SCAQMD
published two additional guidance documents, Localized Significance Threshold Methodology for
CEQA Evaluations (June 2003) and Particulate Matter (PM) 2.5 Significance Thresholds and
Calculation Methodology (October 2006), for evaluating localized effects from emissions during
construction and operations. SCAQMD also published the Interim CEQA GHG Significance Threshold
(October 2008), which provides guidance for evaluating the cumulative effects of GHG emissions
from construction and operation on climate change. All were used in the preparation of this analysis.

Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide

SCAG is the regional planning agency for Los Angeles, Orange, Ventura, Riverside, San Bernardino,
and Imperial counties. It addresses regional issues relating to transportation, the economy,
community development, and the environment. SCAG is the federally designated metropolitan
planning organization (MPO) for the majority of the Southern California region and the largest MPO
in the nation. With respect to air quality planning, SCAG prepared the Regional Comprehensive Plan
and Guide (RCPG) for the SCAG region. The Growth Management and Regional Mobility chapters of
the RCPG form the basis for the land use and transportation components of the AQMP. These
chapters are used in the preparation of air quality forecasts, and they were also used in the
consistency analysis included in the AQMP.

SCAQMD Interim CEQA Greenhouse Gas Threshold

SCAQMD released its interim GHG significance thresholds in October 2008. Its governing board
adopted the staff proposal on December 5, 2008. The draft GHG significance thresholds use a tiered
approach. In some cases, multiple approaches are suggested to determine whether a project’s GHG
emissions are significant. SCAQMD’s proposed approach is outlined below.

e Tier 1: If the project qualifies for any applicable exemption under CEQA, then no further GHG
analysis is required. If not, then it moves on to the next tier.

e Tier 2: If the project is consistent with a local GHG reduction plan, it is not significant for GHG
emissions. If it is not consistent with a local GHG plan or there is no approved plan, the project
moves on to Tier 3.

e Tier 3: Projects are screened based on prescribed thresholds. The proposed thresholds are
10,000 metric tons of COz equivalent per year (MTCOze/yr) for industrial and 3,000 MTCOze/yr
for commercial and residential projects. Projects that are expected to be below these thresholds
are still required to include energy-efficiency components (see the explanation of COze below).

e Tier 4: Consists of three decision tree options to demonstrate that the project is not significant
with respect to GHG emissions:
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o Incorporate design features to achieve a 30 percent reduction from BAU,
o Implement applicable AB 32 Scoping Plan measures early, and

o Establish sector-based efficiency performance standards, such as pounds of GHGs per
person, pounds per square foot, etc.

e Tier 5: Remaining projects would be required to purchase off-site offsets to reduce GHG
emissions to levels that would be less than the proposed screening level thresholds. Offsets
would be purchased for the life of the projects (defined as 30 years). For projects that are unable
to purchase sufficient offsets, incorporate design features or implement GHG reduction
measures to reduce GHG emission impacts to levels that would be less than the appropriate
screening level. GHG emissions from these projects would be considered significant.

The SCAQMD Board of Directors has formally adopted the 10,000 MTCOe/yr significance
determination threshold for industrial projects for which SCAQMD is the lead agency. However, the
GHG significance determination thresholds above have not yet been adopted by the SCAQMD Board
of Directors for other projects.

Existing Conditions

Description of Criteria Pollutants

Air quality studies generally focus on the pollutants listed below.

Ozone

O3 is a colorless, toxic gas and the chief component in urban smog. It enters the blood stream and
interferes with the transfer of oxygen, depriving sensitive tissues in the heart and brain of oxygen. It
also damages vegetation by inhibiting their growth. Although O3 is not directly emitted, it forms in
the atmosphere through a photochemical reaction between reactive organic gases (ROGs) and NOx
in the presence of sunlight. Oz is present in relatively high concentrations within the Basin. However,
the damaging effects of photochemical smog are generally related to the concentration of Os.
Meteorology and terrain play major roles in the formation of O3. Ideal smog conditions occur during
summer and early autumn as well as on days with low wind speeds or stagnant air, warm
temperatures, and cloudless skies. The greatest source of smog-producing gases is the automobile.

Organic Gases—Precursors to Ozone

There are several subsets of organic gases, including ROGs and volatile organic compounds (VOCs).
Hydrocarbons are organic gases that are formed solely of hydrogen and carbon. ROGs include all
hydrocarbons except those exempted by CARB. Therefore, according to state rules and regulations,
ROGs are a set of organic gases. VOCs are similar to ROGs in that they include all organic gases
except those exempted by federal law. Both VOCs and ROGs are emitted from incomplete
combustion of hydrocarbons or other carbon-based fuels. Engine exhaust, oil refineries, and oil-
fueled power plants are the primary sources of hydrocarbons. Another source of hydrocarbons is
evaporation from petroleum fuels, solvents, dry cleaning solutions, and paint. In this analysis, the
terms ROG and VOC are used interchangeably to refer to hydrocarbons that are precursors to the
formation of Os.
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The primary health effects related to hydrocarbons result from the formation of Oz and its related
health effects. High levels of hydrocarbons in the atmosphere can interfere with oxygen intake by
reducing the amount of available oxygen through displacement. There are no separate NAAQS or
CAAQS for ROGs. Carcinogenic forms of ROGs are considered to be TACs, which are described below.
An example is benzene, which is a carcinogen.

Carbon Monoxide

CO is a colorless and odorless gas that can interfere with the transfer of oxygen to the brain. It can
cause dizziness and fatigue and can impair central nervous system functions. CO is emitted almost
exclusively from the incomplete combustion of fossil fuels. In urban areas, CO is emitted by motor
vehicles, power plants, refineries, industrial boilers, ships, aircraft, and trains. Automobile exhaust
releases most of the CO in urban areas. CO is a non-reactive air pollutant that dissipates relatively
quickly, so ambient CO concentrations generally follow the spatial and temporal distributions of
vehicular traffic. CO concentrations are influenced by local meteorological conditions, primarily
wind speed, topography, and atmospheric stability. CO from motor vehicle exhaust can become
locally concentrated when surface-based temperature inversions combine with calm atmospheric
conditions, a typical situation at dusk in urban areas between November and February. The highest
CO concentrations in Riverside County are typically recorded during the winter.

Nitrogen Dioxide

Nitrogen dioxide (NO2) is a brownish gas that irritates the lungs. It can cause breathing difficulties at
high concentrations. Similar to O3, NO> is not directly emitted but is formed through a reaction
between nitric oxide (NO) and atmospheric oxygen. NO and NO; are collectively referred to as NOx
and are major contributors to the formation of 03. NO; also contributes to the formation of PM10
(see discussion of PM10 below). At atmospheric concentrations, NO2 is only potentially irritating. In
high concentrations, the result is a brownish-red cast to the atmosphere and reduced visibility.
There is some indication of a relationship between NO; and chronic pulmonary fibrosis. Some
increases in bronchitis in children (2 and 3 years old) have also been observed at concentrations
below 0.3 parts per million (ppm).

Particulate Matter

Particulate matter pollution consists of very small liquid and solid particles floating in the air. This
can include particles from include smoke, soot, dust, salts, acids, and metals. Particulate matter also
forms when gases emitted from industries and motor vehicles undergo chemical reactions in the
atmosphere. PM10 and PM2.5 represent fractions of particulate matter. PM10 refers to particulate
matter less than 10 microns in diameter, about one-seventh the thickness of a human hair. PM2.5
refers to particulate matter that is 2.5 microns or less in diameter, roughly one twenty-eighth the
diameter of a human hair. Major sources of PM10 include motor vehicles; wood burning stoves and
fireplaces; dust from construction, landfills, and agriculture; wildfires and brush/waste burning;
industry; windblown dust from open lands; and atmospheric chemical and photochemical reactions.
PM2.5 results from fuel combustion (from motor vehicles, power generation, and industrial
facilities), residential fireplaces, and wood stoves. In addition, PM10 and PM2.5 can be formed in the
atmosphere from gases such as SO, NOx, and VOCs.

PM10 and PM2.5 pose a greater health risk than larger particles. When inhaled, these tiny particles
can penetrate the human respiratory system'’s natural defenses and damage the respiratory tract.
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PM10 and PM2.5 can increase the number and severity of asthma attacks, cause or aggravate
bronchitis and other lung diseases, and reduce the body’s ability to fight infections. Very small
particles of substances, such as lead, sulfates, and nitrates, can cause lung damage directly. These
substances can be absorbed into the blood stream and cause damage elsewhere in the body; they
can also transport absorbed gases, such as chlorides or ammonium, into the lungs and cause injury.
Particles that are 2.5 to 10 microns in diameter tend to collect in the upper portion of the
respiratory system, whereas particles 2.5 microns in diameter or less are so tiny that they penetrate
deeper into the lungs and damage tissues. Suspended particulates also damage and discolor the
surfaces on which they settle. They also contribute to haze and reduce regional visibility.

Secondary PM2.5 Formation

Within the Basin, PM2.5 particles are both emitted into the atmosphere directly (i.e., primary
particles) and formed through atmospheric chemical reactions from precursor gases (i.e., secondary
particles). Primary PM2.5 includes diesel soot, combustion products, road dust, and other fine
particles. Secondary PM2.5, which includes sulfates, nitrates, and complex carbon compounds, is
formed from reactions with directly emitted NOy, oxides of sulfur (SOx), VOCs, and ammonia.
Emissions of NOx, SOx, and VOCs generated from project-related construction and operations would
contribute toward the formation of secondary PM2.5 some distance downwind of the emission
sources. However, the air quality analysis herein focuses on the effects of direct PM2.5 emissions.
This approach is consistent with the recommendations of SCAQMD (SCAQMD 2006).

Sulfur Dioxide

Sulfur dioxide (SO2) is a product of high-sulfur fuel combustion. The main sources of SO; are the coal
and oil used in power stations, industrial applications, and domestic heating. Industrial chemical
manufacturing is another source of SO;. SOz is an irritant that attacks the throat and lungs. It can
cause acute respiratory symptoms and diminish lung function in children. SO can also cause plant
leaves to turn yellow and erode iron and steel. In recent years, SO, concentrations have been
reduced by the increasingly stringent controls placed on stationary-source emissions of SO, as well
as the limits on the sulfur content of fuels. SO, concentrations have been reduced to levels that are
well below the state and national standards, but further reductions are needed to comply with the
standards for sulfate and PM10 emissions, of which SO- is a contributor.

Regional Context

The proposed project site is located within the Basin, an area covering approximately 6,745 square
miles. It is bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west and south and the San Gabriel, San Bernardino,
and San Jacinto mountains to the north and east. The Basin includes all of Orange County and the
non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties as well as the San
Gorgonio Pass area in Riverside County. The terrain and geographical location determine the
distinctive climate of the Basin, which is a coastal plain with connecting broad valleys and low hills.

The Southern California region lies in the semi-permanent high-pressure zone of the eastern Pacific.
As aresult, the climate is mild and tempered by cool sea breezes. The usually mild climatological
pattern is interrupted infrequently by periods of extremely hot weather, winter storms, or Santa
Ana winds. The extent and severity of the air pollution problem in the Basin is a function of the
area’s natural physical characteristics (weather and topography) as well as human-made influences
(development patterns and lifestyle). Factors such as wind, sunlight, temperature, humidity, rainfall,

Air Quality and Climate Change Assessment Report 14 January 2011
Glen Mor 2 Student Apartments ICF 374.10



University of California, Riverside AQ Tech Report

and topography all affect the accumulation and dispersion of pollutants throughout the Basin,
making it an area of high pollution potential.

Typically, air quality in the Basin is worse from June to September, which is generally attributed to
the large amount of pollutant emissions, light winds, and shallow vertical atmospheric mixing. This
condition frequently reduces pollutant dispersion, thereby causing elevated air pollution levels.
Pollutant concentrations in the Basin vary with location, season, and time of day. O3 concentrations,
for example, tend to be lower along the coast, higher in the near inland valleys, and lower in the far
inland areas of the Basin and adjacent desert.

SCAQMD recently completed the Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study III (MATES III), an ambient air
monitoring and evaluation study that was conducted throughout the Basin. MATES 11, a follow-up to
previous air toxics studies in the Basin, is part of the SCAQMD Governing Board Environmental
Justice Initiative (SCAQMD 2008a).

Over the past 30 years, substantial progress has been made in reducing air pollution levels in
Southern California. For example, compared with previous studies of air toxics in the Basin, MATES
[1I found a decreasing risk from air toxics exposure, with the population-weighted risk down by 17
percent from the analysis in MATES II. However, although there has been improvement in air quality
with respect to air toxics, the risks are still unacceptable. DPM continues to dominate the risk from
air toxics, and the portion of air toxic risk attributable to diesel exhaust is increasing compared with
MATES II. The highest risks are found near the port, central Los Angeles, and transportation
corridors. The results from the MATES III study underscore the need for a continuing focus on the
reduction of toxic emissions, particularly from diesel engines, to reduce air toxics exposure.

The MATES III study concluded that the average carcinogenic risk throughout the Basin, attributed
to TACs, is approximately 1,194 in one million. Mobile sources (e.g., cars, trucks, trains, ships,
aircraft, etc.) represent the greatest contributors. About 83.6 percent of all risk is attributed to DPM
emissions.

Local Area Conditions

Local Climate

Data from the Western Regional Climate Center’s Riverside Citrus Experiment Station were used to
characterize climate conditions in the project vicinity. The Riverside Citrus Experiment Station is the
nearest monitoring station to the project site (approximately 2.5 miles southwest of the Glen Mor 2
project site). The average project area summer (August) high and low temperatures are 94.4°F and
61.3°F, respectively, while the average winter (January) high and low temperatures are 66.6°F and
41.7°F, respectively. The average annual rainfall is 9.86 inches.!

The wind monitoring station nearest to the project site is located approximately 5 miles to the
northwest; therefore, data from the Riverside Wind Monitoring Station were used to characterize
study area wind conditions. Wind patterns in the project vicinity display a nearly unidirectional

1 Western Regional Climate Center. California Climate Summaries. Riverside Citrus Experiment Station, California
(047473). Available: <http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/cgi-bin/cliMAIN.pl?ca7473>. Accessed: December 7, 2010.

Air Quality and Climate Change Assessment Report 15 January 2011
Glen Mor 2 Student Apartments ICF 374.10



University of California, Riverside AQ Tech Report

flow, primarily from the northwest, at an average speed of 4.41 mph. Calm wind conditions are
present 12 percent of the time.2

Existing Pollutant Levels at Nearby Monitoring Station

SCAQMD has divided the Basin into air monitoring areas. The district maintains a network of air
quality monitoring stations throughout the Basin. The project site is located in the Metropolitan
Riverside Monitoring Area (i.e., Source Receptor Area [SRA] No. 23). The nearest monitoring station
to this area is the Riverside — Magnolia Monitoring Station, which is located within the City of
Riverside (approximately 5 miles northwest of the project site). Criteria pollutants monitored at this
station include CO, NO;, and PM2.5. The nearest station within the same General Forecast Area
monitoring for O3 and PM10 is the Riverside - Rubidoux Monitoring Station.

The monitoring data presented in Table 4 indicate the following pollutant trends: State 1-hour O3
standards were exceeded an average of 37 times per year during the 3-year period. The national 8-
hour Oz standard was exceeded an average of 49 times per year during the 3-year period. CO and
NO; concentrations are low, and no exceedances were recorded during the 3-year reporting period.
Particulate (PM10 and PM2.5) concentrations are largely affected by meteorology and show some
variability during the 3-year reporting period. The state 24-hour PM10 standard was exceeded an
average of 47 times during the 3-year period, while the national standard was only exceeded once
during the 3-year reporting period. The national PM2.5 standard was exceeded an average of five
times during the 3-year period.

2 California Air Resources Board. 2003. Meteorological Wind Roses. Available:
<www.arb.ca.gov/toxics/harp/met/WindRoses.ppt>. Accessed: December 7, 2010.
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Table 4. Air Quality Data from Riverside — Magnolia Monitoring Station (CARB 33146) and Riverside —

Rubidoux Monitoring Station (CARB 33144)

Pollutant Standards 2007 2008 2009
Ozone (03) - Rubidoux Station

State standard (1-hour average = 0.09 ppm)

National standard (8-hour average = 0.075 ppm)
Maximum concentration 1-hour period (ppm) 0.131 0.146 0.116
Maximum concentration 8-hour period (ppm) 0.111 0.116 0.101
Days state 1-hour standard exceeded 31 54 25
Days national 8-hour standard exceeded 46 64 36
Carbon Monoxide (CO) - Magnolia Station
State standard (8-hour average = 9.0 ppm)

National standard (8-hour average = 9 ppm)

Maximum concentration 8-hour period (ppm) 2.16 1.93 1.96
Days state/national 8-hour standard exceeded 0 0 0
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO;) - Magnolia Station

State standard (1-hour average = 0.18 ppm)
Maximum 1-hour concentration — 0.086 0.080
Days state standard exceeded 0 0 0
Suspended Particulates (PM10) - Rubidoux Station

State standard (24-hour average = 50 ug/ms3)

National standard (24-hour average = 150 pug/m3)
Maximum state 24-hour concentration 114.0* 108.0 75.0
Maximum national 24-hour concentration 118.0* 115.0 77.0
Estimated days exceeding state standard 201.9 140.4 92.7
Estimated days exceeding national standard 31 0.0 0.0
Suspended Particulates (PM2.5) - Magnolia Station

National standard (24-hour average = 35 ug/m3)
Maximum 24-hour concentration 68.5 42.9 42.1
Estimated days exceeding national standard NA 12.4 6.0

* Note that the 2007 PM10 maximum state and national 24-hour concentrations were 540.0 and 559.0 pg/m?,
respectively. However, these concentrations were eliminated when a particular day was deemed an exceptional

event because of a wildfire and a high wind event.

Source: California Air Resources Board, compiled by ICF International, December 2010.
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Existing Health Risk in the Surrounding Area

According to the most current SCAQMD inhalation cancer risk data (MATES III Carcinogenic
Interactive Map), the project area is located within a cancer risk zone of approximately 616 in one
million (SCAQMD 2009b). This is largely because of the proximity of Interstate 215, State Routes 60
and 91, and an existing rail line, all of which are within 2.5 miles of the project site. For comparison,
the average cancer risk in the Basin is 1,194 per million. The average risk in the project area is
substantially lower.

Sensitive Receptors and Locations

Some population groups, such as children, the elderly, and acutely and chronically ill persons,
especially those with cardio-respiratory diseases, are considered more sensitive to air pollution
than others. Sensitive receptors within the project vicinity include the on-campus housing
developments near the project (Glen Mor 1, Aberdeen-Inverness, Lothian, and Pentland Hills), the
on-campus recreational fields to the north, residential land uses to the east, and the Apple Tree
Learning Center and Child Day Care, a private school, on the southeast corner of Big Springs Road
and Watkins Drive.

Proposed construction activity would occur within 25 meters of sensitive land uses. As such, the
evaluation of localized impacts during construction activity will focus on these land uses.

State Greenhouse Gas Emissions

According to EPA, a GHG is any gas that absorbs infrared radiation in the atmosphere. This
absorption traps heat within the atmosphere, thereby maintaining the earth’s surface temperature
at a higher level than it would be in the absence of GHGs. GHGs include water vapor, O3, carbon
dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N20), halogenated chlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs),
perfluorinated carbons (PFCs), and hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs). Naturally occurring GHGs include
water vapor, CO2, CH4, N20, and Os. Human activities add to the levels of most of these naturally
occurring gases.

To simplify reporting and analysis, methods have been set forth to describe emissions of GHGs in
terms of a single gas, CO. Generally, GHG emissions are quantified in terms of metric tons of carbon
dioxide equivalents emitted per year. GHGs are compared in terms of their respective global
warming potential (GWP) (i.e., the warming capacity per molecule given an atmospheric lifetime of
100 years). The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) defines the GWP of various GHG
emissions on a normalized scale that recasts all GHG emissions in terms of CO.e, which compares
the gas in question with that of the same mass of CO; (by definition, CO2 has a GWP of 1). The GWP
of other gases relevant to this analysis is 21 for CH4 and 310 for N;0. Note that typical land use
development projects, those similar to the proposed project, are not major contributors of the other
GHGs (e.g., HCFCs, PFCs, and HFCs). As such, they are not included in the project analysis contained
herein.

When compared with nations of the world and other U.S. states, California is the 12t- to 16th-largest
emitter of COz and responsible for approximately 2 percent of the world’s CO, emissions (CEC 2006).
Transportation is responsible for 39 percent of the state’s GHG emissions, followed by the industrial
sector (21 percent), electricity generation (22 percent), agriculture and forestry (6 percent) and
other sources (12 percent) (CARB 2009). Emissions of COz and N0 are byproducts of fossil fuel
combustion, among other sources. CHa, a highly potent GHG, results from off-gassing associated with
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agricultural practices and landfills, among other sources. Sinks of CO include uptake by vegetation
and dissolution into the ocean. California GHG emissions in 2006 totaled approximately 483.87
million metric tons (MMT) in COze. CARB estimates that 2006 statewide GHG emissions were
483.87 MMTCOze, while in 1990 they were 433.29 MMTCO.e.

Climate Change Impacts on California

Scientists believe that increases in the globally averaged atmospheric concentration of GHGs will
cause the lower atmosphere to warm and, in turn, induce a myriad of changes to the global climate
system. These large-scale changes will have unique and potentially severe impacts in the western
United States, California, and the region surrounding the campus. Current research efforts
coordinated through CARB, CEC, Cal/EPA, the University of California system, and other institutions
are examining the specific changes to California’s climate that will occur as the earth’s surface
warms.

Scientists believe that climate change could affect the natural environment in California in the
following ways (among others):

e rising sea levels along the California coastline, particularly in San Francisco and the San Joaquin
Delta, due to ocean expansion;

e extreme heat conditions, such as heat waves and very high temperatures, that could last longer
and become more frequent;

e anincrease in heat-related human deaths and infectious diseases as well as a higher risk of
respiratory problems caused by deteriorating air quality;

e reduced snow pack and streamflow in the Sierra Nevada, thereby affecting water supplies and
winter recreation;

e potential increase in the severity of winter storms, thereby affecting peak streamflows and
flooding;

e changes in growing-season conditions that could affect California agriculture, thereby causing
variations in crop quality and yield; and

e changes in the distribution of plant and wildlife species due to changes in temperature,
competition from colonizing species, changes in hydrologic cycles, changes in sea levels, and
other climate-related effects.

These changes in California’s climate and ecosystems are occurring at a time when California’s
population is expected to increase from 34 million to 59 million by 2040 (CEC 2006). As such, the
number of people potentially affected by climate change as well as the amount of anthropogenic
GHG emissions expected under a BAU scenario, as explained below, is expected to increase. GHG
emissions in California are attributable to human activities associated with industry/manufacturing,
utilities, transportation, residential and agricultural activities (CEC 2006), as well as natural
processes.

Changes similar to those noted above for California would also occur in other parts of the world,
with regional variations in resources affected and vulnerability to adverse effects.
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Note that for reference herein, BAU is defined as “the projection of GHG emissions at a future date
based on current technologies and regulatory requirements in the absence of other reductions.” In
effect, BAU represents the CEQA no-project scenario (CAPCOA 2008).

Significance Thresholds

Given the Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, the proposed project would have a potentially
significant effect on air quality if it would

conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality management plan,

e violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation,

e resultin a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is in nonattainment status under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard (including releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors),

e expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, or

create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

In addition, the proposed project would have a potentially significant effect related to GHG
emissions if it would

e generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment, or

e conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of GHGs.

The State CEQA Guidelines also state that the significance criteria established by the applicable air
quality management district or air pollution control district may be relied on to make the
determinations above.

Given SCAQMD'’s regulatory role in the Basin, the significance thresholds and analysis
methodologies outlined in SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook (as updated per the district's web
site), Localized Significance Threshold Methodology for CEQA Evaluations guidance document, and
Particulate Matter (PM) 2.5 Significance Thresholds and Calculation Methodology guidance document
were used in evaluating project impacts.

Construction Emissions

According to criteria set forth in SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Localized Significance
Threshold Methodology for CEQA Evaluations guidance document, and Particulate Matter (PM) 2.5
Significance Thresholds and Calculation Methodology guidance document, the project would have a
significant impact on construction emissions if either of the following were to occur:

e Regional emissions from both direct and indirect sources exceed any of the following SCAQMD-
prescribed threshold levels: (1) 75 pounds a day for ROG, (2) 100 pounds per day for NOy, (3)
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550 pounds per day for CO, (4) 150 pounds per day for PM10 or SOx, and (5) 55 pounds per day
for PM2.5; or

e Localized emissions from on-site construction equipment and site disturbance activity exceed
any of the following SCAQMD-prescribed threshold levels: (1) 270 pounds per day for NOy, (2)
1,577 pounds per day for CO, (3) 13 pounds per day for PM10, and (4) 8 pounds per day for
PM2.5.3

Operational Emissions

According to criteria set forth in SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook, the project would have a
significant impact with regard to operational emissions if any of the following were to occur:

e Regional emissions from both direct and indirect sources would exceed any of the following
SCAQMD-prescribed threshold levels: (1) 55 pounds a day for ROG, (2) 55 pounds per day for
NOy, (3) 550 pounds per day for CO, (4) 150 pounds per day for PM10 or SOx, and (5) 55 pounds
per day for PM2.5 (SCAQMD 1993 and 2006).

e Localized emissions from on-site sources exceed any of the following SCAQMD-prescribed
threshold levels: (1) 270 pounds per day for NOx, (2) 1,577 pounds per day for CO, (3) 4 pounds
per day for PM10, and (4) 2 pounds per day for PM2.5.4

e The project would cause an exceedance of the California 1-hour or 8-hour CO standards of 20 or
9.0 ppm, respectively, at nearby sensitive receptors.>

Toxic Air Contaminants

According to guidelines provided in SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook, the project would have a
significant impact from TACs if

e some TACs increase non-cancer health risks because of short-term (acute) or long-term
(chronic) exposures. The screening risk assessment for those TACs must estimate the acute
and/or chronic hazard index, as applicable. Emissions sources are subject to a cancer risk
threshold of 10 in one million (1.0 x 10-5), or an acute or chronic hazard index of 1.0 (SCAQMD
1998);6

3 Derived from SCAQMD Localized Significance Threshold Tables, SRA No. 23 (Metropolitan Riverside), 5-acre site,
25-meter receptor distance.

4 Derived from SCAQMD Localized Significance Threshold Tables, SRA No. 23 (Metropolitan Riverside), 5-acre site,
25-meter receptor distance.

5 Where the CO standard is exceeded at an intersection, a project would result in a significant impact if the
incremental increase due to the project is equal to or greater than 1.0 ppm for the California 1-hour CO standard or
0.45 ppm for the 8-hour CO standard.

6 SCAQMD Risk Assessment Procedures for Rules 1401 and 212, November 1998. TAC analysis typically focuses on
the effects of permanent stationary sources and not on temporary construction sources. Acute health risks
resulting from short-term construction emissions essentially are addressed by analyzing a project’s impacts
pursuant to localized thresholds for criteria pollutants. Accordingly, SCAQMD does not offer guidance specific to
analyzing health risks due to short-term acute exposure to construction emissions, nor does the California Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment. Although construction-related diesel emissions encompass additional
TAC pollutants that are not covered by criteria pollutant analysis, diesel-related health risk is a long-term issue and
not a short-term one, and diesel impacts are typically analyzed over a 70-year exposure period, which is beyond the
scope of Glen Mor 2 project construction.
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e the presence of hazardous materials associated with on-site stationary sources results in an
accidental release of TACs or acutely hazardous materials, thereby posing a threat to public
health and safety; or

e the project would be occupied primarily by sensitive individuals and located within 0.25 mile of
an existing facility that emits TACs, which could result in a health risk from the pollutants
identified in Rule 1401 (SCAQMD 1993).

Climate Change/Greenhouse Gas Emissions

To date, no quantitative emission thresholds or similar criteria have been established to evaluate
the impact of a single project on global climate. In the absence of quantitative emissions thresholds,
consistency with adopted programs and policies is used by many jurisdictions to evaluate the
significance of impacts. As discussed above, AB 32 calls for the reduction of GHG emissions to 1990
levels by 2020. This reduction qualitatively equates to a 28.5 percent reduction over BAU
conditions.

Methodology

Construction

Assumptions regarding the construction equipment to be used during each phase were based on the
scheduling information ascertained via communications with the project design team'’s construction
management specialist. Construction activities would include excavating 30,000 cubic yards of soil
from the site and hauling it 2.6 miles (one way) to a disposal site on campus lands just west of
Interstate 215. Peak daily hauling trips were estimated at 178. Construction-related emissions
would be composed of fugitive dust emissions from demolition and site disturbance activities
(including site grubbing and excavation); combustion exhaust emissions from on-site construction
equipment, haul truck trips, and workers’ trips (commuting); and fugitive off-gassing emissions
(ROG) from the application of architectural coatings and asphalt paving.

Mass daily combustion emissions and off-gassing emissions were compiled using URBEMIS 2007
(version 9.2.4), which is an emissions estimation/evaluation model developed by CARB and based,
in part, on SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook guidelines and methodologies. Mass daily
emissions related to fugitive dust were estimated using calculations in SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality
Handbook (SCAQMD 1993). A complete listing of the construction equipment by phase, construction
phase-duration assumptions, and changes to modeling default values used in this analysis is
included within the URBEMIS 2007 printout sheets provided in Appendix A of this technical report.

Note that SCAQMD has developed an approach to addressing both the regional and localized impact
of emissions. Regional emission thresholds have been developed for all criteria pollutants (ROG, CO,
NOyx, SOx, PM10, and PM2.5). However, localized thresholds have been developed only for those
criteria pollutants of greatest concern during construction activities (and operations, as discussed
below) within the Basin. As such, localized significance thresholds (LSTs) include only those
pollutants that SCAQMD considers to be of greatest concern (SCAQMD 2008b).
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The analysis contained herein takes into consideration the UCR Long-Range Development Plan
(LRDP) EIR Programs and Practices and Mitigation Measures, which include measures related to
reducing air quality impacts associated with emissions from project construction and operation.

Operations

The URBEMIS 2007 software was also used to compile the mass daily emissions estimates from
mobile and area sources during long-term project operations. In calculating mobile-source
emissions, the URBEMIS 2007 default trip length assumptions were applied to the average daily trip
estimates provided by the project traffic consultant to arrive at the total vehicle miles traveled
(VMT). Emission estimates assume 232 apartment-style units, which were run as low-rise
apartments in URBEMIS. Trips rates were adjusted to match the daily trips presented in the traffic
report (Kunzman Associates 2010). In addition to the 232 apartment-style units, the project would
also include other land use improvements that would result in emissions. As such, the land uses
associated with resident services and the community building, food emporium, and executive
retreat were included in the URBEMIS and energy-related calculations. Because project-related
motor vehicle trips were accounted for in the apartment calculations, the trip rates for those land
uses were assumed to be the lowest allowed by URBEMIS (e.g. 0.01 trip per thousand square feet).
The primary purpose for their inclusion is to account for associated area-source and energy-related
emissions, primarily from space/water heating, consumer products, periodic application of
architectural coatings, and electricity consumption.

Within URBEMIS, a site-specific operational fleet mix was used based on the traffic report for the
LDRP EIR. The analysis takes into account pass-by trips, which assumes that a certain percentage of
total trips are “made as intermediate stops on the way from an origin to a primary destination”
(Jones & Stokes Associates 2007). The default pass-by percentage for residential land uses in
URBEMIS is 5 percent. Area-source emissions were compiled using URBEMIS 2007 default
assumptions for similar housing projects, with the assumption that there would be no fireplaces and
all land uses would use natural gas instead of electricity for on-site heating. Criteria pollutant
emissions associated with the production and consumption of energy (electricity and natural gas)
were calculated using emissions factors from SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook (appendix to
Chapter 9). Similar to those for construction activities, SCAQMD has developed both regional and
localized emission thresholds for operations.

Local area CO concentrations for roadways were evaluated using the CALINE-4 line-source
dispersion model developed by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), combined
with EMFAC2007 emission factors. The analysis of roadway CO impacts followed the protocol
recommended by Caltrans and published in the document titled Transportation Project-Level Carbon
Monoxide Protocol (1997). It is also consistent with the procedures identified through the SCAQMD’s
CO modeling protocol. Local area CO concentrations associated with the parking structure were
evaluated using EPA’s SCREEN3 dispersion model, combined with EMFAC2007 emission factors.
This analysis includes all emissions from cold starting, idling, and travel within the parking
structure, assuming that all parking spaces (597) are occupied and the vehicles have a cold start,
idle for 1 minute, and travel 1 mph across the maximum length of the three-story parking structure
within the peak hour. This represents a conservative approach in that all cars within the parking
structure cold start and travel the maximum possible distance before exiting within a given hour. All
emissions were treated as a single volume source, with SCREEN3 centered at the second level of the
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structure and receptors placed 3 to 500 meters from the parking structure. All emissions calculation
worksheets and air quality modeling output files are provided in Appendix A.

Note that the background CO concentrations used in the intersection and parking structure CO
analysis are different from those presented in Table 4. The background CO concentrations to be used
for this analysis are provided in SCAQMD’s projected future-year 1- and 8-hour concentrations,
which are higher than the CO concentrations presented in Table 4 (SCAQMD 2005).

Toxic Air Contaminants Impacts (Construction and Operations)

Potential TAC impacts are evaluated by conducting a screening-level analysis followed by a more
detailed analysis (i.e., dispersion modeling), if necessary. The screening-level analysis consists of
reviewing the proposed project’s description and site plan to identify any new or modified TAC
emissions sources. If it is determined that the proposed project would introduce a new source or
modify an existing TAC emissions source, then downwind sensitive-receptor locations are identified,
and site-specific dispersion modeling is conducted to determine proposed project impacts.

Climate Change/Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Project-related GHG emissions were estimated using the same URBEMIS 2007 model runs as above
(for construction and operations) in combination with the California Climate Action Registry’s
(CCAR'’s) General Reporting Protocol, Reporting Entity-Wide Greenhouse Gas Emissions, version 3.1
(CCAR 2009). GHG emissions from off-road construction and on-road mobile- and area-source
emissions were calculated by the following methods: 1) The URBEMIS 2007 software was used to
estimate CO; emissions and, 2) CHs4 and N20 emissions were estimated using the calculation
formulas provided in the General Reporting Protocol (CCAR 2009). Construction emissions would be
amortized over the life of the project, defined as 30 years, added to the operational emissions, per
SCAQMD guidance (SCAQMD 2008). GHG emissions from electricity, natural gas, and water
consumption were calculated using the energy-related emissions factors from the General Reporting
Protocol (CCAR 2009). Electricity and natural gas consumption rates were based on rates found in
SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook (SCAQMD 1993). The level of water consumption was
assumed to be 70 gallons per student per day, which is based on the LRDP EIR. Indirect energy
associated with water supply, conveyance, treatment, and distribution, as well as wastewater
treatment, was estimated using the electricity-related consumption rates (in kilowatt-hours per
million gallons) provided by CEC (Navigant Consulting 2006).

Air Quality Impact Analysis
Construction Impacts

Regional Construction Impacts

Construction of the proposed project has the potential to create air quality impacts through the use
of heavy-duty construction equipment and the effects of vehicle trips generated by construction
workers who would travel to and from the project site. In addition, fugitive dust emissions would
result from excavation and other construction activities. Mobile-source emissions, primarily NOy,
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would result from the use of diesel-powered construction equipment, such as graders, bulldozers,
wheeled loaders, and excavators.

Construction emissions can vary substantially from day to day, depending on the level of activity, the
specific type of operation, and, for dust, the prevailing weather conditions. The assessment of
construction air quality impacts considers each of these potential sources. Additionally, this project
would entail over-excavation of on-site earth material and re-compaction to create suitable
conditions for building foundations. Assumptions regarding the construction equipment to be used
during each phase are based on scheduling information ascertained via communications with the
project design team’s construction management consultant (Barnhart-Balfour Beatty). A complete
listing of the construction equipment by phase, construction phase-duration assumptions, and
changes to modeling default values used in this analysis is included within the URBEMIS 2007
printout sheets provided in Appendix A of this report.

The amount, duration, and intensity of construction activity could have a substantial effect on the
amount of construction emissions, the concentrations, and the resulting impacts occurring at any one
time. Overall, construction is anticipated to start in July 2011 and be completed by June 2013.
However, the project’s construction schedule has not yet been definitively determined. As such, the
emission forecasts provided herein reflect a specific set of conservative assumptions based on an
expected construction scenario wherein a relatively large amount of construction is occurring in a
relatively intensive manner.

Table 5, below, provides a conservative estimate of project construction emissions. As shown therein,
short-term emissions during construction would exceed SCAQMD regional significance thresholds. As
such, mitigation measures are necessary.

Table 5. Conservative Estimate of Regional Construction Emissions (pounds per day)

Phase ROG  NOx  CO SOx PM102  PM25:
f;jir//;)rff{ %‘7;8 12011) 8.9 833 401 <01 561 145
GOl actonte o gee w2 can o5 4l
](3;/‘lldll?zgool"lef'g’/‘ga/‘;agllos/ Re-compaction 7.8 66.4 32.2 <01 115 45
fg/rl;;“/igi‘rla‘_gf;;’g;;?fgon 6.4 477 402 <01 27 2.4
l(\gl/sggl/l;geﬁu_s fzr;glln/gz 012) 2.9 235 129 <01 106 3.1
I(J;;lit/‘;;ﬁe_n;};?og 2013) 2.0 138 94 <01 10 0.9
](3;/‘11031/15 Oclolnft;j;:j; 013) 9.8 702 528 <01 46 4.2
g’/nlc;jtzeol;};af‘; 130/2013) 9.3 670 507 <01 37 33
}():;11%013 _6/1/2013) 3.8 253 157 <01 16 15
Maximum Project Emissionsb 39.2 305.5 206.1 <1 78.7 28.3
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Phase ROG NOx co SOx PM10a  PM25e
Regional Significance Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55
Exceed Threshold? No Yes No No No No
Notes:

URBEMIS 2007 output sheets and emissions calculation worksheets are included in Appendix A.

a Fugitive PM10 and PM2.5 emissions estimates take into account compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403
requirements for fugitive dust suppression, which require no visible dust to be present beyond the site
boundaries. A copy of Rule 403 is provided in Appendix A.

b Maximum emissions would occur in the second half of November 2011 when the following phases would
overlap: clear/grub/demo, parking garage construction, miscellaneous grading, utilities trenching, building
construction, and concrete work.

Mitigation Measures

In addition to the measures found in the LRDP EIR programs and practices and mitigation measures,
the mitigation measures below are prescribed to reduce construction-period emissions.

Mitigation Measure AQ-1: Construction-period engine/equipment emissions

During project construction, the UCR Office of Design and Construction will ensure that all
construction contracts will specify that all internal combustion engines/construction equipment
operating on the project site will meet EPA-Certified Tier 2 emissions standards, or higher.

Mitigation Measure AQ-2: Construction-period engine/equipment oxides catalyst

During project construction, the UCR Office of Design and Construction will ensure that all
construction contracts will specify that all off-road equipment operating on the project site as
well as all on-road heavy-duty vehicles (including hauling and material delivery trucks)
traveling to and from the site will be fitted with an oxides catalyst.

Residual Impacts

Implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 would reduce NOx emissions from all on-site
off-road construction equipment by 73 percent, on average; ROG emissions by 76 percent; and PM10
and PM2.5 emissions by 58 percent. The average reduction in NOx emissions for all on-road heavy-
duty vehicles would be 40 percent. The mitigated emissions for the proposed project are provided in
Table 6. As shown therein, regional emissions of NOx would be reduced to a level that would be less
than significant. As such, impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.

Note that NOx emissions would be reduced to less than significant, albeit by a minor amount. It is
worth noting that the construction analysis contained herein and summarized in Tables 5 and 6 is
conservative in that the maximum amount of construction activity overlaps with the maximum
amount of soil hauling, which may not actually take place.

Air Quality and Climate Change Assessment Report 26 January 2011
Glen Mor 2 Student Apartments ICF 374.10



University of California, Riverside AQ Tech Report

Table 6. Conservative Estimate of Mitigated Regional Construction Emissions (pounds per day)

Phase ROG NOx co SOx PM102  PM252
Clear/Grub/Demo
(7/1/2011 - 9/30/2011) 3.7 311 40.1 <0.1 54.5 13.0
Parking Garage Over-excavation/Re-
compaction (7/15/2011 - 8/10/2011) 19 18.0 32.2 <01 78 2:5
Building Over-excavation/Re-compaction
(8/11/2011 - 9/6/2011) 1.9 18.0 32.2 <0.1 9.8 29
Parking Garage Construction

2. 17.4 40.2 A1 1.4 1.2
(8/11/2011-5/30/2012) 3 0 <0
Miscellaneous Grading

0.7 6.4 12.9 0.1 9.9 2.4
(8/30/2011 - 12/31/2012) <
Utilities Trenching

. . 9.4 A1 4 4

(9/1/2011-3/30/2013) 05 38 <0 0 0
Building Construction

31 23.5 52.8 0.1 2.2 1.9
(9/10/2011 - 2/28/2013) )
Concrete Phase

. 22.7 7 A1 1. 1.

(9/15/2011 - 5/30,/2013) 3.0 50 <0 8 6
Paving

1.1 7.3 15.7 0.1 0.7 0.6
(4/1/2013 - 6/1/2013) )
Maximum Project Emissionsb 13.3 98.6 2061 <1 70.2 20.5
Regional Significance Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55
Exceed Threshold? No No No No No No
Notes:

URBEMIS 2007 output sheets and emissions calculation worksheets are included in Appendix A.

a Fugitive PM10 and PM2.5 emissions estimates take into account compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403
requirements for fugitive dust suppression, which require no visible dust to be present beyond the site
boundaries. A copy of Rule 403 is provided in Appendix A.

b Maximum emissions would occur in the second half of November 2011 when the following phases would
overlap: clear/grub/demo, parking garage construction, miscellaneous grading, utilities trenching, building
construction, and concrete work.

Local Construction Impacts

SCAQMD has developed a set of emissions rate look-up tables that can be used to evaluate localized
impacts that may result from construction-period emissions. If the on-site emissions from proposed
construction activities are below the LST emissions levels found in the LST mass rate look-up tables
for the project site’s SRA, then project emissions would not have the potential to cause a significant
localized air quality impact.

When quantifying emissions for LST analysis, only emissions that occur on site are considered.
Consistent with SCAQMD LST guidelines, emissions related to off-site delivery/haul truck activity and
employee trips are not considered in the evaluation of localized impacts.

The majority of construction activities would occur at the Glen Mor 2 project site. However, excavated
soils would be deposited and stockpiled at an off-site disposal location, which is located more than
1,000 meters from the Glen Mor 2 project site. As such, construction-related emissions would affect
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different receptors. Therefore, construction-related emissions are presented separately according to
project acreage and the distance to receptors.

A conservative estimate of the project’s construction-period on-site emissions at the project and
disposal sites is presented in Table 7 and Table 8, respectively. As shown in Table 7, short-term
localized emissions during construction at the Glen Mor 2 site would exceed SCAQMD LSTs for PM10
and PM2.5. As such, mitigation measures are necessary. Short-term localized emissions during
stockpiling at the disposal site would exceed not SCAQMD LSTs for PM10 and PM2.5. Thus, mitigation
is not necessary.

Table 7. Worst-Case Localized Construction Emissions (pounds per day) without Mitigation at the
Glen Mor 2 Project Site

Phase ROG NOx Co SOx PM102  PM252

Clear/Grub/Demo
(7/1/2011-9/30/2011)
Parking Garage Over-excavation/Re-

6.8 57.2 27.9 — 33.6 9.0

compaction (7/15/2011 - 8/10/2011) "/ 663 298  — o4 41
Building Over-excavation/Re-compaction
(8/11/2011 - 9/6/2011) 7.7 66.3 29.8 11.5 4.5
Parking Garage Construction
4 41.4 19. — 2. 2.1

(8/11/2011-5/30/2012) > 96 3
Miscellaneous Grading

2.8 23.4 12.0 — 10.6 3.1
(8/30/2011-12/31/2012)
Utilities Trenching

1.9 13.7 2 — 1. .
(9/1/2011-3/30/2013) 3 8 0 09
Building Construction

8.8 64.0 32.3 — 4.2 3.9
(9/10/2011-2/28/2013)
Concrete Phase

8.3 60.8 30.2 — 33 3.0
(9/15/2011-5/30/2013)
Paving

. 24. 13.2 — 1. 1.4

(4/1/2013-6/1/2013) 37 6 3 6
Maximum Project Emissionsb 34 261 130 — 55 22
Localized Significance Thresholds¢ -- 270 1,577 — 13 8
Exceed Threshold? NA No No NA Yes Yes
Notes:

URBEMIS 2007 output sheets and emissions calculation worksheets are included in Appendix A.

a Fugitive PM10 and PM2.5 emissions estimates take into account compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403
requirements for fugitive dust suppression, which require no visible dust to be present beyond the site
boundaries. A copy of Rule 403 is provided in Appendix A.

b Maximum emissions would occur in the second half of November 2011 when the following phases
would overlap: clear/grub/demo, parking garage construction, miscellaneous grading, utilities
trenching, building construction, and concrete work.

¢ The project site is located in SCAQMD SRA No. 23. These LSTs are based on the site location SRA,
distance to the nearest sensitive receptor location from the project site (25 meters), and project area
that could be under construction on any given day (5 acres).
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Table 8. Worst-Case Localized Construction Emissions (pounds per day) without Mitigation at the
Disposal Site

Phase ROG NOx co SOx PM;¢? PM_s?
Clear/Grub/Demo (stockpiling) — — — — 21 13
Localized Significance ThresholdsbP — 601 3,158 — 186 45
Exceed Threshold? NA No No NA No No
Notes:

Emissions calculation worksheets are included in Appendix A.

a Fugitive PM10 and PM2.; emissions estimates take into account compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403
requirements for fugitive dust suppression, which require no visible dust to be present beyond the site
boundaries. A copy of Rule 403 is provided in Appendix A.

b The project site is located in SCAQMD SRA No. 23. These LSTs are based on the site location SRA,
distance to the nearest sensitive receptor location from the project site (200 meters), and project area
that could be under construction on any given day (1 acre).

Mitigation Measures

In addition to the measures found in the LRDP EIR programs and practices and mitigation measures,
implement Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2.

Residual Impacts

Implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 would reduce NOx emissions from all on-site
off-road construction equipment by 73 percent, on average; ROG emissions by 76 percent; and PM10
and PM2.5 emissions by 58 percent. Mitigated emissions for the proposed project are provided in
Table 9. As shown therein, localized emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 remain above the SCAQMD LSTs
because of fugitive dust emissions. No feasible mitigation measures exist to reduce fugitive dust
emissions to the levels required by SCAQMD Rule 403. As such, construction-period impacts
associated with local emissions of fugitive dust would be significant and unavoidable.
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Table 9. Worst-Case Localized Construction Emissions (pounds per day) with Mitigation

Phase ROG NOx co SOx PM102  PM252
Clear/Grub/Demo
(7/1/2011 - 9/30/2011) 1.6 15.4 27.9 32.0 7.5
Parking Garage Over-excavation/Re- .
compaction (7/15/2011 - 8/10/2011) 18 17.9 29.8 78 2:5
Building Over-excavation/Re-compaction o
(8/11/2011 - 9/6/2011) 1.8 17.9 29.8 9.8 2.9
Parking Garage Construction
7 . 12. — . .

(8/11/2011-5/30/2012) 0 63 0 09 09
Miscellaneous Grading

0.7 6.3 12.0 — 9.9 2.4
(8/30/2011-12/31/2012)
Utilities Trenching

. 7 2 — 4 4

(9/1/2011-3/30/2013) 05 3 8 0 0
Building Construction

2.1 17.3 323 — 1.8 1.6
(9/10/2011-2/28/2013)
Concrete Phase

2. 16.4 2 — 1.4 1.
(9/15/2011-5/30/2013) 0 6 30 3
Paving

1.0 6.6 13.2 — 0.7 0.6
(4/1/2013-6/1/2013)
Maximum Project Emissionsb 8 70 130 — 46 14
Localized Significance Thresholds¢ — 270 1,577 — 13 8
Exceed Threshold? NA No No NA Yes Yes
Notes:

URBEMIS 2007 output sheets and emissions calculation worksheets are included in Appendix A.

a Fugitive PM10 and PM2.5 emissions estimates take into account compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403
requirements for fugitive dust suppression, which require no visible dust to be present beyond the site
boundaries. A copy of Rule 403 is provided in Appendix A.

b Maximum emissions would occur in the second half of November 2011 when the following phases
would overlap: clear/grub/demo, parking garage construction, miscellaneous grading, utilities
trenching, building construction, and concrete work.

¢ The project site is located in SCAQMD SRA No. 23. These LSTs are based on the site location SRA, the
distance to nearest sensitive receptor location from the project site (25 meters), and project area that
could be under construction on any given day (5 acres).

Toxic Air Contaminants

The greatest potential for TAC emissions would be related to DPM emissions associated with heavy
equipment operations during site grading activities. SCAQMD does not consider diesel-related
cancer risks from construction equipment to be an issue because health risks related to diesel
emissions result from chronic exposure, and not the acute exposure typically associated with
construction activities (SCAQMD 2003). Construction activities associated with the proposed project
would be sporadic, transitory, and short term in nature (no more than 3 years). The assessment of
cancer risk is typically based on a 70-year exposure period. Because exposure to diesel exhaust
would be well below the 70-year exposure period, construction of the proposed project is not
anticipated to result in an elevated cancer risk to exposed persons because of the short-term nature
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of construction. As such, project-related toxic emissions impacts during construction would not be
significant.

Operational Impacts

Regional Operations Impacts

Regional air pollutant emissions associated with project operations would be generated by the
consumption of electricity and natural gas and the operation of on-road vehicles. Pollutant
emissions associated with energy demand (i.e., electricity generation and natural gas consumption)
are classified by SCAQMD as regional stationary-source emissions. Electricity is produced at various
locations in and outside of the Basin. Because it is often difficult to isolate where electricity is
produced, these emissions are conservatively considered to occur within the Basin and be regional
in nature. Criteria pollutant emissions associated with the production and consumption of electricity
and natural gas were calculated using emission factors from SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook
(appendix to Chapter 9).

Mobile-source emissions were calculated using the URBEMIS 2007 emissions inventory model, which
multiplies an estimate of daily VMT by applicable EMFAC2007 emissions factors.” The URBEMIS 2007
model output and worksheets for calculating regional operational daily emissions are provided in
Appendix A. As shown in Table 10, the project’s net regional emissions would not exceed regional
SCAQMD thresholds for all criteria pollutants. Therefore, regional operations emissions would result in a
less-than-significant long-term regional air quality impact. No mitigation is required. This conclusion
notwithstanding, the proposed project would pursue Leadership in Energy and Environmental
Design (LEED) Gold certification, which would reduce the project’s energy use and water
consumption by a minimum of 10 percent and 20 percent, respectively. The project would also
include the potential for on-site installation of solar-powered water heaters and photovoltaic panels on
the parking garage roof. However, the use of solar energy was not included in the analysis herein.

Table 10. Estimate of Operational Emissions (pounds per day)

ROG NOX co SOX PM10 PM2.5

Proposed Project Emissions

Mobile Source 23.1 18.6 2266 0.3 49.2 9.3

Area Source 13.1 0.1 4.6 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Natural Gas 0.3 4.3 1.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1

Stationary Source <0.1 5.2 0.9 0.5 0.2 0.2
Total Project? 37 28 233 1 49 10
SCAQMD Daily Significance Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55
Exceed Significance Threshold? No No No No No No

Notes:
URBEMIS 2007 output and energy emissions calculation worksheets are provided in Appendix A.
a Totals may not add because of rounding.

7 Daily VMT estimate derived by applying URBEMIS 2007 default trip generation and length estimates (per land use)
to the proposed project’s land uses.
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Local Operational Impacts

Within an urban setting, vehicle exhaust is the primary source of CO. Consequently, the highest CO
concentrations are generally found close to congested intersections. Under typical meteorological
conditions, CO concentrations tend to decrease as the distance from the emissions source (i.e.,
congested intersection) increases. For the purpose of providing a conservative worst-case impact
analysis, CO concentrations are typically analyzed at congested intersection locations. If impacts are
less than significant close to congested intersections, impacts will also be less than significant at
more distant sensitive-receptor locations.

Project traffic during the operational phase of the project would have the potential to create local
area CO impacts. To ascertain the proposed project’s potential to generate localized air quality
impacts, the traffic impact analysis for the Glen Mor 2 Student Apartments Project (Kunzman
Associates 2010) was reviewed to determine the potential for the creation of localized CO hot spots
at congested intersection locations. SCAQMD recommends a hot-spot evaluation of potential
localized CO impacts when a project’s trips cause vehicle-to-capacity (V/C) ratios to increase by 2
percent or more at intersections with a level of service (LOS) of C or worse. The traffic impact
analysis identified eight key intersection locations along routes that accommodate much of the
traffic traveling within the project area. Of the eight key intersection locations, the traffic impact
analysis concluded that four intersections would operate at LOS C or worse if the V/C ratio
increased by 2 percent or more (see Table 11). These intersections were analyzed for localized CO
hot-spot impacts, using numbers provided in the traffic impact analysis for 2015, which is the LRDP
planning horizon. This represents a conservative methodology because the analysis takes into
account total traffic at an intersection (project and ambient growth), which would be higher in 2015
than in the project’s opening year of 2013.

Local area CO concentrations were projected using the CALINE 4 traffic pollutant dispersion model.
The analysis of CO impacts followed the protocol recommended by Caltrans and published as
Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol (1997). It is also consistent with procedures
identified through SCAQMD’s CO modeling protocol, with all four corners of each intersection
analyzed to determine whether project development would result in a CO concentration that would
exceed federal or state CO standards.

The project’s CO concentrations for AM and PM 1- and 8-hour levels in the LRDP planning year
(2015) are presented in Table 10. As shown therein, the project would not have a significant impact
related to 1- or 8-hour local CO concentrations from mobile-source emissions.

Because significant impacts would not occur at intersections with the highest traffic volumes
adjacent to sensitive receptors, significant impacts are not anticipated to occur at any other
locations in the study area. This is because the conditions that yield CO hot spots would be no worse
than those occurring at the analyzed intersections. Consequently, the sensitive receptors included in
this analysis would not be significantly affected by CO emissions generated by the net increase in
traffic that would occur under the project. Because the project would not cause an exceedance or
exacerbate an existing exceedance of an ambient air quality standard, the project’s localized
operational air quality impacts would therefore be less than significant. No mitigation measures are
necessary.
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Table 11. LRDP Horizon (2015) — Local Area Carbon Monoxide Dispersion Analysis

Maximum 1- Maximum 1- Maximum 8- Maximum 8-

Hour 2015 Hour 2015 Significant 1- Hour 2015 Hour 2015 Significant 8-

Base With-Project Hour Base With-Project Hour

Peak  Concentration Concentration Concentration Concentration Concentration Concentration

Intersection Perioda (ppm)Pb (ppm)ec Impact?d (ppm)e (ppm)f Impact?d
Aberdeen Dr at AM 5.7 5.7 No 3.6 3.6 No
Linden St PM 5.8 5.9 No 3.7 3.8 No
Aberdeen Dr at AM 5.6 5.6 No 3.6 3.6 No
Campus Dr PM 5.9 5.9 No 3.8 3.8 No
Campus Dr at Blg AM 55 55 NO 35 35 NO
Springs Rd PM 5.7 5.7 No 3.6 3.6 No
Watkins Dr at Big AM 5.9 5.9 No 3.8 3.8 No
Springs Rd PM 6.2 6.3 No 4.0 4.0 No

Notes:

CALINE4 dispersion model output sheets and EMFAC2007 emission factors are provided in Appendix A.

ppm = parts per million

a Peak-hour traffic volumes are based on the traffic impact analysis prepared for the project by Kunzman Associates,
2010.

b SCAQMD 2015 1-hour ambient background concentration (5.1 ppm) + 2015 base traffic CO 1-hour contribution.
¢SCAQMD 2015 1-hour ambient background concentration (5.1 ppm) + 2015 with-project traffic CO 1-hour contribution.
dThe state standard for the 1-hour average CO concentration is 20 ppm, and the 8-hour average concentration is 9.0 ppm.
e SCAQMD 2015 8-hour ambient background concentration (3.2 ppm) + 2015 base traffic CO 8-hour contribution.
fSCAQMD 2015 8-hour ambient background concentration (3.2 ppm) + 2015 with-project traffic CO 8-hour contribution.

CO concentrations associated with the parking structure were evaluated using EPA’s SCREEN3
dispersion model, combined with EMFAC2007 emissions factors. This analysis includes all
emissions from cold starting, idling, and travel within the parking structure, assuming that all
parking spaces (597) are occupied and the vehicles have a cold start, idle for 1 minute, and travel 1
mph across the maximum length of the three-story parking structure within the peak

hour. Receptors were placed at varying distances from the edge of the parking structure to
determine the distance of maximum impact. If impacts are less than significant at the distance of
maximum impact, then impacts will also be less than significant at all other receptor locations.

The project’s CO concentrations for 1- and 8-hour levels at the parking structure are presented in
Table 12. As described in the methodology, the parking structure was modeled as a volume source,
with SCREEN3 centered at the middle of the second story. The distances shown in Table 12 are the
distances from the edge of the parking structure on the ground floor. As shown therein, CO
emissions disperse with distance, with maximum concentrations between 62 and 200 meters and
little or no concentrations at greater distances. All modeled concentrations are below the respective
thresholds. Therefore, the project would not have a significant impact related to 1- or 8-hour local
CO concentrations from mobile-source emissions at the parking structure.
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Table 12. Parking Structure Carbon Monoxide Dispersion Analysis

Maximum 1-Hour Maximum 8-Hour
2015 With-Project  Significant 1-Hour 2015 With-Project Significant 8-Hour
Concentration Concentration Concentration Concentration
Distance (meters) (ppm)? Impact?b (ppm)e Impact?b
3 5.1 No 3.2 No
7 51 No 3.2 No
15 5.1 No 3.2 No
25 51 No 3.2 No
50 5.1 No 3.2 No
75 7.0 No 4.5 No
100 6.6 No 4.2 No
200 5.9 No 3.7 No
500 5.4 No 3.4 No
62 (maximum
impact) 7.2 No 4.7 No
Notes:

CALINE4 dispersion model output sheets and EMFAC2007 emission factors are provided in Appendix A.
ppm = parts per million

aSCAQMD 2015 1-hour ambient background concentration (5.1 ppm) + 2015 with-project traffic CO 1-
hour contribution.

bThe state standard for the 1-hour average CO concentration is 20 ppm, and the 8-hour average
concentration is 9.0 ppm.

¢ SCAQMD 2015 8-hour ambient background concentration (3.2 ppm) + 2015 with-project traffic CO 8-
hour contribution.

With respect to the project’s on-site emissions (related to area-source and on-site natural gas uses),
Table 13 shows that on-site operations-period emissions would be below SCAQMD’s LSTs for all
criteria pollutants. Impacts from localized emissions would be less than significant. No mitigation is
required.
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Table 13. Estimate of Operations-Period Localized (on-site) Emissions

NOx co PM10 PM2.5
Proposed Project Emissions?
Area Source 0.1 4.6 <0.1 <0.1
Natural Gas 4.3 1.1 <0.1 <0.1
Total Project 4.4 5.7 <0.1 <0.1
SCAQMD Daily Significance Threshold (Ibs/day)® 270 1,577 4 2
Exceed Significance Threshold? No No No No

Notes:

a On-site area-source and natural gas emissions calculated using the URBEMIS 2007 emissions model
and emission factors from SCAQMD. Model output sheets are provided in Appendix A.

b The project site is located in SCAQMD SRA No. 23. These LSTs are based on the site location SRA,
distance to the nearest sensitive-receptor location from the project site (25 meters), and the project
area (5 acres).

Toxic Air Contaminants

SCAQMD recommends that health risk assessments be conducted for substantial sources of diesel
particulates (e.g., truck stops and warehouse distribution facilities) and has provided guidance for
analyzing mobile-source diesel emissions. Typical sources of acutely and chronically hazardous
TACs include industrial manufacturing, automotive repair, and dry cleaning facilities.

The project would include two diesel generators to provide on-site electricity in the event of an
emergency. Operation of these generators would be limited to monthly 10-minute test runs and
emergency operation during a power outage. Accordingly, these generators would not be regular
emitters of DPM. Because the proposed project would not contain sources of substantial amounts of
DPM or other TACs, the proposed project does not warrant a health risk assessment. Potential
project-generated air toxic impacts on surrounding land uses would be less than significant. No
mitigation measures are necessary.

Climate Change/Greenhouse Gas Emissions

AB 32 identified the acceptable level of GHG emissions in California for 2020 to be 427 MMTCOze,
which is the same as the 1990 GHG emissions level but approximately 28.5 percent less than 2020
BAU conditions (596 MMTCOze). To achieve GHG reductions, there will have to be widespread
reductions of GHG emissions across California. Some reductions will need to come in the form of
changes in vehicle emissions and gas mileage, changes in the sources of electricity, and increases in
energy efficiency by existing facilities as well as other measures. The remainder of the necessary
GHG reductions will need to come from requiring new facility development to have a lower carbon
intensity than BAU conditions. Therefore, this analysis uses a threshold of significance that is in
conformance with the state’s goals.

Motor vehicle GHG emissions result from gasoline and diesel fuel combustion. Increased energy and
water consumption result in increased GHG emissions associated with the burning of fossils fuels for
energy production and the conveyance of water throughout the state. Operation of the proposed
project is expected to result in increased emissions of GHGs, largely due to motor vehicle trips,
energy consumption, and water consumption. Increased emissions of GHGs would contribute to
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global warming and the adverse global environmental effects thereof. Increased GHG emissions
could also conflict with the AB 32 requirement to reduce statewide GHG emissions to 1990 levels by
2020.

On December 12, 2008, CARB approved the AB 32 Scoping Plan, which contains emissions-reduction
measures that target the sources of GHG emissions, as called for in AB 32. The scoping plan has a
range of GHG emissions-reduction measures, including direct regulations; alternative compliance
mechanisms; monetary and non-monetary incentives; voluntary actions; market-based mechanisms,
such as a cap-and-trade system; and an AB 32 cost-of-implementation fee regulation to fund the
program.

The proposed project would include design features® and pursue LEED Gold certification, which
would reduce the project’s energy use and water consumption by a minimum of 10 percent and 20
percent, respectively, when compared with BAU. GHG emissions in 2020 associated with operation
of the project under BAU conditions and implementation of CARB’s AB 32 Scoping Plan reductions
and project design features are provided in Table 14. Note that construction emissions are shown as
an amortized total, per SCAQMD guidelines and as discussed above in the methodology, and added
to operational emissions. As shown therein, with the inclusion of CARB’s AB 32 Scoping Plan
reductions and project design features for LEED certification, the proposed project would resultin a
less-than-significant impact.

Table 14. Estimate of Project-Related Greenhouse Gas Emissions (metric tons of CO,e per year)

2020 AB 32 Scoping Proiect Desien 2020 Percent
Businessas  Plan J 8 Emissions  Reduction

Usual Reductions Reductions

Emission Source

Mobile Source 4,708 (1,402) — 3,307 29.8%

Natural Gas
Combustion 1,064 (96) ©7) 872 18.1%

Electricity Demand-

Related 1,612 (532) (108) 972 39.7%

Water Consumption-

Related 75 (25) (10) 40 46.4%
Construction (amortized) 199 — — 199 —
Total Project 7,658 (2,054) (215) 5,390 30.4%
AB 32 Goal 28.5%
Significant Impact? No

Source: ICF 2010. Calculations are provided in the air quality appendix.

Although the new State CEQA Guidelines are silent on whether CEQA evaluations should address the
potential impacts of climate change, a discussion of this topic is included below.

8 Project design features that would contribute to LEED certification would involve building orientation, space layout
and shading for energy efficiency through passive solar design, building envelope materials and insulation for energy
efficiency, solar domestic hot water system, photovoltaic system (optional), and low-flow plumbing fixtures for water

efficiency.
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Climate change impacts in California include sea level rise, extreme heat events, increases in
infectious diseases and respiratory illnesses, reduced snowpack and water supplies, and potential
increases in the number of wildfires.

The project site is not expected to be inundated as a result of a predicted rise in sea level of up to 1.4
meters by 2100 (California Climate Change Center 2006). The project site is not located in an area
that presents a wildfire risk and thus is not subject to such risks (see Section 3.7, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials, of this EIR). While regional water supplies are subject to potential future
climate change effects, which could affect both local and distant water supplies, each of the project’s
proposed residential units would incorporate water-efficiency measures to reduce per capita water
demand, thereby helping to alleviate demand for scarce statewide water resources. In addition, the
project would include LEED energy-efficiency measures to reduce energy consumption. The project
would also include the option to incorporate solar energy, which would reduce the demand for GHG-
emitting fossil fuels. Students and residents at Glen Mor 2 and UCR may be subject to a range of
other potential climate change effects, including increased temperatures and heat-stress days, for
example. However, the new residential housing on campus would not exacerbate those potential
effects or create a particular hazard related to those potential effects. Therefore, the project would
not result in significant exposure of property or persons to the potential effects of climate change.
This impact is considered to be less than significant.

Project Consistency with Regional AQMP

The project site is located within the 6,600-square-mile Basin. SCAQMD is required, pursuant to the
federal CAA, to reduce emissions of criteria pollutants for which the Basin is in nonattainment status
(i.e., 03, NO2, PM10 and PM2.5). As such, the project would be subject to SCAQMD’s AQMP. The
AQMP contains a comprehensive list of pollution control strategies, which are directed at reducing
emissions and achieving ambient air quality standards. These strategies were developed, in part,
according to regional population, housing, and employment projections prepared by SCAG.

SCAG is the regional planning agency for Los Angeles, Orange, Ventura, Riverside, San Bernardino,
and Imperial counties. It addresses regional issues related to transportation, the economy,
community development, and the environment.? With respect to air quality planning, SCAG
prepared the RCPG. The Growth Management and Regional Mobility chapters of the RCPG form the
basis for the land use and transportation components of the AQMP. These chapters are used in the
preparation of air quality forecasts, and they were also used in the consistency analysis included in
the AQMP. Both the RCPG and AQMP are based, in part, on projections originating with county and
city general plans and, with respect to this project, the LRDP, which anticipates growth in student
enrollment and associated campus development.

The project represents growth anticipated in the LRDP and would not increase enrollment or
otherwise induce on- or off-campus growth. Accordingly, pursuant to SCAQMD guidelines, it is
considered consistent with the region’s AQMP. As such, proposed project-related emissions are
accounted for in the AQMP, which was crafted to bring the Basin into attainment status for all
criteria pollutants. Potential impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are
necessary.

9 SCAG serves as the federally designated metropolitan planning organization for the Southern California region.
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Cumulative Impacts

Criteria Pollutants

Cumulative air quality impacts throughout the Basin are taken into account by SCAQMD when the
district reviews and revises emissions thresholds in its guidelines, which were used in the impact
analysis presented above. The Basin is in nonattainment status with respect to the federal and state
standards for several criteria pollutants, meaning that a significant cumulative impact related to
these pollutants exists throughout the Basin. The project would contribute to this significant impact
by emitting pollutants during construction and operations.

The project’s contribution to the significant impact noted above during construction would exceed
LSTs and be considered significant. Cumulative projects within the vicinity of the project include
eight projects both on and off campus, as shown in Chapter 3 of the EIR. On-campus projects include
the Barn Project, Environmental Health and Safety (EH&S) expansion, Student Recreation Center
expansion, the East Campus Infrastructure Phase 2 Project, and LRDP Amendment 2 (UCR School of
Medicine). Off-campus projects include an eight-lot residential subdivision, a 55-unit multifamily
residential project, and the Riverside County Transportation Commission’s Perris Valley Line
Project.

Given the preliminary construction schedules for the cumulative projects listed above, it is possible
that Glen Mor 2 construction may overlap with construction of three on-campus projects (i.e., the
Barn, EH&S expansion, and the Student Recreation Center expansion) and one off-campus project
(i.e., portions of the Perris Valley Line Project located near the project site). Accordingly, these
cumulative projects have the potential to generate construction emissions at the same time as the
Glen Mor 2 project. If construction of the projects does overlap, the emissions could combine to
worsen region-wide air quality. In addition, because the EH&S expansion and the Perris Valley Line
Project are located in the general vicinity of the Glen Mor 2 site (approximately 200 and 225 meters
north of the project site, respectively), emissions from these projects could combine to worsen
localized air quality at nearby sensitive-receptor locations. With respect to regional emissions of
construction-related NOx, mitigation has been identified that would reduce this impact to a less-
than-significant level. However, with respect to localized emissions of construction-related PM10
and PM2.5 at the Glen Mor 2 site, no mitigation measures are available to reduce this impact to a
less-than-significant level. Therefore, the project’s contribution to this localized cumulative impact
would be significant and unavoidable.

The proposed project would comply with SCAQMD’s Rule 403 (fugitive dust control) during
construction as well as all other adopted AQMP emissions-control measures. Per SCAQMD rules and
mandates, as well as the CEQA requirement that significant impacts be mitigated to the extent
feasible, the same requirements (i.e., Rule 403 compliance, the implementation of all feasible
mitigation measures, and compliance with adopted AQMP emissions-control measures) would be
imposed on all projects Basin-wide, which would include all related projects. Nevertheless, because
cumulative projects could overlap with project construction activities, cumulative impacts related to
the localized effects of construction criteria pollutant emissions would be significant and
unavoidable and, therefore, cumulatively considerable.

As discussed above, the project’s operational emissions would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds.
Therefore, the project’s long-term contribution to cumulative air quality impacts would not be
considerable. Additionally, growth related to the project would be consistent with the growth
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anticipated in the AQMP, which is intended to bring the Basin into attainment status for all criteria
pollutants.

GHG Emissions

Unlike criteria pollutant impacts, which are local and regional in nature, climate change impacts
occur at a global level. The relatively long lifespan and persistence of GHGs require climate change to
be considered a cumulative and global impact. It is unlikely that that any increase in global
temperature or sea level could be attributed to the emissions resulting from a single project. Rather,
it is more appropriate to conclude that project-related GHG emissions will combine with emissions
across California, the U.S., and the globe to contribute cumulatively to global climate change.

Although the proposed project would generate GHGs during construction and operation, GHG
generation during construction would represent a one-time contribution, and GHG generated during
operations would be partially offset by project design features to reduce the ongoing contribution of
GHGs on climate change. With respect to the project, the amounts of construction- and operations-
period GHG emissions that would result from development of the proposed project would be
negligible on the global scale. The amount of emissions from the proposed project, without
considering other cumulative global emissions, would not be large enough to cause climate change.
Additionally, the project would pursue LEED Gold certification, which would reduce GHG emissions
relative to BAU conditions. The proposed project would be consistent with the state’s goal of
reducing cumulative statewide GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. As such, the proposed
project’s cumulative contribution to global climate change would be less than significant.
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Combined Summer Emissions Reports (Pounds/Day)
File Name: G:\Los Angeles\3_Projects\_Air Quality\UCR_Student_Housing\Analysis\UCR Glen Mor 2.urb924
Project Name: UCR Glen Mor 2
Project Location: South Coast AQMD
On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007
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Summary Report:

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES

ROG NOx Cco SO2  PM10 Dust PM10 Exhaust PM10 PM2.5 Dust PM2.5 PM2.5 C0o2
Exhaust
2011 TOTALS (Ibs/day unmitigated) 39.88 308.65 222.83 0.16 0.67 16.70 17.37 0.24 15.34 15.58 44,063.99
2012 TOTALS (Ibs/day unmitigated) 28.88 208.78 174.11 0.12 0.53 11.75 12.28 0.19 10.79 10.98 34,132.33
2013 TOTALS (Ibs/day unmitigated) 18.54 131.01 113.44 0.08 0.35 7.56 7.91 0.12 6.94 7.07 23,239.60
AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES
ROG NOx Co S02 PM10 PM2.5 C0o2
TOTALS (Ibs/day, unmitigated) 13.41 3.74 6.52 0.00 0.03 0.03 4,648.89
OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION ESTIMATES
ROG NOx Cco S02 PM10 PM2.5 COo2
TOTALS (Ibs/day, unmitigated) 23.10 18.64 226.60 0.29 49.21 9.32 27,447.37
SUM OF AREA SOURCE AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES
ROG NOx co S02 PM10 PM2.5 C0o2
TOTALS (Ibs/day, unmitigated) 36.51 22.38 233.12 0.29 49.24 9.35 32,096.26
Construction Unmitigated Detail Report:
CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES Summer Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated
ROG NOXx co S0O2 PM10 Dust  PM10 Exhaust PM10 PM2.5 Dust PM2.5 Exhaust PM2.5 C

N
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Time Slice 7/1/2011-7/14/2011
Active Days: 10

Mass Grading 07/01/2011-
09/30/2011

Mass Grading Dust

Mass Grading Off Road Diesel
Mass Grading On Road Diesel
Mass Grading Worker Trips

Time Slice 7/15/2011-8/10/2011
Active Days: 19

Mass Grading 07/01/2011-
09/30/2011

Mass Grading Dust

Mass Grading Off Road Diesel
Mass Grading On Road Diesel
Mass Grading Worker Trips

Mass Grading 07/15/2011-
08/10/2011

Mass Grading Dust
Mass Grading Off Road Diesel
Mass Grading On Road Diesel

Mass Grading Worker Trips

8.93

8.93

0.00

6.83

2.04

0.07

16.68

8.93

0.00

6.83

2.04

0.07

7.75

0.00

7.67

0.00

0.08

83.26

83.26

0.00

57.19

25.94

0.13

149.67

83.26

0.00

57.19

25.94

0.13

66.41

0.00

66.27

0.00

0.14

40.05

40.05

0.00

27.88

9.98

2.20

72.27

40.05

0.00

27.88

9.98

2.20

32.21

0.00

29.78

0.00

2.44

0.04

0.04

0.00

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.04

0.04

0.00

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.14

0.14

0.00

0.00

0.13

0.01

0.16

0.14

0.00

0.00

0.13

0.01

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

3.81

3.81

0.00

2.76

1.04

0.01

6.74

3.81

0.00

2.76

1.04

0.01

2.93

0.00

2.92

0.00

0.01

3.96

3.96

0.00

2.76

1.17

0.02

6.90

3.96

0.00

2.76

1.17

0.02

2.94

0.00

2.92

0.00

0.02

0.05

0.05

0.00

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.05

0.05

0.00

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

351

3.51

0.00

2.54

0.96

0.01

6.20

351

0.00

2.54

0.96

0.01

2.69

0.00

2.69

0.00

0.01

3.56

3.56

0.00

2.54

1.00

0.01

6.25

3.56

0.00

2.54

1.00

0.01

2.70

0.00

2.69

0.00

0.01

9,930.28

9,930.28

0.00
5,727.35
3,923.11

279.83

17,225.20

9,930.28

0.00
5,727.35
3,923.11

279.83

7,294.92

0.00
6,984.00
0.00

310.92
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Time Slice 8/11/2011-8/29/2011
Active Days: 13

Building 08/11/2011-05/30/2012
Building Off Road Diesel
Building Vendor Trips
Building Worker Trips

Mass Grading 07/01/2011-
09/30/2011

Mass Grading Dust

Mass Grading Off Road Diesel
Mass Grading On Road Diesel
Mass Grading Worker Trips

Mass Grading 08/11/2011-
09/06/2011

Mass Grading Dust
Mass Grading Off Road Diesel
Mass Grading On Road Diesel

Mass Grading Worker Trips

23.27

6.59

5.39

0.54

0.65

8.93

0.00

6.83

2.04

0.07

7.75

0.00

7.67

0.00

0.08

198.39

48.71

41.39

6.09

1.23

83.26

0.00

57.19

25.94

0.13

66.41

0.00

66.27

0.00

0.14

118.01

45.74

19.63

4.88

21.24

40.05

0.00

27.88

9.98

2.20

32.21

0.00

29.78

0.00

2.44

0.08

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.03

0.04

0.00

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.33

0.17

0.00

0.04

0.13

0.14

0.00

0.00

0.13

0.01

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

9.31

2.57

2.25

0.25

0.07

3.81

0.00

2.76

1.04

0.01

2.93

0.00

2.92

0.00

0.01

9.64

2.74

2.25

0.30

0.20

3.96

0.00

2.76

1.17

0.02

2.94

0.00

2.92

0.00

0.02

0.11

0.06

0.00

0.01

0.05

0.05

0.00

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

8.56

2.36

2.07

0.23

0.06

3.51

0.00

2.54

0.96

0.01

2.69

0.00

2.69

0.00

0.01

8.68

2.42

2.07

0.25

0.11

3.56

0.00

2.54

1.00

0.01

2.70

0.00

2.69

0.00

0.01

25,746.13

8,520.94
4,560.85
1,252.89
2,707.20

9,930.28

0.00
5,727.35
3,923.11

279.83

7,294.92

0.00
6,984.00
0.00

310.92
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Time Slice 8/30/2011-8/31/2011
Active Days: 2

Building 08/11/2011-05/30/2012
Building Off Road Diesel
Building Vendor Trips
Building Worker Trips

Fine Grading 08/30/2011-
12/31/2012

Fine Grading Dust

Fine Grading Off Road Diesel
Fine Grading On Road Diesel
Fine Grading Worker Trips

Mass Grading 07/01/2011-
09/30/2011

Mass Grading Dust

Mass Grading Off Road Diesel
Mass Grading On Road Diesel
Mass Grading Worker Trips

Mass Grading 08/11/2011-
09/06/2011

Mass Grading Dust

Mass Grading Off Road Diesel
Mass Grading On Road Diesel
Mass Grading Worker Trips

Time Slice 9/1/2011-9/6/2011 Active
Days: 4

26.12

6.59

5.39

0.54

0.65

2.86

0.00

2.83

0.00

0.03

8.93

0.00

6.83

2.04

0.07

7.75

0.00

7.67

0.00

0.08

28.09

221.88

48.71

41.39

6.09

1.23

23.49

0.00

23.44

0.00

0.06

83.26

0.00

57.19

25.94

0.13

66.41

0.00

66.27

0.00

0.14

235.67

130.94

45.74

19.63

4.88

21.24

12.93

0.00

11.96

0.00

0.98

40.05

0.00

27.88

9.98

2.20

32.21

0.00

29.78

0.00

2.44

140.38

0.08

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.03

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.09

0.34

0.17

0.00

0.04

0.13

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.14

0.00

0.00

0.13

0.01

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.34

10.49

2.57

2.25

0.25

0.07

1.18

0.00

1.17

0.00

0.00

3.81

0.00

2.76

1.04

0.01

2.93

0.00

2.92

0.00

0.01

11.49

10.83

2.74

2.25

0.30

0.20

1.18

0.00

1.17

0.00

0.01

3.96

0.00

2.76

1.17

0.02

2.94

0.00

2.92

0.00

0.02

11.83

0.12

0.06

0.00

0.01

0.05

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.12

9.64

2.36

2.07

0.23

0.06

1.08

0.00

1.08

0.00

0.00

3.51

0.00

2.54

0.96

0.01

2.69

0.00

2.69

0.00

0.01

10.56

9.76

2.42

2.07

0.25

0.11

1.08

0.00

1.08

0.00

0.00

3.56

0.00

2.54

1.00

0.01

2.70

0.00

2.69

0.00

0.01

10.68

28,117.82

8,520.94
4,560.85
1,252.89
2,707.20

2,371.69

0.00
2,247.32
0.00
124.37

9,930.28

0.00
5,727.35
3,923.11

279.83

7,294.92

0.00
6,984.00
0.00
310.92

29,690.32
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Building 08/11/2011-05/30/2012 6.59 48.71 45.74 0.04 0.17 2.57 274 0.06 2.36 242 8,520.94
Building Off Road Diesel 5.39 41.39 19.63 0.00 0.00 2.25 2.25 0.00 2.07 2.07 4,560.85
Building Vendor Trips 0.54 6.09 4.88 0.01 0.04 0.25 0.30 0.01 0.23 0.25 1,252.89
Building Worker Trips 0.65 1.23 21.24 0.03 0.13 0.07 0.20 0.05 0.06 0.11 2,707.20

Fine Grading 08/30/2011- 2.86 23.49 12.93 0.00 0.01 1.18 1.18 0.00 1.08 1.08 2,371.69

12/31/2012
Fine Grading Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Fine Grading Off Road Diesel 2.83 23.44 11.96 0.00 0.00 1.17 1.17 0.00 1.08 1.08 2,247.32
Fine Grading On Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Fine Grading Worker Trips 0.03 0.06 0.98 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 124.37

Mass Grading 07/01/2011- 8.93 83.26 40.05 0.04 0.14 3.81 3.96 0.05 3.51 3.56 9,930.28

09/30/2011
Mass Grading Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Mass Grading Off Road Diesel 6.83 57.19 27.88 0.00 0.00 2.76 2.76 0.00 2.54 2.54 5,727.35
Mass Grading On Road Diesel 2.04 25.94 9.98 0.04 0.13 1.04 117 0.04 0.96 1.00 3,923.11
Mass Grading Worker Trips 0.07 0.13 2.20 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01 279.83

Mass Grading 08/11/2011- 7.75 66.41 32.21 0.00 0.01 2.93 2.94 0.01 2.69 2.70 7,294.92

09/06/2011
Mass Grading Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Mass Grading Off Road Diesel 7.67 66.27 29.78 0.00 0.00 2.92 2.92 0.00 2.69 2.69 6,984.00
Mass Grading On Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Mass Grading Worker Trips 0.08 0.14 2.44 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 310.92

Trenching 09/01/2011-03/30/2013 1.97 13.79 9.44 0.00 0.01 1.00 1.01 0.00 0.92 0.92 1,572.50
Trenching Off Road Diesel 1.93 13.72 8.22 0.00 0.00 0.99 0.99 0.00 0.91 0.91 1,417.04

Trenching Worker Trips 0.04 0.07 1.22 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 155.46
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Time Slice 9/7/2011-9/9/2011 Active
Days: 3

Building 08/11/2011-05/30/2012
Building Off Road Diesel
Building Vendor Trips
Building Worker Trips

Fine Grading 08/30/2011-
12/31/2012

Fine Grading Dust

Fine Grading Off Road Diesel
Fine Grading On Road Diesel
Fine Grading Worker Trips

Mass Grading 07/01/2011-
09/30/2011

Mass Grading Dust

Mass Grading Off Road Diesel

Mass Grading On Road Diesel

Mass Grading Worker Trips
Trenching 09/01/2011-03/30/2013

Trenching Off Road Diesel

Trenching Worker Trips

20.35

6.59

5.39

0.54

0.65

2.86

0.00

2.83

0.00

0.03

8.93

0.00

6.83

2.04

0.07

1.97

1.93

0.04

169.25

48.71

41.39

6.09

1.23

23.49

0.00

23.44

0.00

0.06

83.26

0.00

57.19

25.94

0.13

13.79

13.72

0.07

108.17

45.74

19.63

4.88

21.24

12.93

0.00

11.96

0.00

0.98

40.05

0.00

27.88

9.98

2.20

9.44

8.22

1.22

0.08

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.03

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.33

0.17

0.00

0.04

0.13

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.14

0.00

0.00

0.13

0.01

0.01

0.00

0.01

8.56

2.57

2.25

0.25

0.07

1.18

0.00

1.17

0.00

0.00

3.81

0.00

2.76

1.04

0.01

1.00

0.99

0.00

8.89

2.74

2.25

0.30

0.20

1.18

0.00

1.17

0.00

0.01

3.96

0.00

2.76

1.17

0.02

1.01

0.99

0.01

0.11

0.06

0.00

0.01

0.05

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

7.87

2.36

2.07

0.23

0.06

1.08

0.00

1.08

0.00

0.00

3.51

0.00

2.54

0.96

0.01

0.92

0.91

0.00

7.98

2.42

2.07

0.25

0.11

1.08

0.00

1.08

0.00

0.00

3.56

0.00

2.54

1.00

0.01

0.92

0.91

0.01

22,395.41

8,520.94
4,560.85
1,252.89
2,707.20

2,371.69

0.00
2,247.32
0.00
124.37

9,930.28

0.00
5,727.35
3,923.11

279.83
1,572.50
1,417.04

155.46
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Time Slice 9/12/2011-9/14/2011
Active Days: 3

Building 08/11/2011-05/30/2012
Building Off Road Diesel
Building Vendor Trips
Building Worker Trips

Building 09/10/2011-02/28/2013
Building Off Road Diesel
Building Vendor Trips
Building Worker Trips

Fine Grading 08/30/2011-
12/31/2012

Fine Grading Dust

Fine Grading Off Road Diesel
Fine Grading On Road Diesel
Fine Grading Worker Trips

Mass Grading 07/01/2011-
09/30/2011

Mass Grading Dust

Mass Grading Off Road Diesel

Mass Grading On Road Diesel

Mass Grading Worker Trips
Trenching 09/01/2011-03/30/2013

Trenching Off Road Diesel

Trenching Worker Trips

Time Slice 9/15/2011-9/30/2011
Active Days: 12

30.36

6.59

5.39

0.54

0.65

10.01

8.82

0.54

0.65

2.86

0.00

2.83

0.00

0.03

8.93

0.00

6.83

2.04

0.07

1.97

1.93

0.04

240.55

48.71

41.39

6.09

1.23

71.30

63.98

6.09

1.23

23.49

0.00

23.44

0.00

0.06

83.26

0.00

57.19

25.94

0.13

13.79

13.72

0.07

308.65

166.55

45.74

19.63

4.88

21.24

58.38

32.27

4.88

21.24

12.93

0.00

11.96

0.00

0.98

40.05

0.00

27.88

9.98

2.20

9.44

8.22

1.22

222.83

0.12

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.03

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.03

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.50

0.17

0.00

0.04

0.13

0.17

0.00

0.04

0.13

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.14

0.00

13.08

2.57

2.25

0.25

0.07

4.52

4.20

0.25

0.07

1.18

0.00

1.17

0.00

0.00

3.81

0.00

2.76

1.04

0.01

1.00

0.99

0.00

13.59

2.74

2.25

0.30

0.20

4.70

4.20

0.30

0.20

1.18

0.00

1.17

0.00

0.01

3.96

0.00

2.76

1.17

0.02

1.01

0.99

0.01

0.17

0.06

0.00

0.01

0.05

0.06

0.00

0.01

0.05

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.05

0.00

12.02

2.36

2.07

0.23

0.06

4.16

3.86

0.23

0.06

1.08

0.00

1.08

0.00

0.00

3.51

0.00

2.54

0.96

0.01

0.92

0.91

0.00

12.20

2.42

2.07

0.25

0.11

4.22

3.86

0.25

0.11

1.08

0.00

1.08

0.00

0.00

3.56

0.00

2.54

1.00

0.01

0.92

0.91

0.01

32,861.02

8,520.94
4,560.85
1,252.89
2,707.20
10,465.61
6,505.52
1,252.89
2,707.20

2,371.69

0.00
2,247.32
0.00
124.37

9,930.28

0.00
5,727.35
3,923.11

279.83
1,572.50
1,417.04

155.46

44,063.99
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Building 08/11/2011-05/30/2012 6.59 48.71 45.74 0.04 0.17 2.57 2.74 0.06 2.36 2.42 8,520.94
Building Off Road Diesel 5.39 41.39 19.63 0.00 0.00 2.25 2.25 0.00 2.07 2.07 4,560.85
Building Vendor Trips 0.54 6.09 4.88 0.01 0.04 0.25 0.30 0.01 0.23 0.25 1,252.89
Building Worker Trips 0.65 1.23 21.24 0.03 0.13 0.07 0.20 0.05 0.06 0.11 2,707.20

Building 09/10/2011-02/28/2013 10.01 71.30 58.38 0.04 0.17 4.52 4.70 0.06 4.16 4.22 10,465.61
Building Off Road Diesel 8.82 63.98 32.27 0.00 0.00 4.20 4.20 0.00 3.86 3.86 6,505.52
Building Vendor Trips 0.54 6.09 4.88 0.01 0.04 0.25 0.30 0.01 0.23 0.25 1,252.89
Building Worker Trips 0.65 1.23 21.24 0.03 0.13 0.07 0.20 0.05 0.06 0.11 2,707.20

Building 09/15/2011-05/30/2013 9.52 68.10 56.28 0.04 0.17 3.61 3.79 0.06 3.32 3.38 11,202.98
Building Off Road Diesel 8.32 60.78 30.17 0.00 0.00 3.29 3.29 0.00 3.03 3.03 7,242.89
Building Vendor Trips 0.54 6.09 4.88 0.01 0.04 0.25 0.30 0.01 0.23 0.25 1,252.89
Building Worker Trips 0.65 1.23 21.24 0.03 0.13 0.07 0.20 0.05 0.06 0.11 2,707.20

Fine Grading 08/30/2011- 2.86 23.49 12.93 0.00 0.01 1.18 1.18 0.00 1.08 1.08 2,371.69

12/31/2012
Fine Grading Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Fine Grading Off Road Diesel 2.83 23.44 11.96 0.00 0.00 1.17 1.17 0.00 1.08 1.08 2,247.32
Fine Grading On Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Fine Grading Worker Trips 0.03 0.06 0.98 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 124.37

Mass Grading 07/01/2011- 8.93 83.26 40.05 0.04 0.14 3.81 3.96 0.05 3.51 3.56 9,930.28

09/30/2011
Mass Grading Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Mass Grading Off Road Diesel 6.83 57.19 27.88 0.00 0.00 2.76 2.76 0.00 2.54 2.54 5,727.35
Mass Grading On Road Diesel 2.04 25.94 9.98 0.04 0.13 1.04 1.17 0.04 0.96 1.00 3,923.11

Mass Grading Worker Trips 0.07 0.13 2.20 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01 279.83
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Trenching 09/01/2011-03/30/2013
Trenching Off Road Diesel

Trenching Worker Trips

1.97

1.93

0.04

13.79

13.72

0.07

9.44

8.22

1.22

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01

1.00

0.99

0.00

1.01

0.99

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.92

0.91

0.00

0.92

0.91

0.01

1,572.50
1,417.04

155.46



Page: 11
12/28/2010 4:59:02 PM

Time Slice 10/3/2011-12/30/2011
Active Days: 65

Building 08/11/2011-05/30/2012
Building Off Road Diesel
Building Vendor Trips
Building Worker Trips

Building 09/10/2011-02/28/2013
Building Off Road Diesel
Building Vendor Trips
Building Worker Trips

Building 09/15/2011-05/30/2013
Building Off Road Diesel
Building Vendor Trips
Building Worker Trips

Fine Grading 08/30/2011-
12/31/2012

Fine Grading Dust

Fine Grading Off Road Diesel

Fine Grading On Road Diesel

Fine Grading Worker Trips
Trenching 09/01/2011-03/30/2013

Trenching Off Road Diesel

Trenching Worker Trips

30.95

6.59

5.39

0.54

0.65

10.01

8.82

0.54

0.65

9.52

8.32

0.54

0.65

2.86

0.00

2.83

0.00

0.03

1.97

1.93

0.04

225.40

48.71

41.39

6.09

1.23

71.30

63.98

6.09

1.23

68.10

60.78

6.09

1.23

23.49

0.00

23.44

0.00

0.06

13.79

13.72

0.07

182.78

45.74

19.63

4.88

21.24

58.38

32.27

4.88

21.24

56.28

30.17

4.88

21.24

12.93

0.00

11.96

0.00

0.98

9.44

8.22

1.22

0.12

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.03

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.03

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.03

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.53

0.17

0.00

0.04

0.13

0.17

0.00

0.04

0.13

0.17

0.00

0.04

0.13

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.01

0.00

0.01

12.89

2.57

2.25

0.25

0.07

4.52

4.20

0.25

0.07

3.61

3.29

0.25

0.07

1.18

0.00

1.17

0.00

0.00

1.00

0.99

0.00

13.41

2.74

2.25

0.30

0.20

4.70

4.20

0.30

0.20

3.79

3.29

0.30

0.20

1.18

0.00

1.17

0.00

0.01

1.01

0.99

0.01

0.19

0.06

0.00

0.01

0.05

0.06

0.00

0.01

0.05

0.06

0.00

0.01

0.05

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

11.83

2.36

2.07

0.23

0.06

4.16

3.86

0.23

0.06

3.32

3.03

0.23

0.06

1.08

0.00

1.08

0.00

0.00

0.92

0.91

0.00

12.02

2.42

2.07

0.25

0.11

4.22

3.86

0.25

0.11

3.38

3.03

0.25

0.11

1.08

0.00

1.08

0.00

0.00

0.92

0.91

0.01

34,133.72

8,520.94
4,560.85
1,252.89
2,707.20
10,465.61
6,505.52
1,252.89
2,707.20
11,202.98
7,242.89
1,252.89
2,707.20

2,371.69

0.00
2,247.32
0.00
124.37
1,572.50
1,417.04

155.46
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Time Slice 1/2/2012-5/30/2012
Active Days: 108

Building 08/11/2011-05/30/2012
Building Off Road Diesel
Building Vendor Trips
Building Worker Trips

Building 09/10/2011-02/28/2013
Building Off Road Diesel
Building Vendor Trips
Building Worker Trips

Building 09/15/2011-05/30/2013
Building Off Road Diesel
Building Vendor Trips
Building Worker Trips

Fine Grading 08/30/2011-
12/31/2012

Fine Grading Dust

Fine Grading Off Road Diesel

Fine Grading On Road Diesel

Fine Grading Worker Trips
Trenching 09/01/2011-03/30/2013

Trenching Off Road Diesel

Trenching Worker Trips

6.14

5.05

0.49

0.60

9.35

8.25

0.49

0.60

8.85

7.76

0.49

0.60

2.72

0.00

2.69

0.00

0.03

1.83

1.79

0.03

208.78 174.11
44.96 43.21
38.40 18.95

5.44 4.51
1.13 19.76
66.01 55.78
59.45 31.52
5.44 4.51
1.13 19.76
63.04 53.42
56.48 29.16
5.44 4.51
1.13 19.76
22.00 12.42
0.00 0.00
21.95 11.51
0.00 0.00
0.05 0.91
12.77 9.28
12.70 8.15
0.06 1.13

0.01

0.03

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.03

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.04

0.13

0.17

0.00

0.04

0.13

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.01

0.00

0.01

2.34

2.04

0.22

0.07

4.17

3.87

0.22

0.07

3.27

2.98

0.22

0.07

1.08

0.00

1.07

0.00

0.00

0.89

0.89

0.00

2.51

2.04

0.27

0.20

4.34

3.87

0.27

0.20

3.44

2.98

0.27

0.20

1.08

0.00

1.07

0.00

0.01

0.90

0.89

0.01

0.01

0.05

0.06

0.00

0.01

0.05

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

2.15

1.88

0.20

0.06

3.83

3.56

0.20

0.06

3.00

2.74

0.20

0.06

0.99

0.00

0.99

0.00

0.00

0.82

0.82

0.00

2.21

1.88

0.22

0.11

3.89

3.56

0.22

0.11

3.07

2.74

0.22

0.11

0.99

0.00

0.99

0.00

0.00

0.82

0.82

0.01

34.132.33

8,520.49
4,560.85
1,252.92
2,706.73
10,465.16
6,505.52
1,252.92
2,706.73
11,202.53
7,242.89
1,252.92
2,706.73

2,371.66

0.00
2,247.32
0.00
124.35
1,572.48
1,417.04

155.43
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Time Slice 5/31/2012-12/31/2012
Active Days: 153

Building 09/10/2011-02/28/2013
Building Off Road Diesel
Building Vendor Trips
Building Worker Trips

Building 09/15/2011-05/30/2013
Building Off Road Diesel
Building Vendor Trips
Building Worker Trips

Fine Grading 08/30/2011-
12/31/2012

Fine Grading Dust

Fine Grading Off Road Diesel

Fine Grading On Road Diesel

Fine Grading Worker Trips
Trenching 09/01/2011-03/30/2013

Trenching Off Road Diesel

Trenching Worker Trips

22.74

9.35

8.25

0.49

0.60

8.85

7.76

0.49

0.60

2.72

0.00

2.69

0.00

0.03

1.83

1.79

0.03

163.82

66.01

59.45

5.44

1.13

63.04

56.48

5.44

1.13

22.00

0.00

21.95

0.00

0.05

12.77

12.70

0.06

130.90

55.78

31.52

4.51

19.76

53.42

29.16

4.51

19.76

12.42

0.00

11.51

0.00

0.91

9.28

8.15

1.13

0.08

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.03

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.03

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.36

0.17

0.00

0.04

0.13

0.17

0.00

0.04

0.13

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.01

0.00

0.01

9.41

4.17

3.87

0.22

0.07

3.27

2.98

0.22

0.07

1.08

0.00

1.07

0.00

0.00

0.89

0.89

0.00

9.76

4.34

3.87

0.27

0.20

3.44

2.98

0.27

0.20

1.08

0.00

1.07

0.00

0.01

0.90

0.89

0.01

0.13

0.06

0.00

0.01

0.05

0.06

0.00

0.01

0.05

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

8.64

3.83

3.56

0.20

0.06

3.00

2.74

0.20

0.06

0.99

0.00

0.99

0.00

0.00

0.82

0.82

0.00

8.77

3.89

3.56

0.22

0.11

3.07

2.74

0.22

0.11

0.99

0.00

0.99

0.00

0.00

0.82

0.82

0.01

25,611.83

10,465.16
6,505.52
1,252.92
2,706.73

11,202.53
7,242.89
1,252.92
2,706.73

2,371.66

0.00
2,247.32
0.00
124.35
1,572.48
1,417.04

155.43
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Time Slice 1/1/2013-2/28/2013
Active Days: 43

Building 09/10/2011-02/28/2013
Building Off Road Diesel
Building Vendor Trips
Building Worker Trips

Building 09/15/2011-05/30/2013
Building Off Road Diesel
Building Vendor Trips
Building Worker Trips

Trenching 09/01/2011-03/30/2013
Trenching Off Road Diesel
Trenching Worker Trips

Time Slice 3/1/2013-3/29/2013
Active Days: 21

Building 09/15/2011-05/30/2013
Building Off Road Diesel
Building Vendor Trips
Building Worker Trips

Trenching 09/01/2011-03/30/2013
Trenching Off Road Diesel

Trenching Worker Trips

8.67

7.68

0.45

0.54

8.18

7.18

0.45

0.54

1.69

1.66

0.03

9.87

8.18

7.18

0.45

0.54

1.69

1.66

0.03

131.01 113.44
60.99 53.46
55.15 30.95

4.81 4.15
1.03 18.36
58.19 50.85
52.36 28.34
4.81 4.15
1.03 18.36
11.83 9.14
11.77 8.08
0.06 1.05
70.02 59.99
58.19 50.85
52.36 28.34
4.81 4.15
1.03 18.36
11.83 9.14
11.77 8.08
0.06 1.05

0.01

0.03

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.04

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.03

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.04

0.13

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.18

0.17

0.00

0.04

0.13

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.20

0.07

0.80

0.80

0.00

3.74

2.94

2.67

0.20

0.07

0.80

0.80

0.00

0.24

0.20

0.81

0.80

0.01

3.92

3.11

2.67

0.24

0.20

0.81

0.80

0.01

0.01

0.05

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.06

0.06

0.00

0.01

0.05

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.18

0.06

0.74

0.73

0.00

3.44

2.70

2.46

0.18

0.06

0.74

0.73

0.00

0.19

0.11

0.74

0.73

0.01

3.50

2.76

2.46

0.19

0.11

0.74

0.73

0.01

23.239.60

10,464.89
6,505.52
1,252.96
2,706.40

11,202.26
7,242.89
1,252.96
2,706.40
1,572.46
1,417.04

155.41

12,774.71

11,202.26
7,242.89
1,252.96
2,706.40
1,572.46
1,417.04

155.41
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Time Slice 4/1/2013-5/30/2013
Active Days: 44

Asphalt 04/01/2013-06/01/2013
Paving Off-Gas
Paving Off Road Diesel
Paving On Road Diesel
Paving Worker Trips

Building 09/15/2011-05/30/2013
Building Off Road Diesel
Building Vendor Trips
Building Worker Trips

Time Slice 5/31/2013-5/31/2013
Active Days: 1

Asphalt 04/01/2013-06/01/2013
Paving Off-Gas
Paving Off Road Diesel
Paving On Road Diesel

Paving Worker Trips

Phase: Fine Grading 8/30/2011 - 12/31/2012 - misc. grading

Total Acres Disturbed: 21

Maximum Daily Acreage Disturbed: 5
Fugitive Dust Level of Detail: Default
0 Ibs per acre-day

On Road Truck Travel (VMT): 0
Off-Road Equipment:

11.96

3.78

0.17

3.49

0.04

0.07

8.18

7.18

0.45

0.54

3.78

3.78

0.17

3.49

0.04

0.07

83.44

25.25

0.00

24.59

0.53

0.13

58.19

52.36

4.81

1.03

25.25

25.25

0.00

24.59

0.53

0.13

Phase Assumptions

66.59

15.75

0.00

13.22

0.20

2.32

50.85

28.34

4.15

18.36

15.75

15.75

0.00

13.22

0.20

2.32

0.04

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.03

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.19

0.02

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.02

0.17

0.00

0.04

0.13

0.02

0.02

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.02

4.53

1.59

0.00

1.56

0.02

0.01

2.94

2.67

0.20

0.07

1.59

1.59

0.00

1.56

0.02

0.01

4.73

1.61

0.00

1.56

0.02

0.03

3.11

2.67

0.24

0.20

1.61

1.61

0.00

1.56

0.02

0.03

0.07

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.06

0.00

0.01

0.05

0.01

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

4.16

1.46

0.00

1.44

0.02

0.01

2.70

2.46

0.18

0.06

1.46

1.46

0.00

1.44

0.02

0.01

4.23

1.47

0.00

1.44

0.02

0.01

2.76

2.46

0.19

0.11

1.47

1.47

0.00

1.44

0.02

0.01

14,621.02

3,418.77
0.00
2,975.43
101.43
341.91
11,202.26
7,242.89
1,252.96
2,706.40

3,418.77

3,418.77
0.00
2,975.43
101.43

341.91
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1 Graders (174 hp) operating at a 0.61 load factor for 6 hours per day

1 Rubber Tired Dozers (357 hp) operating at a 0.59 load factor for 6 hours per day

1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 7 hours per day
1 Water Trucks (189 hp) operating at a 0.5 load factor for 8 hours per day

Phase: Mass Grading 7/1/2011 - 9/30/2011 - clear/grub/demo

Total Acres Disturbed: 21

Maximum Daily Acreage Disturbed: 5

Fugitive Dust Level of Detail: Default

0 Ibs per acre-day

On Road Truck Travel (VMT): 925.61

Off-Road Equipment:

2 Graders (174 hp) operating at a 0.61 load factor for 6 hours per day

3 Scrapers (313 hp) operating at a 0.72 load factor for 6 hours per day

1 Skid Steer Loaders (44 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 7 hours per day
2 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 7 hours per day
1 Water Trucks (189 hp) operating at a 0.5 load factor for 6 hours per day

Phase: Mass Grading 7/15/2011 - 8/10/2011 - Overex/recompaction parking garage
Total Acres Disturbed: 21

Maximum Daily Acreage Disturbed: 5

Fugitive Dust Level of Detail: Default

0 Ibs per acre-day

On Road Truck Travel (VMT): O

Off-Road Equipment:

2 Graders (174 hp) operating at a 0.61 load factor for 6 hours per day

2 Off Highway Trucks (479 hp) operating at a 0.57 load factor for 4 hours per day

3 Scrapers (313 hp) operating at a 0.72 load factor for 6 hours per day

1 Skid Steer Loaders (44 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 6 hours per day

1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 7 hours per day
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1 Water Trucks (189 hp) operating at a 0.5 load factor for 6 hours per day

Phase: Mass Grading 8/11/2011 - 9/6/2011 - Overex/recompaction building

Total Acres Disturbed: 21

Maximum Daily Acreage Disturbed: 5

Fugitive Dust Level of Detail: Default

0 Ibs per acre-day

On Road Truck Travel (VMT): 0

Off-Road Equipment:

2 Graders (174 hp) operating at a 0.61 load factor for 6 hours per day

2 Off Highway Trucks (479 hp) operating at a 0.57 load factor for 4 hours per day
3 Scrapers (313 hp) operating at a 0.72 load factor for 6 hours per day

1 Skid Steer Loaders (44 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 6 hours per day
1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 7 hours per day
1 Water Trucks (189 hp) operating at a 0.5 load factor for 6 hours per day

Phase: Trenching 9/1/2011 - 3/30/2013 - Trenching

Off-Road Equipment:

1 Excavators (168 hp) operating at a 0.57 load factor for 6 hours per day

3 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 6 hours per day
1 Water Trucks (189 hp) operating at a 0.5 load factor for 4 hours per day

Phase: Paving 4/1/2013 - 6/1/2013 - Paving

Acres to be Paved: 3

Off-Road Equipment:

4 Cement and Mortar Mixers (10 hp) operating at a 0.56 load factor for 6 hours per day
2 Off Highway Trucks (479 hp) operating at a 0.57 load factor for 4 hours per day

1 Pavers (100 hp) operating at a 0.62 load factor for 7 hours per day

2 Pumps (53 hp) operating at a 0.74 load factor for 6 hours per day

1 Rollers (95 hp) operating at a 0.56 load factor for 7 hours per day
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1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 7 hours per day

Phase: Building Construction 8/11/2011 - 5/30/2012 - Construction Garage

Off-Road Equipment:

5 Aerial Lifts (60 hp) operating at a 0.46 load factor for 8 hours per day

2 Cranes (399 hp) operating at a 0.43 load factor for 6 hours per day

3 Forklifts (145 hp) operating at a 0.3 load factor for 6 hours per day

2 Off Highway Trucks (479 hp) operating at a 0.57 load factor for 4 hours per day

2 Skid Steer Loaders (44 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 6 hours per day

2 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 6 hours per day
1 Water Trucks (189 hp) operating at a 0.5 load factor for 4 hours per day

Phase: Building Construction 9/10/2011 - 2/28/2013 - Construction Building

Off-Road Equipment:

8 Aerial Lifts (60 hp) operating at a 0.46 load factor for 8 hours per day

6 Air Compressors (106 hp) operating at a 0.48 load factor for 8 hours per day

2 Cranes (399 hp) operating at a 0.43 load factor for 6 hours per day

6 Forklifts (145 hp) operating at a 0.3 load factor for 6 hours per day

2 Off Highway Trucks (479 hp) operating at a 0.57 load factor for 4 hours per day

2 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 6 hours per day
1 Water Trucks (189 hp) operating at a 0.5 load factor for 4 hours per day

Phase: Building Construction 9/15/2011 - 5/30/2013 - Concrete

Off-Road Equipment:

1 Bore/Drill Rigs (291 hp) operating at a 0.75 load factor for 6 hours per day

5 Cement and Mortar Mixers (10 hp) operating at a 0.56 load factor for 8 hours per day
3 Cranes (399 hp) operating at a 0.43 load factor for 6 hours per day

2 Off Highway Trucks (479 hp) operating at a 0.57 load factor for 4 hours per day

3 Pumps (53 hp) operating at a 0.74 load factor for 6 hours per day

7 Skid Steer Loaders (44 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 6 hours per day
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3 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 6 hours per day
2 Water Trucks (189 hp) operating at a 0.5 load factor for 4 hours per day

Area Source Unmitigated Detail Report:
AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES Summer Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated

Source ROG NOx Cco
Natural Gas 0.28 3.68 1.88

Hearth - No Summer Emissions

Landscape 0.37 0.06 4.64
Consumer Products 11.90
Architectural Coatings 0.86
TOTALS (Ibs/day, unmitigated) 13.41 3.74 6.52

Area Source Changes to Defaults

Percent residential using natural gas changed from 78% to 100%
Percentage of residences with wood stoves changed from 10% to 0%
Percentage of residences with wood fireplaces changed from 5% to 0%

Percentage of residences with natural gas fireplaces changed from 85% to 0%

(%2}
Ny

©
o
S

0.02

0.03

0.02

0.03

O
N

4,640.46

4,648.89
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Operational Unmitigated Detail Report:

OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES Summer Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated

Source
Apartments low rise
University/college (4 yrs)
Fast food rest. w/o drive thru

TOTALS (Ibs/day, unmitigated)

Operational Settings:

Includes correction for passby trips
Does not include double counting adjustment for internal trips
Analysis Year: 2013 Temperature (F): 80 Season: Summer

Emfac: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

NOX Cco SO2
18.60 226.09 0.29
0.04 0.51 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00
18.64 226.60 0.29

PM10

49.09

0.12

0.00

49.21

PM25

9.30

0.02

0.00

9.32

these were included just so we could account
for the area source emissions associated with
the square footage. The trips rates are the
lowest allowabhle bv URBEMIS.

Summary of Land Uses

Land Use Type Acreage Trip Rate Unit Type
Apartments low rise 21.00 13.95 dwelling units
University/college (4 yrs) 0.01 students

Fast food rest. w/o drive thru

0.01 1000 sq ft

Vehicle Fleet Mix

Vehicle Type Percent Type Non-Catalyst
Light Auto 60.5 0.4
Light Truck < 3750 lbs 17.0 1.4

No. Units
232.00
810.00

4.60

Total Trips
3,236.40
8.10

0.05

3,244.55

Catalyst
99.4

95.9

COo2
27,382.84
64.38
0.15

27,447.37

Total VMT

28,625.96

0.16

28,694.17

Diesel
0.2

2.7

VMT takes into
account pass-by
trips. URBEMIS
assumes 5% of

68.05 / residential trips are
pass-by. Pass-by

trips assume 0.01
miles per trip

Vehicle fleet is not
URBEMIS default,
but is taken from
the LRDP EIR
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Vehicle Type

Vehicle Fleet Mix

| ight Truck 3751-5750 Ibs

Med Truck 5751-8500 Ibs

| ite-Heavy Truck 8501-10,000 Ibs

| ite-Heavy Truck 10,001-14,000 Ibs
Med-Heavy Truck 14,001-33,000 lbs
Heavy-Heavy Truck 33,001-60,000 Ibs
Other Bus

Urban Bus

Motorcycle

School Bus

Motor Home

Urban Trip Length (miles)
Rural Trip Length (miles)
Trip speeds (mph)

% of Trips - Residential

% of Trips - Commercial (by land use)

University/college (4 yrs)

Home-Work
12.7
17.6
30.0

32.9

Percent Type Non-Catalyst Catalyst Diesel

18.3 0.4 99.6 0.0

0.3 0.9 99.1 0.0

0.1 0.0 81.2 18.8

0.0 0.0 60.0 40.0

0.0 0.0 22.2 77.8

0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0

0.2 0.0 0.0 100.0

1.8 53.6 46.4 0.0

0.1 0.0 0.0 100.0

1.7 0.0 88.9 1.1

Travel Conditions
Residential Commercial
Home-Shop Home-Other Commute Non-Work Customer
7.0 9.5 13.3 7.4 8.9
121 14.9 15.4 9.6 12.6
30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0
18.0 49.1

5.0 25 92.5

Vehicle fleet is not
URBEMIS default,
but is taken from
the LRDP EIR
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Travel Conditions
Residential Commercial
Home-Work Home-Shop Home-Other Commute Non-Work Customer

Fast food rest. w/o drive thru 5.0 2.5 92.5
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Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4

Combined Annual Emissions Reports (Tons/Year)
File Name: G:\Los Angeles\3_Projects\_Air Quality\UCR_Student_Housing\Analysis\UCR Glen Mor 2.urb924
Project Name: UCR Glen Mor 2
Project Location: South Coast AQMD
On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007
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Summary Report:

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES

2011 TOTALS (tons/year unmitigated)

2012 TOTALS (tons/year unmitigated)

2013 TOTALS (tons/year unmitigated)

AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES

TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

3.30

0.77

OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION ESTIMATES

TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

=
<

13.61

23.81

SUM OF AREA SOURCE AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES

TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

Construction Unmitigated Detail Report:

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES Annual Tons Per Year, Unmitigated

2011

ROG

6.59

NOx

=

Z
X<

°
o

|O

o
=

PM10 Dust PM10 Exhaust PM10 PM2.5 Dust PM2.5
Exhaust
0.03 0.73 0.76 0.01 0.67
0.06 1.35 1.41 0.02 1.24
0.01 0.30 0.32 0.00 0.28
S02 PM10 PM2.5 C
0.00 0.00 0.00 848.4
S02 PM10 PM2.5 C
0.05 8.98 1.70 4,842.24
S02 PM10 PM2.5 C
0.05 8.98 1.70 5,690.66
PM10 Dust  PM10 Exhaust PM10 PM2.5 Dust  PM2.5 Exhaust
0.73 0.76 0.01 0.67

1.26

0.28

(@}
N

1,924.75

3,802.45

957.16
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Mass Grading 07/01/2011-
09/30/2011

Mass Grading Dust

Mass Grading Off Road Diesel
Mass Grading On Road Diesel
Mass Grading Worker Trips

Mass Grading 07/15/2011-
08/10/2011

Mass Grading Dust

Mass Grading Off Road Diesel

Mass Grading On Road Diesel

Mass Grading Worker Trips
Building 08/11/2011-05/30/2012

Building Off Road Diesel

Building Vendor Trips

Building Worker Trips

Mass Grading 08/11/2011-
09/06/2011

Mass Grading Dust
Mass Grading Off Road Diesel
Mass Grading On Road Diesel

Mass Grading Worker Trips

0.29

0.00

0.23

0.07

0.00

0.07

0.00

0.07

0.00

0.00

0.34

0.28

0.03

0.03

0.07

0.00

0.07

0.00

0.00

2.75

0.00

1.89

0.86

0.00

0.63

0.00

0.63

0.00

0.00

2.48

2.11

0.31

0.06

0.63

0.00

0.63

0.00

0.00

1.32

0.00

0.92

0.33

0.07

0.31

0.00

0.28

0.00

0.02

2.33

1.00

0.25

1.08

0.31

0.00

0.28

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.13

0.00

0.09

0.03

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.00

0.13

0.11

0.01

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.00

0.13

0.00

0.09

0.04

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.00

0.14

0.11

0.02

0.01

0.03

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.12

0.00

0.08

0.03

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.00

0.12

0.11

0.01

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.00

0.12

0.00

0.08

0.03

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.00

0.12

0.11

0.01

0.01

0.03

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.00

327.70

0.00

189.00

129.46

9.23

69.30

0.00

66.35

0.00

2.95

434.57

232.60

63.90

138.07

69.30

0.00

66.35

0.00

2.95
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Fine Grading 08/30/2011-
12/31/2012

Fine Grading Dust
Fine Grading Off Road Diesel
Fine Grading On Road Diesel

Fine Grading Worker Trips

Trenching 09/01/2011-03/30/2013

Trenching Off Road Diesel
Trenching Worker Trips
Building 09/10/2011-02/28/2013
Building Off Road Diesel
Building Vendor Trips
Building Worker Trips
Building 09/15/2011-05/30/2013
Building Off Road Diesel
Building Vendor Trips

Building Worker Trips

0.13

0.00

0.13

0.00

0.00

0.09

0.08

0.00

0.40

0.35

0.02

0.03

0.37

0.32

0.02

0.03

1.05

0.00

1.04

0.00

0.00

0.60

0.60

0.00

2.85

2.56

0.24

0.05

2.62

2.34

0.23

0.05

0.58

0.00

0.53

0.00

0.04

0.41

0.36

0.05

2.34

1.29

0.20

0.85

2.17

1.16

0.19

0.82

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.00

0.04

0.04

0.00

0.18

0.17

0.01

0.00

0.14

0.13

0.01

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.00

0.04

0.04

0.00

0.19

0.17

0.01

0.01

0.15

0.13

0.01

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.00

0.04

0.04

0.00

0.17

0.15

0.01

0.00

0.13

0.12

0.01

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.00

0.04

0.04

0.00

0.17

0.15

0.01

0.00

0.13

0.12

0.01

0.00

105.54

0.00

100.01

0.00

5.53

68.40

61.64

6.76

418.62

260.22

50.12

108.29

431.31

278.85

48.24

104.23
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2012
Building 08/11/2011-05/30/2012
Building Off Road Diesel
Building Vendor Trips
Building Worker Trips
Building 09/10/2011-02/28/2013
Building Off Road Diesel
Building Vendor Trips
Building Worker Trips
Building 09/15/2011-05/30/2013
Building Off Road Diesel
Building Vendor Trips
Building Worker Trips

Fine Grading 08/30/2011-
12/31/2012

Fine Grading Dust

Fine Grading Off Road Diesel

Fine Grading On Road Diesel

Fine Grading Worker Trips
Trenching 09/01/2011-03/30/2013

Trenching Off Road Diesel

Trenching Worker Trips

3.30

0.33

0.27

0.03

0.03

1.22

1.08

0.06

0.08

1.15

1.01

0.06

0.08

0.35

0.00

0.35

0.00

0.00

0.24

0.23

0.00

23.81

2.43

2.07

0.29

0.06

8.61

7.76

0.71

0.15

8.23

7.37

0.71

0.15

2.87

0.00

2.86

0.00

0.01

1.67

1.66

0.01

19.42

2.33

1.02

0.24

1.07

7.28

411

0.59

2.58

6.97

3.80

0.59

2.58

1.62

0.00

1.50

0.00

0.12

1.21

1.06

0.15

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.06

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.02

0.00

0.01

0.02

0.02

0.00

0.01

0.02

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

1.35

0.13

0.11

0.01

0.00

0.54

0.50

0.03

0.01

0.43

0.39

0.03

0.01

0.14

0.00

0.14

0.00

0.00

0.12

0.12

0.00

1.41

0.14

0.11

0.01

0.01

0.57

0.50

0.03

0.03

0.45

0.39

0.03

0.03

0.14

0.00

0.14

0.00

0.00

0.12

0.12

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

1.24

0.12

0.10

0.01

0.00

0.50

0.46

0.03

0.01

0.39

0.36

0.03

0.01

0.13

0.00

0.13

0.00

0.00

0.11

0.11

0.00

1.26

0.12

0.10

0.01

0.01

0.51

0.46

0.03

0.01

0.40

0.36

0.03

0.01

0.13

0.00

0.13

0.00

0.00

0.11

0.11

0.00

3,802.45
460.11
246.29

67.66
146.16

1,365.70
848.97
163.51
353.23

1,461.93
945.20
163.51
353.23

309.50

0.00
293.27
0.00
16.23
205.21
184.92

20.28
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2013
Building 09/10/2011-02/28/2013
Building Off Road Diesel
Building Vendor Trips
Building Worker Trips
Building 09/15/2011-05/30/2013
Building Off Road Diesel
Building Vendor Trips
Building Worker Trips
Trenching 09/01/2011-03/30/2013
Trenching Off Road Diesel
Trenching Worker Trips
Asphalt 04/01/2013-06/01/2013
Paving Off-Gas
Paving Off Road Diesel
Paving On Road Diesel

Paving Worker Trips

Phase: Fine Grading 8/30/2011 - 12/31/2012 - misc. grading

Total Acres Disturbed: 21

Maximum Daily Acreage Disturbed: 5
Fugitive Dust Level of Detail: Default
0 Ibs per acre-day

On Road Truck Travel (VMT): 0

0.77

0.19

0.17

0.01

0.01

0.44

0.39

0.02

0.03

0.05

0.05

0.00

0.09

0.00

0.08

0.00

0.00

5.40

131

1.19

0.10

0.02

3.14

2.83

0.26

0.06

0.38

0.38

0.00

0.57

0.00

0.55

0.01

0.00

Phase Assumptions

4.54

1.15

0.67

0.09

0.39

2.75

1.53

0.22

0.99

0.29

0.26

0.03

0.35

0.00

0.30

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.30

0.08

0.08

0.00

0.00

0.16

0.14

0.01

0.00

0.03

0.03

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.00

0.32

0.09

0.08

0.01

0.00

0.17

0.14

0.01

0.01

0.03

0.03

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.28

0.08

0.07

0.00

0.00

0.15

0.13

0.01

0.00

0.02

0.02

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.00

0.28

0.08

0.07

0.00

0.00

0.15

0.13

0.01

0.01

0.02

0.02

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.00

957.16

225.00

139.87

26.94

58.19

604.92

391.12

67.66

146.15

50.32

45.35

4.97

76.92

0.00

66.95

2.28

7.69
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Off-Road Equipment:

1 Graders (174 hp) operating at a 0.61 load factor for 6 hours per day

1 Rubber Tired Dozers (357 hp) operating at a 0.59 load factor for 6 hours per day

1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 7 hours per day
1 Water Trucks (189 hp) operating at a 0.5 load factor for 8 hours per day

Phase: Mass Grading 7/1/2011 - 9/30/2011 - clear/grub/demo

Total Acres Disturbed: 21

Maximum Daily Acreage Disturbed: 5

Fugitive Dust Level of Detail: Default

0 Ibs per acre-day

On Road Truck Travel (VMT): 925.61

Off-Road Equipment:

2 Graders (174 hp) operating at a 0.61 load factor for 6 hours per day

3 Scrapers (313 hp) operating at a 0.72 load factor for 6 hours per day

1 Skid Steer Loaders (44 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 7 hours per day
2 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 7 hours per day
1 Water Trucks (189 hp) operating at a 0.5 load factor for 6 hours per day

Phase: Mass Grading 7/15/2011 - 8/10/2011 - Overex/recompaction parking garage
Total Acres Disturbed: 21

Maximum Daily Acreage Disturbed: 5

Fugitive Dust Level of Detail: Default

0 Ibs per acre-day

On Road Truck Travel (VMT): O

Off-Road Equipment:

2 Graders (174 hp) operating at a 0.61 load factor for 6 hours per day

2 Off Highway Trucks (479 hp) operating at a 0.57 load factor for 4 hours per day
3 Scrapers (313 hp) operating at a 0.72 load factor for 6 hours per day

1 Skid Steer Loaders (44 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 6 hours per day
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1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 7 hours per day
1 Water Trucks (189 hp) operating at a 0.5 load factor for 6 hours per day

Phase: Mass Grading 8/11/2011 - 9/6/2011 - Overex/recompaction building

Total Acres Disturbed: 21

Maximum Daily Acreage Disturbed: 5

Fugitive Dust Level of Detail: Default

0 Ibs per acre-day

On Road Truck Travel (VMT): O

Off-Road Equipment:

2 Graders (174 hp) operating at a 0.61 load factor for 6 hours per day

2 Off Highway Trucks (479 hp) operating at a 0.57 load factor for 4 hours per day
3 Scrapers (313 hp) operating at a 0.72 load factor for 6 hours per day

1 Skid Steer Loaders (44 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 6 hours per day
1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 7 hours per day
1 Water Trucks (189 hp) operating at a 0.5 load factor for 6 hours per day

Phase: Trenching 9/1/2011 - 3/30/2013 - Trenching

Off-Road Equipment:

1 Excavators (168 hp) operating at a 0.57 load factor for 6 hours per day

3 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 6 hours per day
1 Water Trucks (189 hp) operating at a 0.5 load factor for 4 hours per day

Phase: Paving 4/1/2013 - 6/1/2013 - Paving

Acres to be Paved: 3

Off-Road Equipment:

4 Cement and Mortar Mixers (10 hp) operating at a 0.56 load factor for 6 hours per day
2 Off Highway Trucks (479 hp) operating at a 0.57 load factor for 4 hours per day

1 Pavers (100 hp) operating at a 0.62 load factor for 7 hours per day

2 Pumps (53 hp) operating at a 0.74 load factor for 6 hours per day
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1 Rollers (95 hp) operating at a 0.56 load factor for 7 hours per day
1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 7 hours per day

Phase: Building Construction 8/11/2011 - 5/30/2012 - Construction Garage

Off-Road Equipment:

5 Aerial Lifts (60 hp) operating at a 0.46 load factor for 8 hours per day

2 Cranes (399 hp) operating at a 0.43 load factor for 6 hours per day

3 Forklifts (145 hp) operating at a 0.3 load factor for 6 hours per day

2 Off Highway Trucks (479 hp) operating at a 0.57 load factor for 4 hours per day

2 Skid Steer Loaders (44 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 6 hours per day

2 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 6 hours per day
1 Water Trucks (189 hp) operating at a 0.5 load factor for 4 hours per day

Phase: Building Construction 9/10/2011 - 2/28/2013 - Construction Building

Off-Road Equipment:

8 Aerial Lifts (60 hp) operating at a 0.46 load factor for 8 hours per day

6 Air Compressors (106 hp) operating at a 0.48 load factor for 8 hours per day

2 Cranes (399 hp) operating at a 0.43 load factor for 6 hours per day

6 Forklifts (145 hp) operating at a 0.3 load factor for 6 hours per day

2 Off Highway Trucks (479 hp) operating at a 0.57 load factor for 4 hours per day

2 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 6 hours per day
1 Water Trucks (189 hp) operating at a 0.5 load factor for 4 hours per day

Phase: Building Construction 9/15/2011 - 5/30/2013 - Concrete

Off-Road Equipment:

1 Bore/Drill Rigs (291 hp) operating at a 0.75 load factor for 6 hours per day

5 Cement and Mortar Mixers (10 hp) operating at a 0.56 load factor for 8 hours per day
3 Cranes (399 hp) operating at a 0.43 load factor for 6 hours per day

2 Off Highway Trucks (479 hp) operating at a 0.57 load factor for 4 hours per day

3 Pumps (53 hp) operating at a 0.74 load factor for 6 hours per day
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7 Skid Steer Loaders (44 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 6 hours per day

3 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 6 hours per day
2 Water Trucks (189 hp) operating at a 0.5 load factor for 4 hours per day

Area Source Unmitigated Detail Report:

AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES Annual Tons Per Year, Unmitigated

Source ROG NOx Cco
Natural Gas 0.05 0.67 0.34
Hearth 0.00 0.00 0.00
Landscape 0.07 0.01 0.85
Consumer Products 2.17
Architectural Coatings 0.16
TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated) 2.45 0.68 1.19

Area Source Changes to Defaults

Percent residential using natural gas changed from 78% to 100%
Percentage of residences with wood stoves changed from 10% to 0%
Percentage of residences with wood fireplaces changed from 5% to 0%

Percentage of residences with natural gas fireplaces changed from 85% to 0%

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

848.42
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Operational Unmitigated Detail Report:

OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES Annual Tons Per Year, Unmitigated

Source ROG NOX CcoO SO2
Apartments low rise 3.36 3.65 40.52 0.05
University/college (4 yrs) 0.78 0.01 0.09 0.00
Fast food rest. w/o drive thru 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated) 4.14 3.66 40.61 0.05

Operational Settings:

Includes correction for passby trips
Does not include double counting adjustment for internal trips
Analysis Year: 2013 Season: Annual

Emfac: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

Summary of Land Uses

Land Use Type Acreage Trip Rate Unit Type
Apartments low rise 21.00 13.95 dwelling units
University/college (4 yrs) 0.01 students
Fast food rest. w/o drive thru 0.01 1000 sq ft

Vehicle Fleet Mix
Vehicle Type Percent Type Non-Catalyst
Light Auto 60.5 0.4

Light Truck < 3750 lbs 17.0 1.4

No. Units
232.00
810.00

4.60

PM10
8.96
0.02
0.00

8.98

Total Trips
3,236.40
8.10

0.05

3,244.55

Catalyst
99.4

95.9

PM25 Cco2
1.70 4,830.86
0.00 11.35
0.00 0.03
1.70 4,842.24

Total VMT
28,625.96
68.05
0.16
28,694.17

Diesel

0.2

2.7
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Vehicle Type

Light Truck 3751-5750 lbs

Med Truck 5751-8500 Ibs
Lite-Heavy Truck 8501-10,000 Ibs
Lite-Heavy Truck 10,001-14,000 lbs
Med-Heavy Truck 14,001-33,000 Ibs
Heavy-Heavy Truck 33,001-60,000 Ibs
Other Bus

Urban Bus

Motorcycle

School Bus

Motor Home

Urban Trip Length (miles)
Rural Trip Length (miles)
Trip speeds (mph)

% of Trips - Residential

% of Trips - Commercial (by land use)

University/college (4 yrs)

Home-Work
12.7
17.6
30.0

32.9

Vehicle Fleet Mix

Percent Type
18.3
0.3
0.1
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.2
1.8
0.1

1.7

Non-Catalyst

0.4
0.9
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

53.6

Travel Conditions

Residential
Home-Shop
7.0
121
30.0

18.0

Home-Other
9.5

14.9

30.0

49.1

0.0

0.0

Commute

13.3

15.4

30.0

5.0

Catalyst

99.6

99.1

81.2

60.0

22.2

0.0

0.0

0.0

46.4

0.0

88.9

Commercial

Non-Work

7.4

9.6

30.0

25

Diesel
0.0
0.0

18.8
40.0
77.8
100.0
100.0
100.0
0.0
100.0

111

Customer
8.9
12.6

30.0

92.5
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Travel Conditions
Residential Commercial
Home-Work Home-Shop Home-Other Commute Non-Work Customer

Fast food rest. w/o drive thru 5.0 2.5 92.5



CONSERVATIVE ESTIMATE OF UNMITIGATED CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS (pounds per day)

page 1 of 2
ROC NOyx CcoO SOy PM,,? PM, CO,
Clear/Grub/Demo
On-site Total 6.83 57.19 27.88 - 54.94 13.50 5,727.35
Fugitive Dust (at GM2 site only) - - - - 30.80 6.47 -
Fugitive Dust (at disposal site only) - - - - 21.38 4.49 -
Off-Road Diesel 6.83 57.19 27.88 - 2.76 2.54 5,727.35
Off-site Total 211 26.07 12.18 0.04 1.19 1.01 4,202.94
On-Road Diesel 2.04 25.94 9.98 0.04 1.17 1.00 3,923.11
Worker Trips 0.07 0.13 2.20 - 0.02 0.01 279.83
Grand Total 8.94 83.26 40.06 0.04 56.13 14.51 9,930.29
Parking Garage Overexcavation
On-site Total 7.67 66.27 29.78 - 9.45 4.06 6,984.00
Fugitive Dust - - - - 6.53 1.37 -
Off-Road Diesel 7.67 66.27 29.78 - 2.92 2.69 6,984.00
Off-site Total 0.08 0.14 2.44 - 0.02 0.01 310.92
On-Road Diesel - - - - - - -
Worker Trip 0.08 0.14 2.44 - 0.02 0.01 310.92
Grand Total 7.75 66.41 32.22 - 9.47 4.07 7,294.92
Building Overexcavation
On-site Total 7.67 66.27 29.78 - 11.46 4.48 6,984.00
Fugitive Dust - - - - 8.54 1.79 -
Off-Road Diesel 7.67 66.27 29.78 - 2.92 2.69 6,984.00
Off-site Total 0.08 0.14 2.44 - 0.02 0.01 310.92
On-Road Diesel - - - - - - -
Worker Trip 0.08 0.14 2.44 - 0.02 0.01 310.92
Grand Total 7.75 66.41 32.22 - 11.48 4.49 7,294.92
Parking Garage Construction
On-site Total 5.39 41.39 19.63 - 2.25 2.07 4,560.85
Fugitive Dust - - - - - - -
Off-Road Diesel 5.39 41.39 19.63 - 2.25 2.07 4,560.85
Off-site Total 0.97 6.26 20.53 0.03 0.41 0.29 3,168.23
On-Road Diesel 0.47 5.32 4.23 0.01 0.26 0.21 1,090.79
Worker Trip 0.50 0.94 16.30 0.02 0.15 0.08 2,077.44
Grand Total 6.36 47.65 40.16 0.03 2.66 2.36 7,729.08
Miscellaneous Grading
On-site Total 2.83 23.44 11.96 - 10.59 3.06 2,247.32
Fugitive Dust - - - - 9.42 1.98 -
Off-Road Diesel 2.83 23.44 11.96 - 1.17 1.08 2,247.32
Off-site Total 0.03 0.06 0.98 - 0.01 - 124.37
On-Road Diesel - - - - - - -
Worker Trip 0.03 0.06 0.98 - 0.01 - 124.37
Grand Total 2.86 23.50 12.94 - 10.60 3.06 2,371.69
Trenching
On-site Total 1.93 13.72 8.22 - 0.99 0.91 1,417.04
Fugitive Dust - - - - - - -
Off-Road Diesel 1.93 13.72 8.22 - 0.99 0.91 1,417.04
Off-site Total 0.04 0.07 1.22 - 0.01 0.01 155.46
On-Road Diesel - - - - - - -
Worker Trip 0.04 0.07 1.22 - 0.01 0.01 155.46
Grand Total 1.97 13.79 9.44 - 1.00 0.92 1,572.50
Building Construction
On-site Total 8.82 63.98 32.27 - 4.20 3.86 6,505.52
Fugitive Dust - - - - - - -
Off-Road Diesel 8.82 63.98 32.27 - 4.20 3.86 6,505.52
Off-site Total 0.97 6.26 20.53 0.03 0.41 0.29 3,168.23
On-Road Diesel 0.47 5.32 4.23 0.01 0.26 0.21 1,090.79
Worker Trip 0.50 0.94 16.30 0.02 0.15 0.08 2,077.44
Grand Total 9.79 70.24 52.80 0.03 4.61 4.15 9,673.75




CONSERVATIVE ESTIMATE OF UNMITIGATED CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS (pounds per day)

page 2 of 2
Concrete Phase
On-site Total 8.32 60.78 30.17 - 3.29 3.03 7,242.89
Fugitive Dust - - - - - - -
Off-Road Diesel 8.32 60.78 30.17 - 3.29 3.03 7,242.89
Off-site Total 0.97 6.26 20.53 0.03 0.41 0.29 3,168.23
On-Road Diesel 0.47 5.32 4.23 0.01 0.26 0.21 1,090.79
Worker Trip 0.50 0.94 16.30 0.02 0.15 0.08 2,077.44
Grand Total 9.29 67.04 50.70 0.03 3.70 3.32 10,411.12
Paving Phase
On-site Total 3.66 24.59 13.22 - 1.56 1.44 2,975.43
Asphalt Off-Gas 0.17 - - - - - -
Off-Road Diesel, Asphalt 3.49 24.59 13.22 - 1.56 1.44 2,975.43
Off-site Total 0.11 0.66 2.52 - 0.05 0.03 443.34
On-Road Diesel, Asphalt 0.04 0.53 0.20 - 0.02 0.02 101.43
Worker Trips, Asphalt 0.07 0.13 2.32 - 0.03 0.01 341.91
Grand Total 3.77 25.25 15.74 - 1.61 1.47 3,418.77
On-site Emissions Totals (at Glen Mor 2 site only)

Clear/Grub/Demo 6.8 57.2 27.9 - 33.6 9.0 5,727.4

Parking Garage Overexcavation 7.7 66.3 29.8 - 9.4 4.1 6,984.0

Building Overexcavation 7.7 66.3 29.8 - 115 45 6,984.0

Parking Garage Construction 5.4 41.4 19.6 - 2.3 2.1 4,560.9

Miscellaneous Grading 2.8 23.4 12.0 - 10.6 3.1 2,247.3

Trenching 1.9 13.7 8.2 - 1.0 0.9 1,417.0

Building Construction 8.8 64.0 32.3 - 4.2 3.9 6,505.5

Concrete Phase 8.3 60.8 30.2 - 3.3 3.0 7,242.9

Paving Phase 3.7 24.6 13.2 - 1.6 14 2,975.4
Maximum On-site Emissions 34 261 130 - 55 22 27,701
Localized Significance Threshold” - 270 1,577 - 13 8 -
Exceed Threshold? No No No No Yes Yes No
On-site Emissions Totals (at disposal site)

Clear/Grub/Demo - - - - 21.38 4.49 -
Localized Significance Threshold” - 601 3,158 - 186 45 -
Exceed Threshold? No No No No No No No
Regional Emissions Totals

Clear/Grub/Demo 8.9 83.3 40.1 0.0 56.1 145 9,930.3

Parking Garage Overexcavation 7.8 66.4 32.2 - 9.5 4.1 7,294.9

Building Overexcavation 7.8 66.4 32.2 - 115 45 7,294.9

Parking Garage Construction 6.4 47.7 40.2 0.0 2.7 2.4 7,729.1

Miscellaneous Grading 29 235 12.9 - 10.6 3.1 2,371.7

Trenching 2.0 13.8 9.4 - 1.0 0.9 1,572.5

Building Construction 9.8 70.2 52.8 0.0 4.6 4.2 9,673.8

Concrete Phase 9.3 67.0 50.7 0.0 3.7 3.3 10,411.1

Paving Phase 38 25.3 15.7 - 1.6 15 3,418.8
Maximum Regional Emissions 39.2 305.5 206.1 0.1 78.7 28.3 41,688
Regional Significance Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55 --
Exceed Threshold? No Yes No No No No No

Notes:

URBEMIS print-out sheets and fugitive PM calculation worksheet are included in Appendix A.

? Fugitive PMy, and PM, 5 emissions estimates take into account compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403 requirements for fugitive dust suppression, which require that no visible dust be

present beyond the site boundaries.

® The project site is located in SCAQMD SRA No. 23. These LSTs are based on the site location SRA, distance to nearest sensitive receptor location from the project site (25 meters),

and project area that could be under construction on any given day (five acres).




CONSERVATIVE ESTIMATE OF MITIGATED CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS (pounds per day)

page 1 of 2
ROC NOx co SOx PM;o° PM, s CO,
Clear/Grub/Demo
On-site Total 1.64 15.44 27.88 - 53.34 12.02 5,727.35
Fugitive Dust (at GM2) - - - - 30.80 6.47 -
Fugitive Dust (at disposal site) 21.38 4.49
Off-Road Diesel 1.64 15.44 27.88 - 1.16 1.07 5,727.35
Off-site Total 2.11 15.69 12.18 0.04 1.19 1.01 4,202.94 |
On-Road Diesel 2.04 15.56 9.98 0.04 117 1.00 3,923.11
Worker Trips 0.07 0.13 2.20 - 0.02 0.01 279.83
Grand Total 3.75 31.14 40.06 0.04 54.53 13.03 9,930.29 |
Parking Garage Overexcavation
On-site Total 1.84 17.89 29.78 - 7.75 2.50 6,984.00
Fugitive Dust - - - - 6.53 1.37 -
Off-Road Diesel 1.84 17.89 29.78 - 1.23 1.13 6,984.00
Off-site Total 0.08 0.14 2.44 - 0.02 0.01 310.92 |
On-Road Diesel - - - - - - -
Worker Trip 0.08 0.14 2.44 - 0.02 0.01 310.92
Grand Total 1.92 18.03 32.22 - 7.77 2.51 7,294.92 |
Building Overexcavation
On-site Total 1.84 17.89 29.78 - 9.77 2.92 6,984.00
Fugitive Dust - - - - 8.54 1.79 -
Off-Road Diesel 1.84 17.89 29.78 - 1.23 1.13 6,984.00
Off-site Total 0.08 0.14 2.44 - 0.02 0.01 310.92 |
On-Road Diesel - - - - - - -
Worker Trip 0.08 0.14 2.44 - 0.02 0.01 310.92
Grand Total 1.92 18.03 32.22 - 9.79 2.93 7,294.92 |
Parking Garage Construction
On-site Total 1.29 11.18 19.63 - 0.95 0.87 4,560.85
Fugitive Dust - - - - - - -
Off-Road Diesel 1.29 11.18 19.63 - 0.95 0.87 4,560.85
Off-site Total 0.97 4.13 20.53 0.03 0.41 0.29 3,168.23 |
On-Road Diesel 0.47 3.19 4.23 0.01 0.26 0.21 1,090.79
Worker Trip 0.50 0.94 16.30 0.02 0.15 0.08 2,077.44
Grand Total 2.26 15.31 40.16 0.03 1.36 1.16 7,729.08
Miscellaneous Grading
On-site Total 0.68 6.33 11.96 - 9.91 2.43 2,247.32
Fugitive Dust - - - - 9.42 1.98 -
Off-Road Diesel 0.68 6.33 11.96 - 0.49 0.45 2,247.32
Off-site Total 0.03 0.06 0.98 - 0.01 - 124.37 |
On-Road Diesel - - - - - - -
Worker Trip 0.03 0.06 0.98 - 0.01 - 124.37
Grand Total 0.71 6.39 12.94 - 9.92 2.43 2,371.69 |
Trenching
On-site Total 0.46 3.70 8.22 - 0.42 0.38 1,417.04
Fugitive Dust - - - - - - -
Off-Road Diesel 0.46 3.70 8.22 - 0.42 0.38 1,417.04
Off-site Total 0.04 0.07 1.22 - 0.01 0.01 155.46 |
On-Road Diesel - - - - - - -
Worker Trip 0.04 0.07 1.22 - 0.01 0.01 155.46
Grand Total 0.50 3.77 9.44 - 043 0.39 1,572.50 |
Building Construction
On-site Total 2.12 17.27 32.27 - 1.76 1.62 6,505.52
Fugitive Dust - - - - - - -
Off-Road Diesel 2.12 17.27 32.27 - 1.76 1.62 6,505.52
Off-site Total 0.97 4.13 20.53 0.03 0.41 0.29 3,168.23 |
On-Road Diesel 0.47 3.19 4.23 0.01 0.26 0.21 1,090.79
Worker Trip 0.50 0.94 16.30 0.02 0.15 0.08 2,077.44

Grand Total 3.09 2141 52.80 0.03 2.17 1.91 9,673.75 |




CONSERVATIVE ESTIMATE OF MITIGATED CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS (pounds per day)

page 2 of 2
Concrete Phase
On-site Total 2.00 16.41 30.17 - 1.38 1.27 7,242.89
Fugitive Dust - - - - - - -
Off-Road Diesel 2.00 16.41 30.17 - 1.38 1.27 7,242.89
Off-site Total 0.97 4.13 20.53 0.03 0.41 0.29 3,168.23 |
On-Road Diesel 0.47 3.19 4.23 0.01 0.26 0.21 1,090.79
Worker Trip 0.50 0.94 16.30 0.02 0.15 0.08 2,077.44
Grand Total 2.97 20.54 50.70 0.03 1.79 1.56 10,411.12 |
Paving Phase
On-site Total 1.01 6.64 13.22 - 0.66 0.60 2,975.43
Asphalt Off-Gas 0.17 - - - - - -
Off-Road Diesel, Asphalt 0.84 6.64 13.22 - 0.66 0.60 2,975.43
Off-site Total 0.11 0.45 252 - 0.05 0.03 443.34 |
On-Road Diesel, Asphalt 0.04 0.32 0.20 - 0.02 0.02 101.43
Worker Trips, Asphalt 0.07 0.13 2.32 - 0.03 0.01 341.91
Grand Total 1.12 7.09 15.74 - 0.71 0.63 3,418.77
On-site Emissions Totals (at Glen Mor 2 site only)
Clear/Grub/Demo 1.6 154 27.9 - 32.0 7.5 5,727.4
Parking Garage Overexcavation 1.8 17.9 29.8 - 7.8 25 6,984.0
Building Overexcavation 18 17.9 29.8 - 9.8 2.9 6,984.0
Parking Garage Construction 13 11.2 19.6 - 0.9 0.9 4,560.9
Miscellaneous Grading 0.7 6.3 12.0 - 9.9 2.4 2,247.3
Trenching 0.5 3.7 8.2 - 0.4 0.4 1,417.0
Building Construction 2.1 17.3 32.3 - 1.8 1.6 6,505.5
Concrete Phase 2.0 16.4 30.2 - 14 1.3 7,242.9
Paving Phase 1.0 6.6 13.2 - 0.7 0.6 2,975.4
Maximum On-site Emissions 8 70 130 - 46 14 27,701
Localized Significance Threshold” - 270 1,577 - 13 8 -
Exceed Threshold? No No No No Yes Yes No
On-site Emissions Totals (at disposal site only)
Clear/Grub/Demo - - - - 21.38 4.49 -
Localized Significance Threshold” - 601 3,158 - 186 45 -
Exceed Threshold? No No No No No No No
Regional Emissions Totals
Clear/Grub/Demo 3.7 31.1 40.1 0.0 54.5 13.0 9,930.3
Parking Garage Overexcavation 1.9 18.0 32.2 - 7.8 25 7,294.9
Building Overexcavation 1.9 18.0 32.2 - 9.8 2.9 7,294.9
Parking Garage Construction 2.3 15.3 40.2 0.0 14 1.2 7,729.1
Miscellaneous Grading 0.7 6.4 129 - 9.9 24 2,371.7
Trenching 0.5 3.8 9.4 - 0.4 0.4 1,572.5
Building Construction 3.1 21.4 52.8 0.0 2.2 1.9 9,673.8
Concrete Phase 3.0 20.5 50.7 0.0 1.8 1.6 10,411.1
Paving Phase 1.1 7.1 15.7 - 0.7 0.6 3,418.8
Maximum Regional Emissions 13.3 98.6 206.1 0.1 70.2 20.5 41,688.4
Regional Significance Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55 --
Exceed Threshold? No No No No No No No
Notes:

URBEMIS print-out sheets and fugitive PM calculation worksheet are included in Appendix A.

? Fugitive PMy, and PM, 5 emissions estimates take into account compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403 requirements for fugitive dust suppression, which require that no visible dust be
present beyond the site boundaries.

® The project site is located in SCAQMD SRA No. 23. These LSTs are based on the site location SRA, distance to nearest sensitive receptor location from the project site (25 meters),
and project area that could be under construction on any given day (five acres).




Glen Mor 2
On-site Construction PM10 Emissions

Clear/Grub/Demo Phase University of California Riverside

Prepared by ICF International

Summary of On-Site Fugitive PM,;, Emissions
3.8 Dirt pushing emissions
21.4 Dirt/materials handling emissions
5.6 Unpaved surface travel emissions
30.8 On-site Emissions Total

E = ([0.45 x ({[G]"“V{H" N x 1) x J
Where,
E = PM,, emissions from dirt pushing
G = Silt content of aggregate in percent
H = Moisture content of the surface material

J = Hours of dirt pushing

Estimating Emissions from Dirt Pushing or Bulldozing Operations ?

| = 2.2046; a conversion factor to convert kilograms per hour to pounds per hour

G= 7.5 | =
H= 12.0 J=
E= 3.77

2.2046
6.0

" SCAQMD 1993; CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Table A9-9-F

Estimating Emissions from Dirt Piling or Material Handling b

E = [0.00112 x ({{G/5]*}{[H/2]*“N] x [119]
Where,
E = PM,, emissions from dirt piling or materials handling
G = Mean wind speed in miles per hour
H = Moisture content of the surface material

CYD to pounds per day conversion:

30,000 cyd of excavation
66 working days, assuming 22 working days per month for 3 months
455 cyd/day
27 ft3 per cyd
12,272.73 {t3 of dirt handled
1,227,273 daily pounds of dirt handled, assuming excavated dirt is 100 Ibs per cubic foot

| = Pounds of dirt handled per day —>
J =2,000; a conversion factor to convert pounds to tons
G= 3.4 1= 1,227,273
H= 12% J= 2,000
E= 21.38

” SCAQMD 1993; CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Table A9-9-G

Estimating Emissions from Vehicle Travel on Unpaved Roads °

E=VXxF
Where,
E = Emissions for vehicles on unpaved roads
V = Vehicle miles traveled
F = Emissions factor for vehicle travel on unpaved roads.

Where,
G = Surface silt loading in percent
H = Mean vehicle speed in miles per hour
| = Mean number of wheels on vehicles
J = Mean vehicle weight in tons

2.1 x [G/12] x H/30] x {[/3]0.7} x {[I/4]0.5} x {[365 - K]/365} in pounds per miles traveled

K = Mean number of days per year with at least 0.01 inch of precipitation

On-site VMT calculation
21.00 acres
914,760 sqft (43560 ft2 per acre)
956 side length in feet (square root of total size)
20 passes per hour
6.5 hours
130 passes
124,336 feet
23.55 miles

G= 7.5 J= 15
H= 5.0 K= 34
1= 6
F= 0.75 Uncontroled emissions factor
(0.51) Rule 403 control efficency (68 percent)
0.24 Controlled emissions factor
23.55 On-site VMT
E= 5.65

° SCAQMD 1993; CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Table A9-9-D




Glen Mor 2
On-site Construction PM10 Emissions

Stockpiling Phase
(just at disposal site)

Summary of On-Site Fugitive PM;, Emissions
- Dirt pushing emissions
21.4 Dirt/materials handling emissions
- Unpaved surface travel emissions
21.4 On-site Emissions Total

E = ([0.45 x ({[GI"*Y{IHI" D] x 1) x I
Where,
E = PM,, emissions from dirt pushing
G = Silt content of aggregate in percent
H = Moisture content of the surface material

J = Hours of dirt pushing

Estimating Emissions from Dirt Pushing or Bulldozing Operations *

| = 2.2046; a conversion factor to convert kilograms per hour to pounds per hour

° SCAQMD 1993; CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Table A9-9-G

G= 75 I= 2.2046
H= 12.0 = -
E= R
* SCAQMD 1993; CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Table A9-9-F
Estimating Emissions from Dirt Piling or Material Handling b
CYD to pounds per day conversion:
E = [0.00112 x ({[G/5]**}{[H/2]**))] x [113] 30,000 cyd of stockpiling
Where, 66 working days, assuming 22 working days per month for 3 months
E = PM,, emissions from dirt piling or materials handling 455 cyd/day
G = Mean wind speed in miles per hour 27 ft3 per cyd
H = Moisture content of the surface material 12,272.73 f{t3 of dirt handled
| = Pounds of dirt handled per day 1,227,273 daily pounds of dirt handled, assuming excavated dirt is 100 Ibs per cubic foot
J = 2,000; a conversion factor to convert pounds to tons
G= 3.4 1= 1,227,273
H= 12% J= 2,000
E= 21.38

E=VxF
Where,
E = Emissions for vehicles on unpaved roads
V = Vehicle miles traveled
F = Emissions factor for vehicle travel on unpaved roads.

Where,
G = Surface silt loading in percent
H = Mean vehicle speed in miles per hour
| = Mean number of wheels on vehicles
J = Mean vehicle weight in tons

Estimating Emissions from Vehicle Travel on Unpaved Roads ©

2.1 x [G/12] x H/30] x {[J/3]0.7} x {[I/4]0.5} x {[365 - K]/365} in pounds per miles traveled

University of California Riverside
Prepared by ICF International

On-site VMT calculation
- acres
- sqft (43560 ft2 per acre)
- side length in feet (square root of total size)
20 passes per hour
6.5 hours
130 passes
- feet
0.00 miles

K = Mean number of days per year with at least 0.01 inch of precipitation

G= 7.5 J= 15

H= 5.0 K= 34
I = 6

F= 0.75 Uncontroled emissions factor

(0.51) Rule 403 control efficency (68 percent)
0.24 Controlled emissions factor

- On-site VMT

E= -

° SCAQMD 1993; CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Table A9-9-D




Glen Mor 2
On-site Construction PM10 Emissions

On-Site PM10 (Garage)

Overexcavation

University of California Riverside
Prepared by ICF International

Summary of On-Site Fugitive PM;, Emissions
3.8 Dirt pushing emissions
- Dirt/materials handling emissions
2.8 Unpaved surface travel emissions
6.5 On-site Emissions Total

Estimating Emissions from Dirt Pushing or Bulldozing Operations *

E = ([0.45 x ({IGI"*MAIHI* D] x ) x J
Where,
E = PM;o emissions from dirt pushing
G = Silt content of aggregate in percent
H = Moisture content of the surface material
| = 2.2046; a conversion factor to convert kilograms per hour to pounds per hour
J = Hours of dirt pushing

G= 7.5 I= 2.2046
H= 12.0 J= 6.0

E= 3.77
* SCAQMD 1993; CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Table A9-9-F

Estimating Emissions from Dirt Piling or Material Handling b

E = [0.00112 x ({[G/5]**W{[H/2]**}] x [I119]
Where,
E = PM, emissions from dirt piling or materials handling
G = Mean wind speed in miles per hour
H = Moisture content of the surface material
| = Pounds of dirt handled per day
J =2,000; a conversion factor to convert pounds to tons

G= 3.4 I = -
H= 12% J= 2,000

E= -
° SCAQMD 1993; CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Table A9-9-G

Estimating Emissions from Vehicle Travel on Unpaved Roads °©

E=VxF
Where,
E = Emissions for vehicles on unpaved roads
V = Vehicle miles traveled
F = Emissions factor for vehicle travel on unpaved roads.
2.1 x [G/12] x H/30] x {[J/3]0.7} x {[I/4]0.5} x {[365 - K]/365} in pounds per miles traveled
Where,
G = Surface silt loading in percent
H = Mean vehicle speed in miles per hour
| = Mean number of wheels on vehicles
J = Mean vehicle weight in tons
K = Mean number of days per year with at least 0.01 inch of precipitation

On-site VMT calculation
5.00 acres
217,800 sqft (43560 ft2 per acre)

467 side length in feet (square root of total size)
20 passes per hour
6.5 hours

130 passes

60,670 feet
11.49 miles

G= 75 J= 15
H= 5.0 K= 34
1= 6

F= 0.75 Uncontroled emissions factor

(0.51) Rule 403 control efficency (68 percent)
0.24 Controlled emissions factor

11.49 On-site VMT
E= 2.76

© SCAQMD 1993; CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Table A9-9-D




Glen Mor 2 On-Site PM10 (Misc. Gradi

ng)

On-site Construction PM10 Emissions

Summary of On-Site Fugitive PM;q Emissions

3.8 Dirt pushing emissions
Dirt/materials handling emissions
5.6 Unpaved surface travel emissions
9.4 On-site Emissions Total

Estimating Emissions from Dirt Pushing or Bulldozing Operations ?

E = ((0.45 x ({[G]"*J{IHI" D] x 1) x J
Where,
E = PMy, emissions from dirt pushing
G = Silt content of aggregate in percent
H = Moisture content of the surface material
| = 2.2046; a conversion factor to convert kilograms per hour to pounds per hour
J = Hours of dirt pushing

G=
H=

7.5
12.0

2.2046
6.0

J=

E = 3.77
* SCAQMD 1993; CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Table A9-9-F

Estimating Emissions from Dirt Piling or Material Handling °

E = [0.00112 x ({[G/5]**W{[H/2]**D] x [119]
Where,
E = PMy, emissions from dirt piling or materials handling
G = Mean wind speed in miles per hour
H = Moisture content of the surface material
| = Pounds of dirt handled per day
J = 2,000; a conversion factor to convert pounds to tons

G=
H=

34
12%

J= 2,000
E=

” SCAQMD 1993; CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Table A9-9-G

Estimating Emissions from Vehicle Travel on Unpaved Roads ®

E=VXxF
Where,
E = Emissions for vehicles on unpaved roads
V = Vehicle miles traveled
F = Emissions factor for vehicle travel on unpaved roads.
2.1 x [G/12] x H/30] x {[3/3]0.7} x {[1/4]0.5} x {[365 - K]/365} in pounds per miles trg
Where,
G = Surface silt loading in percent
H = Mean vehicle speed in miles per hour

On-site VMT calculation
21.00 acres
914,760 sqft (43560 ft2 per acre)
956 side length in feet (square root of total size)
20 passes per hour
6.5 hours
130 passes
124,336 feet
23.55 miles

| = Mean number of wheels on vehicles
J = Mean vehicle weight in tons
K = Mean number of days per year with at least 0.01 inch of precipitation

G= 7.5 J= 15
H= 5.0 K= 34
1= 6
F= 0.75 Uncontroled emissions factor
(0.51) Rule 403 control efficency (68 percent)
0.24 Controlled emissions factor
23.55 On-site VMT
E= 5.65

° SCAQMD 1993; CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Table A9-9-D

University of California Riverside
Prepared by ICF International




Glen Mor 2

On-Site PM10 (Buildings)

University of California Riverside

On-site Construction PM10 Emissions Overexcavation

Prepared by ICF International

Summary of On-Site Fugitive PM;q Emissions
3.8 Dirt pushing emissions

- Dirt/materials handling emissions
4.8 Unpaved surface travel emissions
8.5 On-site Emissions Total

Estimating Emissions from Dirt Pushing or Bulldozing Operations ?

E = ([0.45 x ({[GI"*VAIHI" D] x 1) x I
Where,
E = PM,, emissions from dirt pushing
G = Silt content of aggregate in percent
H = Moisture content of the surface material
| = 2.2046; a conversion factor to convert kilograms per hour to pounds per hour
J = Hours of dirt pushing

G= 7.5 1= 2.2046
H= 12.0 J= 6.0
E = 3.77
" SCAQMD 1993; CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Table A9-9-F
Estimating Emissions from Dirt Piling or Material Handling >
E =[0.00112 x ({[G/5]"3¥{[H/2]~“D] X [119]
Where,
E = PM,, emissions from dirt piling or materials handling
G = Mean wind speed in miles per hour
H = Moisture content of the surface material
| = Pounds of dirt handled per day
J =2,000; a conversion factor to convert pounds to tons
G= 34 | = -
H= 12% J= 2,000
E= -

P SCAQMD 1993; CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Table A9-9-G

Estimating Emissions from Vehicle Travel on Unpaved Roads °

E=VxF
Where,
E = Emissions for vehicles on unpaved roads
V = Vehicle miles traveled
F = Emissions factor for vehicle travel on unpaved roads.
2.1 x [G/12] x H/30] x {[3/3]0.7} x {[1/4]0.5} x {[365 - K]/365} in pounds per miles tral
Where,
G = Surface silt loading in percent
H = Mean vehicle speed in miles per hour
| = Mean number of wheels on vehicles
J = Mean vehicle weight in tons
K = Mean number of days per year with at least 0.01 inch of precipitation

On-site VMT calculation

15.00 acres
653,400 sqft (43560 ft2 per acre)
808 side length in feet (square root of total size)
20 passes per hour
6.5 hours
130 passes
105,083 feet
19.90 miles

= 75 J= 15
= 5.0 K= 34
1= 6
F= 0.75 Uncontroled emissions factor
(0.51) Rule 403 control efficency (68 percent)
0.24 Controlled emissions factor
19.90 On-site VMT
E= 4.77

© SCAQMD 1993; CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Table A9-9-D




Glen Mor 2

Electricity Usage

Stationary Sources - Criteria Pollutants

Electricity Emission Factors (Ibs/MWh) o
Usage Rate * Total Electricity Usage co ROC NOx PM10 SOx
Land Use 1,000 Saft (kWh\sq.ft\yr) (KWh\year) MWh\Day' 0.2 0.01 115 0.04 0.12
Existing Emissions from Electricity Consumption (Ibs/day)
Office 0.0 12.95 0 0.000 0.000 0.000
Retail 0.0 13.55 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Hotel/Motel 0.0 9.95 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Restaurant 0.0 47.45 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Food Store 0.0 53.30 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Warehouse 0.0 4.35 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
College/University 0.0 11.55 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
High School 0.0 10.50 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Elementary School 0.0 5.90 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Hospital 0.0 21.70 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Miscellaneous 0.0 10.50 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Residential (DU) 0.0 5,627 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Total Existing 0 0.000 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Project
Office 0.0 12.95 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Retail 0.0 13.55 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Hotel/Motel 0.0 9.95 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Restaurant 4.6 47.45 218,270 0.598 0.120 0.006 0.688 0.024 0.072
Food Store 0.0 53.3 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Warehouse 0.0 4.35 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
College/University 11.7 11.55 134,731 0.369 0.074 0.004 0.424 0.015 0.044
High School 0.0 10.5 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Elementary School 0.0 5.9 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Hospital 0.0 217 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Miscellaneous 0.0 10.5 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Residential (DU) 232.0 5,627 1,305,348 3.576 0.715 0.036 4113 0.143 0.429
Total Project 1,658,349 4.543 0.91 0.05 5.23 0.18 0.55
Net Emissions From Electricity Usage 0.91 0.05 5.23 0.18 0.55
Natural Gas Usage
Natural Gas Emission Factors (Ibs/MCuft) d
Usage Rate © Total Natural Gas Usage co ROC NOx PM10 SOx
Land Use 1,000 Saft (cu.ft\sg.ft\mo (cu.ft\mo) (cu.ft\DAY) 20 53 120/80 © 02 0
Existing Emissions from Natural Gas Consumption (Ibs/day)
Office 0.0 2.0 0 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -
Retail 0.0 29 0 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -
Hotel/Motel 0.0 4.8 0 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -
Restaurant 0.0 4.8 0 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -
Food Store 0.0 2.9 0 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -
Warehouse 0.0 2.0 0 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -
College/University 0.0 4.8 0 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -
High School 0.0 29 0 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -
Elementary School 0.0 2.0 0 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -
Hospital 0.0 4.8 0 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -
Miscellaneous 0.0 2.9 0 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -
Residential (Single Family DU) 0.0 6,665 0 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Residential (Multi-Family DU) 0.0 4,012 0 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -
Total Existing 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -
Project
Office 0.0 2.0 0 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -
Retail 0.0 2.9 0 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -
Hotel/Motel 0.0 4.8 0 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -
Restaurant 4.6 4.8 0 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -
Food Store 0.0 29 0 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -
Warehouse 0.0 2.0 0 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -
College/University 11.7 4.8 55,992 1,866 0.037 0.010 0.224 0.000 -
High School 0.0 2.9 0 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -
Elementary School 0.0 2.0 0 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -
Hospital 0.0 4.8 0 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -
Miscellaneous 0.0 2.9 [ 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -
Residential (Single Family DU) 232.0 6,665 1,546,280 51,543 1.031 0.273 4.123 0.010
Residential (Multi-Family DU) 0.0 4,012 0 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -
Total Project 1,602,272 53,409 1.07 0.28 4.35 0.01 -
Net Emissions From Natural Gas Usage 1.07 0.28 4.35 0.01 -
Summary of Stationary Emissions
co ROC NOx PM10 SOx
Total Existing Emissions (Ibs/day) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total Project Emissions (Ibs/day) 1.98 0.33 9.57 0.19 0.55
Total Net Emissions (Ibs/day) 1.98 0.33 9.57 0.19 0.55

 Electricity Usage Rates from Table A9-11-ACEQA Air Quality Handbook SCAQMD, 1993.
Handbook SCAQMD, 1993.

© Natural Gas Usage Rates from Table A9-12-ACEQA Air Quality Handbook SCAQMD, 1993.
Handbook SCAQMD, 1993.

® Emission Factors from Table A9-11-B,CEQA Air Quali

¢ Emission Factors from Table A9-12-B,CEQA Air Quali

© The emission factors for NOx in Ibs per million cuft of natural gas are 120 for r
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uses and 80 for residential uses.

Regional Operations Emissions.xIs

Stationary



Mobile

Natural Gas

Electricity

Water Consumption Related
Total Project

Year 2020
Business
as Usual

4,708
1,064
1,612

75

UCR Glen Mor 2 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

AB32 Scoping
Plan
Reductions

(1,402)
(96)
(532)
(25)

Non-mitigated
Year 2020
Emissions

3,307
968
1,080
51

(Metric Tons Per Year)

Project Design
and Mitigation
Reductions

(97)
(108)
(10)

Mitigated
Year 2020
Emissions

3,307
872
972

40

7,460

(2,054)

5,405

(215)

5,191

Mitigated 2020 GHG Emissions Percent Below Business as Usual
AB 32 Percentage Below Business as Usual Target Percentage
Meet/Exceed AB 32 GHG Reduction Target?

Summary of AB32 Scoping Plan Reductions
Mobile-source: Pavley Emissions Standards
Mobile-source: Low Carbon Fuel Standard
Mobile-source: Vehicle Efficiency Measures
Natural Gas: Transmission and Distribution Emissions Reductions

Natural Gas: Extraction Emissions Reductions

Electricity/Water Pumping: Renewables Portfolio Standard

Summary of Project Design and Mitigation Reductions
Natural Gas: Conservative estimate of LEED efficiency and mitigation measures
Electricity: Conservative estimate of LEED efficiency and mitigation measures
Water: Conservative estimate of LEED efficiency measures

AB 32 Reduction Target Calculation
Year 2020 California CO,e Emissions Inventory BAU Forecast (MMT)

Year 1990 California CO,e Emissions Inventory (MMT)

AB 32 Reduction Target (MMT)

Required Percent Reduction from Year 2020 Business as Usual (BAU) Emissions

12/30/2010 1:37 PM

Regional Operations Emissions.xlIs

30.4%
28.5%
Yes

19.8%
7.2%
2.8%
7.4%
1.6%

33.0%

10.0%
10.0%
20.0%

596.40

426.60
169.8

28.5%

GHG Regional



Glen Mor 2 Stationary Sources - GHGs

Electricity Usage

Electricity Emission Factors (Ibs/MWh) "
Usage Rate * Total Electricity Usage CO, CH, N,O COoe
Land Use 1,000 Saft kWh\sg_.ftiyr: KWhl\year MWh\day' 724.12 0.0302 0.0081 21/310°
Existing Emissions from Electricity (Ibs/day)
Office 0.0 12.95 - - - - - -
Retail 0.0 13.55 - - - - - -
Hotel/Motel 0.0 9.95 - - - - - -
Restaurant 0.0 47.45 - - - - - -
Food Store 0.0 53.30 - - - - - -
Warehouse 0.0 4.35 - - - - - -
College/University 0.0 11.55 - - - - - -
High School 0.0 10.50 - - - - - -
Elementary School 0.0 5.90 - - - - - -
Hospital 0.0 21.70 - - - - - -
Miscellaneous 0.0 10.50 - - - - - -
Residential (DU) 0.0 5,627 - - - - - -
Total Existing - - - - - -
Project
Office 0.0 12.95 - - - - - -
Retail 0.0 13.55 - - - - - -
Hotel/Motel 0.0 9.95 - - - - - -
Restaurant 4.6 47.45 218,270.00 0.60 433.02 0.02 0.01 434.95
Food Store 0.0 53.3 - - - - - -
Warehouse 0.0 4.35 - - - - - -
College/University 117 11.55 134,730.75 0.37 267.29 0.01 0.00 268.45
High School 0.0 10.5 - - - - - -
Elementary School 0.0 5.9 - - - - - -
Hospital 0.0 217 - - - - - -
Miscellaneous 0.0 10.5 - - - - - -
Residential (DU) 2320 5,627 1,305,348.00 3.58 2,589.67 0.11 0.03 2,600.93
Total Project 1,658,348.75 4.54 3,289.98 0.14 0.04 3,304.33
Net Emissions From Electricity Usage 3,289.98 0.14 0.04 3,304.33
Natural Gas Usage
Natural Gas Emission Factors (kg/MMBtu) ®
Usage Rate * Total Natural Gas Usage co, CH, N,0 coe
Land Use 1,000 Saft cu.ft\sq.ftimo; cu.ftimo: Btu/day)' 53.06 0.005 0.0001 21/310°
Existing Emissions from Natural Gas (Ibs/day)
Office 0.0 2.0 - - - - - -
Retail 0.0 29 - - - - - -
Hotel/Motel 0.0 4.8 - - - - - -
Restaurant 0.0 4.8 - - - - - -
Food Store 0.0 29 - - - - - -
Warehouse 0.0 2.0 - - - - - -
College/University 0.0 4.8 - - - - - -
High School 0.0 29 - - - - - -
Elementary School 0.0 20 - - - - - -
Hospital 0.0 4.8 - - - - - -
Miscellaneous 0.0 29 - - - - - -
Residential (Single Family DU) 0.0 6,665 - - - - - -
Residential (Multi-Family DU) 0.0 4,012 - - - - - -
Total Existing - - - - - -
Project
Office 0.0 2.0 - - - - - -
Retalil 0.0 2.9 - - - - - -
Hotel/Motel 0.0 4.8 - - - - - -
Restaurant 4.6 4.8 - - - - - -
Food Store 0.0 2.9 - - - - - -
Warehouse 0.0 2.0 - - - - - -
College/University 117 4.8 55,992.00 1,914,926.40 224.00 0.02 0.00 224.58
High School 0.0 29 - - - - - -
Elementary School 0.0 20 - - - - - -
Hospital 0.0 48 - - - - - -
Miscellaneous 0.0 29 - - - - - -
Residential (Single Family DU) 2320 6,665 1,546,280.00 52,882,776.00 6,186.08 0.58 0.01 6,201.93
Residential (Multi-Family DU) 0.0 4,012 - - - - - -
Total Project 1,602,272.00 54,797,702.40 6,410.08 0.60 0.01 6,426.51
Net Emissions From Natural Gas Usage 6,410.08 0.60 0.01 6,426.51
Summary of Stationary Emissions
CO, CHy N,O COe

Total Existing Emissions (Ibs/day) - - - -
Total Project Emissions (Ibs/day) 9,700.06 0.74 0.05 9,730.84
Total Net Emissions (Ibs/day) 9,700.06 0.74 0.05 9,730.84

* Electricity Usage Rates from Table A9-11-A, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, SCAQMD, 1993,

® Emission Factors from Table C.2, General Reporting Protocol v3.1, California Climate Action Registry, Jan 2009

¢ Global Warming Potential is 1 for CO2, 21 for CH , and 310 for N,O, General Reporting Protocol v3.1, California Climate Action Registry, Jan 2009.
¢ Natural Gas Usage Rates from Table A9-12-A, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, SCAQMD, 1993,

¢ Emission Factors from Table C.7 and Table C.8, General Reporting Protocol v3.1, California Climate Action Registry, Jan 2009.

' 1 Cubic Foot of natural gas = 1,026 Btu. Energy Available http:/www.eia.do \_basics.html
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Existing

Vehicle Type

Light Auto

Light Truck < 3750 Ibs

Light Truck 3751-5750 Ibs

Med Truck 5751-8500 Ibs
Lite-Heavy Truck 8501-10,000 lbs
Lite-Heavy Truck 10,001-14,000 lbs
Med-Heavy Truck 14,001-33,000 Ibs
Heavy-Heavy Truck 33,001-60,000 Ibs
Other Bus

Urban Bus

Motorcycle

School Bus

Motor Home

Proposed
Vehicle Type

Light Auto

Light Truck < 3750 Ibs

Light Truck 3751-5750 lbs

Med Truck 5751-8500 lbs
Lite-Heavy Truck 8501-10,000 lbs
Lite-Heavy Truck 10,001-14,000 lbs
Med-Heavy Truck 14,001-33,000 Ibs
Heavy-Heavy Truck 33,001-60,000 Ibs
Other Bus

Urban Bus

Motorcycle

School Bus

Motor Home

Percent Type VMT 0

VMT 28694.17

Percent Type
60.5
17
18.3
0.3
0.1
0
0
0

0 note: fleet matches URBEMIS and LRDP EIR fleet mix
0.2
1.8
0.1
1.7



Glen Mor 2 Mobile Sources

Mobile Sources

Percent Type VMT by Type Emission Factors * CH, N,O CO.e

Vehicle Type 0 0 CH, N,O 21/310°
Existing Emissions from Mobile Sources (Ibs/day)
Light Auto 0.0 - 0.04 0.04 - - -
Light Truck < 3750 Ibs 0.0 - 0.05 0.06 - - -
Light Truck 3751-5750 Ibs 0.0 - 0.05 0.06 - - -
Med Truck 5751-8500 Ibs 0.0 - 0.12 0.20 - - -
Lite-Heavy Truck 8501-10,000 Ibs 0.0 - 0.12 0.20 - - -
Lite-Heavy Truck 10,001-14,000 lbs 0.0 - 0.12 0.20 - - -
Med-Heavy Truck 14,001-33,000 Ibs 0.0 - 0.06 0.05 - - -
Heavy-Heavy Truck 33,001-60,000 Ibs 0.0 - 0.06 0.05 - - -
Other Bus 0.0 - 0.06 0.05 - - -
Urban Bus 0.0 - 0.06 0.05 - - -
Motorcycle 0.0 - 0.09 0.01 - - -
School Bus 0.0 - 0.06 0.05 - - -
Motor Home 0.0 - 0.05 0.06 - - -

Total Existing 0.94 1.08 - - -

Percent Type VMT by Type Emission Factors * CH, N,O COLe

Vehicle Type 100 28694.17 CH, N,O 21/310°
Project
Light Auto 60.5 17,359.97 0.04 0.04 1.53 1.53 506.72
Light Truck < 3750 Ibs 17.0 4,878.01 0.05 0.06 0.54 0.65 211.32
Light Truck 3751-5750 Ibs 18.3 5,251.03 0.05 0.06 0.58 0.69 227.48
Med Truck 5751-8500 Ibs 0.3 86.08 0.12 0.20 0.02 0.04 12.24
Lite-Heavy Truck 8501-10,000 Ibs 0.1 28.69 0.12 0.20 0.01 0.01 4.08
Lite-Heavy Truck 10,001-14,000 Ibs 0.0 - 0.12 0.20 - - -
Med-Heavy Truck 14,001-33,000 Ibs 0.0 - 0.06 0.05 - - -
Heavy-Heavy Truck 33,001-60,000 Ibs 0.0 - 0.06 0.05 - - -
Other Bus 0.0 - 0.06 0.05 - - -
Urban Bus 0.2 57.39 0.06 0.05 0.01 0.01 2.12
Motorcycle 1.8 516.50 0.09 0.01 0.10 0.01 5.68
School Bus 0.1 28.69 0.06 0.05 0.00 0.00 1.06
Motor Home 1.7 487.80 0.05 0.06 0.05 0.06 21.13

Total Project 0.94 1.08 2.85 3.01 991.84

Net Emissions From Mobile Sources 2.85 3.01 991.84

@ Emission factors from Table C.4, General Reporting Protocol, California Climate Action Registry, March 2007.
° Global Warming Potential is 1 for CO2, 21 for CH, and 310 for N,O, General Reporting Protocol v3.1, California Climate Action Registry, Jan 2009.
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GHGs associated with Water Use

_using CAMX emission factors

SWP Energy Intensity: SWP west branch 9,232 kWh/MG (includes losses)
MWD Energy Intensity: MWD west branch 1,013 kWh/MG (includes losses)
Southern California Average N/A 9,727 kWh/MG (includes losses)

Imported from SWP 0 0.00 0.00 0 0

Imported from MWD 0 0.00 0.00 0 0
OR

Southern California Average 64| 201,443 2.76 0.74 65,148 65

For all other Sources:

Emission Factor: CO2 0.323405|kg/kWh CAMX (eGRID)
Emission Factor: CH4 0.000014(kg/kWh CAMX (eGRID)
Emission Factor: N20 0.000004 (kg/kWh CAMX (eGRID)

Energy Intensity: 1,272 kWh/MG (includes losses)

64 26,343 0.36 0.10 8,519 9

Energy Intensity: 111 kWh/MG (includes losses)

6 230 0.00 0.00 74 0

Energy Intensity: 1,911 kWh/MG (includes losses)

6 3,958 0.05 0.01 1,280 1

Water Use Calculation

Category Energy Use (kWh) CO2e (metric tons/year) 70 gallons/day/student
Water Supply and Conveyance 201,443 65 810 students

Water Treatment 230 0 56700 gallons/day

Water Distribution 26,343 9 0.0567 MG/day
Wastewater Treatment 3,958 1 20.709675 MG/yr

Total 231,973 75.4 63.5556589 AF/yr




Total estimated GHG emissions from construction

Input Emissions

Off Road Emissions On road Emissions |
Year of Construction CO2 (metric  CH4 (metric  N20O (metric | CO2 (metric Other (metric CO2e (metric
tons/yr) tons/yr) tons/yr) tons/yr) tons/yr) tons/yr)
2011 1,138.5 0.1 0.0 514.5 27.1 1,690.6
2012 2,284.9 0.1 0.1 1,091.4 57.4 3,454.6
2013 564.0 0.0 0.0 230.5 12.1 811.8
Total Construction Emissions 3,987.4 0.2 0.1 1,836.5 96.7 5,957.0
Sources: URBEMIS 2007; CCAR 2009. 30-yr amortize = 198.6
Diesel Fuel CO2 CH4 N20
kg CO2/gal diesel 10.15 0.00058 0.00026
g/gal diesel construction equip 0.58 0.26
ratio 1| 5.71429E-05| 2.56158E-05
Source: CH4 and N20 from Construction, CCAR General Reporting Protocol, V3.1
tons/metric ton Percent other| GAS CH4 N20
0.90718474 5.00%|GWP 21 310




Title > Riverside County Avg Annual CYr 2015 Default Title

Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

Run Date : 2010/12/07 16:57:21

Scen Year: 2015 -- All model years in the range 1971 to 2015 selected
Season : Annual

Area : Riverside
AE A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A XA A AXAAAAATAAAXAXAAAXAAXAAATAAAXAXAAAXAAXAAATXAXAAAXAAXAIAATXAIAAAXAAXAXAAXAXAAXAXAKAAXX

Rk

Year: 2015 -- Model Years 1971 to 2015 Inclusive -- Annual
Emfac2007 Emission Factors: V2.3 Nov 1 2006

County Average Riverside County Average

Table 1: Running Exhaust Emissions (grams/mile)

Pollutant Name: Carbon Monoxide Temperature: 60F Relative Humidity: 50%
Speed
MPH LDA LDT MDT HDT UBUS MCY ALL
3 2.599 4.308 6.695 14.452 26.271 27.934 4.354
4 2.527 4.175 6.531 14.452 26.271 27.934 4.256
5 2.458 4.050 6.378 14.452 26.271 27.934 4.164
6 2.393 3.931 6.055 13.360 23.978 26.884 3.993
7 2.331 3.819 5.760 12.354 21.936 25.920 3.833
8 2.272 3.713 5.491 11.430 20.115 25.034 3.685
9 2.216 3.612 5.244 10.579 18.488 24.220 3.547
10 2.163 3.517 5.017 9.798 17.032 23.472 3.418
11 2.112 3.426 4.809 9.080 15.727 22.786 3.298
12 2.063 3.340 4.616 8.423 14.555 22.156 3.186
13 2.016 3.258 4.439 7.822 13.503 21.580 3.081
14 1.971 3.180 4.275 7.274 12.555  21.053 2.983
15 1.928 3.105 4.122 6.777 11.701 20.572 2.892
16 1.887 3.034 3.981 6.327 10.930 20.134 2.806
17 1.848 2.966 3.850 5.922 10.234 19.738 2.726
18 1.810 2.901 3.728 5.561 9.604 19.381 2.652
19 1.773 2.839 3.614 5.232 9.034 19.060 2.581
20 1.738 2.779 3.508 5.015 8.517 18.775 2.519
21 1.704 2.722 3.409 4.814 8.049 18.523 2.460
22 1.672 2.668 3.316 4.627 7.623 18.305 2.405
23 1.640 2.615 3.230 4.452 7.237 18.118 2.352
24 1.610 2.565 3.148 4.290 6.886 17.962 2.302
25 1.581 2.517 3.072 4.139 6.567 17.836 2.254
26 1.553 2.470 3.001 3.998 6.278 17.741 2.209
27 1.525 2.426 2.934 3.867 6.015 17.675 2.166
28 1.499 2.383 2.871 3.745 5.776 17.638 2.125
29 1.474 2.342 2.812 3.632 5.560 17.631 2.087
30 1.450 2.302 2.757 3.527 5.364 17.655 2.050
31 1.426 2.265 2.705 3.429 5.186 17.708 2.015
32 1.403 2.228 2.657 3.338 5.027 17.793 1.982
33 1.381 2.193 2.611 3.255 4.883 17.910 1.951
34 1.360 2.160 2.569 3.178 4.754  18.060 1.921
35 1.340 2.128 2.529 3.107 4.639 18.245 1.893
36 1.320 2.097 2.492 3.042 4.538 18.465 1.867
37 1.301 2.068 2.457 2.984 4.448 18.723 1.842
38 1.283 2.039 2.426 2.930 4.371 19.020 1.819
39 1.265 2.012 2.396 2.883 4.305 19.359 1.798
40 1.249 1.987 2.369 2.840 4.249  19.743 1.778



CALINE4 Output Sheets NO PROJECT-2015

CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL
JUNE 1989 VERSION
PAGE 1

JOB: ABERDEEN DR AND LINDEN ST AM NP

RUN: Hour 1 (WORST CASE ANGLE)
POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide

I. SITE VARIABLES

U= .5 M/S Z0= 100. CM ALT= 0. (M)
BRG= WORST CASE VD= .0 CM/S

CLAS= 7 (6) VS= .0 CM/S

MIXH= 1000. M AMB= .0 PPM

SIGTH= 5. DEGREES TEMP= 15.6 DEGREE (C)

11. LINK VARIABLES

LINK * LINK COORDINATES (M) * EF H W
DESCRIPTION * X1 YL X2 Y2 * TYPE VPH (G/MI) (M) (W)
* *
A. NF * 2 -450 2 -150 * AG 291 2.1 .0 10.5
B. NA * 2 -150 2 0 * AG 34 3.7 0 9.9
C. ND * 2 0 2 150 * AG 0 2.4 0 9.9
D. NE * 2 150 2 450 * AG 0 2.1 .0 10.5
E. SF * -2 450 -2 150 * AG 0 2.1 .0 10.5
F. SA * -2 150 -2 0 * AG 0 3.7 0 9.9
G. SD * 2 0 -2 -150 * AG 422 2.5 0 9.9
H. SE * -2 -150 -2 -450 * AG 422 2.1 .0 10.5
1. WF * 450 2 150 2* AG 100 2.1 .0 10.5
J. WA * 150 2 0 2 * AG 45 2.9 0 9.9
K. WD * 0 2 -150 2 * AG 302 2.2 0 9.9
L. WE *  _150 2 -450 2 * AG 302 2.1 .0 10.5
M. EF * _450 -2 -150 -2 * AG 418 2.1 .0 10.5
N. EA * 150 @ -2 0 -2* AG 418 3.0 0 9.9
0. ED * 0 -2 150 -2 * AG 85 2.2 0 9.9
P. EE * 150 -2 450 -2 * AG 85 2.1 .0 10.5
Q. NL * 0 0 2 -150 * AG 257 3.7 0 9.9
R. SL * 0 0 -2 150 * AG 0 3.7 .0 9.9
S. WL * 0 0 150 2 * AG 55 2.9 0 9.9
T. EL * 0 0 -150 -2 * AG 0 2.9 0 9.9
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CALINE4 Output Sheets NO PROJECT-2015

CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL
JUNE 1989 VERSION
PAGE 2

JOB: ABERDEEN DR AND LINDEN ST AM NP

RUN: Hour 1 (WORST CASE ANGLE)
POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide

I11. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS

* COORDINATES (M)
RECEPTOR * X Y z
*
1. NE3 * 8 8 1.8
2. SE3 * 8 -8 1.8
3. SW3 * -8 -8 1.8
4. NW3 * -8 8 1.8

IV. MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE )

* * PRED * CONC/LINK
* BRG * CONC * (PPM)
RECEPTOR * (DEG) * (PPM) * A B C D E F G H
* * *
1. NE3 * 184.* 4* 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
2. SE3 * 274.* 5* 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
3. SW3 * 175.* 5* 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .3 .0
4. NW3 * 176.* 6* 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .2 .0
* CONC/LINK
* (PPM)
RECEFTOR * 1 J K L M N O P Q R S T
*
1. NE3 = o0 .0 0 0 0 .0 .0 .0 .1 .0 .0 .0
2. SE3 = o0 .0 0O 0 0 3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
3. SW3 = o0 0 O 0 0 0 .0 .0 .1 .0 .0 .0
4. NW3 = 0 0 0 0 0 .0 .0 .0 .1 .0 .0 .0
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CALINE4 Output Sheets NO PROJECT-2015

CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL
JUNE 1989 VERSION
PAGE 1

JOB: ABERDEEN DR AND LINDENST PM NP

RUN: Hour 1 (WORST CASE ANGLE)
POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide

I. SITE VARIABLES

U= .5 M/S Z0= 100. CM ALT= 0. (M)
BRG= WORST CASE VD= .0 CM/S

CLAS= 7 (6) VS= .0 CM/S

MIXH= 1000. M AMB= .0 PPM

SIGTH= 5. DEGREES TEMP= 15.6 DEGREE (C)

11. LINK VARIABLES

LINK * LINK COORDINATES (M) * EF H W
DESCRIPTION * X1 YL X2 Y2 * TYPE VPH (G/MI) (M) (W)
* *
A. NF * 2 -450 2 -150 * AG 544 2.1 .0 10.5
B. NA * 2 -150 2 0 * AG 22 3.3 0 9.9
C. ND * 2 0 2 150 * AG 0 2.3 0 9.9
D. NE * 2 150 2 450 * AG 0 2.1 .0 10.5
E. SF * -2 450 -2 150 * AG 0 2.1 .0 10.5
F. SA * -2 150 -2 0 * AG 0 3.3 0 9.9
G. SD * 2 0 -2 -150 * AG 408 2.3 0 9.9
H. SE * -2 -150 -2 -450 * AG 408 2.1 .0 10.5
1. WF * 450 2 150 2 * AG 81 2.1 .0 10.5
J. WA * 150 2 0 2 * AG 61 3.3 0 9.9
K. WD * 0 2 -150 2* AG 583 2.5 0 9.9
L. WE *  _150 2 -450 2* AG 583 2.1 .0 10.5
M. EF * 450 -2 -150 -2 * AG 441 2.1 .0 10.5
N. EA * 150 @ -2 0 -2* AG 441 3.4 0 9.9
0. ED * 0 -2 150 -2 * AG 75 2.3 0 9.9
P. EE * 150 -2 450 -2 * AG 75 2.1 .0 10.5
Q. NL * 0 0 2 -150 * AG 522 3.6 0 9.9
R. SL * 0 0 -2 150 * AG 0 3.3 .0 9.9
S. WL * 0 0 150 2 * AG 20 3.3 0 9.9
T. EL * 0 0 -150 -2 * AG 0 3.3 0 9.9
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CALINE4 Output Sheets NO PROJECT-2015

CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL
JUNE 1989 VERSION
PAGE 2

JOB: ABERDEEN DR AND LINDENST PM NP

RUN: Hour 1 (WORST CASE ANGLE)
POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide

I11. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS

* COORDINATES (M)
RECEPTOR * X Y z
*
1. NE3 * 8 8 1.8
2. SE3 * 8 -8 1.8
3. SW3 * -8 -8 1.8
4. NW3 * -8 8 1.8

IV. MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE )

* * PRED * CONC/LINK
* BRG * CONC * (PPM)
RECEPTOR * (DEG) * (PPM) * A B C D E F G H
* * *
1. NE3 * 26.* 5* 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
2. SE3 * 274.* .7* 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
3. SW3 * 175.* 6* .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .2 .0
4. NW3 * 175.* .7* o0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .2 .0
* CONC/LINK
* (PPM)
RECEFTOR * 1 J K L M N O P Q R S T
*
1. NE3 = o0 .0 3 0 0 .1 L0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
2. SE3 = o0 .0 .1 0 0 .3 .0 .0 .1 .0 .0 .0
3. SW3 = o0 0 0O 0 0 0 .0 .0 .2 .0 .0 .0
4. NW3 = o0 0 .1 0 0 .0 .0 .0 .3 .0 .0 .0
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CALINE4 Output Sheets NO PROJECT-2015

CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL
JUNE 1989 VERSION
PAGE 1

JOB: ABERDEEN DR AND CAMPUS DR AM NP

RUN: Hour 1 (WORST CASE ANGLE)
POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide

I. SITE VARIABLES

U= .5 M/S Z0= 100. CM ALT= 0. (M)
BRG= WORST CASE VD= .0 CM/S

CLAS= 7 (6) VS= .0 CM/S

MIXH= 1000. M AMB= .0 PPM

SIGTH= 5. DEGREES TEMP= 15.6 DEGREE (C)

11. LINK VARIABLES

LINK * LINK COORDINATES (M) * EF H W
DESCRIPTION * X1 YL X2 Y2 * TYPE VPH (G/MI) (M) (W)
* *
A. NF * 2 -450 2 -150 * AG 0 2.1 .0 10.5
B. NA * 2 -150 2 0 * AG 0 3.0 0 9.9
C. ND * 2 0 2 150 * AG 231 2.2 0 9.9
D. NE * 2 150 2 450 * AG 231 2.1 .0 10.5
E. SF * -2 450 -2 150 * AG 434 2.1 .0 10.5
F. SA * -2 150 -2 0 * AG 64 3.0 0 9.9
G. SD * 2 0 -2 -150 * AG 0 2.2 0 9.9
H. SE * -2 -150 -2 -450 * AG 0 2.1 .0 10.5
1. WF * 450 2 150 2* AG 234 2.1 .0 10.5
J. WA * 150 2 0 2* AG 234 3.6 0 9.9
K. WD * 0 2 -150 2 * AG 84 2.4 0 9.9
L. WE *  _150 2 -450 2 * AG 84 2.1 .0 10.5
M. EF * _450 -2 -150 -2 * AG 39 2.1 .0 10.5
N. EA * 150 @ -2 0 -2* AG 22 3.6 0 9.9
0. ED * 0O -2 150 -2* AG 392 2.5 0 9.9
P. EE * 150 -2 450 -2 * AG 392 2.1 .0 10.5
Q. NL * 0 0 2 -150 * AG 0 3.0 0 9.9
R. SL * 0 0 -2 150 * AG 370 3.1 .0 9.9
S. WL * 0 0 150 2 * AG 0 3.6 0 9.9
T. EL * 0 0 -150 -2 * AG 17 3.6 0 9.9
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CALINE4 Output Sheets NO PROJECT-2015

CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL
JUNE 1989 VERSION
PAGE 2

JOB: ABERDEEN DR AND CAMPUS DR AM NP

RUN: Hour 1 (WORST CASE ANGLE)
POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide

I11. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS

* COORDINATES (M)
RECEPTOR * X Y z
*
1. NE3 * 8 8 1.8
2. SE3 * 8 -8 1.8
3. SW3 * -8 -8 1.8
4. NW3 * -8 8 1.8

IV. MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE )

* * PRED * CONC/LINK
* BRG * CONC * (PPM)
RECEPTOR * (DEG) * (PPM) * A B C D E F G H
* * *
1. NE3 * 35.* 4* 0 .0 .1 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
2. SE3 * 35.* 5* 0 .0 .1 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
3. SW3 * 4.* 4* 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
4. NW3 * 94> 5* 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
* CONC/LINK
* (PPM)
RECEFTOR * 1 J K L M N O P Q R S T
*
1. NE3 = 0 .0 0 0 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .2 .0 .0
2. SE3 = o0 .0 0 0 0 0 .0 .0 .0 .2 .0 .0
3. SW3 = o0 0 0O 0 0 0 .0 .0 .0 .2 .0 .0
4. NW3 = 0 .2 O 0 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
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CALINE4 Output Sheets NO PROJECT-2015

CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL
JUNE 1989 VERSION
PAGE 1

JOB: ABERDEEN DR AND CAMPUS DR PM NP

RUN: Hour 1 (WORST CASE ANGLE)
POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide

I. SITE VARIABLES

U= .5 M/S Z0= 100. CM ALT= 0. (M)
BRG= WORST CASE VD= .0 CM/S

CLAS= 7 (6) VS= .0 CM/S

MIXH= 1000. M AMB= .0 PPM

SIGTH= 5. DEGREES TEMP= 15.6 DEGREE (C)

11. LINK VARIABLES

LINK * LINK COORDINATES (M) * EF H W
DESCRIPTION * X1 YL X2 Y2 * TYPE VPH (G/MI) (M) (W)
* *
A. NF * 2 -450 2 -150 * AG 0 2.1 .0 10.5
B. NA * 2 -150 2 0 * AG 0 3.6 0 9.9
C. ND * 2 0 2 150 * AG 555 3.1 0 9.9
D. NE * 2 150 2 450 * AG 555 2.1 .0 10.5
E. SF * -2 450 -2 150 * AG 391 2.1 .0 10.5
F. SA * -2 150 -2 0 * AG 68 3.6 0 9.9
G. SD * 2 0 -2 -150 * AG 0 2.4 0 9.9
H. SE * -2 -150 -2 -450 * AG 0 2.1 .0 10.5
1. WF * 450 2 150 2* AG 521 2.1 .0 10.5
J. WA * 150 2 0 2* AG 521 3.2 0 9.9
K. WD * 0 2 -150 2 * AG 98 2.2 0 9.9
L. WE *  _150 2 -450 2 * AG 98 2.1 .0 10.5
M. EF * 450 -2 -150 -2 * AG 104 2.1 .0 10.5
N. EA * 150 @ -2 0 -2* AG 40 3.0 0 9.9
0. ED * 0 -2 150 -2* AG 363 2.2 0 9.9
P. EE * 150 -2 450 -2 * AG 363 2.1 .0 10.5
Q. NL * 0 0 2 -150 * AG 0 3.6 0 9.9
R. SL * 0 0 -2 150 * AG 323 3.7 .0 9.9
S. WL * 0 0 150 2 * AG 0 3.0 0 9.9
T. EL * 0 0 -150 -2 * AG 64 3.0 0 9.9
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CALINE4 Output Sheets NO PROJECT-2015

CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL
JUNE 1989 VERSION
PAGE 2

JOB: ABERDEEN DR AND CAMPUS DR PM NP

RUN: Hour 1 (WORST CASE ANGLE)
POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide

I11. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS

* COORDINATES (M)
RECEPTOR * X Y z
*
1. NE3 * 8 8 1.8
2. SE3 * 8 -8 1.8
3. SW3 * -8 -8 1.8
4. NW3 * -8 8 1.8

IV. MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE )

* * PRED * CONC/LINK
* BRG * CONC * (PPM)
RECEPTOR * (DEG) * (PPM) * A B C D E F G H
* * *
1. NE3 * 35.* .7* 0 .0 .4 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
2. SE3 * 3%.* .8* 0 .0 .4 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
3. SW3 * 5.* 5* 0 .0 .2 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
4. NW3 * 94.* 7* o0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
* CONC/LINK
* (PPM)
RECEFTOR * 1 J K L M N O P Q R S T
*
1. NE3 = 0 .0 0 0 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .2 .0 .0
2. SE3 = o0 .0 0 0 0 0 .0 .0 .0 .2 .0 .0
3. SW3 = 0 0 0O 0 0 0 .0 .0 .0 .2 .0 .0
4. NW3 * 0 3 0 0 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
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CALINE4 Output Sheets NO PROJECT-2015

CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL
JUNE 1989 VERSION
PAGE 1

JOB: CAMPUS DR AND BIG SPRINGS RD AM NP

RUN: Hour 1 (WORST CASE ANGLE)
POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide

I. SITE VARIABLES

U= .5 M/S Z0= 100. CM ALT= 0. (M)
BRG= WORST CASE VD= .0 CM/S

CLAS= 7 (6) VS= .0 CM/S

MIXH= 1000. M AMB= .0 PPM

SIGTH= 5. DEGREES TEMP= 15.6 DEGREE (C)

11. LINK VARIABLES

LINK * LINK COORDINATES (M) * EF H W
DESCRIPTION * X1 YL X2 Y2 * TYPE VPH (G/MI) (M) (W)
* *
A. NF * 2 -450 2 -150 * AG 204 2.1 .0 10.5
B. NA * 2 -150 2 0* AG 204 2.7 0 9.9
C. ND * 2 0 2 150 * AG 236 2.2 0 9.9
D. NE * 2 150 2 450 * AG 236 2.1 .0 10.5
E. SF * -2 450 -2 150 * AG 285 2.1 .0 10.5
F. SA * -2 150 -2 0* AG 193 2.7 0 9.9
G. SD * 2 0 -2 -150* AG 289 2.2 0 9.9
H. SE * -2 -150 -2 -450 * AG 289 2.1 .0 10.5
1. WF * 450 2 150 2* AG 185 2.1 .0 10.5
J. WA * 150 2 0 2 * AG 89 3.8 0 9.9
K. WD * 0 2 -150 2 * AG 0 2.5 0 9.9
L. WE *  _150 2 -450 2 * AG 0 2.1 .0 10.5
M. EF * _450 -2 -150 -2 * AG 0 2.1 .0 10.5
N. EA * 150 @ -2 0 -2* AG 0 3.8 0 9.9
0. ED * 0 -2 150 -2* AG 149 2.5 0 9.9
P. EE * 150 -2 450 -2 * AG 149 2.1 .0 10.5
Q. NL * 0 0 2 -150 * AG 0 2.7 0 9.9
R. SL * 0 0 -2 150 * AG 92 2.7 .0 9.9
S. WL * 0 0 150 2 * AG 9% 3.8 0 9.9
T. EL * 0 0 -150 -2 * AG 0 3.8 0 9.9
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CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL
JUNE 1989 VERSION
PAGE 2

JOB: CAMPUS DR AND BIG SPRINGS RD AM NP

RUN: Hour 1 (WORST CASE ANGLE)
POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide

I11. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS

* COORDINATES (M)
RECEPTOR * X Y z
*
1. NE3 * 8 8 1.8
2. SE3 * 8 -8 1.8
3. SW3 * -8 -8 1.8
4. NW3 * -8 8 1.8

IV. MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE )

* * PRED * CONC/LINK
* BRG * CONC * (PPM)
RECEPTOR * (DEG) * (PPM) * A B C D E F G H
* * *
1. NE3 * 184.* 3* 0 .1 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
2. SE3 * 36.* .4* 0 .0 .1 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
3. SW3 *~ 8.* .3* 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
4. NW3 * 94.* 3* o0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
* CONC/LINK
* (PPM)
RECEFTOR * 1 J K L M N O P Q R S T
*
1. NE3 = o0 .0 0 0 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
2. SE3 = o0 .0 0 0 0 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
3. SW3 = o0 0 0O 0 0 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
4. NW3 = 0 0 O 0 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
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CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL
JUNE 1989 VERSION
PAGE 1

JOB: CAMPUS DR AND BIG SPRINGS RD PM NP

RUN: Hour 1 (WORST CASE ANGLE)
POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide

I. SITE VARIABLES

U= .5 M/S Z0= 100. CM ALT= 0. (M)
BRG= WORST CASE VD= .0 CM/S

CLAS= 7 (6) VS= .0 CM/S

MIXH= 1000. M AMB= .0 PPM

SIGTH= 5. DEGREES TEMP= 15.6 DEGREE (C)

11. LINK VARIABLES

LINK * LINK COORDINATES (M) * EF H W
DESCRIPTION * X1 YL X2 Y2 * TYPE VPH (G/MI) (M) (W)
* *
A. NF * 2 -450 2 -150 * AG 476 2.1 .0 10.5
B. NA * 2 -150 2 0* AG 476 2.9 0 9.9
C. ND * 2 0 2 150 * AG 488 2.2 0 9.9
D. NE * 2 150 2 450 * AG 488 2.1 .0 10.5
E. SF * -2 450 -2 150 * AG 365 2.1 .0 10.5
F. SA * -2 150 -2 0* AG 247 2.7 0 9.9
G. SD * 2 0 -2 -150* AG 357 2.2 0 9.9
H. SE * -2 -150 -2 -450 * AG 357 2.1 .0 10.5
1. WF * 450 2 150 2* AG 281 2.1 .0 10.5
J. WA * 150 2 0 2* AG 171 4.0 0 9.9
K. WD * 0 2 -150 2 * AG 0 2.5 0 9.9
L. WE *  _150 2 -450 2 * AG 0 2.1 .0 10.5
M. EF * _450 -2 -150 -2 * AG 0 2.1 .0 10.5
N. EA * 150 @ -2 0 -2* AG 0 4.0 0 9.9
0. ED * 0 -2 150 -2 * AG 277 2.9 0 9.9
P. EE * 150 -2 450 -2 * AG 277 2.1 .0 10.5
Q. NL * 0 0 2 -150 * AG 0 2.7 0 9.9
R. SL * 0 0 -2 150 * AG 118 2.7 .0 9.9
S. WL * 0 0 150 2* AG 110 4.0 0 9.9
T. EL * 0 0 -150 -2 * AG 0 4.0 0 9.9
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CALINE4 Output Sheets NO PROJECT-2015

CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL
JUNE 1989 VERSION
PAGE 2

JOB: CAMPUS DR AND BIG SPRINGS RD PM NP

RUN: Hour 1 (WORST CASE ANGLE)
POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide

I11. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS

* COORDINATES (M)
RECEPTOR * X Y z
*
1. NE3 * 8 8 1.8
2. SE3 * 8 -8 1.8
3. SW3 * -8 -8 1.8
4. NW3 * -8 8 1.8

IV. MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE )

* * PRED * CONC/LINK
* BRG * CONC * (PPM)
RECEPTOR * (DEG) * (PPM) * A B C D E F G H
* * *
1. NE3 * 184.* 6* .0 .3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
2. SE3 * 3%6.* .6* .0 .0 .2 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
3. SW3 *~ 8. * 5* 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
4. NW3 * 94> 5* 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
* CONC/LINK
* (PPM)
RECEFTOR * 1 J K L M N O P Q R S T
*
1. NE3 = o0 .0 0 0 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
2. SE3 = o0 .0 0 0 0 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
3. SW3 = 0 0 0O 0 0 0 .2 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
4. NW3 = 0 .2 O 0 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
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CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL
JUNE 1989 VERSION
PAGE 1

JOB: AWATKINS DR AND BIG SPRINGS RD AM NP

RUN: Hour 1 (WORST CASE ANGLE)
POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide

I. SITE VARIABLES

U= .5 M/S Z0= 100. CM ALT= 0. (M)
BRG= WORST CASE VD= .0 CM/S

CLAS= 7 (6) VS= .0 CM/S

MIXH= 1000. M AMB= .0 PPM

SIGTH= 5. DEGREES TEMP= 15.6 DEGREE (C)

11. LINK VARIABLES

LINK * LINK COORDINATES (M) * EF H W
DESCRIPTION * X1 YL X2 Y2 * TYPE VPH (G/MI) (M) (W)
* *
A. NF * 2 -450 2 -150 * AG 852 2.1 .0 10.5
B. NA * 2 -150 2 0* AG 647 3.0 0 9.9
C. ND * 2 0 2 150 * AG 767 2.3 0 9.9
D. NE * 2 150 2 450 * AG 767 2.1 .0 10.5
E. SF * -2 450 -2 150 *