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Response to Comment No. 11-44

The Software User's Guide: URBEMIS2007 for Windows presented above is outside the scope
of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this Final RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of
the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR,
and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR due to “significant new information.” The
commentor offers no “significant new information” with respect to cumulative impacts within the
meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.

However, this document is referenced in the DEIR. (See DEIR Volume |, Sections 4.2.5.1,
47.3.1,4.75.2,4.75.3)
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Response to Comment No. 11-45

Appendix A from the Software User's Guide: URBEMIS2007 for Windows presented above is
outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this Final RPEIR for a
discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to comments outside
the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR due to “significant
new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information” with respect to
cumulative impacts within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section
15088.5.

However, this document is referenced in the DEIR. (See DEIR Volume |, Sections 4.2.5.1,
47.3.1,4.75.2,4.75.3)
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Response to Comment No. 11-46

The listing of “USA Urbanized Areas Over 500,000: 2000 Rankings” presented above is outside
the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this Final RPEIR for a discussion of the
scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to comments outside the scope of the
RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR due to “significant new information.”
The commentor offers no “significant new information” with respect to cumulative impacts within
the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision makers.
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Comment No. 11-47
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Response to Comment No. 11-47

This comment is a duplicate of Comment No. 11-46; refer to Response to Comment No. 11-46,
above.
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Page 2

emissions would decline by a whopping 29% (id) from a BAU scenario, apparently solely from
what the RDEIR cryptically refers to as “project design features™—a reduction absolutely
necessary to support a “less-than significant™ conclusion with respect to GHG emissions.

(RDEIR at p. 2-93.)
As applied to mobile source emissions, project design will:

“(1). .. provide physical linkages between land uses that promote walking and bicycling
and provide alternatives to automobile use; (2) ... link together parks and other activity
nodes on the site via a 23.5-acre ‘Grand Paseo™; (3) ... reduce its footprint and allow for
transportation and open space corridors: (4). . . [have] commercial areas [that are]
centrally located and walkable; and(5) [have] a circulation system . . . designed to
encourage residents to make multiple stops per trip.” (RDEIR at p. 2-85.)

These vague “project design features™ are all well and good, but how do these features
realistically translate into travel behavior changes so fundamental that they collectively account
for GHG emissions reductions that are roughly double the emissions reductions attributable to
aggressive vehicle and fuel technology mandates? (See Table 2.1-40, at p. 2-99 [attributing
approximately 14% of reductions to AB 1493 out of a total of 43%].) The RDEIR itself “leaves
the reader in the dark™ as to how these massive reductions from travel behavior are achieved.

(See Court Order at p. 20.)

The study contained in the RDEIR technical appendix purports to describe the analvtical
methodology, but close scrutiny actually raises more questions than answers. The RDEIR’s
“Revised Climate Change Technical Report” by ENVIRON states that mobile source GHG
emissions were calculated using URBEMIS, an urban emissions model designed to estimate air
emissions from land use development projects. According to the technical report, total daily
vehicle trips from the Project with its “design features™ would total 49,964, while an
“unmitigated™ hypothetical development without those design features would generate 70,377
trips, a whopping 41% increase. (ENVIRON Report at Table 5-7, p. 127.) In other words, the
Project would be so innovative and so significantly depart from the typical ex-urban auto-
dependent development that walking, bicycling, transit and trip chaining would replace almost
one out of every three trips that would otherwise be taken by a car—over 20,000 trips per day.

To put this startling claim into perspective, the Inland Empire is currently one of the most
auto-dependent places on the planet. The Lincoln Land Institute estimated U.S. GHG emissions
from the transportation sector (Brown et al. 2008) and ranked the Riverside-San Bernardino-

in 2004, which took effect in 2009 with the release of a waiver from the US Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) granting California the right to implement the bill. CARB anticipates that the Pavley
standards will reduce GHG emissions from new California passenger vehicles by about 22% in 2012 and
about 30% in 2016, all while improving fuel efficiency and reducing motorists’ costs.
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Ontario metropolitan area near the bottom—number 92 out of the 100 U.S. metro areas in terms
of the highest GHG emissions per capita from transportation (1.89 metric tons per person in the
Inland Empire versus 1.30 for the 100-metro average). This is largely because the region as a
whole “lacks a well developed transit infrastructure and an existing mixed-use land use pattern to
build on. Land use and transit system changes occur over many decades.”” (Emphasis added.)
An already severe regional jobs-housing imbalance exacerbates this trend.

According to the San Bernardino Association of Governments® 2011 Non-Motorized
Vehicle Transportation Plan, currently only about one out every 300 trips to work in the County
is taken on a bicycle (0.038%). Over the next 20 years, or by 2030 (build-out year for the
Project), SANBAG hopes to increase this share to 0.53%, or about one in every 200 work trips.
Similarly, about one of every seventy-five work trips is a walking one (1.53"/<':).3 According to
the SCAG 2012 Regional Transportation Plan PEIR, total transit mode share for all trips for the
County is currently at 0.58%. or a little more than one of every 200 trips. (See SCAG 2012 RTP
PEIR, Table 3.2-16 at p 3.12-11.) These statistics are in sharp contrast to the claims of the
RDEIR that about one of every three of total trips generated by the residential portions of the
Project will use alternative transportation modes or trip-chaining.

Similarly, GHG emissions reductions from land use and transportation for the entire
SCAG region under 8B 375 is 16% by 2035. (See SCAG 201 RTP Performance Measures
Appendix at p. 13.) If the RDEIR’s conclusions are to be believed. the Project’s 29% reduction
from project design features would likely vastly out-perform most new development in the
region—including urban infill in dense Los Angeles County—despite the project’s location in
one of the most auto-dependent sub-regions in the SCAG region.

How is what can only be called a miraculous transformation in travel behavior—when
viewed in light of the sobering regional statistics cited above—by the eventual occupants of the
Project to be achieved? The ENVIRON Technical Report does not specifically say. It only says
that the increased density of the Project and other “project design features™ are responsible. It
also says that an unspecified “portion™ of Project residents would take transit. How this
translates into a massive 29% reduction in mobile source GHG emissions is not stated.

The Technical Report does assert that housing density scales with trip rates according to
an equation it provides. (See ENVIRON Report at p. 124.) The Report also accurately states
that the equation comes from Appendix D of the URBEMIS User’s Guide. What the ENVIRON
Report does not disclose, however, is that the URBEMIS User’s Guide explicitly states that this
equation was derived from Los Angeles and is consistent with empirically derived curves for San
Francisco and Chicago. (See Appendix D of the URBEMIS User’s Guide, at pp. D-14 and D-

* Willson, Draft Travel Characteristics of Residents of Multi-Family Housing in the Inland Empire,

(Leonard Transportation Center California State Universily San Bemardino, August 2010) at p. 3.
? See 2011 SANBAG Non-Motorized Transportation Plan, submitted concurrently
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Neither the ENVIRON Report nor the RDEIR attempt to calculate the impact of these other
factors, even though it is clear from the discussion above that on virtually all them the area
around Rialto would fare very poorly. Nor is there any effort to quantify any of these factors
(other than density) for the BAU scenario against which the Project is compared. Without
knowing how much transit and cycling and walking infrastructure was assumed for the BAU
scenario, it is impossible to make an informed comparison.

We do know, however, that on jobs/housing balance, both the region and the Project get a
failing grade. Neither the City nor Real Parties disputed the following discussion of this issue in
Petitioners” Opening Brief:

“The Project would worsen the severe jobs/housing imbalance in the Inland Empire
region. While 1.5 jobs per housing unit is considered to be a “standard™ balance (T:11
P:909.), the City of Rialto had only 0.78 jobs per household in 1997, unincorporated San
Bernardino County had a dismal ratio of 0.46. (T:11 P:917.) The EIR states that the
Project’s projected operational jobs-housing ratio is estimated to be 0.40 (3,398
jobs/8,407 units) jobs per dwelling unit (T:11 P:929). but the actual contribution to the
imbalance could be much worse. While the Specific Plan contemplates 101 sq ft of
retail/commercial space per dwelling unit (849420 sq. fi/8,407 d/u), the actual
development agreement would permit full build-out of the residential portion of the
project after the completion of only 250.000 sq fi of retail commercial--resulting in only
29 sq fi per d/u. (T:8 P:121.) Using the EIR’s assumption of one new primary job for
every 250 square feet of commercial use (T:9 P:371), the Project could permissibly result
in a jobs/housing ratio of about 0.12. The long commutes from this extreme imbalance
would further contribute to adverse environmental impacts and congestion burdens on

regional highways.” (Opening Brief, at p. 4.)

On level of transit service, the ENVIRON report states merely that there are 34 Daily
Weekday Buses and 19 Daily Rail or Rapid Transit Buses. (ENVIRON Report at p. 126.)
There i1s no mention of head times, hours of service, or other key indicia of transit service. There
1s no reference to the funding these transit lines and they are not part of the Project; CEQA
accordingly precludes assuming these benefits. (See Save Our Peninsula Committee v. Monterey
County Board of Supervisors (2001) 87 Cal. App.4th 99; Endangered Habitats League, Inc. v.
County of Orange (2005) 131 Cal. App.4th 777 [fee program must support traffic mitigation to be

valid].) And current transit service levels in the Project area are almost nonexistent.

While the ENVIRON report also mentions that most streets will have sidewalks and there
will be some bike lanes. However, this is also true of many newer, auto dependent communities.
There is no showing or explanation how the presence of these amenities will cut the number of
auto trips otherwise taken by nearly one third. For example, these same amenities exist in most
parts of the auto-dependent city of Irvine, California.
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Most fundamentally, there is no discussion of how or whether the values and
relationships in the sample equation lifted from the URBEMIS Users Guide accurately reflects
the land use and transportation characteristics of the surrounding area, which is one of
entrenched auto-dependency. Nor is there any discussion of how a relationship between travel
behavior and density that was derived from urban, dense, and jobs and retail-rich Los Angeles is
valid for Inland Empire jobs-starved residential sprawl. In summary, the GHG analysis takes a
density number without properly factoring in the surrounding land use and transportation
context, and disregards the other crucial factors.

Because the mobile source component is by far the largest source of GHG emissions, this
lack of transparency and misapplication of the URBEMIS model is fatal to the revised GHG
emissions analysis. Just as the trial court originally found in reviewing the adequacy of the GHG
emissions reduction demonstration, “the discussion leaves the reader in the dark as to how the
32.6% reduction was arrived. [citations.| Substantial evidence is not demonstrated to support
[the] conclusion™ that GHG emissions are reduced to an insignificant level. (Judgment at p. 20.)

The Project Inappropriately Takes Credit for Underlying Regulatory Changes in
Assessing GHG Emissions Reductions.

In calculating the purported GHG emissions reductions attributable to the Project, the
RDEIR and supporting technical reports make clear that already enacted laws mandating
decreased GHG emissions from light duty autos are included for purposes of assessing Project
emissions, but are omitted for purposes of the future BAU land use scenario. The ENVIROM
Report states that the BAU seenario uses “EMFAC2007 values for the year 2030, which are
based upon past vehicle emission trends and do not incorporate future regulatory actions.”

(ENVIRON Report at p. 123, emphasis added; See also table 5-10, at p. 130; RDEIR at p. 2-92.)

The most prominent regulatory action, AB 1493, or the Pavley law, has already been
enacted and 1s currently being implemented statewide. As a result, autos used by drivers in the
hypothetical BAU community against which the Project is compared would also be subject to its
mandates. There i1s consequently no reason why the Project alone should be credited with the
GHG emissions benefits of AB 1493. Doing so misleads the reader into thinking that the Project
is more beneficial than it really is when determining the significance of impacts.

To comply with CEQA, the GHG emissions impacts should be recalculated and
reanalyzed after attributing the benefits of AB 1493 to both the Project and the hypothetical
BAU land use scenario.

The RDEIR Uses an Improper Threshold of Significance to Assess GHG Impacts.

The threshold of significance for evaluating the Project’s GHG emissions is articulated
as follows:
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“Impede the State’s ability to achieve the reduction to 1990 levels in GHG emissions
required by California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32). An impediment
to the achievement of the GHG reduction goals of AB 32 would occur if Project-wide
emissions are not reduced to achieve a 28.5 percent reduction of GHG emissions over
2020 forecasted BAU conditions.” (RDEIR at p. 2-30.)

The implementation period for the Project spans a 20-year period commencing in 2014, meaning
that the Project will not be built out and occupied until approximately 2034, about 14 vears affer
the year 2020 emissions reduction goal of AB 32. This means that standards the Legislature
deemed appropriate for the year 2020 are being arbitrarily applied to activities that will
commence as late as 2034. This is absurd on its face.

Indeed, the State of California has recognized that AB 32 is only a first step in regulating
GHG emissions, and that further reductions are needed urgently. For example, the Governor’s
Executive Order S-3-05 provides

“That the following greenhouse gas emission reduction targets are hereby established for
California: by 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels; by 2020, reduce GHG
emissions to 1990 levels; by 2050, reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990
levels™

For this reason, using a 2020-based standard for a project that will largely be built and come into
operation well after that yvear could actually be counter-productive. The City therefore abused its
discretion in setting this threshold for the Project.

Although other thresholds may also be appropriate, EHL suggests interpolating the 2050
standard of reductions equaling 80% below 1990 levels contained in Governor
Schwarzenegger’s Executive Order. Interpolating for the year 2034 would result in a goal of
about 37% below 1990 levels by the year 2034.

The GIHG emissions analysis must be re-done after a threshold method that is defensible
for projects implemented in 2034 is developed.

Traffic Assumptions Used for the Traffic and GHG Analyses Are Internally
Inconsistent.

In a footnote, the RDEIR acknowledges that for purposes of estimating traffic impacts,
Crain and Associates estimates 47,545 added daily vehicle trips for the Project, while the GHG
emissions analysis assumes 49,946 added weekday vehicle trips. (RDEIR at p. 2-95,n. 143.)
Both cannot be right, and the RDEIR makes no effort to reconcile the two figures.
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This discrepancy casts further doubt on the reliability of the methods used to assess both the
traffic and GHG emission impacts.

The RDEIR’s Traffic Analysis Fails to Employ a Consistent Baseline Premised on
Existing Conditions in Violation of Sunnyvale.

A core CEQA requirement is that a Project’s impacts must be measured against existing
conditions, generally defined in the issuance of the Notice of Preparation of the EIR. In
Sunnyvale West Neighborhood Assn. v. City of Sunnyvale City Council (2010) 190 Cal. App. 4t
1351, the court invalidated an EIR for using hypothetical future traffic conditions as the baseline
against which to measure the traffic impacts of a project. The trial court invalidated the EIR here
for the same reason.

In revising the EIR to remedy the Sunnyvale problem, the City has again committed the
legal error of failing to use existing conditions as the baseline against which to measure Project
impacts on traffic. Instead of using existing 2011 conditions as required by Sunnyvale, the
RDEIR uses 2011 only for the transportation infrastructure component of the existing
environmental setting. For the levels of existing traffic against which the trips from the Project
would be added, the City reaches nearly 5 years back in time to the year 2007. There is no
explanation or justification provided for this internal discrepancy.

Although Sunnyvale invalidated the improper reliance on hypothetical future conditions,
the same risk of misleading the public exists when historical conditions are used in lieu of
existing conditions 1o assess a project. Intervening growth and impacts may not be accounted
for. Moreover, if any date in the past could be used, then the analysis could be subject to
manipulation to achieve a desired outcome. That is particularly true here, where the supply of
transportation infrastructure has been maximized by updating the baseline to 2011, but where the
traffic demand for that infrastructure may be potentially understated by holding the demand
constant at 2007 rates. The RDEIR must be revised to employ a consistent baseline year.
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Final Remarks
Thank you for your consideration of these comments. As always, EHL seeks to
engage in a productive dialogue to find mutually acceptable solutions for all stakeholders.

Should you wish to discuss the Project or any of the matters raised in EHL’s or SLCW’s
letters, please contact the undersigned.

Respectfully submitted,

Dan Silver, MD

Executive Director

cc: Save Lytle Creek Wash

May 2012
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ABSTRACT

The information and recommendations in this paper are designed to spur debates on how to better balance
jobs with housing in the region. It is also intended to assist subregions and individual jurisdictions in the
Southern California Association of Governments® (SCAG) region in their respective planning efforts to
address the issue of jobs/housing balance. Of particular interest is the opportunity to seek planning funds
under new appropriations from the California Department of Housing and Community Development
(HCD). Assembly Bill 2864 (Torlakson} establishes the Jobs-Housing Balance Improvement Program
that provides state funding ($110 million) to local governments for projects that will mitigate the
imbalance of jobs and housing in communities throughout the state.

The paper’s major findings include:

* A geographic balance between housing and jobs in a region confers many benefits, including reduced
driving and congestion, fewer air emissions, lower costs to businesses and commuters, lower public
expenditures on facilities and services, greater family stability, and higher quality of life.

* Jobs-rich areas are located primarily along the coast, in Los Angeles and Orange Counties.

* Housing-rich areas are located primarily in the Inland Empire and North Los Angeles County, which
house many commuters working in jobs-rich areas.

= Jobs/housing ratios are forecast to increase in the western portion of the Inland Empire by 2025, but
much of the Inland Empire and all of North Los Angeles County are forecast to remain housing rich.

* Based on current densities, Los Angeles and Orange Counties do not have enough raw, developable
land to satisfy their forecast housing needs in 2025,

¢ There is an excess amount of vacant land in Los Angeles County that is zoned for commercial and
industrial purposes relative to forecast housing needs in 2025.

* High-tech “New Economy” jobs and venture capital investments that have a strong tendency to
cluster at culturally- and amenity-rich urban locations are powering the job growth in coastal areas.

= California taxation laws and fiscal policies act as disincentives to housing production by creating a
bias among many financially strapped cities and counties toward sales tax-generating land uses. In
addition, the State returns very little property tax revenues back to the cities.

The major recommendations include:

* Promote infill housing in Los Angeles County and Orange County. This would help house the
forecast population, give employees the opportunity to live closer to work, and potentially reduce
inter-county commutes.

* Promote wealth-generating, high paying, “New Economy™ jobs in the Inland Empire. This would
enable Inland Empire residents to find comparable work to the western regions and would shorten
commutes of Inland Empire residents.

Proposed housing strategies include:

* Infill housing development

* Transit-oriented development and Location Efficient Mortgage
* Brownfields redevelopment into housing

* State and local finance reform

*  Zoning revisions

Proposed jobs-creation strategies include:

* Investments in public education

*  Development of high technology business parks and incubation centers
*  Fiber optic cable investments

+  Airport investment and promotion

The New Economy and Jobs/Housing Balance in Southern California 7
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The continuing economic recovery of the SCAG Region has brought problems and challenges
along with its economic benefits. Jobs are now plentiful, but housing is scarce and housing
prices and rents have soared. Highway congestion has increased substantially and commute
times have lengthened. Meeting strict air quality standards in the face of increased driving and
congestion has become even more challenging. These problems largely result from a lack of new
housing construction, especially near major job centers, and the inability of many workers to
purchase the housing being produced.

Problems associated with inadequate and unaffordable housing in job-rich areas have become so
pronounced throughout the state that they have galvanized the State Legislature to try to solve
them. Assembly Bill 2864 (Torlakson) establishes the Jobs-Housing Balance Improvement
Program that provides state funding to local governments for projects that will mitigate the
imbalance of jobs and housing in local communities. This bill provides $110 million for projects
and programs in housing-rich communities that will attract new businesses and jobs, and projects
in jobs-rich communities that will increase the supply of housing. A primary objective of this
paper is to guide and assist local governments in the SCAG Region in applying for funds
offered through AB 2864 by describing the relationship of employment to household
growth in the region.

An analysis of the current jobs/housing ratios in the SCAG region finds that jobs-rich areas are
located primarily in Los Angeles and Orange Counties. Housing-rich areas are located on the
periphery, primarily in the Inland Empire and northern Los Angeles County. Jobs/housing ratios
are forecast to increase over the next 25 years in the western portion of the Inland Empire. Still,
much of the Inland Empire and all of northern Los Angeles County are forecast to remain
housing-rich in 2025.

Housing-rich areas, particularly in the Inland Empire, have seen substantial job growth over the
last decade. This job growth is forecast to continue, which will result in increasing jobs/housing
ratios for areas in the western portion of the Inland Empire. In fact, the Regional Statistical Area
(RSA) around Ontario Airport is forecast to become very jobs-rich by the year 2025.
Nevertheless, much of the job growth of the Inland Empire has been in relatively low-paying
blue-collar sectors of the economy, and the gap in per capita income between it and the rest of
the region has been increasing. The average wage of the job base of some areas in the Inland
Empire 1s imsufficient to purchase the average local house, and many local workers are forced to
commute in from outlying areas where housing is less expensive.

The job growth of North Los Angeles County, another housing-rich area, has not been as robust
as that of the Inland Empire. The new jobs created though have in general been higher paying,
with the migration of white-collar professional jobs to Santa Clarita Valley and with the
consolidation of the aerospace industry in the Antelope Valley. North Los Angeles County 1s
forecast to remain housing rich in 2025. In fact, the Santa Clarita RSA is forecast to change
from a balanced status to being housing-rich in 2025.

An analysis of land development needs for accommodating forecast housing shows that there is
an insufficient amount of raw, developable land in Orange and Los Angeles counties to

The New Economy and Jobs/Housing Balance in Southern California 8
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accommodate their forecast housing needs at current densities. Development strategies involving
infill of currently vacant and underutilized lots, and developing at higher densities are necessary
for these counties to meet their forecast housing needs and achieve the benefits of jobs/housing
balance.

An analysis of the development capacity of 1993/1994 general plans and zoning shows that most
counties have excess vacant land zoned for commercial and industrial uses, relative to existing
land use ratios. From a jobs/housing standpoint, this could be justified in housing rich areas.
However, this is contrary to achieving jobs/housing balance in jobs-rich counties like Los
Angeles County where low-and moderate-income workers are having an increasingly difficult

time finding affordable housing.

Historically, the geographic imbalance between jobs and housing in the SCAG Region has been
a problem that has been largely self-correcting. Jobs have moved from their original centers to
housing-rich suburbs to take advantage of lower land and labor costs and provide shorter
commute trips for their employees. The end result is the multi-centered urban fabric that
characterizes the region today. This phenomenon also explains why average home-to-work
commute times in the region have remained relatively constant over the last several decades.

However, there are several emerging trends that threaten to exacerbate problems associated with
jobs/housing imbalance. The high-tech and knowledge-based New Economy has been extremely
important to the economic resurgence of the region. New Economy firms, particularly those
dealing with Internet content, tend to be collaborative in nature and tend to concentrate in urban
core locations. They are relatively insensitive to traditional land and labor cost factors and locate
in areas with a wide variety of cultural amenities so that they can compete for the young, highly
educated information workers that are keys to their success. When housing is limited around
high-tech nodes, these affluent knowledge workers displace low and moderate-income groups in
a process of gentrification. [t is very difficult to disperse New Economy companies to housing-
rich areas because of their tendency to coalesce and their high priority placed on locating in
culturally rich urban environments. In the SCAG Region, high-tech clusters are located
predominantly in coastal locations.

The other trend that runs counter o achieving jobs/housing balance is the “fiscalization of land
use.” State tax law has created competition among cities for sales tax-generating commercial
uses of land. Because of limitations on property tax revenues, cities place lower priority on
accommodating residential development, and higher priority on sales tax generating uses. This
has greatly contributed to a trend of housing production lagging job growth and population
increases. In combination with community apprehension over multifamily housing, a shortage of
vacant land for housing in urban areas, and construction defect litigation problems, the
fiscalization of land use makes it very difficult to implement strategies for promoting infill
housing that is affordable to low and moderate-income workers. Many service and blue-collar
workers, along with moderate-income white-collar workers employed in and around high-tech
nodes, are consequently forced to commute long distances from areas where they can find
affordable homes.

The New Economy and Jobs/Housing Balance in Southern California 9
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To help alleviate problems associated with jobs/housing imbalance, policy makers can look to
both conventional and New Economy mechanisms to spur housing development in job-rich
areas, and well-paying job creation in housing-rich areas. To encourage housing production, this
paper presents the following strategies for policy makers:

* Alleviate roadblocks in building infill housing and in converting brownfield sites to housing

* Encourage transit-oriented development

¢ Reevaluate zoning policies and rewrite zoning ordinances to make more land available for
housing construction

¢ Institute appropriate state and local finance reform that will help increase incentives for
housing production by returning property taxes to local governments and reducing
competition among jurisdictions for sales tax generating land uses.

New Fconomy jobs in the high-tech fields pay high salaries. To encourage the development and
growth of these companies in housing-rich areas, this paper offers the following strategies to
policy makers

« Target education and research toward new economy jobs through research parks

¢ Institute community—based job training programs to train and retrain workers for new
economy jobs

¢ Promote and cultivate venture capital investment

* Sponsor business incubation programs

¢ Invest in telecommunications, specifically fiber optic investments

¢ Promote airport construction and development

High technology companies demand educated employees. This may require colleges and
universities to redirect their training efforts, and primary and secondary schooling to better
prepare their students before they get to college. High technology companies also need access to
venture capital investments and a place to grow. University-affiliated research parks and other
incubation centers offer places to develop new high-tech businesses. Public investments in fiber
optic cable can make areas more attractive to New Economy firms. High technology firms
require reliable air travel, both commercial and air cargo, to move their employees and their
products quickly throughout the world. Developing and expanding airports in outlying areas can
help spread New Economy companies across the region.

Old economy jobs are expanding into the Inland Empire. Whether or not people living there will
work in these jobs or continue to commute to jobs closer to the coast remains to be seen. New
Economy jobs are beginning to move inland, but this change will take time to have a substantial
impact. Meanwhile, the housing crisis is worsening.

There needs to be a two-pronged approach to addressing regional jobs/housing imbalance.
Affordable housing is in desperate demand in northern Orange County and southern Los Angeles
County. High paying jobs are needed particularly in the Inland Empire and other outlying areas
where higher incomes are needed for workers to purchase the housing that is being constructed.
Using a variety of conventional and innovative new strategies, policy makers can begin to
address problems associated with regional jobs/housing imbalance.

The New Economy and Jobs/Housing Balance in Southern California 10
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The data used in the analyses in this report are from SCAG’s Draft 2001 Regional Transportation
Plan (RTP). These numbers are displayed in Table 1. Two of these analyses use Regional
Statistical Areas (RSAs) as the unit of measurement for the analysis. Table 2 lists the RSAs
located within each subregion. The federal government devised the RSAs for the 1960 census to
reflect economic development areas. Counties influenced their configuration as the RSAs were
based on countywide planning areas. The boundaries were drawn coterminous with census tract
boundaries without splitting them. The RSAs are used in report summary preparation and have
become a common statistical reporting configuration. The boundaries have remained the same
because there has been a strong desire to have continuity in the geographic frame of reference.
The consistent boundaries allow planners to keep comparisons with historic data.

Table 1
Population, Households, and Employment for the SCAG Reglon, 1997 Base Year and 2025 Projections, as Used in the Draft 2001 RTP
‘“r.. “ul. H hold: H hold FI'IJ —rla
Subraglon 1997 2025 1997 2025 1997 205 |
imeorial Vallﬂ Association of Ga\.-clems 141 506 31?.73_3 38,284 07 883 55,572 04 064
Arroyo Verdugo Gilies 391,556 480,849 142.004 180,071 180,717 268,172
Gateway Cilies Council of Governments 1,982,922 2,308,667 570,714 641,168 784,127 G487 958
Las Virgenes Malibu Congjo Council of Govemmer] 77,244 98,123 27127 36,855 39,524 45,150
City of Los Angeles 3,733,427 4,876,637 1,261,722 1,760462 1,700,941 2 060,085
MNorth Los Angeles County 502409 1,268,768 153.843 444,731 136472 304,163
San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments 1,763,554 2,141 654 519,104 GOG,177 639,846 845 524
South Bay Cilies Council of Goverrmenls 852,829 915,002 204,034 319,219 404,512 510,526
Westside Cities 232,170 248 865 112,064 121,088 222 536 269,335
Orange County Council of Governments 2,659,911 3416034 887838 1,068,049 1,347 203 2,043 665
Coachella Valley Association of Governments 320,134 BOG, 708 113,749 212,470 119,154 206,741
|Western Riverside Council of Governmenls 1,080,132 2,232,981 40,078 721423 311,622 BO0,678
San Bemardino A d Governmenis 1,613,419 2,786 936 508,651 BEO,965 510,655 1,085,706
Ventura Council of Govemments 725,914 951,080 232,831 309,209 290,779 431,501
Subreglon 16,137,217 22,643,937 5,201,193 7,408,770 6,787,740 9,952,264
Source: SCAG Draft 2001 RTP
Table 2
Reqi | Statistical A ithin Each Sut i
Subregion RSAs within Each Subregion
Imperial Valley Association of Govemments 55
13, 24, 25!
19 20, 21, 22
Las Virgenes Malibu Conejo Council of Governmenis T 1FJ
City of Los Angeles 12, 13, 14, 16,17, 18, 19, 21, 23}
North Los Angeles County B, 9, 10,11
San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments 11, 21, 25. 26, 27)
|Bouth Bay Cities Council of Governments 18, 18, 21
Westside Cities 16, 17|
Orange County Council of Governments 35 36, 37 38 39 40, 41 42 43 44
Coachella Valley Association of Govemmenis 52, 53, 54
‘Western Riverside Council of Governmenis 45, 46, 47, 48 49, 50, 51
San Bemardino Associated Governments 28,2930 31,32 33 34)
Veniura Coundl of Govemments 1,23, 4 5 B
Source: SCAG -I
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In this report, we are using these geographies because they help paint a clearer picture of future
trends while keeping the historical perspective of past analyses. Table 2 displays the RSAs
located within each subregion. Table 3, located in the appendix, lists the cities within each RSA.
Map 1 portrays the location of each RSA. Recognizing that the RSA boundaries include jobs-
rich cities with housing-rich cities, a summary of current (1997 base year) population,
employment, and households is included in the Appendix as Table 4.

The New Economy and Jobs/Housing Balance in Southern California 14
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II. DEFINITION OF JOBS/HOUSING BALANCE

Defining what constitutes a balance between jobs and housing is not an easy task. Assuming a
simple ratio of to one job to one household is inappropriate to modern economies that have many
households with more than one person in the worlkforce. Another definition states “balance
occurs when both the quality and the quantity of housing opportunities match the job
opportunities within an area” (California Planning Roundtable 1988, 16).

In this paper, a balance between jobs and housing in a metropolitan region can be defined as a
provision of an adequate supply of housing to house workers employed in a defined area (i.e.,
community or subregion}. Alternatively, a jobs/housing balance can be defined as an adequate
provision of employment in a defined area that generates enough local workers to fill the housing
supply. The definition of an area can be stated in terms of an optimal “commute shed” around
employment centers that conforms to expressed commuter preferences about home-to-work
commute distances. According to a 1990 survey of public opinions about jobs/housing balance
and urban form, the expressed ideal commute time (one way) for workers in the region is 14
minutes (Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 1990). The average time
people said it actually took them to travel from home to work in 1990, at the beginning of a
major recession, was 24 minutes. There was very little support for commute times over 30
minutes. According to data collected in 1999, the average commute speed in the region was 28.4
mph (SCAG 1999). For a maximum commute of 30 minutes, this franslates to commute sheds
having radii of about 14 miles around employment centers.

The current (1997) regional average ratio of jobs to households is 1.25 jobs per household (a
household is defined as an occupied housing unit). Therefore, jobs/housing balance for this
region can be defined as an area extending about 14 miles around an employment center with a
ratio between jobs and household on the order of 1.0-1.29 jobs per household. This ratio is the
current (1997} range of jobs/housing ratios for the middle 20% of the SCAG region. Job centers
vary by size and are not evenly dispersed throughout the region, and congestion and average
commute times also vary by location (and will change in the future). However the area or
“commute shed” is defined, if it has a jobs to household ratio that significantly differs from the
1.0 to 1.29 standard, than it can be considered out of balance.

Maps 2 and 3 display current and forecast jobs/housing ratios by the 55 regional statistical areas
(RSAs) in the region. They show that in general, jobs-rich areas currently (1997} are located in
the highly urbanized areas in the western portion of the region, primarily in southern and western
Los Angeles County, and in central and northern Orange County. Housing-rich areas are in the
suburban eastern and northern portions of the region. By 2025, it is forecast that both job and
housing growth will spread outwardly, tilting some housing-rich or balanced areas around jobs-
rich areas towards being more jobs-rich, and tilting areas on the very northern and eastern
peripheries of the region towards being even more housing-rich. A more detailed discussion of
this analysis can be found in Section IV.

The impacts on commuting resulting from these regional imbalances between jobs and housing
are shown in Tables 5 and 6. Table 5 displays the percentage of workers from each county in the
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III. BENEFITS OF JOBS/HOUSING BALANCE

Achieving an ideal geographic relationship between the provision of jobs and housing in local
communities can produce a myriad of measurable and perceived benefits for the region as a
whole. These would include:

A. Reduced Congestion and Commute Times

The opportunity to live close to the workplace afforded by providing housing close to well
paying jobs translates to lower congestion and commute times by eliminating the necessity for
long-distance commutes. It also provides increase opportunities to use transit, bike, or walk to
work in lieu of driving. Of course, placing housing in close proximity to employment is no
guarantee that those who live in the housing will work at the nearby jobs, or vice versa. This
would be particularly true for two income households who split the difference between the
locations of their two employment destinations in choosing where to live. It does, however,
eliminate barriers for those who wish to live close to work, and reduce the need for long-distance
commuting and the congestion it contributes to the regional highway system. In SCAG’s 1990
survey of attitudes about job/housing balance, 44% of respondents wished that their home and
their workplace were closer together.

B. Air Quality Benefits

As the need for driving long distances is reduced by greater jobs/housing balance, so are the
emissions associated with driving that impairs the attainment of clean air. SCAG’s 1989
Regional Growth Management Plan evaluated a regional jobs/housing strategy that assumed the
redistribution of 9% of the region’s forecast employment growth to the year 2010 from jobs-rich
to job-poor areas, and 5% of the forecast housing growth from housing-rich to housing-poor
areas. This strategy was estimated to reduce regional vehicle-miles-traveled (VMT) by 33.4
million miles {8.5%), vehicle-hours-traveled (VHT) by 7.2 million hours (37%) and reactive
organic gases (ROG) by 45.5 tons. This jobs/housing strategy alone achieved 33% of all ROG
reductions targeted to be accomplished by all transportation, land use and energy conservation
measures.

C. Economic and Fiscal Benefits

Since the successful implementation of job/housing balance strategies result in less need for
long-distance commuting and associated congestion, fewer public resources would be required
for congestion mitigation improvements to the regional transportation system. Also, the reduced
hours spent in long-distance travel by commuters translates to lower fuel costs and other
automobile-related expenses, lower costs to employers in terms of reduced employee tardiness
and higher productivity, and lower business trip costs. Further, since jobs/housing balance
implies a more compact urban form with less suburban sprawl, the cost to local government of
providing new facilities and services to new development is less since those facilities and
services can be provided more efficiently.
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D. Quality of Life Benefits

All of the benefits of achieving greater jobs/housing balance cited above will confer a higher
quality of life for residents in the region. Quality of life benefits include cleaner air, reduced
stress in commuting, and more leisure time. Families can be negatively impacted when its
members are under the stress and strain of long commutes. The family in which both parents
work is becoming the norm; longer commutes take time away from home and family members,
result in higher child care expenses and reduce leisure and recreation time. The added financial
and emotional pressures on the family can cause tension between family members. Increased
job/housing balance can therefore contribute to greater family stability and cohesion.

A good geographic balance between jobs and housing also implies a more diverse, compact, and
convenient urban form, without the strict segregation of land uses found in many suburban areas.
Quality of life is maximized for all population groups where available housing types are well
matched with the wage stratification of local employment. In general, people associate diverse
urban settings that are affordable and accessible to a broad range of people with cultural richness.
They have increasingly negative attitudes about working and living in environments that are
uniformly homogenous and lack opportunities for a variety of experiences. As discussed in
section V of this report, employees of high-tech New Economy firms are particularly attracted to
culturally diverse urban environments. Paradoxically, however, the dominating impact of New
Economy firms on cities that they favor can diminish the cultural diversity of those cities, and
create severe problems associated with jobs/housing balance.
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Executive Summary

This study examines the travel patterns of residents of multi-family housing in
California’s Inland Empire. The results are intended to support local community
planning and the vehicle miles traveled reduction goals of SB 375. Using telephone and
mail back surveys, the study finds that multi-family housing residents rely primarily on
driving alone in private vehicles for their work and non-work trips. Looking at work
trips, however, shows that the residents of multi-family housing have higher reported
bus/rail transit shares than county averages for all types of housing. Yet the percentage
of work trips in single occupant vehicle trips is similar to county-wide data for all
residents, indicating that the use of alternative modes, such as carpooling, is lower for
these multi-family housing residents.

Comparing the portion of survey respondents that are close to transit services with those
that are farther away does not reveal significant differences in transit use, although those
close to transit use the carpool mode more frequently. The projects studied near transit
showed less transit use than found in mature transit oriented developments (TOD)
elsewhere in California, but this is expected since Inland Empire transit service are less
extensive. The housing developments near transit are reasonably dense, but they lack the
other elements that reduce single occupant trips such as diversity of land uses, pedestrian
design features, transit service frequency, and parking pricing.

These results show that multi-family housing does support transit ridership to a degree,
but that the full potential of transit-oriented development in the Inland Empire lies with
increased transit service and changes in land use patterns. Inland Empire cities such as
San Bernardino, Ontario, and Montclair are actively pursuing TOD strategies; transit
providers are developing service enhancements and new services. Cities can build on
these existing housing clusters by focusing additional housing density at transit stops and
introducing mixed use development that encourages walking trips for shopping and other
activities. Site planning must support the pedestrian realm, easy access to transit, land
use mixing, and revised parking standards and pricing approaches. Many redevelopment
opportunities exist around the Metrolink stations, but since Metrolink alone cannot serve
the dispersed geography of the Inland Empire, bus innovations are important as well, to
act as connecters to the rail backbone and serve travel within the Inland Empire.

The study concludes with suggestions about future research to better understand the
travel patterns of Inland Empire residents, employees, and shoppers, to measure results
TOD implementation. and ensure that strategies fit the particular community and market
conditions in the Inland Empire.
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Chapter 1. Introduction

Policy makers are seeking to coordinate land use, housing, and transportation planning to
support environmental and community development goals. California’s primary
initiative in this regard is the 8B 375 Sustainable Communities Strategy mandate that
aims to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions by reducing vehicle miles traveled
(VMT). Many regional, county, and local sustainability planning efforts have similar
goals; bringing these policy goals to local implementation, however, involves many
implementation challenges.

Historically, VMT has grown faster than population and employment, reflecting the
impact of rising incomes and the concentration of growth in automobile-oriented suburbs.
In past eras, the predominant response to VMT growth was expanding roadways. For the
most part, environment and energy issues associated with VMT growth were addressed
with regulations affecting pollution controls and vehicle fuel economy. While the state’s
GHG efforts include vehicle fuel economy and reducing the carbon content of fuels. SB
375°s mandate to reduce VMT marks a significant new approach.

Planners face many questions in responding to 8B 375. Can local and regional entities
reduce per-capita VMT through coordinated land use and transportation planning? Can
an automobile-oriented region such as the Inland Empire (IE) do so? Will the effects of
growth in an area such as the Inland Empire swamp possible reductions in VMT per
capita?

Numerous efforts are underway to develop plans and modeling techniques to answer
these questions. The behavioral questions embedded in these policy directions are
significant. To what degree will denser, mixed-use development and improved transit
induce residents to use transit, walking, or bicycling modes? Will residents own fewer
vehicles? To what degree will they choose destinations for work or shopping that are
closer to their homes, reducing the distance drive and/or changing the travel mode used?

Answering all of these questions requires a comprehensive research program. Across the
state, researchers are addressing many aspects of the issue. This report tackles a focused,
fundamental starting point for considering these questions. Using the Inland Empire as
an exemplar of a fast growing, automobile-oriented region, this study provides high
quality, local information about the travel behavior of those who live in existing
multifamily housing in the IE. It establishes a starting point for gauging the potential of
VMT reduction strategies and assessing the results of plans designed to reduce VMT.
The primary measure use is the mode choice of residents for work and non-work trips.
The smaller the percentage of single occupancy trips. the less VMT.!

The travel behavior data provided here is derived from telephone and mail-back
questionnaire surveys of the residents of a series of multi-family residential buildings in

Y YMT can also be reduced by lessening the distance between trip destinations, reducing the number of
trips, or combining trip purposes.

Draft Report, Travel Characteristics of Resident of Multi-family Housing in the Infand Empire August 31, 2010 1

May 2012 Final Recirculated Portions of the Environmental Impact Report
Page 3-1026 Section 3.0: Responses to Comments



Lytle Creek Ranch Specific Plan
City of Rialto, San Bernardino County, California

the urbanized portion of San Bernardino and Riverside County. The information is of use
to the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) as they consider transit-
oriented development (TOD) policy and develop the region’s Sustainable Community
Plan. The results can also be used by local cities to assess the likelihood and magnitude
of changes that are possible with new land use and transportation policies. Furthermore,
the data provide a baseline for future assessments of the success of land
use/transportation strategies such as Sustainable Community Strategies and support the
development of GIS-based modeling tools being developed by Leonard Transportation
Center scholars, SCAG., and others.
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Chapter 2. Literature Review

The past three decades have seen a dramatic increase in VMT in the U.S. VMT has
tracked increases in gross domestic product (GDP), outpacing growth in population, and
even further outpacing the number of lane-miles of roadway (Sorensen et al. 2008). The
result of this trend is high levels of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from the
transportation sector and extensive traffic congestion.

The run-up in VMT per capita is associated with factors such as increased wealth,
mcreased female participation in the labor force, the influence of the baby boom
population cohort on travel patterns, and the location of growth in automobile-oriented
areas. Recently, VMT increases have moderated, and in the recent period of high
gasoline prices, VMT actually decreased by a modest amount. Despite this, personal
travel in vehicles is almost one-quarter of GHG emissions in the state.

VMT and Travel Trends

SB 375 challenges land use, housing, and transportation planners to develop strategies
that reverse VMT growth, even when accounting for population and employment growth.
Among U.S. regions, Southern California exhibits a pattern of high VMT. Vehicle miles
traveled (VMT) per day in the Los Angeles MSA is the fifth highest of 14 major U.S.
metro areas (Sorensen et al., 2008). Given the urban quality of many parts of the Los
Angeles MSA, one would expect a lower VMT, but that is not the case. VMT is higher
than the density would predict for transportation reasons (alternative modes are not well
used) and land use reasons (the mix of land uses separates origins and destinations and
does not support non-automobile modes).

VMT is likely to be lower in compact regions simply because trip origins and

destinations are closer together and the greater mix of land uses mean that multiple trip
purposes can be accomplished with one vehicle trip. The other important factor is the
impact of land use and transportation planning on the travel mode used. Traditional
suburban development patterns favor the automobile over other travel modes. By
changing mode choice, each trip made using transit, carpool, vanpool, shuttle, walking, or
bicycling reduces VMT.

The Lincoln Land Institute estimated U.S. GHG emissions from the transportation sector
(Brown et al. 2008) and ranked the Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario metropolitan area
92nd highest of the 100 U.S. metro areas in terms of GHG emission per capita from
transportation (1.89 metric tons per person in the Inland Empire versus 1.30 for the 100
metro average). This total includes emissions from trucks: when they are excluded the
ranking is 83, still among the worst (1.29 metric tons per person). In sum, the Inland
Empire faces significant challenges in responding to SB 375 in that it lacks a well-
developed transit infrastructure and an existing mixed-use land use pattern to build on.
Land use and transit system changes occur over many decades.
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Reducing VMT

Five dimensions are generally considered in assessing VMT reduction potential: 1)
density of population and employment (making places closer together and encouraging
alternative travel modes), 2) diversity of land uses (mixed residential and commercial
uses and a balance of housing and jobs), 3) pedestrian- and transit-friendly design, 4)
destination accessibility (ability to reach trip destinations), and 3) distance from home or
work to transit (e.g., bus or rail within % or %2 mile of trip origin) (National Research
Council 2009). That study came to the conclusion that if the density of new and
redeveloped housing across a metropolitan area was doubled, it .. .might lower
household VMT by about 4 to 12 percent, or perhaps as much as 25 percent, if coupled
with higher employment concentrations, significant public transit improvements, mixed
uses and other supportive demand management measures.” (National Research Council

2009, pp. 4).

A key example of a VMT reduction strategy is TOD. TOD links denser, mixed-use
development with transit in a walkable environment. This concept has gained popularity
in urban areas across the U.S. and is of growing interest in suburban areas. For example,
the city of San Bernardino is planning a TOD in its core in conjunction with Omnitrans’
development of bus rapid transit service.

The State of Califorma defines TOD in terms of proximity to transit services. For
example, SB 375 provides CEQA exemptions for “sustainable community projects™ if
they are within %2 mile of a major transit stop or high quality transit corridor. The
minimum transit threshold is either a rail transit station or a “high quality” transit corridor
with a service interval no longer than 15 minutes during peak commute hours. (Section
21064.33 and 2155b).

Two previous California studies of the travel behavior of those who live in TOD provide
a comparison point with this study (Lund et al., 2004; Lund and Willson, 2005). These
studies showed that those who live near transit-oriented development ('TOD) have higher
levels of transit use than persons in nearby areas, and that they own fewer automobiles.
The results of TOD, however, vary widely depending on the maturity of the transit
system and local land use conditions. The best results are found in the Bay Area, where
BART and other transit services have had time to mature and land use patterns have been
focused around transit services. While most previous TOD studies examine housing
around light and heavy rail transit, the focus here is bus and commuter rail.

Multi-Family Housing

Multi-family housing saves land as compared to single family housing, producing
desirable outcomes in terms of housing cost per unit and reduced environmental impacts.
In addition, multi-family housing generates fewer trips per day than single family
housing. Residents of multi-family housing also own fewer automobiles per household,
resulting in lower per-unit parking demand. Table 1 (next page) provides a comparison
of different forms of data about the impacts of multi-family housing using national data
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derived from the Institute of Transportation Engineers (2003, 2004). These national
sources are often used in local traffic impact and parking studies. The data show a
significant difference in trips per weekday and in peak overnight parking occupancy
between single family dwellings to multi-family forms of housing. According to these
sources, increasing the share of multi-family housing may by itself have positive impacts
in terms of SB 3757s goals.

Table 1. Trip Generation and Parking Occupancy

Land Use ITE Code Trips per day, Overnight parking
weekday occupancy (associated with

vehicle ownership)
Single Family dwelling 210 9.57 1.83
Apartment 220 6.72 N/A
Los rise apartment 221 6.59 1.2
High rise apartment 222 4.20 137
Condominium/townhouse 230 5.86 1.46

There are many reasons why multi-family housing has lower trips and parking demand.
First, the household size is smaller in multi-family housing (families are more likely to
live in a single-family dwelling). Second, these units may have a lower percentage of
residents who travel by personal vehicle, such as lower income or older residents.
Finally, the multi-family housing may be in a location with more walkable trip
destinations, better transit services, and other travel options. These multiple factors mean
that one cannot assume that a household’s travel patterns are transformed simply because
of the creation of a transit-friendly environment.

The trip generation of multi-family housing varies with according to the factors
mentioned previously. For example, the range of rates used in computing the average
trips per weekday for Land Use 220 is between 2.0 and 12.5 trips per weekday: the
standard deviation is 3.02. ITE states that higher trip rates are expected from projects
that have larger units, are more expensive (indicating an income effect), and farther from
the CBD (less land use mixing and fewer alternatives to driving).

The idea behind SB 375 is to alter land use, housing and transportation patterns so new
housing units generates fewer vehicle trips per day than the otherwise would. This can be
accomplished by arranging job locations and transit services so that transit or carpools are
more fully used in the work commute. Trips can also be reduced if walkable non-work
destination are provided, allowing for walking or bicycling to shopping, recreation,
education trips, ete. Finally, denser, mixed use development makes it economically
feasible to offer more frequent and convenient transit services, which in turn attract more
transit riders. Since I'TE data concerns trips, not VMT, one must also consider that the
goals of SB 375 ate also met when the distance of trips is shorted by virtue of origins and
destinations being closed together in denser, mixed use forms of development.
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Literature on the Inland Empire

The Inland Empire is an understudied region, despite its importance in the future of
California. This report and others sponsored by the Leonard Transportation Center seek
to remedy that lack of study. One notable exception is Johnson et al. (2008), which
provides a broad overview of existing and likely future conditions in the I[E. They note
that the region has grown at twice the rate of the rest of California and see the Inland
Empire growing from 3.9 million in 2005 to 4.9 million in 2015. This growth is driven
by migration from other parts of Southern California.

In the realm of housing policy, Bluffstone et al. (2008) critique the pattern of sprawl in
the Inland Empire in terms of social costs. Further information on the Inland Empire is
provided in Chapter 4, Characteristics of Study Area and Multi-Family Housing.
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Chapter 3. Research Design

The research design described below involves surveys of residents of newer multi-family
housing complexes in the Inland Empire, focusing on questions such as the mode of
travel, vehicle ownership, trips patterns, and attitudes.

Research Goals and Questions

When this study was first conceptualized by the principal investigators, there were two
major target populations for the study: Inland Empire residents who live in multi-family
housing within 1/4 mile of a major transit stop or high quality transit corridor (termed the
“study group™) and those who live in multi-family housing but who have limited or no
bus service or Metrolink service within ¥4 mile (termed the “control group™). Initial field
work revealed, however, that although the Inland Empire has many promising TOD plans
and projects, there are few existing and occupied developments that meet the formal
definition of TOD -- high frequency transit, density, and mixed land uses. In general,
land use mixing and transit frequency are lacking. As a result, comparisons of study
group vs. control group cannot be made with the same expectation as in previous TOD
studies. Although those comparisons are provided in the analysis chapter, the main
purpose of the study was revised to become a baseline measurement of travel behavior
among multi-family housing residents in the Inland Empire, before the establishment of
well-defined TODs.

The study’s research goals include the following:

1. To provide an understanding of the travel behavior of residents of multi-family
housing in the Inland Empire.

2. To provide a baseline measurement of trip making against which future TOD
projects can be assessed.

3. To provide practical guidance for forms of development, transit options, and
policies that can reduce household VMT from residents of multi-family housing
in the IE.

Research questions that flow from these goals include the following:

1. What is the level of vehicle availability among residents?

Was access to transit a factor in respondents’ residential location choice?

3. What are the respondents’ perceptions of the local transportation environment,
and do those perceptions differ between respondents from study sites and control
sites?

4. What 1s the level of single-occupant vehicle and transit travel among residents?
How do those mode choices vary among work and non-work trips? How do
those mode choices vary between study sites and control sites?

5. How do respondents from study sites and control sites differ relative to
demographics/socioeconomic characteristics, travel patterns (reason for the trip,
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their mode of transportation, length of trip and parking at destination), attitudes
toward transportation, and use of public transportation?

5. Are there relationships between various demographic/lifestyle factors and auto
dependency (conceptualized as percent of single occupant vehicle trips)?

The study sites have densities of 20 units per acre or more and they are within %4 mile of
transit services, but they lack the required transit frequencies and land use mixing to be
considered true TODs. While not meeting the formal definition of TOD, these study sites
provide insight into transit-proximate development that could become full TOD with
transit service improvements and land use intensification.

Survey Instrument

A variety of methods are available to derive information on travel behavior, including
intercept surveys, household surveys, measurements of traffic volumes and transit use,
and use of existing data sets. Household surveys are often combined with census data in
regional modeling efforts. The full behavioral dimensions of travel are often best
captured with a form of household survey because the data can be used to associate
individual level demographic and attitudinal features with travel behavior.

Forms of houschold survey vary in their comprehensiveness, ranging from travel diaries
in which household members report all trips for a defined time period to simpler survey
instruments focusing on particular trips. This study uses a houschold survey completed
by the head of household or partner that concerns the top three (as identified by the
respondent) trips taken on the day surveyed.

The “top three trips™ approach is a good compromise between expensive household
surveys and aggregated data sources. Resources were not available for a full household
travel diary. The survey approach does not provide a complete inventory of daily VMT
but provides important information on mode choice, travel times and attitudinal factors.
The “top three trips™ follows the approach taken by Lund et al. (2004) and Lund and
Willson (2005) in previous studies of TOD in California, allowing comparisons with
those data sets. In other words, once we know the mode choice starting point for the
Inland Empire, we can assess the prospects for the region approaching the transit trip
shares found in more urbanized portions of the state.

Respondent Selection and Mode of Delivery

Selection of survey respondents began with the CPP research team providing IAR with a
listing of multi-family housing complexes in Riverside and San Bernardino counties,
some of which were classified as a study sites, and others which were classified as
control sites.

Apartment complexes throughout the Inland Empire were screened to select candidate
sites for study. Those sites are characterized by being newer, three- to four-story
buildings with over 100 units. Field reconnaissance was conduct by windshield surveys
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in prospective areas, searching apartment rental websites, and searching on Google Earth,
Google Maps, and Bing Maps.? Because a complete inventory of potential study sites
was not readily available, it is possible that the methods used to find potential sites did
not exhaust the list of qualified study sites. The number of housing units within each
complex was obtained through telephone calls placed to each of the potential study sites.
Using Google Earth and an online tool that measures the area of polygons made in
Google Earth,? acrial photography of each site was used to calculate the number of acres
occupied by each complex. The density of each complex was obtained through the
division of the number of housing units and the area of each site. Researcher at IAR
conducted further field checks from the list to determine the full list of addresses
associated with each project. Appendix A summarizes the characteristics of each study
site, organized in order of density measured by the number of units per acre (highest to
lowest). A total of 4,062 units were identified in this group, with an average density of
27 units per acre.

The control group study sites are shown in Appendix B. It includes 5,759 units with an
average density of 20.9 units per acre.

Although Lund et al (2004) and many other TOD survey used a mailed/mail-back
questionnaire, the team decided that this study should be conducted via a phone survey
approach. The study team wanted to test the potential of telephone surveys to yield a
better level of accuracy and a response rate than mailed surveys.

Since apartment/condo owners and managers would not provide IAR with complete
phone lists of apartment/condo dwellers, citing federal laws and corporate policies, [AR
employed the following multi-step procedure to select survey respondents:

1) IAR purchased a sampling frame from Scientific Telephone Sampling (8T8)
which included phone numbers (both cell phones and land lines) for all listed
phones within 4 mile of the address. This list contained approximately 2,343
phone numbers, some of which were non-working numbers or business numbers
rather than apartment/condo residential numbers. Even with increasing the
number of call-backs to working numbers from 5 to 6, it was clear that this
sampling frame would fall far short of obtaining the desired sample size.

2) IAR enriched the STS sampling frame by inputting every apartment/condo
address (both study and control sites) into the on-line white pages so as to obtain
additional working numbers.

3) In order to obtain unlisted numbers IAR employed a variation of a random digit
dialing technique in which we added and subtracted constant numbers to the listed
numbers, and a screening question was asked to confirm that indeed the
respondent lived in multi-family housing within the geographical area of interest.

* The sites were identified by Michael Roberts, a graduate student in the Department of Urban and Regional
Planning at CPP at part of his masters thesis research.
* GeoUtilities can be found at http://www geo-news.net/index geof html
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4) The above procedures still did not produce a sampling frame that would yield a
sufficient sample size. The IAR Project Coordinator drove to one of the study site
apartments and noted that the address provided was only one building of a larger
apartment/condo complex. She confirmed that this was also the case for other
study sites, thus the decision was made to contact the management office of every
study site for a complete map of the complex. This approach vielded additional
addresses and AR staff found listed phone numbers for those addresses in the on-
line white pages.

To the extent possible, therefore, each person with a telephone residing in the designated
areas had an equal chance of being included in the survey.

A $200 gift card drawing was offered as an incentive for participation in the survey. The
above procedures resulted in 306 completed phone surveys conducted between March 24
and April 12, 2010, with significantly more surveys from the control group than study
group (not surprising since there were 22 control sites and only 10 study sites). Further,
this sample size was still too small for a 95% level of confidence and an accuracy of +/-

% typically employed for studies of this nature. IAR decided to modify the mode of
delivery by sending post cards to 4,008 addresses of study site apartments/condos asking
the recipient to call IAR to take the phone survey and receive a guaranteed incentive of a
$10 gift card for the first 50 callers plus entrance into the lottery for the $200 drawing as
an inducement to participate. This procedure yielded an additional 26 telephone surveys
conducted between April 22 and May 6, 2010.

Sample size was still less than desired, so a final delivery approach was undertaken in
which full printed surveys were mailed to 2,000 residents in study site apartment/condos.
That mailed survey approach vielded an additional 83 surveys, received between June 17,
2010 and July 20, 2010. In all, the total sample size was 415 surveys completed with a
mixed-mode survey approach.

Questionnaire Construction and Interview Procedures

To allow for comparisons with other studies, the starting point for the questionnaire was a
mailed survey instrument used in Lund et al. (2004) and Lund and Willson (2005). The
study team transformed and enhanced this instrument into a telephone survey so as to
best meet the research needs of this project. IAR translated the questionnaire into
Spanish, pretested the questionnaire, and modified and revised the questionnaire where
warranted. The questionnaire was designed to last on average between 10 and 12
minutes. The mail survey was then constructed based on the telephone survey. The
telephone and mail survey instruments are provided in Appendices C and D, respectively.

Telephone interviews were conducted by thoroughly trained CSUSB students via
telephone from the facilities of CSUSB's Institute of Applied Research and Policy
Analysis in San Bernardino, using Computer Assisted Telephone Interviewing (CATI)
software. Spanish speaking interviewers were available throughout the interviewing
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process and used when considered necessary to improve the chances of the respondents’
participation and the clarity of the data gathered.

Calls were made Monday through Friday from 9:00 am. to 9:00 p.m. and on the
weekends (Saturday 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., and Sunday 1:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m.). Institute
Staff CATI Shift Supervisors (CSUSB students) will be present for all interviews
conducted so as to ensure the quality and reliability of the interviews. To further ensure
quality control, supervisory personnel randomly selected ten percent of all completed
interviews (at least one completion per interviewer) and made call-backs for verification.
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three elements: trip length, travel speed, and mode choice (since transit door-to-door
times are generally longer than driving). In the case of the Inland Empire, the major
contributors are long travel times and low travel speeds associated with peak period
congestion.

Table 3. Comparison of Travel Time to Work, 2006-08

County Mean journey-to-work travel
time {minutes)
Riverside 316
Los Angeles 29.2
San Bernardino 29.2
Ventura 264
Orange 259
Weighted five-county 28.7
average

Because there are not sufficient jobs for local residents, there is a high level of
commuting to employment outside the Inland Empire. Johnson et al (2008) show that
despite strong local job growth, 20 percent of the region’s workers commute to jobs
outside the region, barely down from 21 percent in 2000. Those commuters tend to be
the most highly educated of Inland Empire residents. While the largest job destinations
for commuters are Los Angeles or Orange counties, Johnson et al. (2008) show that the
greatest increase in commuting outside the region was to San Diego County.

Multi-Family Housing Characteristics

Although there are promising plans to develop TOD and transit in the [E, the concept is
in its infancy. Inland Empire residential complexes are generally single-use
developments and are designed primarily to accommodate private vehicular
transportation. While transit service may be nearby, transit frequencies are low (e.g., 30-
60 minutes between buses) and the level of connectivity to dispersed destinations is low.
The housing complexes studied here are moderately dense, but most of them lack the
transit service and mixed of land uses normally associated with TOD. The travel
behavior measured in this study, therefore, represents travel choices under conditions of
plentiful parking, unpriced road use, relatively low levels of transit provisions, and
disconnected land uses. These are conditions where one would expect to find a high
reliance on private vehicle use.

Figure 4 shows a typical project that was surveyed. While atiractively landscaped, the
project follows typical suburban design standards, including substantial setbacks,
landscaped berms, plentiful parking and roadway capacity. In addition, the projects
generally do not provide direct pedestrian connections to surrounding land uses.
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Household Income

The respondents were evenly distributed among the income categories, with the greatest
single concentration of respondents indicating that their income was in the range of
$45,001 to $60,000. A greater percentage of study site respondents, however, reported
having a higher income than control site respondents (58.4% reported an annual
household income greater than $45,000 compared to 40.9% of control site respondents).
The reader will note that for households in which there are several roommates living
together as a family unit, it is unclear if the respondent included the roommates” income
in their response.

Household Type and Size

Regarding the type of household (apartment vs. condo/townhome) and size of the house-
hold (number of bedrooms and the number of people living in the household), there are
some marked differences between households within the study site vs. the control site.
Residents in the study sites are more likely to live in an apartment (89.4% study sites vs.
64.7% control sites), whereas residents within the control sites are more likely to live in a
condo/townhouse (35.3% control sites vs. 10.6% study sites). Moreover, household size
is smaller for study site households (66.7% of study site households have one or two
residents vs. 50.2% of control households with one or two residents), and these
households do not have as many bedrooms as control site households (39.4% of study
site respondents live in studio or 1 bedroom apartments, vs. 26.6% of control site
respondents). Finally control site respondents report children in the household under the
age of 16 (56.5%) in larger numbers than study site respondents (27.6%). These factors
may stem from the fact that study site are more likely to be smaller, newer units.

Vehicle Availability and Parking

Up to this point, our analysis suggests that the study sites have many of the same
characteristics that one would expect in a fully developed TOD site...smaller household
size, fewer children in the household, and fewer bedrooms than households in the control
sites. But it was somewhat surprising to find that the study site respondents did not have
fewer cars than respondents in control sites. The findings indicate that study site
houscholds have more vehicles than their counterparts in the control group (56.9% of
study site households have more than one vehicle vs. 45.2% of control site households).
One plausible explanation is found when looking at household income and number of
drivers in the household. Specifically, study site households have a higher income when
compared with the control group (see demographics above) and also are more likely to
have at least one vehicle available for each person of driving age (74.1% vs. 53.1%).

In terms of where residents park their vehicles, overall 69.2% said they park their
vehicle(s) in a private garage assigned to their unit (representing 3435 vehicles), 47.9%
park in a shared garage or outdoor lot in their development (representing 237 vehicles),
and 11.7% said they park on the sireet (representing 63 vehicles). When looking at study
vs. control site respondents, Table 4 shows the breakdown of where they park their cars.
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Table 4. Where do you park?

(% of people who answered "yes")

Study Control Total

Private garage assigned to unit ?2'79;6 6?'4?6 69'29:%
(112 vehicles) {233 vehicles) {345 vehicles)

Shared garage or outdoor lotin 57.8% 43.0% 47.9%
development (98 vehicles) {139 vehicles) {237 vehicles)

On the street e Laak L%
(12 vehicles) {51 vehicles) (63 vehicles)

Length of Residency

Regarding length of residency, study site respondents report having lived in their current
location for fewer years than control site respondents. Specifically, the mean length of
residency for study site respondents 1s 1.98 vears, as compared to control site respondent
which is 4.49 years. In fact, almost two-thirds of study site respondents (62.6%) have
lived in their current residence for one year or less (compared to only 29.2% of control
site respondents). This finding might be expected since there are more respondents living
in apartments in the study sites as opposed to control sites. As mentioned previously, this
length of residency applies to the respondent, which might be different than the
household in the case of unrelated household units.

Residential Location Choices

Respondents were read a list of the reasons for moving to their current residence and
asked to identify which were important to them (note: this was a multiple response
question where respondents could select more than one response). Overall, the top three
factors include “cost of housing™ (71.8%), “type or quality of housing” (61.9%) and
“quality of neighborhood™ (60.0%). They were then asked to identify the MOST
important factor, and 32.4% said the “cost of housing™, 16.4% said the “quality of the
neighborhood™ and 11.1% said the “type or quality of housing™. Table 3 illustrates the
differences between study site respondents and control site respondents as to the most
important factor in deciding to move to their current location. Clearly, access Lo transit is
a minor factor, ranked 7" of the list of reasons. This is not surprising because the level of
transit service is low.
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Table 5. Which was the MOST important factor to you in deciding to move to
your current residence?

Study Control Total
Cost of housing 22.7% 36.9% 32.4%
Type or quality of housing 18.2 7.8 11.1
Quality of local schools 0.8 12.8 8.9
Quality of neighborhood 12.9 18.1 16.4
Close to job 11.4 9.2 9.9
Access to shopping and services 1.5 5.0 3.9
Access to transit 0.8 1.4 1.2
Access to highway 15 0.4 0.7
Recreational opportunities 0.0 0.4 0.2
Other 3.8 8.2 6.8

Perceptions of Local Transportation Environment

Finally, respondents were asked to rate their neighborhood as a place to walk to
destinations and as a place for people to take buses or trains. Overall, 59.9% of
respondents rated their neighborhood as a “good” or “excellent” place for people to walk
to destinations and 47.9% rated it as a “good” or “excellent” place for people to take
buses or trains (see Table 6). Control group respondents generally gave higher ratings
than their study site counterparts. These findings suggest that the study sites, despite
being the close to transit service, do not provide the pedestrian environment or transit
service frequencies that create a favorable environment for transit.

Table 6. Percent of Respondents who Rated their Neighborhood as “Good” or
“Excellent”

Study Control Total
A place for people to walk to destinations 48.5 65.2 59.9
A place for people to take buses or trains 46.4 43.5 47.9

Travel Patterns

Respondents were asked a variety of questions regarding the three main trips they took on
the business day prior to the day they responded to the survey. Each trip refers to one
direction of travel (for example home to work is one trip, work to home is another trip,
etc.). Respondents self-identified the three main trips.

The following analysis describes the travel patterns in terms of reason for the trip, their
mode of transportation, length of trip, and parking at their destination.

Trip Purpose, Mode of Transportation, Trip Length and Parking at Destination

For purposes of analysis, the reason for the trip was coded as “work™ trips, “non-work™
trips and trips to go “home™. Non-work combines trip purpose such as school, shopping,
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meal or snack, errands. recreational, medical, ete. The majority of trips were for non-
work (60.5%) and another 22.4% were work related. Study site respondents were more
likely to report work trips than control site respondents (27.8% vs. 19.0%).

Table 7 shows the results for all reported trips -- the majority of respondents report that
they drove alone (75.1%), while 16.2% carpooled and 5.3% said they used some sort of
public transit, either the Metrolink (1.7%) or the bus (3.6%). Walk and bicycle trips
consisted 2.2% of trips, a low percentage considering that non work trips are included in
this total. This reflects the automobile orientation of the Inland Empire’s transportation
system and urban form.

Table 7. Trip Destination and Mode of Transportation

Waork Non-Work Home Total
Drove Alohe 76.1% 75.1% 73.0% 75.0%
Carpooled 12.6% 17.4% 17.2% 16.2%
Rode rail transit {Metrolink) 2.5% 0.7% 4.1% 1.7%
Rode the bus 6.9% 2.6% 3.3% 3.6%
Bicycled 0.6% 0.2% 0.8% 0.4%
Walked 0.0% 2.8% 0.8% 1.8%
Other 1.2% 1.1% 0.8% 1.1%

Study site respondents were more likely than control site respondents to have carpooled
with someone (22.9% vs. 12.1%). There were no differences between the two regarding
use of public transit (5.1% of study site respondents reported using the bus or train vs.
5.4% of control site respondents).

Overall, the average length of a trip was 33.29 minutes (34.76 minutes for trips taken by
study site respondents and 32.37 for trips taken by control site respondents).

Work Trips: When breaking down commuting patterns by trip purpose, we see that
control site respondents whose main purpose of travel was to go to work were more
likely to have driven alone (79.8% for control site and 72.0% for study site). In fact,
study site respondents were far more likely than control site respondents to have
carpooled with someone (16.0% vs. 9.5%), and slightly more likely to have used public
transportation (10.7% vs. 8.3%). For context, a survey of resident of TODs along the
Metro’s Gold line, which serves Pasadena and downtown Los Angeles, found a 15%
transit share (Lund and Willson 2005). Approximately 1% of control site respondents
report using Metrolink to commute to work (see Table 8).
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Table 8. Mode of Transportation for Respondents Traveling to Work

Study Control Total

N=75 N=84 N=159
Drove Alone 72.0% 79.8% 76.1%
Carpooled 16.0% 9.5% 12.6%
Rode Rail Transit (Metrolink) 4.0% 1.2% 2.5%
Rode Bus 6.7% 7.1% 6.9%
Bicycled 1.3% 0.0% 0.6%
Walked 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Other 0.0% 1.2% 0.6%

In terms of parking at their workplace, the vast majority of trips for both study site and
control site ended in parking that was “free and easy to find” (68.0% for study site
respondents and 75.0% for control site respondents).

Average length of trip for study vs. control site respondents differed slightly, with 39.3
minutes of travel recorded for study site respondents compared with 34.9 minutes for
control site respondents.

In addition, those who are employed and reported traveling to work on the previous day
were asked a series of questions regarding their employer’s policies on work schedules
and commuting issues. The vast majority of respondents indicate that their employer
provides free parking for the employees (85.1%). Almost one-half also said their
employer allows them to work flexible hours (45.1%). When looking at study site
respondents vs. control site respondents, we see that (with the exception of providing free
parking) more study site respondents indicated that their employer offers work schedule
flexibility and assistance with commuting than control site respondents (although the
differences are relatively small). Table 9 shows the percentage of respondents who
answered “yes” to these questions.

Table 9. Employer Policies on Work Schedules and Commuting Issues
{Respondents who said they traveled to work the previous business day)

Study Control Total
Does your employer allow you to work flexible hours? 46.6% 43.5% 45.1%
Does your employer allow you to work from home? 20.5% 10.1% 15.5%
Does your employer provide a car for use during the day? 17.8% 5.7% 11.9%
Does your employer provide free parking? 81.7% 88.6% 85.1%
Does your employer help pay for transit? 17.1% 8.8% 13.0%
Does your employer help pay for tolls, fuel or other 21.9% 12.9% 17.5%
commuting costs?

The preceding analysis looked only at people who reported that they traveled to work on
the previous business day. The analysis on Table 10 depicts all people who said they are
employed, regardless of whether they report traveling to work on the previous day (this
also includes people who work from home).

(=}
[
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Table 10. Employer Policies on Work Schedules and Commuting Issues (all workers)
(All respondents who are employed)

Study Control Total
Does your employer allow you to work flexible hours? 50.0% 45.4% 47 5%
Does your employer allow you to work from home? 18.1% 10.2% 13.9%
Does your emplayer provide a car for use during the day? 12.8% 11.9% 12.3%
Does your employer provide free parking? 83.9% 89.9% 87.1%
Does your employer help pay for transit? 13.2% 11.3% 12.2%
Does your employer help pay for tolls, fuel or other 19.1% 15.7% 17.3%
commuting costs?

Finally, respondents were asked how often they use the bus or rail to commute to work or
school outside the home (Question 22). The vast majority (80.3%) said they “never” take
it and 6.3% said they take it every day (5 or more days a week). Comparing study site and
control site respondents use of public transit, more study site respondents report “never”
using public transit (83.7%) as compared to control site respondents (77.8%). In addition,
more study site respondents said they use it every day (7.7% vs. 5.2%).

Non-Work Trips: About 6 out of every 10 trips (60.5%) reported were for non-work
related activities. These include medical appointments, shopping, visiting friends and/or
relatives, running errands and going for a meal or a snack. Just about one-half of trips
made by study site respondents were non-work trips (50.4%) and 66.7% of trips made by
control site respondents were non-work trips. As we saw with work trips, Table 11 shows
that control site respondents were more likely to have driven alone than study site
respondents (80.3% vs. 64.0%), and study site respondents are more like to carpool with
someone (28.7% vs. 12.2%). In addition, very few of them took public transit (2.9% for
study site and 3.4% for control site respondents).

Table 11. Mode of Transportation for Respondents Taking Non-Work Trips

Study Control Total

N=136 N=294 N=430
Drove Alone 64.0% 80.3% 75.1%
Carpooled 28.7% 12.2% 17.4%
Rode Rail Transit (Metrolink) 0.0% 1.0% 0.7%
Rode Bus 2.9% 2.4% 2.6%
Bicycled 0.7% 0.0% 0.2%
Walked 3.7% 2.4% 2.8%
Other 0.0% 1.4% 0.9%

Regarding parking at their destination, neatly three-quarters of both study site (72.0%)
and control site respondents (73.4%) report that parking was “free and easy to find”.

There was a significant difference in length of non-work trip taken by the two groups:
32.2 minutes for trips taken by study site respondents and 29.5 minutes for trips taken by
control site respondents.
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Trips Home: The third category of trips that respondents reported taking were trips back
home (17.2% of all reported trips). More study site respondents reported trips back home
than control site respondents (21.9% vs. 14.3%). As opposed to all other trips, Table 12
shows that control site respondents were less likely to report traveling alone (69.8% vs.
76.3% for study site respondents) and study site respondents were more likely to have
carpooled with another person (18.6% vs. 15.9% for control site respondents). Further,
we see a difference with regard to traveling home using public transit. With work trips,
study site respondents were more likely to have used public transit than control site
respondents. With non-work trips study site respondents were slightly less likely to have
used public transit. However, regarding trips back home more control site respondents
reported taking public transit than study site respondents (11.1% for control site
respondents and 3.4% for study site respondents).

Table 12. Mode of Transportation for Respondents Returning Home

Study Control Total

N=59 N=63 N=122
Drove Alone 76.3% 59.8% 73.0%
Carpooled 18.6% 15.9% 17.2%
Rode Rail Transit (Metrolink) 3.4% 4.8% 4.1%
Rode Bus 0.0% 6.3% 3.3%
Bicycled 1.7% 0.0% 0.8%
Walked 0.0% 1.6% 0.8%
Other 0.0% 1.6% 0.8%

When asked about parking once they got home, 74.6% of study site and 77.8% of control
site respondents said that it was “free and easy to find.”

There was a significant difference in length of trips home taken by the two groups: 35.07
minutes for trips taken by study site respondents and 42.67 for trips taken by control site
respondents.

Attitudes Toward Transportation

In an effort to measure the respondent’s attitudes toward public transportation versus
driving in a car, respondents were asked to indicate whether they “strongly agree”,
“agree”, “disagree” or “strongly disagree” with three attitudinal statements. Table 13
shows that just over 40% of respondents said they feel uncomfortable driving under
certain conditions (such as long distances, nighttime, or unfamiliar routes), 62.2% think
they would benefit greatly from being able to get around without a car, and 44% think
that government should spend more transportation money on expanding roads and
highways rather than on public transit expenditures. The following table shows the
percentage of respondents from the study sites and the control sites who “strongly agree™
or “agree” with each statement. The larger percentage of control residents indicating that
they are uncomfortable driving a car under certain conditions does not correspond with
typical expectations of TOD sites versus control sites, but may relate the older average
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age of respondents in the control sites. In addition, few study site respondents picked the
location for transit accessibility.

Table 13. Attitudes Toward Transportation

Study Control Total
| feel unc_omfortable d_rl\.rlng a car under certain cc:‘nndltlons, such 35 19, 48.0% 43.9%
as long distances, at nighttime, or on routes | don't know well.
| and,’or.other members of my houselhold w?u!d benefit greatly 68.1% 59.4% 62.9%
from being able to get around sometimes without a car.
The gov.ernmerlt shoultfl spend more transportanor.l mc:r'lta\:r on 47.3% 42.5% 44.0%
expanding roads and highways rather than on public transit.

Summary of Open Ended Comments

At the end of the questionnaire respondents were given an opportunity to provide any
additional comments related to transportation in general. While respondents provided a
wide range of responses, most of them centered on reasons why people do not use public
transportation. Table 14 shows the most-often mentioned responses, provided by 15
study site respondents and 92 control site respondents:

Table 14. Open Ended Comments

General Comments (Number of mentions)

Study Control Total
Improvements and better public transportation 2 25 27
More Metrelink Stops 2 ] 10
Maore frequent stops per bus stop 1 7 g
Metrolink fare is too high, need group rates 2 3 5
Add more bus stops il 6 &
Not enough buses 0 5 5
Longer hours for public transportation 0 5 5
MNeed assistance for the elderly and disabled 0 ] 6

Analysis of Factors that Explain Transit Use

In this section, we examine relationships among variables that might help explain transit
use.

Hypothesis #1: Respondents in the study sites are more likely to use public
transportation than those in the control sites.

In order to determine if there is a difference between study site respondents and control
site respondents in terms of their use of public transportation, a chi-square test of
independence was conducted, The results of the chi-square were: X (1, N=718) = .014,
p=-906, therefore we cannot reject the null hypothesis that there are no differences
between the two groups in terms of use of public transportation. This confirms that the
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study sites are not fully developed TOD sites and have not yet realized significantly
higher transit shares.

Hypothesis #2: The respondents in the study group are less likely to drive alone than
those in the control group.

A chi-square test of independence was conducted to determine if there 1s a difference
between study site respondents and control site respondents in terms of whether or not
they drove alone.

The results of the chi-square are as follows: X (1, N=718) = .8.558, p=.003, therefore
we reject the null hypothesis that there are no differences between the two groups and
report that respondents in the study group are indeed less likely to drive alone than
respondents in the control group. While this result might be interpreted that the study
sites are demonstrating TOD characteristics, which include walking trips, bicycle trips, as
well as transit trips, the difference between the study and control groups is mostly
attributable to greater carpooling trips in the study sites. Carpooling is an effective
transportation mode for automobile-oriented arcas and does achicve greenhouse gas
reduction and energy consumption goals, but it is not traditionally considered a feature of
TOD. This higher rideshare rate in the study sites is an intriguing issue that deserves
further study. If multi-family housing in emerging T'ODs can initially produce more
carpooling, that outcome supports the goal of SB 375 and is well suited to accessing the
dispersed origins and destination in the Inland Empire.

Hypothesis #3: There are differences in length of travel between control site and
study site respondents in terms of overall travel, travel for work, non-work, and
travel back home.

In order to determine if there are any differences between control site respondents and
study site respondents regarding the average length of the trips they took, an Independent
Samples T-test of means was performed. We looked at overall trip length, and we also
broke it down by trip type (work, non-work, home). We see from Table 15 (next page)
that there are no significant differences between the two groups regarding the length of
the trips they reported taking.
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Chapter 6. Conclusions, Policy Recommendations
and Future Research

This study provides a benchmark for assessing future efforts to reduce automobile
dependency in multi-family housing in the Inland Empire. In many ways, the Inland
Empire is a region in transition from a past of single family housing and long automobile
commutes to a future in which there are more housing and transportation options. In
addition to fulfilling many local community goals, this transition will lessen VMT in
support of SB 375.

This section outlines the key findings of the study, policy options that flow from these
findings, and suggestions for future research.

Key Findings

Residents of multi-family housing in the Inland Empire are reliant on private vehicles for
their work and non-work trips. To provide context, Figure 6 (next page) shows the
journey-to-work mode choice results from the survey and compares them to 2006-08
American Community Survey (ACS) data for California and the counties of San
Bernardino and Riverside. The tally for % SOV for all survey respondents is similar to
ACS county-wide data. Note that this county-wide data is dominated by single family
housing, indicating that these multi-family residents are no less dependent on SOV for
work commuting. The transit share among all survey respondents is higher that county
averages, however, but it appears that the transit ridership has been offset by reduced
carpooling in the survey group.
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Another dimension of mode choice is the cost of travel modes. For both work and non-
work trips, free parking is the norm. This practice encourages auto ownership and use.
In contrast, most of those reporting a work trip indicate that employers do not help pay
for transit. Accordingly, it is not just the 5 d’s mentioned above that affect these results
economic incentives for driving mean that the deck is stacked against transit, walking,

and bicyeling.

These results do not argue against policies for TOD in the Inland Empire — the region is
just beginning a transition toward more diverse land use and transportation choices.
Cities such as San Bernardino, Ontario, and Montclair are actively pursuing strategies.
Plans for TOD, higher density mixed-use development, and improved transit are in place
i many Inland Empire communities. Those projects will reduce SOV ftrips bevond these
results.

The question for those responding to SB 375 mandates is how much might these new
TODs reduce vehicle travel? And, how much will new transit services change travel
mode choice among those living in existing developments? An order-of-magnitude
check on the potential for reduction is found in the results obtained in a survey of
residents along the Los Angeles County’s Metro Gold Line, which connects Pasadena
and downtown Los Angeles (Lund and Willson 2005). That study area has many factors
that favor transit ridership — light rail transit, frequent bus service, dense development,
significant transit dependent populations. and walkable communities. In that case,
residents within ¥ mile of rail stations had a 14.8% transit share, with an additional 7.5%
of trips by walking and bicycling modes. TOD plans in the Inland Empire over the next
25 years include improved Metrolink service, light rail, rapid bus, and local connectors.
One could conclude that these improvements, along with planned land use changes, may
help the Inland Empire approach levels of transit use found along the Gold Line. While
this 1s possible, but not assured, the Inland Empire is unlikely to exceed the Gold Line’s
current rates. Therefore, SB 375 planning should be realistic about VMT reductions that
are possible in the next few decades in the Inland Empire.

Policy Options

Although the focus of this study is basic research, not a policy analysis, a number of
policy options has emerged in the course of analyzing the data.

First, cities can build on existing housing clusters by increasing housing density and
mtroducing mixed use development (walkable trips for shopping, etc.). Some of the large
multi-family developments studied here can be the basis for future TODs. The key is to
develop a tight, walkable mixed-use cluster around improved transit service. Some cities
already have plans in place for this development; thev should consider streamlining and
incentives to advance this development activity when the economy recovers. Cities that
do not have plans should develop them now.

Second, careful site planning is important to making TODs work. This includes attention
to the pedestrian realm, the ease with which developments can be served with transit, and
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land use mixing. A key element is parking, which when oversupplied often degrades
other travel options. Cities should lower their parking requirements if they are beyond
demand levels exhibited by TODs and require that developers unbundled the cost of
parking from the cost of rent.

Third, there are redevelopment opportunities around the Metrolink stations. Many of
these station areas have lower intensity industrial and commercial uses, reflecting their
historical roles as rail corridors. Developments in these locations can divert work trips
destined for downtown Los Angeles and Orange County to transit. Many redevelopment
opportunities exist around those Metrolink stations, but the lack of community features in
these areas mean that comprehensive community development 1s required. In Orange
County, there is a plan to provide 30-minute, bi-directional Metrolink service throughout
the day. Such a strategy turns Metrolink more into a traditional rail service, like light or
heavy rail. This is a potential for the Inland Empire that could attract non-work trips to
Metrolink. An example of a mature commuter rail system that is fully integrated into
walkable communities can be found on the Caltrain system that connects San Jose with
downtown San Francisco.

Finally, since Metrolink or other types of rail service cannot serve the dispersed trip
origins and destinations in the large geography of the Inland Empire. bus service
enhancements are vital connecters to the rail backbone and for travel within the area. Bus
rapid transit systems can take advantage of the large arterial system already in place; they
should be supported by local shuttles that connect to individual neighborhoods. The
proposed Omnitrans sbX line is an example of such a project, which links key transit
generators such as downtown San Bernardino, Cal State University San Bernardino, and
Loma Linda University Adventist Health Center.

Future research

A number of future research projects are suggested by this analysis. They include the
following:

e The higher carpool rate among study group respondents deserves further
investigation. A better understanding of the reasons for carpooling among this
group, as derived through supplemental surveys and/or focus groups, can provide
insight into whether this positive outcome can be general expected in suburban
TOD developments.

* Conduct surveys of Inland Empire workplaces and retail locations concerning
travel patterns. Employer surveys would be distributed through employer
cooperation, while retail location surveys would be carries out using intercept
surveys.

o Replicate multi-family household surveys in a decade to measure changes
associated with TOD development, transit development, and SB 375 planning
efforts.

e Conduct surveys and focus groups among local planners, housing developers,
project lenders and investors, community groups, and property managers to
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determine their willingness to consider new models for multi-family development,
addressing questions such as density, mixed uses, pedestrian facilities, reduced
parking requirements and unbundling. Such research would develop practical
strategies for achieving the 5d’s of TOD in a manner that is realistic for market
conditions in the Inland Empire.

Conduct trip generation studies of multi-family housing complexes to determine if
trip generation rates used in traffic studies are appropriate. ‘This would be
accomplished by pneumatic counters at development driveways, and would allow
comparison to standard Institute of Engineers rates and other recent studies. If
different rates are appropriate, they would included in traffic studies and
environmental review documents for new development.

Conduct focused studies to evaluate arcas where dense, clustered development is
oceurring, such as the city of Ontario’s 8,200 acre New Model Colony
development and the city of San Bernardino’s downtown redevelopment and
TOD project. Such studies could track the factors that attract residents to these
types of areas.

Integrate the results provided here into the calibration of regional models and SB-
375 modeling tools being developed by other Leonard Center researchers.

Given a twenty-year head start, more extensive transit systems, and supportive market
demand, TOD in California’s urban areas is well underway and is producing good results.
It is TOD in suburban arcas such as the Inland Empire that requires the greatest attention
in research and planning. With a realistic understanding of travel behavior of these early

transit-proximate developments, plans can ensure that the greatest VMT reduction is
achieved through supportive land use, site design, and transit policies and programs.
Given the large share of the State’s growth that will occur in areas such as the Inland

Empire, suburban TOD is vital to local visions of sustainability and the State’s SB 375

goals. This research, along with other efforts, is intended to support the process of
developing land use and transit plans that are tailored to local community preference,
market conditions, and transportation patterns.
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Appendix A - Study Sites

Zip Units/ # of bus Headway within 1/4 | within 1/2
Study Sites Addrese City Code #of Units acre Routes Range mile of ML | mile of ML
Colony Apts. at Omni - 61,
Ontario Towne 102 North 63, 80, 81, 15-60
Center Lemon Ave. Ontario 91764 160 60.7 83 minutes No No
9200 Milliken Rancho
AMLI at Empire Lakes | Ave. Cucamonga | 91730 521 276 Ompni - 81 60 minutes No Yes
Reserve at Empire 11210 Fourth Rancho Omni - 61, 15-60
Lakes Street Cucamonga 91730 467 27.2 81,82 minutes No No
Omni - 61,
63, 80, 81, 15-60
Kincaid Townhomes 330 East B Street | Ontario 91762 140 238 83 minutes No No
Multiple -
Rancho MonteVista 2100 West near
Apartments Arrow Route Upland 91786 240 15.9 transcenter No Yes
Multiple -
250 College Park near
College Park Drive Upland 91786 448 17.2 transcenter Yes Yes
Verano at Rancho 8200 Haven Rancho Omni - 65, 15/30 -60
Cucamonga Avenue Cucamonga | 91730 414 276 a2 minutes No No
10400 Arrow Rancho Omni - 68, 30-60
Waterbrook Route Cucamonga 91730 624 233 82 minutes No No
Ironwood & Fairway
Palms at Empire 11100 Fourth Rancho Omni - 81,
Lakes Street Cucamonga | 91730 496 224 82 60 minutes No No
Stonegate at 12640 Memorial | Moreno RTA-11, 18, 40 - 60
Towngate Way Valley 92553 552 205 18 minutes No No
Totalf/Average 4,062 27.0
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Appendix B — Control Sites

within 1/4 | within 1/2
Zip # of bus Headway mile of mile of
Control Sites Address City Code | # of Units | Units/acre Routes Range link link

Broadstone Rancho 27625 E. Trail Rancho RTA-35,

Belago Ridge Way Belago 92555 236 34.5 210 60 minutes No No
955 Nerth

Vintage Apartment Duesenberg

Homes Drive Ontario 91764 300 278 Omni =82 &0 minutes No No

AMLI at Victaria 7922 Day Creek Rancho

Arbors Blvd. Cucamonga 91739 319 26.9 Omni - 81 &0 minutes No No
7828 Day Creek Rancho

AMLI at Day Creek Blvd. Cucamonga 91739 270 26.9 Omni - 81 &0 minutes No No

Landmark at Ontario | 950 N.

Towne Center Duesenberg Dr. Ontario 91764 469 263 Omni - 82 &0 minutes No No
16011

The Heights (2) - Butterfield

across the street Ranch Road Chine Hills 91709 124 22.5 None No No
5880 Lochmoor

di Renzo Apartments | Drive Riverside 92507 158 22.5 RTA- 16 40 minutes No No
15773 High Knoll

Village Oaks Dr. Chino Hills 91709 280 21.6 None No No
12845 Frederick | Moreno

Galleria at Towngate | Street Valley 92553 268 20.6 RTA-11, 18 | 60 minutes No No

The Villas at Moreno

Towngate 13120 Day Street | Valley 92553 394 20.5 RTA- 16 40 minutes No No
16675 Slate

The Helghts Drive China Hills 91709 208 20.4 None No No
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Appendix B = Control Sites (continued)

within 1/4 | within 1/2
Zip # of bus Headway mile of mile of
Control Sites Address City Code | # of Units | Units/. Routes Range link link
Vista Springs 21550 Box Moreno
Apartments Springs Rd Valley 92557 212 200 RTA - 16 40 minutes No No
12080 Pigeon Mareno
Highland Meadows Pass Rd Valley 92557 360 198 RTA-11, 18 B0 minutes No No
Windemere at 5925 Sycamore
Sycamore Highlands Canyon Blvd Riverside 92507 240 19.0 RTA - 16 40 minutes No No
5700 Lochmoor
CastleRock Drive Riverside 92507 272 18.5 RTA - 16 40 minutes No No
Colonnade at 5880 Fair lsle
Sycamore Highlands Drive Riverside 92507 288 18.0 RTA - 16 40 minutes No No
21012 Box Moreno
Tuscany Hills Springs Rd Valley 92557 144 17.8 RTA - 16 40 minutes No No
7450 Northrop
Mission Grove Park Drive Riverside 92508 432 16.6 RTA- 20 50 minutes No No
12159 Calle Moreno
El Dorado Point Sombra Valley 92557 330 15.4 RTA-11 60 minutes Mo No
Broadstone River's 2088 Lakeshore | Lake
| Edge Drive Elsinore 92530 184 15.1 RTA-7.8 50-55 minutes No No
3390 Country
Broadstone Vesada Village Road Riverside 92509 261 15.0 RTA-21,49 | 65-70 minutes No No
Broadstone Overlook | 12963 Moreno Mareno RTA-35,
Apartments Beach Drive Valley 92555 246 133 210 60 minutes No No
Total/Average 5,759 20.9
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Appendix C- 2010 TOD Telephone Survey

SHELLO Hello, T am calling from the Institute of Applied Research at Cal State San Bernardino.
We're conducting a scientific study of quality of life relative to transportation and traffic,
and we need the input of the head of the household or his or her partner. Have I reached
[READ PHONE # FROM SCREEN]?

L. CONTINUE
2. DISPOSITION SCREEN
SHELLO2 (used only to complete a survey already started)
Have I reached [READ PHONE NUMBER]? Hello, this is , calling

from the Institute of Applied Research at CSU San Bernardino. Recently, we started an
interview with the [MALE/FEMALE] head of the household and I'm calling back to
complete that interview. Is that person available?

SPAN INTERVIEWER: FLEASE CODE WHICH LANGUAGE THE INTERVIEW WILL BE
CONDUCTED IN:
1. ENGLISH
2. SPANISH
SHEAD Are you that person?
Yes [SKIP TO INTRO]
Mo [CONTINUE]
DON"T KNOW/MNO RESPONSE
REFUSED

=

SHEAD2 Is the head of the household or his or her partner at home?

Yes [SKIF TO INTRO]
No [CONTINUE]
DON"T KNOW/MNO RESPONSE

REFUSED

&=

CALLBK Is there a better time I could call back to reach the head of the household?
. Yes [SKIP TO APPT]
2. No [ENDQUEST]

APART We are targeting residents who hve within an apartment or condo, do you live in
an apartment or a condo?

{INTERVIEWER: ATTACHED UNITS IS WHAT WE ARE LOOKING FOR 3/25}
1. Apartment
2. Condo/ Town House
3. NEITHER (Ex: single home, mobile home)
9. REFUSED

IF (ANS = 2) ENDQUEST

INTRO This survey takes about 10 minutes to complete, and your answers may be used by transportation
officials to better understand travel behavior and to shape transportation policies in the Inland Empire. And
to thank vou for your participation, you will be entered into a drawing for a gift card of up to $200. Your
identity and your responses will remain completely confidential, and of course, you are free to decline to
answer any particular survey question. [ should also mention that this call may be monitored by my
supervisor for quality control purposes only.

Is it alright to ask you these questions now?
1. Yes [CONTINUE]
2. No [SKIP TO APPT]
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AFPT

BEGIN

QL.

Q3.

Q4.

First, I'd like to verify that you are at least 18 years of age.
Yes [SKIP TO BEGIN]
No

I'm sorry, but currently we are interviewing people 18 years of age and older. Thank you
for your time. [ENDQUEST]

Is it possible to make an appointment to ask you the survey questions at a more
convenent time?

Yes (SPECIFY)

No [ENDQUEST]

I"d like to begin by asking you some general questions.

[INTERVIEWERS: PRESS ANY KEY TO CONTINUE]

What city do you live in?

ol W

% o

= M

98.

CHINO HILLS
CLAREMONT

LAKE ELSINORE
MORENO VALLEY
ONTARIO

RANCHO BELAGO
RANCHO CUCAMONGA
EIVERSIDE

UFLAND

. OTHER [STAY IN JUST INCASE CONDO ACROSS THE STREET CHANGES CITY |

LIKE IN MV ONE SIDE APARTMENT IS MV OTHER IS RIVERSIDE
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED [TERMINATE CALL]

What is your zip code?
ZIP CODE:

99998, DON'T KNOW
99999. REFUSED

Including yourself, how many people live in your household?
NUMBER

998. DON'T KNOW
999, REFUSED

Again including yourself, how many are 16 years or older?
NUMBER

DON'T KNOW [ENTER 998]
REFUSED [ENTER 999]
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Q8. Are you currently employed?

L YES CONTINUE

2. NO SKIPTO Q11

9. REFUSED SKIPTO Q11
Q9. Do you work outside your place of residence?

1. YES

.3 NO, I WORK FROM HOME SKIPTO Q11

9. REFUSED

Q10.  What 1s your work zip code?
1. WORK ZIP CODE:
2. CITY IF THEY DO NOT KNOW THE ZIF CODE
8. DON'T KNOW
9. REFUSED

Q11.  Are you currently enrolled in school?

1. YES CONTINUE
7/} NO SKIPTO Q13
9. REFUSED SKIPTO Q13

Q12.  Are you enrolled in an on-line program to take courses at home?

1. YES
2 NO
9. REFUSED

Q13.  Inwhat year did you move to your current residence?
YEAR:

DON'T KNOW [ENTER 9998]
REFUSED [ENTER 9999]

Q14.  There are various reasons that people may choose to live in a certain location. I'm going to read
vou a list of some of these reasons and [°d like you to tell me whether each was important in
deciding to move to your current residence. [INTERVIEWER: READ THE RESPONSES AND
SELECT IF THEY SAY “YES"] - CHECK ALL THAT APPLY
1. Costof housing
_ 2. Type or quality of housing
3. Quality of local schools

4. Quality of neighborhood
5. Close to job
6. Access to shops & services
7. Access o transit
8. Access to highway

Draft Report, Travel Characteristics of Resident of Multi-family Housing in the Infand Empire August 31, 2010 43

May 2012 Final Recirculated Portions of the Environmental Impact Report
Page 3-1068 Section 3.0: Responses to Comments



Lytle Creek Ranch Specific Plan
City of Rialto, San Bernardino County, California

Q15.

Qlé.

Q17.

9. Recreational opportunities
10.Other (Specify)

11. DON'T KNOW

12 REFUSED

Of the reasons I just read, which was the MOST important to you in deciding to move to your
current residence?

AW

0;
1.
12.

— = 020 N W

On

COST OF HOUSING
TYPE OR QUALITY OF HOUSING
QUALITY OF LOCAL SCHOOLS
QUALITY OF NEIGHBORHOOD
CLOSE TO JOB
ACCESS TO SHOPS & SERVICES
ACCESS TO TRANSIT
ACCESS TO HIGHWAY
RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES
OTHER (SPECIFY)
DON'T KNOW
REFUSED

a scale of 1 to 5 with 1 being poor and 5 being excellent, how would you rate your

neighborhood as a place for people to walk to destinations? In answering, think about things such
as closeness of destinations, safety, and a nice street environment.

£ W —

© o

POOR

2

3

4

EXCELLENT
DONT KNOW
REFUSED

Using the same 1 to 5 scale with 1 being poor and 5 being excellent, how would you rate your
neighborhood as a place for people to take buses or trains? In answering, think about things such
as access to destinations, frequency of buses or trains, ease of reaching a bus stop or metro station,
and safety

bk W =

0 po

POOR

-
2

3

4
EXCELLENT
DON'T KNOW
REFUSED

TRAVELDAY Now I'm going to ask you a series of questions regarding your travel on
[INTERVIEWER LOOK AT THE DATE ON THE WHITE BOARD|
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e I

0

Paid monthly?
Quarterly

Annual

OTHER (SPECIFY)
DON'T KNOW
REFUSED

IF Q18a =2, SKIPTO TRANS3

Q20al. And finally T have those same questions for a third trip of that day. If you haven’t

already told me about a trip for work or school, this would be the time to doit. So for

trip #3, What time did you leave?

INTERVIEWER: RECORD IN MILITARY TIME. REFER TO FALLBACK SHEET

FOR TIME CONVERSION.

TIME:

DON'T KNOW [ENTER 9998]
REFUSED [ENTER 9999]

Q20b1. What time did you arrive?

INTERVIEWER: RECORD IN MILITARY TIME. REFER. TO FALLBACK SHEET

FOR TIME CONVERSION.

TIME:

DON'T KNOW [ENTER 9998]
REFUSED [ENTER 9999]

Q20c1. What was the main purpose of this trip?

9

L R U

GO TO WORK

GO TO SCHOOL

SHOPPING

MEAL OR SNACK

PICK UP/DROP OFF CHILD(REN)
OTHER ERRANDS

VISIT FRIENDS/ FAMILY MEMBERS
RECREATIONAL

MEDICAL REASONS

10, OTHER
98. DON'T KNOW
99. REFUSED

(Q20d1. What was your primary means of travel/transportation?

1

2
3.
4

DROVE ALONE

CARPOOLED

RODE RATL TRANSIT (METROLINK)
RODE BUS
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9, REFUSED
Q2le. Does your employer provide a car for use during the day?
1. YES
2 NO
3. IF NEED BE
8. DON'T KNOW
Q. REFUSED
Q21d. Does your employer provide [ree parking?
1. YES
2. NO
8. DON'T KNOW
9 REFUSED
Q21e. Do they help pay for transit?
1. YES
2 NO
8. DON'T KNOW
9. REFUSED
Q211 Do they help pay for tolls, fuel or other commuting costs?
1. YES
B NO
8. DON'T KNOW
9 REFUSED
Q22. On average, how often do you use bus or rail to commute to work or school? Would you

say you use it... ..

1. Every day,[5 DAYS A WEEK OR MORE]
Two to three times a week,

Once a week,

Onee a month,

Rarely, or

Mever

DON'T KNOW

REFUSED

PRI N N P S

TRANS4: I'm going to read you a few statements regarding people’s attitudes about transportation.
For each of the following statements, please tell me whether you Strongly Agree, Agree,
Disagree, or Strongly Disagree.

Q23. Here’s the first statement... ... I feel uncomfortable driving a car under certain conditions,
such as long distances, at nighttime, or on routes I don’t know well. [INTEEVIEWER
PROMPT ONLY IF NECESSARY WITH “DO YOU...]
1. Strongly Agree
2. Agree
3. Dhsagree
4. Strongly Disagree
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Accounting/Financial
Clenical/Secretarial
Manager/Administrator
Craftsman

Laborer

Sales

Service

Professional

9. Other (Specify)

10. Medical Field (Nurse, Doctor, Dentist)
98. DONT KNOW

99. REFUSED

aalien B = L S

D4, Which of the following best describes your annual household income, after taxes for
20097

$15,000 or less

$15,001 to $30,000

$30,001 to $45,000

$45,001 to 560,000

$60,001 to $75,000

$75,001 to $100,000

$100,001 to $150,000

$150,001 and over

, DONT KNOW

99, REFUSED

OO0 =] O Lh It L b o—

COMMENTS: Do you have any other comments about transportation that we haven’t covered?
1. COMMETNS
2. NO COMMENTS

END Thank you for your time and assistance. If you win one of the gift cards I will be calling
you no later than the end of April at this phone number to let you know.

[INTERVIEWER: IF ADDRESS 1S FILLED IN USE "TO CONFIRM" IF NO
ADDRESS DO NOT READ THOSE WORDS]

With this specialized survey we need (to confirm) your street address

s

to determine the distance between vour address and a transit stop.

1. CORRECT
2. WHAT IS THE CORRECT ADDRESS
3. WHAT ARE THE CROSS STREETS

9. REFUSED

Well, that's it. Thank you very much for your ime - we appreciate it.
INTERVIEWER QUESTIONS

GENDER The respondent was. ..
1. Male
2 Female
3 Couldn't tell

COooP How cooperative was the respondent?
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1. Cooperative
2 Uncooperative
3 Very Uncooperative
UNDSTD How well did the respondent understand the questions?
1 Very easily
2. Easily
B Some difficulty
4. (reat deal of difficulty
LNG In what language was the interview conducted?
1 English
2, Spanish
NAME Interviewer name?
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Appendix D — Mail-Back Questionnaire

Information on vour Household

Do you live mn an apartment or condo/townhouse? Apartment
Condo/Townhouse
What city do you live in? Zip
code
How many bedrooms do you have in your unit? _ Studio _ One _ Two

Three or more
Including yourself, how many people live in your household? How many are
age 16 or older?

How many motorized vehicles are available for use by members of your household?

Information on vour Vehicles

For each of the vehicles in your household, please check off where it is typically parked at your residence

Vehicle Vehicle Vehicle Vehicle Vehicle Vehicle
#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6

A private garage assigned to your unit

A shared garage or outdoor lot in your development

On the street

Information on your Place of Work/School

Are you currently employed? Yes No

Do you work or go to school outside your place of residence? Yes No
Mo, I work from home

What is your work zip code?

Are you currently enrolled in school? Yes No

Are you enrolled in an on-line program to take courses at home? Yes No

Information on vour Place of Residence

In what year did you move into your current residence?

When deciding to move to your current residence, what were the three (3) most important factors?
(Place a 1 next to the most important, a 2 next to the second most important and a 3 next to the third
most important):

_costofhousing  type or quality of housing _quality of local schools
quality of neighborhood
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Appendix B. Area Source Emissions
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These emission rates are based on information published by EPA (U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency 1995). As with wood stove emissions, the user can modify cach of the
variables used to estimate fireplace emissions. Annual emissions are estimated based on
annual wood combustion.

Natural Gas Fired Stoves

URBEMIS uses AP-42 emission factors to estimate emissions from natural gas combustion
in natural gas fireplaces/stoves. The emission equation assumes that the average stove is
30,000 Btus for single family, 20,000 Btus for multi-family, that there are 1,020 Btus per
standard cubic foot of natural gas, that the stove is used for an average of two hours per day
during the winter months, and 100 days per year (200 hours per year). The values for single
and multi-family Btus per stove can vary by air district.

Landscape Maintenance

Landscape maintenance equipment generates emissions from fuel combustion, from
evaporation of unburned fuel, and from fugitive dust generated by equipment such as leaf
blowers. Emissions include NOx, ROG, CO, SO2, PM10, PM2.5, and CO2. The emission
factors used to estimate cquipment emissions include ¢xhaust and evaporation. Emission
factors have not yet been developed for the fugitive dust generated by certain types of
equipment generate.

Equipment in the landscape category includes lawn mowers, roto tillers, shredders/grinders,
blowers, trimmers, chain saws, and hedge trimmers used in residential and commercial
applications. Engines in this category are 25 horsepower or less. This category also includes
air compressors, generators, and pumps used primarily in commercial applications.

The California Air Resources Board has enacted regulations to limit emissions from
landscape maintenance equipment. Beginning in 1994 these regulations imposed emission
limits on all landscape maintenance equipment sold. Those regulations became more
stringent for equipment sold in 1999 and later. Consequently, the emissions from this source
category are similar to automobile emissions in that the tumover in the equipment fleet plays
an important part in how quickly emission reductions are achieved.

URBEMIS2007 estimates emissions from this source category based on the year in which the
user is attempting to estimate emissions. The California Air Resources Board’s
OFFROAD2007 model was used to generate estimates of landscape maintenance equipment
emissions in 2000 and 2010. Separate modeling runs were made for residential and non-
residential equipment use. Residential emissions were limited to single-family residential
units. The commercial equation is based on emissions per business unit and includes
multifamily residential land uscs.

The emission factors used by URBEMIS2007 are shown in Tables B-1 and B-2.
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Appendix C. Operational (Motor Vehicle) Emissions
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Exhaust Emission Factors

URBEMIS2007 estimates vehicle exhaust emissions using several pieces of input entered by
the user. That information is found within the URBEMIS input screens of the operational
emissions module. The operational emissions module input screens include project year,
vehicle fleet percentages, winter and summer temperature, trip characteristics, variable start
information, and the percentage of travel on paved versus unpaved roads.

Once the user has entered the appropriate information into the operational emissions input
sereens and selects the emissions output, URBEMIS2007 calls the appropriate summertime
and wintertime EMFAC2002 files based on the analysis year selected by the user.
URBEMIS then goes to the appropriate locations within those files based on the average
vehicle speeds and temperature. For each pollutant, URBEMIS obtains information from
several locations within the EMFAC input file. For certain pollutants, URBEMIS generates
pounds per mile emission estimates by multiplying the grams per mile values for each
technology class within EMFAC (fleet mix vehicle type and technology class [non-catalyst,
catalyst, diesel] by the percentage supplied by the user in the fleet mix screen. This results in
a fleet average grams per mile value, which is then converted to pounds per day.

A similar approach is used to estimate trip emissions for certain pollutants. Separate tables in
EMFAC2007 contain grams per trip emissions based on the length of time since the vehicle
engine was tumed off. URBEMIS uses the vanable starts table, which shows the percentage
of vehicles in several time classes (minutes since the vehicle engine was turned off) and for
the six trip modes. URBEMIS uses the information in the variable starts table and the grams
per trip values within EMFAC2002 to estimate weighted grams per trip values. The
weighted grams per trip value is then multiplied by the number of trips caleulated from the
land use information to estimate total emissions per trip per pollutant.

Once the EMIFFAC2007 file has been read, URBEMIS2007 calculates criteria pollutant
emissions for:

¢ running exhaust (grams per mile of ROG, CO, NOx, PM10),

¢ tire wear particulates (grams per mile, PM10),

¢ brake wear particulates (grams per mile, PM10),

* variable starts (grams per trip, ROG, CO, NOx),

¢ hot soaks (grams per trip, ROG),

e diurnals (grams per hour, ROG) ,

e resting losses (grams per hour, ROG), and

¢ evaporative running losses (grams per mile, ROG).

The estimated operational criteria pollutant emissions are summed in the emissions output
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Pass-By Trips

According to the Institute of Transportation Engineers” (ITE) document Trip Generation, 5th
Edition (ITE 1991), vehicle trips associated with a trip generator can be divided into three
categories:

e Primary Trips are trips made for the specific purpose of visiting the generator. The stop
at that generator is the primary reason for the trip. For example, a home to shopping to
home combination of trips is a primary trip set.

e Pass-By Trips are trips made as intermediate stops on the way from an origin to a primary
trip destination. Pass-by trips are attracted from traffic passing the site on an adjacent
street that contains direct access to the generator. These trips do not require a diversion
from another roadway.

e Diverted Linked Trips are trips attracted from the traffic volume on roadways within the
vicinity of the generator but which require a diversions from that roadway to another
roadway to gain access to the site. These roadways could include streets or freeways
adjacent to the generator, but without access to the generator.

In calculating the emissions associated with a proposed project, the distinction between these
three categories of trips is important. Pass-by and diverted linked trips associated with a
proposed project generate substantially lower levels of net emissions than a primary trip.

For air quality impact analysis, the major difference between a pass-by trip and a diverted
linked trip is the added vehicle miles traveled associated with the diverted linked trip. Pass-
by trips. by definition, do not require a diversion from the original trip route. Conversely,
diverted linked trips do involve diversion from the original trip route. A major difficulty in
estimating the additional travel associated with a diverted linked trip is that the amount of
additional travel is sensitive to local site factors. In particular, the distance from the project
site to major arterials or freeways strongly influences the amount of additional travel.

Pass-by and diverted linked trips are most important for retail commercial land uses. As an
example of how important these trips are, the February 1995 update to ITE’s Trip
Generation, 5th Edition, notes that an average of 87% of trips made to gasoline stations in the
p-m. peak hour are pass-by and diverted linked trips. Not accounting for pass-by and
diverted linked trips substantially overstates the amount of indirect source emissions
associated with a proposed gasoline station.

URBEMIS2007 has an option that allows the user to account for pass-by and diverted linked
trips. The primary data sources for appropriate pass-by and diverted linked trip adjustments
are [TE’s Trip Generation, 5th Edition, and the February 1995 update (ITE 1991; ITE 1995).
The San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) has also produced a document that
includes estimates of pass-by and diverted linked trips for specific land uses (SANDAG
1990). These three documents present pass-by and diverted linked trip values as a percentage
of total trips for several land use categories. One distinction between the ITE versus
SANDAG estimates are that for pass-by trips. SANDAG assumes that any diversion
requiring 1 additional mile or less is a pass-by trip. In contrast, ITE assumes that any
diversion off of the intended travel route is a diverted linked trip.
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Table 3 shows estimates of pass-by and diverted linked trip percentages using data contained
in ITE’s Trip Generation, 5th Edition, the February 1995 update to the 5th edition. and the
SANDAG report (ITE 1991, ITE 1995; SANDAG 1990). The ITE and SANDAG trip
generation data primarily describe peak-hour versus average daily conditions. Jones &
Stokes Associates has developed average daily percentages of primary trips, diverted-linked
trips and pass-by trips associated with each land use for the URBEMIS2007 model.

When the pass-by trip correction algorithm is selected by the user, URBEMIS2007 adjusts
trip end emissions (i.e., cold start, hot start, and hot soak) associated with pass-by and
diverted linked trips.

For traffic impact analyses, pass-by trips are generally eliminated from consideration; they
have no net effect on traffic volumes. Similarly, diverted linked trips may have a minimal
effect on traffic volumes. Conversely, pass-by and diverted linked trips may have a
substantial effect on air quality, and this effect may increase in the future as trip end
cmissions become a larger portion of total vehicle trip emissions. A pass-by or diverted
linked trip associated with a shopping center is a good example of how these trips can affect
air quality. Such a trip would have little or no net effect on traffic volumes. However, if the
shopper stays at the shopping center for 1 hour, a substantial portion of a hot soak episode
would oceur and, for a catalytic converter-equipped vehicle, the trip leaving the shopping
center would begin in a cold-start mode.

URBEMIS2007 estimates trip end emissions associated with pass-by and diverted linked
trips and additional travel associated with diverted linked trips. Jones & Stokes Associates
has modified URBEMIS2007 so that it makes separate emission estimates for primary trips,
pass-by trips, and diverted-linked trips.

For primary trips, the emission estimating procedure do not change except that the trip
generation rate for each land use would be multiplied by that land use’s primary trip
percentage shown in Table 3.

For pass-by trips, the trip generation rate for cach land use are multiplied by that land use’s
pass-by trip percentage shown in Table 3. In addition, the trip length for each trip type (e.g.,
home-work, home-shop) is set to 0.1 miles. The change in trip length reflects the pass-by trip
definition in that these trips result in virtually no additional travel. However, emissions
associated with pass-by trips still occur. Consequently, the hot and cold start percentages are
increased by 10 percent to reflect additional emissions from these operating modes.

For diverted-linked trips. the trip generation rate for cach land use is multiplied by that land
use’s diverted-linked trip percentage shown in Table 3. The trip length is also adjusted
downward to equal 25 percent of the primary trip length for each trip type. By doing so, it
accounts for the additional travel associated with diverted-linked trips. Also, the hot and cold
start percentages for each trip type are increased by 10 percent to reflect additional emissions
from these operating modes.
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Appendix D. URBEMIS2007 Mobile Source Mitigation
Component
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Mobile Source Mitigation Component

Background

The purpose of this appendix is to document the basis of the emission reduction quantification
system used in the URBEMIS2007 Mobile Source Mitigation Measures module. The
mitigation measures module is based on an approach developed by Nelson'Nygaard Consulting
Associates specifically for the URBEMIS module. Nelson'Nygaard’s findings are described in
the remainder of this appendix.
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Introduction

The following discussion is based on procedures for operational smart growth mitigation
developed for URBEMIS2002. Those same procedures have been incorporated into
URBEMIS2007.

This report sets out recommendations to revise the operational mitigation component of
URBEMIS 2002. These have been developed with three main aims in mind:

¢  Simplify the existing mitigation component (of URBEMIS version 7.5), which while
extremely detailed, is daunting to new users and has extensive data requirements. In
particularly, the division between “environment factors™ and “mitigation measures™ can
be confusing.

¢ Improve consistency. Many of the inputs to the URBEMIS 7.5 mitigation component
are extremely subjective (e.g. whether some, few or no bike routes provide wide paved
shoulders and have few curb cuts). We propose making these more quantitative, and/or
providing additional guidance in the users” manual or within the program itself.

¢ Improve accuracy and transparency. While many of the inputs to the current
mitigation component (of URBEMIS 7.5) have been proven to have an impact on travel
behavior, research is still at an early stage of assessing quantitative impacts, and how
these interrelate with other mitigation strategies. The recommendations here update the
current mitigation component in the light of new research.

An extensive body of research has been compiled as Lo the impacts of particular mitigation
strategies on travel behavior. However, in general, this has either had an academic focus, or
been undertaken for the purposes of developing citywide or regional travel models. For
example, many agencies have sophisticated procedures for assessing non-single occupancy
auto travel at the level of TAZ or above, but not at the development level. There is extremely
little guidance on how to use this data in the type of application needed for URBEMIS 2002
— namely, to provide quantitative estimates of the impact on trip generation and vehicle miles
traveled (VMT) at the development level.

Many agencies do provide credits for individual developments that implement mitigation
measures, for example when assessing impact fees or conducting traffic studies. Some
California examples include C/CAG in San Mateo County and VTA in Santa Clara County.
A brief, national review was also conducted for purposes of this report.! In general, however,
these credit programs are only loosely based on the latest travel research, and it could be
argued that they function more at a policy level, in providing incentives for developers to
incorporate elements such as demand management programs that the agency considers
desirable.

The recommendations here therefore attempt to bridge the gap between academic studies and
complex regional or arca-wide models on the one hand. and more site-specific traffic
assessments on the other hand. The emphasis is on providing the best possible estimate while
minimizing data requirements. The overall effect, compared to the existing mitigation
component, is to reduce the number of inputs required, but make them more quantitative.

! Agencies contacted included: New York Metropolitan Transportation Council; Atlanta Regional
Commission; Alameda County, CA; and San Luis Obispo County, CA.
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It cannot be too highly stressed that the trip reductions recommended here are valid at a
sketch-planning level only, and are subject to considerable uncertainty. While they should
ideally be expressed as a range, in order to expressly account for this uncertainty, a single
value is needed for purposes of the Indirect Source Review in order to allow the appropriate
fee to be caleulated. The same limitations noted in the documentation for the existing
mitigation component still apply. and are worth repeating here:

The URBEMIS 2002 mitigation component is a significant advance over
past attempts to quantify the benefits of air quality mitigation measures,
however, users should recognize that travel behavior is very complex
and difficult to predict. The component relies on the user to determine
factors critical to travel behavior that are somewhat subjective. As GIS
and electronic traffic monitoring and data collection become a reality in
many cities, the ability to identify factors critical to walking, bicycling,
and transit use will be enhanced. The URBEMIS 2002 mitigation
component provides a starting point for using currently available data to
demonstrate the benefits of urban design and traditional mitigation
measures in reducing air quality impacts.

The mitigation component results, however, should still be interpreted as the mid-point of a
range. Recent research has pointed towards the dangers inherent in reporting precise values,
when the results are the subject of considerable uncertainty (Shoup, 2003). However,
although the methodological dangers are obvious, there is generally no question about the
direction of the relationship, only its size and the appropriate variable. Some adjustment is
better than none at all — which is what most conventional trip generation methodologies
provide (Ewing & Cervero, 2001). In addition, existing project-level trip generation
methodologies, even though well-accepted within the transportation planning and
engineering profession, arc themselves subject to considerable uncertainty, and results are
reported with unwarranted precision (Shoup, 2003).

Other considerations that should be noted include:

¢ The key output that is sought here is reduction in vehicle trips. Research results,
however, often report results in terms of VMT. Where no alternative is available, we
assume that VMT is proportional to vehicle trips.

¢ [Elasticities are generally used to make the calculations, since when used with care, they
provide a satisfactory, means of preparing first-cut aggregate response estimates for
various types of transportation system changes (Pratt et. al., 2000). They also provide a
transparent and accessible method of reporting results, that can be transferred from one
region to another (Ewing & Cervero, 2001).

e There are major theoretical issues regarding the direction of causality that have still to be
resolved in the research. For example, does an increase in density lower vehicle trip
generation rates, or do more dense places attract people who tend to make fewer vehicle
trips? For the purposes of this analysis, however, the distinction is unimportant. The key
issue (using the same example) is that more dense places are associated with fewer
vehicle trips.

¢ Local planning controls and development economics are assumed to provide an important
“reasonableness” check on the recommended trip reductions. For example, reductions in
parking supply will not normally be allowed unless the local jurisdiction is confident that
complementary trip reduction measures will be applied. Equally, it is unlikely that
frequent transit service will be provided to a destination with low potential ridership,
given competing demands on an agency for service.
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About the Trip Generation Manual

At its heart, the URBEMIS mitigation component is a tool for modifying the average trip
rates reported in the Institute for Transportation Engincers’ Trip Generation manual to make
them more accurate, so that they fairly reflect the particular characteristics of a proposed
development. Before modifying these average rates, it is therefore useful to understand the
manual itself: how the average rates were derived; the original data sources that underlic the
manual; and the manual’s own recommendations about when, and why, its average trip
generation rates should be modified. Some key points are these:

¢ The ITE manual normally predicts trip generation from new buildings using just two
variables. Typically, the user first selects a broad land use type (e.g. “High-Rise
Residential Condominium/Townhouse™). Second, the user inputs the guantity of that
land use type (e.g. “100 dwelling units™).

*  Animportant advantage of this simple approach is that very little information about a
project is needed to predict trip generation, and trip generation calculations are simple.

¢ A primary disadvantage of such two-variable formulas is that they do not take into
account the multiple other variables (parking price, transit service, etc.) that
transportation research has shown to strongly affect trip generation, and so the variation
in trip rates within cach land use category is frequently very high.

Recognizing these points, the 77ip Generation manual therefore advises the reader that the
average trip generation rates reported in the manual “represent weighted averages from
studies conducted throughout the United States and Canada since the 1960s. Data were
primarily collected at suburban locations having little or no transit service, nearby pedestrian
amenities, or travel demand management (TDM) programs. At specific sites, the user may
wish to modify trip generation rates presented in this document to reflect the presence of
public transportation service, ridesharing or other TDM measures, enhanced pedestrian and
bicycle trip-making opportunities, or other special characteristics of the site or surrounding
area.”

However, while the studies may have been primarily conducted at such suburban sites, it
appears from the sources referenced that for some land uses, particularly higher density
residential land uses, many sites studied included at least some transit service, sidewalks, and
other characteristics associated with lower vehicle trip rates. For the “High-Rise Residential
Condominium/Townhouse™, for example, the manual’s text shows that sites were surveyed in
such cities as Vancouver, Canada: a city where it is difficult to find high-density
condominiums that lack sidewalks, transit service, and a mix of uses nearby.

As part of our research, we made several calls to and exchanged correspondence with the
staff at the Institute for Transportation Engineers. The staff was unable to provide any
additional data (beyond the text of the manual itself) on the characteristics of the
developments used in its trip generation studies, and was also unable to provide the actual
studies — the original data — which underlic the manual’s conclusions. Therefore, it is not
possible to define with certainty the precise characteristics of an “average site™

Given this paucity of information available on the original sources for the Trip Generation
manual’s, conclusions about the average characteristics of the different land uses in the
manual (e.g., average residential density, or the percentage of neighborhood streets with
sidewalks) necessarily must be estimated, rather than precisely calculated. Fortunately, a
large body of other research on travel behavior and land use is available, and reasonable
estimates can be made based upon this research.
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Recommendations

1. Combine “environmental factors” and “mitigation measures.”

URBEMIS 2002 distinguishes between “environmental factors™ for pedestrians, cyclists and
transit (i.c., the character of the existing neighborhood), and “mitigation measures™ (i.e. those
added by the development). The environmental factors both provide a mitigation measure in
themselves (e.g. the credit for existing or planned transit service), and are also used to weight
the mitigation measures (i.e., a lower credit is given for a mitigation measure in an area that
has a low environmental factor).

The distinction does make it easier to give credits for specific mitigation measures (e.g. bus
bulbs, sidewalks and bicyele parking). However, we recommend that the distinction be
removed, since it also brings several important disadvantages. Most of these relate to either
complexity, or the relative advantages of infill vs. greenfield development, as follows:

o The pedestrian environmental factors appear to be given less weight than the mitigation
measures, even when it is taken into account that the environmental factors are also used
to weight the mitigation measures. The credit for the surrounding pedestrian
environment is 2%, compared to the maximum allowable reduction of 9%. This means
that smaller, infill developments will be eligible for lower eredits, since by their nature
they will be more dependent on the surrounding environment and have more limited
ability to fund mitigation measures.

¢  On arclated point, the importance of the environmental factors compared to mitigation
measures 1s largely a function of scale, i.e. development size. Larger projects,
particularly on greenficld sites, will be starting from a “blank sheet,” and on-site
mitigation measures will be paramount. The appropriate trip reductions for smaller, infill
developments, in contrast, will be more a function of the surrounding environment.

¢ Combining the environmental factors and mitigation measures would make the
component easier to understand, particularly for inexperienced users. At present, the
separation can be confusing.

2. Scale

This question relates to the area that should be analyzed. We recommend that this should be
either the area within a half-mile radius from the center of the project, or the entire project
arca, whichever is larger. This is the same approach taken in the existing URBEMIS
mitigation component. In effect, the smaller the development, the greater the consideration
given to the wider project area.

3. Provide Post-Modeling Adjustments to Reward Other Mitigation Measures

One of the impacts of these recommendations would be to narrow the range of mitigation
measurcs that are considered in the analysis. Some potential mitigation measures are
excluded even though they are likely to have a travel behavior impact, either because they
cannot be readily quantified, or because this would risk double counting an impact already
quantified clsewhere (1.¢. another variable. such as interscetion densitly. serves as a proxy).
We therefore recommend consideration of how post-model adjustments can be used to
provide financial incentives for developers to incorporate these mitigation measures. This
may include all those that are in the current mitigation component, but are not recommended
for continued inclusion, including:
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e Sireet trees

¢ Traffic calming

¢ Design maximizing visual interest for pedestrians, and “eyes on the street”
¢ Zcro building setbacks

¢ Direct pedestrian connections

e Street furniture and artwork

¢ Pedestrian signalization and signage
e Strect lighting

e Low speed limits on bicycle routes
e Safe routes to schools

¢ Bicycle parking ordinance

¢ Transit stop amenities

¢ Route signs and displays

e Bus tumouts and bulbs

¢ Structured parking

4, Modifying Average Trip Generation Rates

In general, both the recommended trip rate modifications and the overall philosophy of the
mitigation component are similar to those in the existing URBEMIS model, and build
extensively off this work. The major differences between the existing mitigation component
and these recommendations are found in (a) the input variables, which are designed to be
more quantitative and less subjective, and are fewer in number, and (b) the formulas, which
take advantage of the latest research on residential travel behavior.

Neighborhood-level trip generation and vehicle miles traveled vary by more than 80% in
California cities (Figure D-1). As the documentation for the existing mitigation component
recognizes, arcas with low trip generation and VMT levels have the highest development
densitics, a wide varicty of uses within walking distance, safe and comfortable pedestrian
access, paid parking requirements, and a high level of transit service.

Similarly, residential trip rates reported in the Trip Generation manual vary widely, both
within individual land use types, and betwween land use types (Figure D-2). For the land use
type “Single Family Detached Housing”, for example, reported rates ranged from a low of
4.31 daily trips per dwelling unit, to a high of 21.85 daily trips. The 'rip Generation manual
reports that, “This land use included data from a wide variety of units with different sizes,
price ranges, locations and ages. Consequently, there was a wide variation in trips generated
within this category.” Between residential land use categories, the variation is still greater, as
would be expected. For example, the average trip rate for the “Residential
Condominium/Townhouse™ land use type is 5.86 (or 39% lower than the average single-
family detached house), while the lowest trip rate is 1.83 (or 80.9% lower). At the extremes,
considering all residential land uses, the highest residential rate reported (21.85 trips/day) is
more than ten-fold higher than the lowest rate reported (1.83 trips/day).
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¢ DBicycle and pedestrian friendliness (measured by an “pedestrian factor” index based on
intersection density, sidewalk completeness, and bike lane completeness)

For each ITE residential land use type, a set of default values for these variables has been
defined. If the default values for a residential land use type are left unchanged when running
the mitigation component, then the resulting trip generation rate will be the standard ITE
average trip generation rate for that land use type. For single-family detached housing, for
example, the default values include a residential density of three units per residential acre, a
transit service index score of 0 (representing no transit service within one-quarter mile of the
site), and an intersection density of 250 intersections per square mile (typical of post-war cul-
de-sac residential subdivisions). Figure DD-4 shows the default values for each land use type.

To achieve the lowest residential trip rate reported in 7Trip Generation (a manual which
primarily measures stand-alone. single-use projects with little or no transit service), the input
values required would include a density of 160 units per residential acre, the maximum level
of transit service, the best possible mix of uses and local retail, and a pedestrian score
cquivalent to a complete sidewalk coverage with a network of blocks no larger than 300 feet
on a side. This would result in a rate of 1.83 trips/day, or an 81% reduction from the average
single-family house rate).

This is similar to the 82% difference in houschold trip generation between the lowest density
areas with the poorest transit service (6.4 vehicle trips per household per day), and the
highest-density areas with good transit and a higher quality pedestrian environment (1.2
vehicle trips per household per day), as shown in Figure D-1. Figure D-4 shows the input
values that would be required to achieve this rate, as well as the input values required to
achieve maximum possible reduction allowed.

In theory, choosing the maximum possible values for each of the physical design variables
described above could result in a residential trip generation rate as low as (.9 daily trips per
unit. This represents a 90% reduction from the average rate for a single-family detached
house. To achieve this rate, however, a neighborhood would have to have remarkable
characteristics, similar to Manhattan or Hong Kong: a density of 380 units per acre, or more
than three times the average density of San Francisco’s densest neighborhoods (North Beach
and Chinatown), the highest possible level of transit service, and so on.?

The recommended reductions for the individual physical design mitigation measures for
residential uses are summarized in Figure D-3. The remainder of the report discusses the
justification for these levels, along with the mitigation measures for non-residential uses. In
general, the recommended maximums for individual components have been set at a level so
that this overall 90%% maximum reduction from the average single-family house rate is
maintained for residential land uses. While a greater reduction may sometimes scem
warranted for an individual measure, a lower value has been selected to stay within this 90%
maximum — a practice that helps avoid the considerable dangers of double counting.

In addition to the variables above, which primarily measure physical design characteristics,
the formulas include mitigation measurcs that assess demand management programs and
similar measures. A maximum additional reduction of 7.75% from the average single-family
house rate is possible through these measures.

2 While rare in California, these extreme cases of Manhattan-like densities can be seen in projects such as
San Francisco’s single-room occupancy hotels for very low income residents, which achieve such densities
by omitting parking and providing very small living quarters.
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baseline vehicle trips, with the baseline being that calculated by URBEMIS before any of the
reductions from mitigation measures are applied.

7. Substitute Methodologies

The recommended mitigation levels are, in our judgment, the most appropriate for a model
that must apply to an extremely wide range of projects and geographic contexts. However, it
must be recognized that there may be “special cases,” where these standard reductions may
not apply. For this reason, we recommend that any methodology for caleulating reductions in
VMT and vehicle trips may be substituted, provided that this is mutually agreed between the
Air District and project proponent.

8. Measures Reducing VMT

The existing mitigation component allows for reductions in VMT (but not trip gencration) for
park-and-ride lots and satellite telecommuting centers. We do not recommend any changes
to this aspect of the mitigation component.

9. Correction Factors

The existing mitigation component provides for trip type correction factors, based on
evidence suggesting that certain trips are more likely to be captured by one mode rather than
another. We do not recommend any changes to this aspect of the mitigation component.

A second correction factor in the existing mitigation component relates to trip distance,
because, the documentation argues. bicycle and walking trips replace mostly shorter
automobile trips. We recommend that this correction factor be eliminated, as there is little
evidence to suggest that this phenomenon exists. Indeed, more complex changes in travel
behavior are likely, such as mode shift to bicycling and walking trips being accompanied by a
shift to closer destinations. For example, rather than drive to a grocery store on a freeway
interchange, a household may walk to a smaller store in the neighborhood. Mixed use,
compact neighborhoods are characterized by short overall trip lengths (see, for example,
Kuzmyak et. al., 2003). Further evidence comes from the elasticities for trip reduction with
respect to density, which are the same for both vehicle trips and VMT (Ewing & Cervero,
2001). suggesting that there is no impact on trip length.

Detailed Justification of Recommended Mitigation Levels

Default Values for Residential Land Uses

To develop the default values for residential land uses shown in Figure D-4, we had to
overcome a significant hurdle: ITE retains no data on the characteristics of the developments
used in their trip generation studies. Default values for average density, transit service levels,
and other variables had to be estimated using two alternative methods. First, we reviewed
representative projects through research of literature and discussions with professionals in the
fields of architecture and town planning, to ascertain typical ranges for density and other
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characteristics of each land use type (for useful summaries, see Calthorpe, 1993, and Local
Government Commission,2002).

Second, these ranges of values were plugged into the formulas for the mitigation measures,

and adjusted until the baseline values for each characteristic equaled the average ITE trip

generation rates for each land use. For example, baseline density for Mid-Rise Apartments

(64 units per residential acre) falls within the typical range observed from research of 45 to

125 units/acre, and when combined with other baseline characteristics for the land use,

results in a 56.1% reduction in trip generation from the average rate for single family homes
the average reduction set forth in the ITE manual.

Finally, since the Trip Generation manual provides no daily trip generation rate for the “Mid-
Risc Apartment™ land use. we estimated a rate by extrapolating from the daily trip rate for the
“High-Rise Apartment™ land use type. The PM peak hour trip rate of (.39 trips per unit for
mid-rise apartments is 11.4% higher than the PM peak hour rate for high-rise apartments
(0.35 trips/unit). Thercfore, the daily trip rate for the “Mid-Rise Apartment™ land use was
estimated to be 4.68 trips per unit, or 11.4% higher than the daily trip for high-rise

apartments (4.2 trips/unit).

Density

A considerable volume of research has investigated the links between density, particularly
residential density, and travel behavior (for summaries, see Kuzmyak et. al, 2003; Boarnet &
Crane, 2001). Ovwerall, the conclusions can be summarized thus: there is a significant,
quantifiable relationship between residential density and automobile use (see Figure D-6), but
there is uncertainty regarding the degree to which this effect is due to the inherent effects of
density, as opposed to factors for which density serves as a proxy, such as parking price,

local retail, transit service frequency and pedestrian friendliness.
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For example, the current mitigation component would award the maximum score of 100 to a
development 0.5 miles from a BART station. ¢ven if no other transit were available. A part of
the city with several bus lines offering 10-minute service, in contrast, would score much
lower, even though these transit lines would carry many more passengers.

Current transit planning thinking, however, emphasizes that frequency and speed are two of
the most important factors determining mode choice, rather than whether the service is
provided by bus, bus rapid transit, or rail. Researchers have found that there is no inherent
preference for rail over bus, provided that the quality of service is the same (for example,
Ben-Akiva & Morikawa, cited in Transportation & Land Use Coalition, 2002).

Key references include:

¢ The average clasticity of ridership with respect to frequency is +0.3 to +0.5. Higher
elasticities of +1.0 have been observed in suburban systems, with the +0.3 value more
typical of urban systems. (Kittselson & Associates et. al, 2003).

e Pratt et. al. (2003) suggest an elasticity of ridership with respect to service hours (i.e. a
combined measure of frequency and service span) of +0.5. Ridership is most sensitive to
frequency changes when the past service was infrequent.

¢ Modeling in Massachusetts suggests that halving transit service headways from 30 to 15
minutes leads to an 8% drop in vehicle trips. A further decrease to 5 minutes leads to a
further 4% drop in vehicle trips (Pratt et. al., 2003).

¢ Holtzclaw et. al. (2002) show that vehicle travel falls as transit service levels increase,
even when holding density constant (Figure D-7). In the San Francisco Bay Area, a
doubling of transit service from 300 to 600 (using the index described below) is
associated with a 13% drop in VMT. An increase from 300 to 900 is associated with a
20% drop in VMT. In the Los Angeles region, the decreases in VMT are 12% and 18%
respectively. However, the variable was omitted from the vehicle travel model presented
in this paper, since density was used as a proxy for transit service.

¢ The maximum distance that people are willing to walk to transit tends to be 0.25 miles
for bus, and 0.5 miles for rail (and, presumably bus rapid transit). (Kittelson & Associates
el. al, 2003). It is unclear whether there is a “distance decay™ effect, whereas people are
more likely to use transit at closer distances within this range (see Lund et. al, 2004).
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Many street design factors have, however, been shown to promote walking and cycling.
These include:

e  Strect connectivity, with traditional street networks that are more New Urbanist or grid-
like, as opposed to the loops, lollipops and cul-de-sacs of most conventional subdivision.
There are various measures of connectivity (summarized in Dill, 2003), such as:

o Block length, size or density

0 Intersection density

0 Street density

o Connected node ratio (number of street intersections divided by the number of

intersections plus cul-de-sacs)

Link-node ratio (links are roadway or pathway segments between two nodes, which

are intersections or cul-de-sac ends)

o Grid pattern (percentage of intersections that are four- or more way).

Pedestrian Route Directness (ratio of route distance to straight line distance)

o Effective Walking Area (%o of parcels within 1/4 mile, that are also within 1/4 mile
walking distance)

o]

o]

o Human-scale streetscapes with adequate pedestrian amenities, access to shopping and
other amenities, and higher densities (Lund et. al., 2004)

Other relevant research includes:

¢ A composite indicator, the “Pedestrian Environment Factor,” provides a statistically
significant correlation with trip generation and VMT. It is comprised of four inputs
(Parsons Brinkerhoff, 1993):

o Ease of streel crossings

o Sidewalk continuity

0 Local street characteristics (grid vs. cul de sac)
o Topography

¢ In Porlland, OR, an increase in the PEF from “pedestrian hostile™ to “almost average™
reduces daily vehicle trips by 0.4 per houschold (7%). An increase from “almost average”™
to “fairly good” provides a daily reduction of 0.2 trips (Parsons Brinkerhoff, 1993, cited
in Kuzmyak et. al, 2003).

* Sidewalk completeness, route directness and network density together have a vehicle trip
clasticity of —0.05 (Ewing & Cervero, 2001).

o For a high degree of walkability, block lengths of approximately 300 feet are
recommended. Short blocks provide more pedestrian crossing opportunities and
direct walking routes. and mean that traffic is more likely to be dispersed. Downtown
Los Angeles, for comparison, has about 150 intersections per square mile. (Ewing,
1999).

There is a strong tradeofl here between simplicity and low data requirements on the one

hand, and robustness and accuracy on the other. Pedestrian and bicycle level of service work
for the Florida Department of Transportation and FHWA, for example, has shown that there
are numerous statistically significant factors that can be included to assess the quality of the
bicycle and pedestrian environment. These include motor vehicle volumes and speeds, truck
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¢ Residential Planned Unit Development (PUD)

e Day-care center

¢ Elementary school

¢ Junior High school

e Library

e City Park

¢ Discount Superstore

s Discount Club

¢ Electronic Superstore

¢ Home Improvement Superstore

e (Gas/Service Station

¢ Pharmacy/Drugstore with and with/out Drive Through
e Medical Office Building

¢  General Heavy Industry

To avoid double counting with other trip reduction measures, the impacts of parking supply

are proposed to be assessed in conjunction with all other non-residential trip reduction
measures as follows:

o The total of all other non-residential trip reduction measures should be used if this is
greater than or equal to the trip reduction from parking supply measures. For example, if
parking supply is reduced 10% from ITE levels, and transit, mixed use and
pedestrian/bicycle trip reductions amount to 20%, the 20% figure would be used.

¢ Ifthe total of all other non-residential trip reduction measures (rp) is less than the trip
reduction from parking supply measures (r;), the total trip reduction is as follows:

rH+05* (I’z - l'1)

In effect, the parking supply reduction is only used if it is greater than the impact from other
trip reduction measures, and the difference is discounted by 50%. For example, if parking
supply is reduced 25% from ITE levels, and transit, mixed use and pedestrian/bicycle credits
amount to 15%, the total reduction would be:

15+ 0.5* (25-15) = 20%.

This reduction should only be granted if measures to control overspill are in place, such as
Residential Permit Parking programs, time limits or meters.

URBEMIS2007 for Windows Users’ Guide Appendix D - URBEMIS2007 Mobile Source Mitigation Component, Page D-24
Version 9.2 November 2007
Final Recirculated Portions of the Environmental Impact Report May 2012

Section 3.0: Responses to Comments Page 3-1195



Lytle Creek Ranch Specific Plan
City of Rialto, San Bernardino County, California

May 2012 Final Recirculated Portions of the Environmental Impact Report
Page 3-1196 Section 3.0: Responses to Comments



Lytle Creek Ranch Specific Plan
City of Rialto, San Bernardino County, California

Free Transit Passes

Some California transit agencies, most notably VT A in Santa Clara County, have EcoPass or
similar programs, whereby employers or property manager’s bulk-purchase transit passes for
(free) distribution to their employees or tenants. Eco Pass programs have been shown to
increase transit ridership by 50-79% (City of Boulder, undated; Caltrans, 2002), and reduce
vehicle trips by 19% (Shoup, 1999). (Note that many of these new riders were making new
trips, or ones previously made by walking or eyeling.)

We therefore recommend that any project committing to providing free transit passes would
receive an additional credit equivalent to 25% of the reduction granted for transit service.
Thus, the eredit is more valuable in places that have good transit service. This reduction
would only apply to the portion of trips generated by those granted the free transit passes
(e.g. residents and/or employees, but excluding shoppers and other visitors).

Telecommuting

We recommend the retention of the reductions granted for telecommuting and compressed
work schedules in the existing mitigation component, with two clarifications:

¢  As with the reductions for other mitigation measures, there must be an enforceable
commitment (¢.g. development agreement), which covers both the take-up rate
(employees actually telecommuting or using compressed work schedules) as well as the
provision of the option.

¢ The percentage reduction should not be additive (in contrast to most other trip reduction
measures ). For example, if 20% of employees telecommute, and other trip reduction
measures are estimated to reduce vehicle trips from 1,000 to 800 per day, the 20%
reduction would apply to the 800 trips, not the original 1,000.

Other TDM Programs

Other TDM program elements, that do not include financial incentives, tend to have a smaller
impact on travel behavior. We recommend that reductions be based on the number of the
following elements incorporated into the program, per Figure D-7:

¢ Secure bicycle parking (at least one space per 20 vehicle parking spaces)

¢ Showers/changing facilities

¢ Guaranteed Ride Home

¢ Car-sharing services

¢ Information on transportation alternatives, such as bus schedules and bike maps

¢ Dedicated employee transportation coordinator

¢ Carpool matching programs

¢ Preferential carpool/vanpool parking

The impact of a TDM program will also depend on the travel alternatives available. A
program will have more impact if the site is served by frequent transit, for example (although
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Appendix F. State Of California Counties and Air Basins

A California Air Basin map is available on the internet at:
hitp://www.arb.ca.gov/knowzone/basin/basin.swi

and information on local air districts can be found at:
www.arb.ca.gov/capcoa/roster.htm
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Comment Letter No. 12

Kim F. Floyd

Conservation Chair

San Gorgonio Chapter Sierra Club
4079 Mission Inn Ave.

Riverside, CA 92501
kimffloyd@fastmail.fm

April 3, 2012

Comment No. 12-1

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the RDEIR for the Lytle Creek Ranch Specific
Plan. The Sierra Club believes this project is oversized and would result in excessive
environmental degradation. We join in the objections to this project set forth in the comment
letter submitted on behalf of Save Lytle Creek Wash. We request that the City seriously
consider a smaller and less impactful alternative to the proposed project.

Response to Comment No. 12-1

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision makers. Please refer
to Letter No. 10 for responses to the comments contained therein.
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Comment Letter No. 13

Joe Ayala

5879 Sycamore Ave.
Rialto, CA 92377
909.234.2884
ayalagolf@roadrunner.com

Comment No. 13-1

We simply want to be included in the overall plan.

Response to Comment No. 13-1

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision makers.
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Comment Letter No. 14

Lynn Boshart

Comment No. 14-1

What is the density of Neighborhood IV?

Response to Comment No. 14-1

This comment, raised at a community meeting regarding the RPDEIR, does not refer to any of
the analyses contained in the RPDEIR. In any event, as set forth in Table 1-1 of the RPDEIR,
Neighborhood IV would contain 869 multifamily residential units and 180,689 square feet of
commercial development. Table 1-2 of the RPDEIR sets forth a Conceptual Land Use Plan
Summary for the Proposed Project, and contains the various density ranges by land use
designations. Multi-family residential units would be developed with a density range of 25 to 35
dwelling units per acre. In addition, note that commercial development is set forth as “intensity”
described by square feet, not as density, which is applied only to residential dwelling units.
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Comment Letter No. 15

Gerald T. Braden
P. O. Box 64
Angelus Oaks, CA 92305-0064

Comment No. 15-1

| would like to submit comments on Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Lytle
Creek Ranch Specific Plan, here after referred to as the RDEIR. My comments are as follows:

DATA SETS/ASSESSMENTS

Data sets are essential to determining direct and indirect impacts. In the absence of existing
data, various biologists are hired to survey a project site. Surveys vary in effort. At the least
intensive, surveys consist of simple laundry lists of what was seen or otherwise detected.
Biologists walk the site and record what they see (termed: walkover survey). Obviously not a
very accurate accounting of biological resources as many species try to avoid detection, are
cryptic, are active and observable seasonally or for certain times in a 24hr. period. In short,
walkover surveys are the least accurate method at determining which species is present, but
they are the least expensive and the most commonly used technique for identifying species
presence. Walk over surveys cannot determine species’ absence for obvious reasons.
Depending on the threats to a species, the cost of anything more than a walk over survey may
not be warranted. Do fence lizards warrant the same degree of accuracy in abundance and
occurrence as SBKR? Of course not. This does not mean that more information is not useful, it
simply means the cost is not justified.

At a more intensive level, survey efforts to compiled [sic] data sets may involve specific
sampling designs, such as live-rodent trapping, bird points or transects, cover boards for reptiles
and amphibians (collectively herps), or species specific U. S. Fish and Wildlife (FWS) and
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) survey protocols in the case of threatened or
endangered species. FWS and CDFG survey protocols are always required if a threatened or
endangered species or its habitat is in the project area.

At an even more intensive sampling effort, and more expensive, specific species are targeted.
In the case of SBKR it's more live trapping (presumably more traps), re-trapping locations
(trapping success, varies, abundance varies with reproduction, animals move, etc.), seasonal
trapping (abundance and occupation vary by annual season and among years. In short, more
data are needed to assess impacts to SBKR due to its rarity and threat.

Response to Comment No. 15-1

The commentor states concerns about the biological surveys conducted for the Project. These
matters are outside the scope of the RPDEIR; however, these issues were fully addressed in
the DEIR. (See DEIR Volume I, Sections 4.5.3.2 and 4.5.5.1.) Please refer to Section 1.2 of
this Final RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to
comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR
due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information” with
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respect to cumulative impacts within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5.

Comment No. 15-2

So, in regards to the RDEIR why belabor the obvious? This is why. Accurate assessment of
potentially significant biological and evaluation of mitigation strategies requires biological data.
The more data the better the assessment and mitigation. In this case the RDEIR relies on data
from previous EIRs, surveys specific to the project including walkover surveys and FWS/CDGF
survey protocol results, CNDDB online data bases and focused data collected specific to SBKR.
So what's the problem? Those were not the most complete nor accurate data sets available.
Two key, accurate and extensive data sources were not utilized.

The first data source is simple, accessible and usually costs nothing. If one wants to know, with
a very high degree of confidence, where a species of interest is known to have occurred,
consult a museum. Museums for unknown reasons, possibly cultural biases, are not
traditionally accessed when environmental documents are prepared. Whether by bias or not,
this is a counterproductive and unnecessary omission. The entire vertebrate collection of the
Museum of Vertebrate Zoology (MVZ) at UC Berkeley, as an example, is accessible online, at
no cost to the user. If MVZ and similar resources had been consulted, amateurish errors, such
as the following, would like not have been made in the RDEIR. The RDEIR sites Orange-throat
Whiptail as probable on the proposed project site. There is no authenticated record of Orange-
throated Whiptail north of the Santa Ana River, much less near or on the project site. Another
example, the RDEIR sites Dulzura Kangaroo Rat as the only five-toed Kangaroo Rat occurring
on the project area. Not true, the Pacific Kangaroo Rat, a five-toed kangaroo rat, also occurs in
the project area. (The project site happens to be in the transition zone between the two
species.) Two more examples, of the many more errors and omissions, are the California
Glossy Snake and Greenest Tiger Beetle. Museum records document California Glossy Snake
occurring on and adjacent to the proposed project site, but it is never mentioned. The Greenest
Tiger Beetle is also know to occur in similar habitat as the project area, but in the Santa Ana
River, yet is never mentioned. Why choose these last two species among many to highlight?
To illustrate an important point. First, both these species are very strong candidates for listing
as endangered or threatened due to habitat loss and precipitous declines in abundance. Yet
neither of these species is on the RDEIR radar because the museum data bases were not used.
Adding to the consternation, the RDEIR explicitly lays claim to identifying and consider species
likely to be listed in the foreseeable near future. A task it has clearly failed at for these two
species, and there are others. These failures and omission would not likely have occurred had
museum data bases been queried.

Before going to the second unused data source, it is important to illustrate a critical distinction
between museum data bases and the NDDB. Museum records of species occurrences are
authenticated by scientific experts, thus errors in identification are exceedingly rare. When
mistakes are made, or taxonomic changes occur, the mistakes can be corrected because there
is a specimen for every record. In contrast, NDDB specimen occurrence records cannot be
checked for accuracy because there are no specimens. Additionally, there is no qualification for
submitting NDDB records. Anyone can submit an NDDB occurrence record, regardless of
training or competency.
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One might understand, though not excuse, the omission of museum data searches in the
RDEIR. However, there can be no conceivable reason, by my reckoning, why the second
omitted data base was overlooked. | am speaking of course of the data collected for the
uncompleted San Bernardino Valley Multispecies Plan (Valley Plan). The Valley Plan was
never finished, but the species occurrence and abundance data were collected. The data
collection was financed by local municipalities (including the City of Rialto), San Bernardino
County (SBCO), California Department of Fish and Game and U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
The data were envisioned to be the empirical basis for determine reserve areas, species
occurrences and abundances, defining long-term management plans, successes or failures of
management plans and so forth. In short, the data sets are very comprehensive and robust. So
why were Valley Plan data not used in the RDEIR? This is a significant deficiency as all species
impacts analyses and mitigations extend from using the best available data. Valley Plan data
were available, the data were not used in the RDEIR.

Response to Comment No. 15-2

The RPDEIR (Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR) contains select revised portions of the
original DEIR, in response to the Court Ruling, that replace only those corresponding portions of
and/or sections in the DEIR. The RPDEIR does not replace the original DEIR in full, nor does it
supersede any portions of the original DEIR that were not specifically supplemented, updated,
or otherwise revised in the RPDEIR. In the context of the above comment, the commentor’s
reference to an RDEIR refers to the original DEIR and not the RPDEIR. Comments regarding
the original DEIR are outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this Final
RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to
comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR
due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information” with
respect to cumulative impacts within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5. Issues addressed in this comment were fully addressed in the
Draft EIR. (See DEIR Volume I, Sections 4.5.3.1, 4.5.3.2, and 4.5.5.1.)

Comment No. 15-3
RDEIR IDENTIFICATION OF SBKR IMPACTS

The RDEIR is unclear on how potential significant impacts to SBKR from the proposed project
were identified. The RDEIR cites using live-trapping results to delineate occupied habitat. How
were the results applied to such delineations? What were the distances between occupied
(sites where SBKR were captured) and unoccupied (sites were SBKR were not captured)
habitat? How were intervening distance interpolated? How large were they? Where SBKR
densities and habitat quality considered? If so how? What percentage of the planning area was
trapped? Was this sufficient to represent occupancy/un-occupancy? How so? How was
suitable habitat identified? Were bench habitats considered suitable and/or trapped? All sites
were not trapped the same years so how were normal fluctuations in abundance and occupancy
dealt with? In short, what were the criteria used to delineate occupied and unoccupied SBKR
habitat? Absent clarification of these questions, there is no meaningful way to assess neither
the baseline conditions of the project site and surrounding area nor the direct and indirect
project related impacts reported in the RDEIR. Neither is there a basis to assess the quality and
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suitability of the proposed mitigations. This is a serious and fundamental deficiency of the
RDEIR.

The RDEIR states that it identified “...at least158.7 [sic] acres of land above the 100-year
floodplain that support dense chamise chaparral, and do not currently support the SBKR...” by
examination of current aerial photography. This a curious statement. Obviously, SBKR
occupancy cannot be determined by aerial photography. Yet the assumption is made that these
areas are not occupied, while in other areas the RDEIR states that the chamise chaparral
islands in the active flood plain are critical SBKR refugia. So which is it? They are unoccupied
and therefore available for deconstruction or they are occupied and important for SBKR
recolonization after flood events?

Related to the previous comment, the RDEIR states “For purposes of this assessment, as an
approach to identifying potentially suitable habitat for the SBKR, it is meaningful to consider only
alluvial scrub that is both within active hydrological regimes and viable in the long-term as
suitable habitat (including P-RAFSS).” FWS jurisdictional rights to define SBKR critical habitat
aside, besides the two mentioned criteria how was SBKR critical habitat RDEIR redefined?
Were terrace habitats (chamise and chaparral) include or excluded? By what criteria? How did
the results of this re-definition compare to one utilizing critical habitat defined by FWS? Was the
redefined critical habitat used in the SBKR regional analysis also? If so, how was this done?
Were the RDEIR new definition criteria applied to the Santa Ana Wash in the regional analysis?
If so, by definitions used in the RDEIR, much of the occupied SBKR habitat in the Santa Ana is
no longer suitable due to the Seven Oaks Dam affects on hydrology of the River. Suspicious
minds might understandably and reasonably conclude the RDEIR appears to treat chamise and
chaparral benches according to their relative position in the document and positive perspective
of the treatment. Clearly, the RDEIR is seriously deficient in resolving these apparent and
repeated contradictions.

The RDEIR states recent trapping results coincident with the proposed project potentiates a
more accurate definition of critical habitat for SBKR than the FWS SBKR Critical Habitat
Designation. This too is a curious statement. The statement assumes that recent trapping
results, occupied versus not, can determine what is critical habitat necessary for the recovery of
the species and what is not. Suitable habitat for the vast majority of biological species is never
fully occupied, including SBKR. So how exactly were negative trapping results used to redefine
suitable habitat as well has critical unoccupied habitat required for the long-term survival of the
species? The RDEIR here again, is deficient at providing validating data or discussions
concerning its assertions and conclusions.

Response to Comment No. 15-3

See Response to Comment No. 15-2 above regarding the difference between the RPDEIR and
the original DEIR. This comment addresses SBKR impacts at the Project location as discussed
in the DEIR. This matter is outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this
Final RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to
comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR
due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information” with
respect to cumulative impacts within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5. Issues addressed in this comment were fully addressed in the
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Draft EIR. (See DEIR Volume I, Sections 4.5.3.2, 4.5.5.1, and 4.5.5.2 and Mitigation Measure
5-7; also see DEIR Volume Il (Part 1), Appendix IlI-D-B, Section 2.3.6 and pages 135 through
137 and 176 through 182.)

Furthermore, it should be noted that the Court Ruling rejected a claim that Mitigation Measure 5-
7 would be ineffective to mitigate impacts to the SBKR to a less than significant level. The
Court Ruling stated, in relevant parts:

To the extent Petitioners are arguing that the mitigation measures [for the SBKR] are not
supported by substantial evidence, they do not meet their burden on this issue.

Petitioners argue, without any supporting evidence, that the project’'s impacts ‘are so
large as to be essentially unmitigable to a level of insignificance.” (See RPDEIR Volume
V (Part 1), Appendix V-A, Court Ruling, pp. 49-50.)

As such, the comment is outside the scope of this RPDEIR.

Comment No. 15-4
PROJECT SBKR IMPACTS AND MITIGATION

Significant impacts to SBKR identified in the RDEIR from the proposed project are seriously
understated. Proposed mitigations in the RDEIR to mitigate significant impacts to SBKR are
critically inadequate. And, indirect impacts to high quality, high density SBKR habitat are not
disclosed.

First, the DRDEIR proposes to constrict the existing Lytle Cr. channel by development in the
wash and levy construction (seven mile revetment) along the length of the development.
Placement of the levy will potentially significantly impact the current, essentially natural,
hydrology of Lytle Cr. Wash. The hydrologic process that created and currently maintains high
guality high density SBKR habitat. Yet the RDEIR presents no hydrologic study or assessment
of the potential impacts.

Constricting the existing channel will increase scouring in the wash. After levy placement, the
same volume of water will be forced through a narrower channel. Simple surface hydrology
guarantees water velocities and associated channel scouring will increase, resulting in an
increased scour zone. SBKR cannot utilize the scour zone for burrows, nor are there forage or
shelter components. An increased scour zone will come at the expense of the remaining
pioneer and intermediate AFSS habitats in the wash after levy placement. More precisely, high
guality, high density, occupied SBKR habitat will likely be seriously degraded if not eliminated.

Levy placement will also diminish the ability of flows in the wash to meander through the
channel in a reticulate pattern, as the channel width will be reduced. The meandering reticulate
flow pattern is the very process that creates and renews high quality habitat for SBKR. After
levy placement the opportunity for meandering flows comparable to the currently existing
conditions will be irrevocably altered along the length of the levy. The ability of the hydrology to
create and maintain quality SBKR habitat will likely be significantly diminished, if not eliminated.
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Thus, this portion of the proposed mitigation to partially mitigate significant direct SBKR impacts
to high quality, high occupancy SBKR habitat cannot be used as mitigation for two reasons;
First, the proposed mitigation area will potentially be significantly impacted by the project.
Second, and more critically, this portion of the proposed SBKR mitigation cannot be used as
mitigation because it is a significant undisclosed and unmitigated indirect impact.

Response to Comment No. 15-4

See Response to Comment No. 15-2 above regarding the difference between the RPDEIR and
the original DEIR. This comment addresses SBKR impacts at the Project location as discussed
in the DEIR. This matter is outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this
Final RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to
comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR
due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information” with
respect to cumulative impacts within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5. Please also refer to Response to Comment No. 15-3 above for
additional information regarding the Court Ruling’s rejection of claims against mitigation
measures designed to mitigate impacts to the SBKR to less than significant levels.

More specifically, with regard to the SBKR mitigation measures presented in the DEIR, these
were developed in consultation with the biological resource consultants for the Project and the
City. Secondary impacts to biological resources were described in DEIR Section 4.5.5.1. Also,
hydrology and water quality analyses were provided in Appendix IlI-C of the DEIR, and the
effects of surface water diversion on biological resources were provided in Appendix IV-E of the
FEIR. Furthermore, the potential hydrological effects associated with the Project’'s proposed
revetment would be consistent with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ conclusions regarding
the similar revetment proposed as part of the Lytle Creek North Planned Development. As
previously stated in Response 1-9-13 of the FEIR, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers found that
“there would be no significant changes to the levels of inundation, the magnitude of streambed
scour and variation, the duration of flooding, and localized velocities.” Also refer to Response I-
9-7 of the FEIR, which states that the toe-down of the revetments to be constructed has been
designed to go below the worst-case scour depths so that the revetment is designed to maintain
its integrity over the long-term without additional maintenance to address any future scouring.

Comment No. 15-5

Second, the proposed mitigation to offset significant project impacts to high quality high density
SBKR by reclaiming and/or converting significant acreages of chamise dominated benches to
pioneer and or intermediate high quality ASFF habitat is speculative at best, having a very high
probability of failure.

These chamise dominate benches do not represent degraded or diminished SBKR habitat.
They are naturally occurring climax habitats within the hydrologic regime. Chamise dominates
these islands because evolved natural hydrologic, edaphic (soil) and biotic conditions dictate
that chamise, and only chamise, dominates these benches. These areas are not degraded
pioneer and intermediate AFSS to be reclaimed. They are naturally occurring successional
communities created by fluvial processes. The edaphic and hydrologic conditions will not,
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cannot support pioneer and intermediate biotic components to any great extent or longevity
because if they could, these floristic components would already dominate.

Additionally, the deconstruction and maintenance, in perpetuity, of formerly chamise dominated
mature AFSS habitat into SBKR habitat, of even marginal suitability, has no convincingly
successful precedent. To illustrate, deconstructing chamise dominated benches to suitable high
quality SBKR habitat was a major mitigation component to offset significant impacts to SBKR
from the Seven Oaks Dam on the Santa Ana River. Approved almost a decade ago, not one
single acre of chamise habitat has been successfully converted to any SBKR habitat anywhere
in the Santa Ana River.

A recent and closely monitored attempt to relocate SBKR and re-construct SBKR habitat in the
Lytle Creek Wash, mitigation for the Lytle Creek North Development, washed away before the
study was concluded. Preliminary results suggested a modicum of success at substantial
management effort, involving heavy applications of herbicides (having unknown short or long-
term incidental affects as these were not being monitored) and fire prescriptions. Most germane
to the RDEIR, SBKR population increases were not appreciably enhanced. While there are
experimental merits to the attempt, it completely failed as a mitigation.

The RDEIR states “On-site mitigation shall include restoration, creation, and preservation of
approximately 34.5 acres of chamise chaparral within Neighborhood Il above the 100-year
floodplain that is immediately downstream of an contiguous with, the SBKR Conservation Area.”
Here the concept of re-creating SBKR habitat is extended to areas above the 100 - year
floodplain, something that has never been successfully done, to areas that never were SBKR
habitat, at least in the recent past. In these cases, the success of creating suitable pioneer and
intermediate AFSS suitable for SBKR becomes even more unlikely to succeed if for no other
reason than it never was SBKR habitat. At a minimum, long-term management of these sites
will require long-term and intensive management.

To presuppose that anthropogenic manipulations can reconstruct, and maintain in prepetuity,
[sic] the edaphic, biotic and hydrologic conditions suitable to pioneer and intermediate AFSS on
these mature chamise dominated benches is not mitigation, it is experimentation. Any proposed
actions to rehabilitate and/or construct SBKR habitat identified by the RDEIR is a misapplication
of questionable management strategies as a substitute for natural fluvial systems. This is not
substantive and meaningful mitigation for direct and indirect SBKR impacts, disclosed or
undisclosed, from the proposed project.

Response to Comment No. 15-5

See Response to Comment No. 15-2 above regarding the difference between the RPDEIR and
the original DEIR. This comment addresses SBKR impacts at the Project location as discussed
in the DEIR. This matter is outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this
Final RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to
comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR
due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information” with
respect to cumulative impacts within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5. Please also refer to Response to Comment Nos. 15-3 and 15-4
above.
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Comment No. 15-6

Third, preservation of unoccupied SBKR habitat upstream of the I-15 overpass, as proposed in
the RDEIR, indirectly benefits SBKR by preserving the hydrology, but has no direct positive
benefit for the animal. Aside for a few locations near the 1-15 overpass, SBKR do not occupy,
have not recently occupied, and are not likely to occupy this portion of Lytle Creek, regardless of
any proposed reintroduction efforts. Repeated trapping events, most recently and intensely
over the last ten years, and least recently by museum collecting expedition records, have failed
to documented [sic] SBKR in this portion of Lytle Creek. By habitat suitability standards, cited in
the RDEIR, and professional opinion of those who have worked extensively with the animal, the
habitat in this reach is suitable for SBKR.

The lack of SBKR, both present and historic, is not due to any obvious barriers or lack of source
population. SBKR have been recently documented adjacent to the I-15 overpass, both
upstream and downstream. Thus, the I-15 is not likely a barrier. There is a large source
population downstream of the I-15 overpass. Thus, dispersers are not likely a problem. The
unoccupied habitat above the 1-15 is well within the known dispersal distance of SBKR,
documented at 1km. Thus, isolation is likely not a problem. Still, the animal is stubbornly
absent. The evidence illustrates essential points:

1) The current habitat standards for SBKR, those cited in the RDEIR and often used by
professionals, are correlational. Meaning, both the habitat standards and professional opinions
correlate with SBKR occurrence, but they neither predict nor dictate either occupancy by SBKR
or true habitat suitability for SBKR.

2) The evidence that this area of the wash has been unoccupied by SBKR for a long time
strongly suggests the habitat is simply not suitable, regardless of habitat correlates and
professional opinion. Simply put, we do not know all the biotic or abiotic conditions, historic or
present, essential to SBKR. Attempts to introduce and establish SBKR in this portion of Lytle
Creek, to any appreciable degree or persistence, has a very high probability of failure.

The absence of SBKR in the proposed mitigation area above the I-15 overpass, for no obvious
reason, is not without precedent. SBKR occur in abundance at the confluence of Mill Creek and
the Santa Ana River. Upstream of the confluence, SBKR are not known to occur on Mill Creek.
There has been extensive trapping, there are no obvious barriers, there is an adjacent source
population, and the habitat meets the suitability requirements delineated in the RDEIR as well
as the judgment of experienced professionals. There are simply areas of apparently suitable
habitat, by present knowledge, where SBKR do not occur for unknown reasons. No amount of
habitat manipulation or animal introductions will change this fact. Preservation of unoccupied
SBKR habitat upstream of the I-15 overpass, as proposed in the RDEIR, simply has no
demonstrable mitigation value to partially offset significant direct impacts to SBKR from the
proposed project.

Response to Comment No. 15-6

See Response to Comment No. 15-2 above regarding the difference between the RPDEIR and
the original DEIR. This comment addresses SBKR impacts at the Project location as discussed
in the DEIR. This matter is outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this
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Final RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to
comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR
due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information” with
respect to cumulative impacts within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5. Please also refer to Response to Comment Nos. 15-3 and 15-4
above.

Comment No. 15-7

Fourth, the RDEIR proposes to partially offset significant impacts to SBKR from the proposed
project by enhancement of degraded SBKR habitat (exclusive of those dominated by chamise)
and reintroduction of SBKR. The value of the proposed mitigation is marginal best because,
here again, there is no precedence for either enhancement or reintroduction attempts being
appreciably successful.

One of the most ambitious attempts at a multi-year, comprehensive and closely monitored
attempt to enhance SBKR habitat occurred recently at the Redlands Sports Park. The plan had
all the ingredients deemed necessary for a success. SBKR abundances and habitat quality
were determined before and after habitat enhancement, enhancement prescriptions were
applied, artificial kangaroo burrows were constructed, the enhanced habitat was formally and
recently dominated by pioneer and intermediate AFSS, animals were re-trapped and relocated
and animals were monitored for successive years. The plan failed. SBKR habitat did not
appreciably, much less significantly, increase. The SBKR population did not increase, nor was
there convincing evidence of successful reproduction, the gold standard of success. To
reiterate, the plan failed. More germane to the RDEIR, it was accepted mitigation for the
Redlands Sports Park, the same concept proposed by the RDEIR, and it failed.

Response to Comment No. 15-7

See Response to Comment No. 15-2 above regarding the difference between the RPDEIR and
the original DEIR. This comment addresses SBKR impacts at the Project location as discussed
in the DEIR. This matter is outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this
Final RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to
comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR
due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information” with
respect to cumulative impacts within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5. Please also refer to Response to Comment Nos. 15-3 and 15-4
above.

Comment No. 15-8

Fifth, presupposing conversion of chamise dominated habitats is at least marginally successful
at establishing quality AFSS habitat, and that reclamation of degraded AFSS is successful, and
that SBKR re-introductions are successful, these actions will not be adequate SBKR mitigation
for the proposed project. It is important to recall that these mitigations are proposed to replace
the high quality, high density SBKR habitat significantly, directly and indirectly impacted by the
project. The probability that reconstruction and enhancement of SBKR habitat will result in
comparable high quality, high density SBKR habitat are vanishingly low. Add to the equation
that undisclosed and undefined impacts from channelization of the Lytle Creek Wash have yet
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to be disclosed or considered, and odds of mitigation resulting in habitat equivalent to that being
lost become even lower.

Response to Comment No. 15-8

See Response to Comment No. 15-2 above regarding the difference between the RPDEIR and
the original DEIR. This comment addresses SBKR impacts at the Project location as discussed
in the DEIR. This matter is outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this
Final RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to
comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR
due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information” with
respect to cumulative impacts within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5. Please also refer to Response to Comment Nos. 15-3 and 15-4
above.

Comment No. 15-9

Sixth, the RDEIR directs that SBKR within the footprint shall be salvaged and translocated to
newly enhanced or created habitat. Translocation of animals from a project footprint is an often
proposed and implemented mitigation element. But does it work? The vast preponderance of
evidence indicates this is meaningless mitigation. SBKR have been translocated, but rarely
have there been follow-ups to determine if the animal survived. When there have been follow-
ups, the majority of animals did not survive. In the very rare case were the translocated animals
that did survive were monitored for three to five years, there was no evidence the translocated
animals were reproducing. In short, no SBKR population of an appreciable size or longevity has
been shown to result from the practice of translocation. Does this mean translocation should
not be done? Of course not. When the choices are to leave an animal to certain death, or
relocate an animal to an area where survival probability is low but greater than zero, the choice
is clear. However, this does mean that translocation of SBKR as mitigation should in no way
ever be considered to have substantive mitigation value.

Response to Comment No. 15-9

See Response to Comment No. 15-2 above regarding the difference between the RPDEIR and
the original DEIR. This comment addresses SBKR impacts at the Project location as discussed
in the DEIR. This matter is outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this
Final RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to
comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR
due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information” with
respect to cumulative impacts within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5. Please also refer to Response to Comment Nos. 15-3 and 15-4
above.

Comment No. 15-10

Seventh, the RDEIR proposes a variety of SBKR mitigations, e.g: [sic] enhancement, habitat
reconstruction, habitat enhancement, creation of new populations through relocation and so
forth. Given that these mitigation elements are deemed sufficient by the RDEIR to reduce
otherwise significant impacts to non-significance, that is to offset the loss of high quality high
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density SBKR habitats, would it not be prudent, judicious, and cautious to determine that the
mitigation strategies were successful in creating high quality, high occupancy habitats
comparable to the ones lost before the existing habitat is lost? SBKR is, after all, a critically
endangered species. There is no room for error or recourse if the mitigation elements fail. And
failure is a likely probability for reasons previous [sic] discussed.

Response to Comment No. 15-10

See Response to Comment No. 15-2 above regarding the difference between the RPDEIR and
the original DEIR. This comment addresses SBKR impacts at the Project location as discussed
in the DEIR. This matter is outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this
Final RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to
comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR
due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information” with
respect to cumulative impacts within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5. Please also refer to Response to Comment Nos. 15-3 and 15-4
above.

Comment No. 15-11
REGIONAL SBKR IMPACTS AND MITIGATION

The RDEIR correctly states impacts to SBKR must be considered and mitigated to the level of
non-significance on a regional basis such that FWS is not compelled to issue a Jeopardy
Opinion on the project. Implicit in this RDEIR effort is an expectation and assurance the SBKR
population in the planning area, after mitigations, will be viable. Yet there is no meaningful
discussion in the RDEIR what defines “viable”. Population viability is typically defined by a PVA
(population viability analysis). No PVA has been done regionally for SBKR. Neither does the
RDEIR present a PVA for SBKR populations in the planning area. To reiterate, the RDEIR
provides no evidence or analysis to support the implied contention that there will be a viable
SBKR population post construction impacts and mitigations.

The RDEIR is further deficient in a consideration or discussion of SBKR regional status and
threats thereto. Meaningful SBKR populations are found in the Santa Ana River and tributaries,
Cajon Creek, Lytle Creek, the San Jacinto River and nowhere else:

Long-term survival of SBKR populations in the Santa Ana is not assured due to the Seven Oaks
Dam. The hydrology of the river has been permanently altered and mitigations unrealized.
High water flows that otherwise would renew, create and rejuvenate SBKR habitat are no longer
possible. Other impacts continue, such as non-mitigable impacts under FEMA to City Creek,
un-mitigated flood control impacts, and undisclosed unconsidered impacts from the Santa Ana
River Trail System. Additional impacts are likely pending approval of “Plan B” being formulated
and affecting the Highland/Redland portions of the Santa Ana River. In short, long-term survival
of SBKR in the Santa Ana River faces severe threats.

Long-term SBKR survival on the San Jacinto is even more questionable. The population here
consists of a small isolated remnant in the San Jacinto Wash. Insipient habitat down-stream of
the occupied area is consistently impacted by flood control practices. Existing and occupied
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habitat has recently been diminished by the repositioning of EMWD the percolation basins.
Natural hydrologic events no longer exist due to high water dikes and urban/suburban
encroachments. There is a very high probability the entire population will be extirpated by a
single large flood event. There are no refugia for recolonization. This SKR population is at
severe risk of extinction.

Long-term SBKR survival on Cajon Creek has better prospects but is in no way secure. Recent
set asides of SBKR conservation lands, in perpetuity in the wash have removed development
threats to the population. But, no meaningful long-term management practices or monitoring
infrastructure nor central authority are in place to manage the Cajon Wash SBKR population.
Thus, SBKR populations and habitat in these preserves are being impacted from upstream
hydrologic manipulations, OHV enthusiasts, other recreational activities, exotic weed invasions,
indirect impacts from Glen Helen Regional Park operational and improvement activities, and
road improvements. The most recent of the later was the grading of an otherwise unused road
in the wash to facilitate Glen Helen event access. In short, long-term SBKR persistence in
Cajon Wash is nowhere near assured. And now, the long-term survival of the remaining
significant SBKR population in Lytle Creek is threatened by the proposed project detailed by the
RDEIR.

The RDEIR is deficient in discussing, recognizing, analyzing or mitigating the regional long-term
threats to survival of SBKR from the proposed project. Rather than reducing regional impacts to
a level of non-significance, the project, as proposed in the RDEIR, will likely significantly
contribute to the regional impacts and decline of the species. Considering the regional threats
collectively, the proposed project will likely jeopardize the long-term survival of SBKR.

Response to Comment No. 15-11

See Response to Comment No. 15-2 above regarding the difference between the RPDEIR and
the original DEIR. This comment addresses SBKR impacts at the Project location as discussed
in the DEIR. This matter is outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this
Final RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to
comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR
due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information” with
respect to cumulative impacts within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5. Issues addressed in this comment were fully addressed in the
DEIR. Specifically, as described in Response [-9-20 included in the FEIR, the direct, indirect,
and cumulative impacts to biological resources were fully and sufficiently analyzed in the DEIR
on pages 4.5-9 through 4.5-163 and in the Biological Resource Assessment on pages 106
through 148, including tables and graphics. Those analyses considered both the Project Site as
well as the southwestern San Bernardino County region. In addition, as set forth in Response I-
9-6 in the FEIR, the proposed open space is both of sufficient size and adjacency to other
permanently conserved habitat areas so as to be able to sustain these populations in perpetuity.
The proposed open space is connected to several other significant conservation areas, making
the total connected preserved conservation acreage (existing and proposed) in the area of Lytle
Creek and Cajon Creek total in excess of 2,700 acres.

Please also refer to Response to Comment Nos. 15-3 and 15-4 above.
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Comment No. 15-12

REGIONAL ANALYSYS OF IMPACTS TO SUITABLE HABITAT FOR SENSITVE WILDLIFE
SPECIES

The RDEIR presents a regional analysis of impacts to suitable habitat for sensitive wildlife
species. The analysis proceeds from identifying extant habitat found in the larger regional area,
and then estimating percent of habitat impacted from the proposed project and in some cases,
the regional losses the project impacts represent for some sensitive species. While the intent of
the analysis is appropriate, the approach used is not. The results of analyses will vary
depending on the size of the regional habitat considered. The larger the included regional area,
the smaller the project impacts, and vice versa. So, the results will vary depending on how
regionally boundaries are defined, which obscures the true regional impacts.

A second problem, animal and plant species are neither equally nor even distributed throughout
the regional habitat, regardless how the regional habitat is defined. Basing the regional
analyses on habitat makes a basic and incorrect assumption that they are. How can such an
analyses provide meaningful results?

A third problem, the habitat based regional analysis also assumes that the preponderance of
sensitive species’ distributions occur in the defined regional habitat. This is an incorrect
assumption. The assumption, to give a few examples, is false for Rufous-crowned Sparrow,
Orange-throated whiptail, and burrowing Owl. The resulting error in the regional analyses for
these and similar species is undefined. If could underestimate as well as overestimate the
regional impacts. Either way, the habitat base regional species impacts analysis becomes
nebulous and limited in value.

So what might have been a more constructive way to perform the analysis? Rather than habitat
based, why not use the abundance or age classes ratios (to identify highly productive areas) of
a target species in the regional area? Obviously one would need abundance and age class
data for target species in the regional area. A difficult and labor intensive effort were it not for
the fact those data already exist. Data from the defunct Valley Plan include multiple years of
abundance and age class data for all sensitive species in the regional area at multiple locations
in the regional planning area defined by the RDEIR. As previously mentioned, Valley Plan data
could also fill in the “holes” in the inferior survey data collected and used for the proposed
project. Some examples have been noted, here is another. The RDEIR elects not to apply a
regional analysis to LAMP, presumably because LAPM data are insufficient. Had Valley Plan
data been used, there would be sufficient data. The results would likely show that the proposed
project will eliminate up to 20% of the habitat were LAPM is known to occur.

Why Valley Plan data are not used, either in the project related or regional impacts
assessments, or in determining species’ presences and abundances in the project area, is
again unclear. Local municipalities (including the City of Rialto) as well as SBCO, FWS and
CDFG paid for it. Valley Plan data would have been far superior, far more comprehensive and
far more accurate than the habitat based approach used in the RDEIR.
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Response to Comment No. 15-12

See Response to Comment No. 15-2 above regarding the difference between the RPDEIR and
the original DEIR. This comment addresses SBKR impacts at the Project location as discussed
in the DEIR. This matter is outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this
Final RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to
comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR
due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information” with
respect to cumulative impacts within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5. Please also refer to Response to Comment Nos. 15-3, 15-4, and
15-11 above.

Comment No. 15-13
SANTA ANA RIVER WHOOLLYSTAR

The RDEIR reports that the endangered Santa Ana River Whoollystar (Eriastrum densifolium
sanctorum) does not occur in the project area, but rather the plants in question belong to the
non-sensitive subspecies Eriastrum densifolium elongatum. The claim is based on significant
differences in corolla length between the two subspecies. So of, let us say, four features
measured and compared, the determination was made that because the plants on the project
area are 25% different from sanctorum and 75% similar to sanctorum, the plants could not be
the endangered E. d. sanctorum. A curious statement worth repeating. Because the plants
were more similar to sanctorum, having differed from sanctorum by only one of many compared
characteristics, the RDEIR concludes the plants on the project area could not be E. d.
sanctorum? The logic escapes me.

Consider another perspective. The plants we are talking about are subspecies, not full species,
meaning by the current biological species definition, were E. d. sanctorum and E. d. elongatum
to cross pollinate, “breed”, under natural conditions, they would produce fertile off spring and
their offspring too would produce fertile offspring. Because these are subspecies able to
reproduce under naturally occurring conditions, their progeny would have characteristics of
both, which the plants in the project area do. So, when, geographically, does E. d. sanctorum
distribution end and E. d. elongatum begin? The question cannot be answered because it is the
wrong question. Because they are subspecies which freely exchange genetic information there
is no distinct boundary between the subspecies, but rather a gradient of shared and unshared
characteristics across the landscape. A condition confirmed by the study by Brunell and
Reiseberg cited in the DREIR. So how then does/could one, with as much certainty as possible
given the two plants in question are subspecies, determine if the plants in the project area
deserve mitigation? One might do that exactly what the RDEIR did, but with the a more
parsimonious interpretation of results. Specifically, compare characteristics and assign the
plants to the subspecies with the most similar characteristics. In this case, the plants in the
project area are more similar to E. d. sanctorum, not marginally but by the majority of
characteristics examined. Nothing more can be said to assign the plants more definitively to
one subspecies or the other absent extensive and expensive studies. Given the preponderance
of characteristics and available evidence, the plants in question more closely affiliates with the
endangered E. d. sanctorum, not E. d. elongatum. Ought not the plants be considered
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endangered? The RDEIR should treat the Eriastrum densifolium on the project site as
endangered Santa Ana River Whoollystar and mitigate accordingly.

Response to Comment No. 15-13

See Response to Comment No. 15-2 above regarding the difference between the RPDEIR and
the original DEIR. This comment addresses Woollystar impacts at the Project location in the
Draft EIR. This matter is outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this
Final RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to
comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR
due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information” with
respect to cumulative impacts within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5. Issues addressed in this comment were fully addressed in FEIR
Response I1I-177-3, which indicates that based on additional research and information provided
by a recognized expert on woollystar, the woollystars on the Project Site are not the listed Santa
Ana River woollystar subspecies. (See DEIR Volume |, pages 4.5-65 through 4.5-67 and 4.5-
118 though 4.5-119; DEIR Volume Il (Part 1), Appendix IlI-D-B, pages 13 through 14, pages 61
through 64, and Sub-Appendix B, Subspecies Identification of the Woollystar at the Lytle Creek
Ranch Specific Plan Project Site; and FEIR Volume 1V, Appendix IV-J.)

Comment No. 15-14
RAPTOR FORGING HABITAT IMPACT ASSESSMENT

The RDEIR assessment of impacts to raptor foraging is inadequate. The RDEIR determines
that because upland habitat is poor raptor foraging habitat impacts are not significant. First,
there is no citation to support this assertion. Raptors do utilized upland habitats for foraging.
Their success may be less but nevertheless they do utilize upland habitats. Second, the RDEIR
fails to recognize that upland habitats are a significant source of the raptor forage base; rabbits,
hares, ground squirrels, small rodents and so forth. Obviously, affecting the raptor forage base
will impact raptors.

Response to Comment No. 15-14

See Response to Comment No. 15-2 above regarding the difference between the RPDEIR and
the original DEIR. This comment addresses raptor impacts at the Project location as discussed
in the DEIR. This matter is outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this
Final RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to
comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR
due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information” with
respect to cumulative impacts within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5. Issues addressed in this comment were fully addressed in the
EIR.

More specifically, as described in Response 1-9-8 of the original FEIR, the DEIR examined the
Project’s direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts on those sensitive raptor species that were
observed or have the potential to forage on the Project Site. (See DEIR Volume I, pages 4.5-
120 through 4.5-134.) As explained in detail in the DEIR (pages 4.5-120 through 4.5-134),

May 2012 Final Recirculated Portions of the Environmental Impact Report
Page 3-1324 Section 3.0: Responses to Comments



Lytle Creek Ranch Specific Plan
City of Rialto, San Bernardino County, California

impacts to sensitive raptors and to raptor foraging habitat were found to be less than significant.
The DEIR (page 4.5-155) also contains a cumulative analysis of the loss of raptor foraging
habitat. The DEIR concluded: “The proposed project will add incrementally to the cumulative
impacts to raptor foraging habitat within the BCISA [biological cumulative impact study area] but
the impacts from the proposed project, while adverse, would not be cumulatively significant in
light of the amount of habitat that remains available for this species in the BCISA and no
mitigation is required or recommended.” (See also Response to Comment No. |-9-8 in the FEIR
Volume 1V, as well as FEIR Volume 1V, Appendix IV-C, May 5, 2010, PACE Technical
Memorandum, pages 3 and 4.)

Comment No. 15-15
RDEIR IDENTIFICATION OF CORRIDORS AND CONECTIVITY IMPACTS

The RDEIR considers and addresses impacts to significant animal movement corridors on a
false assumption. The RDEIR assumes that the majority of animals use pioneer and
intermediate AFSS habitat for dispersal and movement corridors in the project area, discounting
the impacts that development of upland habitats will potentiate. As an example, the RDEIR
correctly points out that mule deer do not use pioneer and intermediate AFSS for movements
(they actually avoid them due to lack of cover). As mule deer are the primary prey of mountain
lion, won't interrupting mule deer connectivity logically affect mountain lion connectivity and
diminish their available suitable habitat? Of course it would. What about other essential
predator and prey relationships? Bobcat and rabbit? What about weasels, do they
preferentially use intermediate or pioneer AFSS, or do they prefer more mature cover? A
plethora of research has resoundingly shown that major predators are essential to the health of
any ecosystem, yet the RDEIR does not comprehensively considered movement corridors for
them, or their prey, in the proposed project. My point here is that, once again, there is an
inconsistent application of logic by the RDEIR, in this case pertinent to assessing, much less
redressing, project related impacts to movement corridors.

Response to Comment No. 15-15

See Response to Comment No. 15-2 above regarding the difference between the RPDEIR and
the original DEIR. This comment addresses impacts on biological resources at the Project
location as discussed in the DEIR. This matter is outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please
refer to Section 1.2 of this Final RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s
obligation to respond to comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for
recirculation of a Draft EIR due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no
“significant new information” with respect to cumulative impacts within the meaning of CEQA
Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.

In addition, as stated in Response IlI-147 in the original FEIR, the Lead Agency has concluded
that all potentially significant environmental impacts of the Project relating to biological
resources have been identified and analyzed in the EIR. Please also refer to Response to
Comment No. 15-14, above, and Response No. 1-9-8 in the FEIR for additional information
regarding wildlife movement.
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Comment No. 15-16

HEA ALTERNATIVE ASSESMENT AND MITIGATION OF RAFSS IMPACTS

The RDEIR proposes that HEA impact assessment to RAFSS may be substituted for ratio
based mitigation estimates. HEA is not the proper tool for determining habitat mitigation
equivalencies prior to their being impacted. The tool was developed to aid mitigation for oil
spills after they occurred. On the surface the HEA appears appealing because it attempts to
recognize habitat based on habitat value elements, such as quality, positioning the landscape,
animal and plant resources values, not just the size of the habitat. But, as the saying goes, the
devil is in the details. For example, a cogent argument can be made, has been made, that the
corridor impacts from the proposed study are not being fully disclosed or mitigated. But what
constitutes a high value corridor anyway? Experts will most assuredly disagree, depending on
the frame of reference, meaning, are we talking about corridors for specific animals, group of
animals, or corridors to maintain ecological components necessary to a healthy ecosystem,
corridor widths, vegetative composition? The playing field gets very complicated very fast.

HEA is not necessary in the context used in the RDEIR. Ratio based mitigation ratios are not
set in stone, as the RDEIR’s exercise with SBKR habitat mitigations clearly demonstrates.
Ratios in ratio based mitigation are guidelines, merely recommendations. Nor is there any a
priori rule precluding the adjustment of mitigation ratios based on the habitat elements HEA
purposes to consider. Simply put, enabling HEA procedures does nothing that ratio based
mitigation doesn't already allow for. HEA only confuses the playing field.

Response to Comment No. 15-16

See Response to Comment No. 15-2 above regarding the difference between the RPDEIR and
the original DEIR. This comment addresses RAFSS impacts at the Project location as
addressed in the Draft EIR. This matter is outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to
Section 1.2 of this Final RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City's
obligation to respond to comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for
recirculation of a Draft EIR due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no
“significant new information” with respect to cumulative impacts within the meaning of CEQA
Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. Issues addressed in this comment
were fully addressed in the Draft EIR. (See DEIR Volume I, Sections 4.5.3.2, 4.5.5.1, 4.5.5.2,
and 4.5.5.3 and Mitigation Measure 5-1; also see DEIR Volume Il (Part 1), Appendix IlI-D-B,
Section 3.2 and pages 131 through 134, 140, 145 through148, and 149 though 175.)

Please also refer to Response to Comment Nos. 15-3 and 15-4 above.

Comment No. 15-17
MITIGATION OVERSIGHT AND MANAGEMENT

The RDEIR assigns authority to determine when applicants of project enabled by the proposed
plan have met mitigation standards and requirements to the Development Services Director
(Director). This potentiates a conflict of interest. The any city stands to benefit from
developments within their jurisdiction as this adds to the city’s tax base. The potential or at least
perceive conflict of interest can be avoided by delegating authority to determine when mitigation

May 2012 Final Recirculated Portions of the Environmental Impact Report
Page 3-1326 Section 3.0: Responses to Comments



Lytle Creek Ranch Specific Plan
City of Rialto, San Bernardino County, California

standards have been met to an unbiased independent panel, disconnected and uninfluenced by
the city.

While the RDEIR appoints an authority (the Director) for determining when applicants of projects
enabled by the DREIR have met mitigation standards, no similar mechanism is established to
determine when mitigation standards for the RDEIR itself have been met. This appears to be a
significant omission as the preponderance of the mitigation is aimed at significant impacts to
SBKR, an endangered species. Additionally, as a significant bulk of the SBKR mitigation
requires habitat conversion, creation, rehabilitation, and SBKR reintroductions, all speculative
and largely still experimental in nature, ought not there be a requirement that those mitigations
first be done and deemed successful before existing high occupancy, high density SBKR habitat
is irrevocably destroyed or otherwise significantly altered?

The RDEIR SBKR mitigation proposes to establish several SBKR preserves. Who will manage
these preserves, in perpetuity? How will they be managed, in perpetuity? Who will assess and
approve plans submitted for management and monitoring, in perpetuity? By what criteria will
mitigations be deemed successful? Who will have that authority? What recourse will there be if
mitigations are not successful? Simple signage, referenced in the RDEIR, is clearly not enough,
as witnessed by OHV inroads, illegal dumping and unauthorized activities on SBKR preserve
lands in Cajon Wash and the same problems plaguing the North Etiwanda RAFSS Preserve.
Management by jurisdictional entities is problematic, due to conflict of interest entanglements.
A third party, whose specialty is preservation and management, is the most appropriate and
most commonly used entity, yet the RDEIR never mentions these groups. While the RDEIR
requires that funds sufficient for long-term conservation and management be posted, at least for
RAFSS mitigations, how will these funds be determined? How will the funds be managed?
What contingencies are there for bankruptcy of a project applicant? In short, while the RDEIR
proposes a wide variety of SBKR and other mitigations, both for the proposed plan and
subsequent project applicants, the RDEIR fails in the details of how these mitigations will be
managed and preserved in perpetuity.

This concludes my comments on the RDEIR. | hope the comments are constructive and prove
useful in your evaluation of the adequacy of the RDEIR document. Thank you for the
opportunity to comment.

Response to Comment No. 15-17

See Response to Comment No. 15-2 above regarding the difference between the RPDEIR and
the original DEIR. This comment addresses mitigation measures for biological resource
impacts at the Project location as discussed in the DEIR. This matter is outside the scope of the
RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this Final RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the
RPDEIR, the City’'s obligation to respond to comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and
the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR due to “significant new information.” The
commentor offers no “significant new information” with respect to cumulative impacts within the
meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.

In any event, CEQA requires that mitigation measures be fully enforceable by permit conditions,
agreements, or other measures, and that the public agency adopt a mitigation monitoring and
reporting program (MMRP) to ensure compliance with mitigation measures during Project
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implementation. (See Public Resources Code, § 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines, § 15097.)
This Final RPEIR contains a revised MMRP for the Project (provided as Appendix VI-B herein),
which includes all of the biological resources mitigation measures. Should the decision makers
approve the Project and certify the Complete FEIR, they would also be required to adopt the
revised MMRP, which identifies the entities responsible for providing compliance verification.
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Comment No. 15-18
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Response to Comment No. 15-18

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision makers.
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Comment Letter No. 16

Maria Sonia Braganza
1245 W. Grove St.
Rialto, CA 92376
909.874.8473

Comment No. 16-1

We are looking forward for this progress very soon in our locality.

Response to Comment No. 16-1

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision makers.
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Comment Letter No. 17

Tony Braganza
1245 W. Grove St.
Rialto, CA 92376
909.874.8473

Comment No. 17-1

| am really happy for the proposed project for the Lytle Creek. We are looking forward. [sic]
This will not only bring prosperous [sic] for the City of Rialto but also make our City proud.

Response to Comment No. 17-1

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision makers.
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Comment Letter No. 18

Mary Jaramillo
5635 Riverside Avenue
Rialto, CA 92377-3968

Comment No. 18-1

| have chosen to focus on the Transportation/Traffic "Sunnyvale" Analysis portion of the RDEIR.
| continue to be concerned about the volume of traffic and related conditions primarily along
Riverside Avenue. Riverside Avenue is the main artery running north and south alongside the
proposed project, as well as the serving the only contiguous existing neighborhood to the
project, EI Rancho Verde.

Judge Gafkowski, in his decision, cited the commentary of Joe Chesley and Dave Maskell,
which referred to increased traffic along Riverside Avenue during the construction period and
after the project is completed. Their concerns concentrated on the the [sic] increase in traffic
over the next twenty years on Riverside Avenue, and the capacity of the street system to
withstand the added volume of increased vehicle trips. There was no current analysis status of
Riverside Avenue, citing only 2007 data.

Response to Comment No. 18-1

It is noted that the reference in the comment to the “RDEIR” is incorrect and should reference
the RPDEIR, as discussed further in Section 1.2 of this Final RPEIR. The RPDEIR contains
select revised portions of the original DEIR in response to the Court Ruling that replace only
those corresponding portions of and/or sections in the DEIR. The RPDEIR does not replace the
original DEIR in full, nor does it supersede any portions of the original DEIR or analyses that
were not specifically supplemented, updated, or otherwise revised in the RPDEIR. Comments
regarding the original DEIR are outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of
this Final RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to
comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR
due to “significant new information.”

As to the comment about the traffic data used, future (2030) traffic conditions were analyzed in
the traffic impact analysis included with the original DEIR, which includes all traffic volume
increases between the existing year (2007) and future year (2030) conditions. See Response to
Comment No. 11-12 for additional discussion of this issue.

Comment No. 18-2

Since Neighborhoods 2, 3 and 4 begin on the north end close to the 1-15 and follow the path of
Riverside Avenue south wrapping around to the east on Highland Avenue to Oakdale, these are
the intersections | will be addressing. Some of these intersections, [sic] have plans for
mitigation, some do not. Before | begin, | would like to express my opinion that the volume of
existing traffic on Riverside Avenue has still been underestimated. For example, on a recent
Thursday morning, | counted 10 diesel trucks pass my my [sic] Riverside Avenue home in a
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span of 20 minutes. It wasn't rush hour, 11:30 - 11:45 A.M.. | would have assumed that the cost
of road maintenance would have been a factor in this report. Also not being a traffic engineer, |
do not understand the method of Level of Service (LOS) for rating an intersection. How was this
done? People were sent out from the City of Rialto Traffic Department to go through all the
mentioned intersections and count the wait in seconds? What about the calibration of the traffic
signals? As a lay person, who lives on Riverside Avenue, it makes more sense to count the
vehicles going through the intersections and differentiate between autos and diesel trucks.

Response to Comment No. 18-2

The comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision makers. As to the
comment regarding the number of trucks on Riverside Avenue between 11:30-11:45 A.M., the
commentor is informed that this time period is outside of the traffic study periods required by
City and County guidelines, which require the study of A.M. and P.M. peak hour periods. The
peak periods used in the traffic study and “Sunnyvale” Analysis correspond to the following
hours: 7:00 A.M. to 9:00 A.M. and 4:00 P.M. to 6:00 p.M., commonly referred to as the A.M. and
P.M. peak hours.

With respect to the commentor’s question regarding the of Level of Service methodology, the
commentor is referred to the traffic impact analysis included in the original DEIR, which states:

The methodology used in this study for the analysis and evaluation of traffic
operations at each study intersection is based on procedures outlined in the
Highway Capacity Manual (HCM2000), per San Bernardino County CMP
guidelines. This methodology determines the operating characteristics of an
intersection in terms of the “Level of Service” (LOS) provided for different levels
of traffic volumes and other variables such as lane configurations and type of
control. LOS describes the quality of service. Intersections with a LOS of A, B or
C operate quite well. Typically, LOS D is the design level of service for many
metropolitan street systems. LOS E represents volumes at or near the capacity
of the facility, and might result in stoppages of momentary duration and fairly
unstable flow. LOS F occurs when a facility is overloaded and is characterized by
stop-and-go traffic with stoppages for a long duration. (See DEIR Volume I,
Appendix II-A-F, p. 26.)

That same methodology was used in the “Sunnyvale” Analysis provided in the RPDEIR. As the
“Sunnyvale” Analysis (provided in Appendix V-C-A to the RPDEIR Volume V (Part 2)) states:

This ‘Sunnyvale’ analysis utilizes the same traffic analysis methodology used in
the Traffic Study. Traffic volumes generated by the proposed development of the
2,447-acre master planned mixed-use community were assigned to the roadway
network using a computerized transportation model which models (replicates)
travel demand and traffic volumes. As recommended by the SanBAG staff, the
East Valley Transportation Model (EVTM), which was developed by the City of
San Bernardino, was used for the Traffic Study. (See RPDEIR Volume V (Part
2), Appendix V-C-A, p. 3.)
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With respect to the comment regarding traffic counts, A.M. and P.M. counts were conducted by
counting the turning movements at each study intersection. The Highway Capacity Manual
(HCM2000) generally assumes that projects do not introduce an abnormal level of mixture of
passenger vehicles and trucks. Therefore, according to standard procedures, trucks were not
counted separately. (See also RPDEIR Volume V (Part 2), Appendix V-C-A, pp. 4-5.)

Comment No. 18-3

The following comments will be addressing Lytle Creek road coming off the mountain, and the
intersections starting with the the [sic] I-15 On/Offramps [sic] at Sierra, and following the
perimeter of the project south.

At the intersection of Lytle Creek Road and Glen Helen Parkway, mitigation has been
completed to accommodate Rosena Ranch. My concern is with Lytle Creek Road as it
continues past Glen Helen Parkway and runs along Neighborhood 4 and then up the mountain.
Neighborhood 4 will be multi-unit homes, condominiums or apartments. This means a high
volume of traffic exiting from the complex. Since the Lytle Creek Road side of the property is
just a two way road, | still envision the residents who live across the street having difficulty
exiting their driveways and the people coming down the mountain getting caught in a real
bottleneck. In an emergency this could produce a dangerous situation. | did not see this
mentioned in this document.

Response to Comment No. 18-3

Mitigation Measure 6-5, set forth in the original DEIR, requires the Project to widen and restripe
Lytle Creek Road from Glen Helen Parkway to Sierra Avenue to provide two through lanes in
each direction, and widen and restripe Glen Helen Parkway between Lytle Creek Road and
Cajon Boulevard to provide two through lanes in each direction. With those roadway
improvements, as well as intersection improvements required under both the “Sunnyvale”
Analysis and the original traffic study, impacts would be less than significant at all study
intersections along Neighborhood V. The “Sunnyvale” Analysis determined that such
improvements would not be required as a result of Project-related traffic. However, these
improvements would be still required to mitigate cumulative traffic impacts to less than
significant levels and are incorporated into the Project in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program (MMRP) provided in Appendix VI-B of this Final RPEIR.

Comment No. 18-4

Now, the 1-15 On/Off ramps at Sierra Avenue is next. Extensive mitigation is planned with an
added turn lane, re-striping and a traffic signal. This exact location was mentioned in a July 23,
2002 letter written by Congressman Gary G. Miller. In this correspondence to the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District, Congressman Miller supports the issuance of a
Section 404 permit by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for the Lytle Creek North Project.
Congressman Miller goes on to state that the proposed Lytle Creek North Project will contribute
to the improvement of several roadways and intersections beyond the project's fail' share
contribution. Included in these improvements, the Congressman cited were the I-15 ramps at
Sierra Avenue. This work was never done. Now that same mitigation appears in the current
project. What is the guarantee that it will ever be completed?
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Response to Comment No. 18-4

The commentor expresses concerns regarding the timeline for implementation of mitigation
measures for the 1-15 On/Off Ramps at Sierra Avenue. The “Sunnyvale” Analysis determined
that Project-related traffic could cause a potentially significant impact at both the 1-15
Northbound On/Off Ramps and Sierra Avenue intersection (Study Intersection No. 12) and the
I-15 Southbound On/Off Ramps and Sierra Avenue intersection (Study Intersection No. 13).
(See RPDEIR Volume V (Part 1), Table 2.2-1 and page 2-115.) Thus, to mitigate the potentially
significant impacts at those intersections to less than significant levels, the Project would be
required to implement Mitigation Measure 6-4(a). That measure requires various intersection
improvements to be completed when the level of Project development generates trip certain trip
levels.

Accordingly, when Project-related development results in 272 A.M. peak hour trips or 281 P.Mm.
peak hour trips, whichever occurs first, at the 1-15 Northbound On/Off Ramps and Sierra
Avenue intersection, the Applicant must cause to be completed the following improvement at
that intersection:

Improve Sierra Avenue to provide dual left-turn lanes and two through lanes in
the northwest-bound direction and two through lanes and one free right-turn lane
in the southeast-bound direction. Widen the Southbound off-ramp to
accommodate one left-turn lane, one left/right-shared lane, and one right-turn
lane. Install a traffic signal at this location. (RPDEIR Volume V (Part 1), p. 2-
121))

Similarly, when Project-related development results in 240 A.M. peak hour trips or 222 p.M. peak
hour trips, whichever occurs first, at the I-15 Southbound On/Off Ramps and Sierra Avenue
intersection, the Applicant must cause to be completed the following improvement at that
intersection:

Improve Sierra Avenue to provide dual left-turn lanes and two through lanes in
the southeast-bound direction and two through lanes and one right-turn lane in
the northwest-bound direction.  Reconstruct the Northbound off-ramp to
accommodate one left-turn lane, one left/through-shared lane, and one free right-
turn lane. Install a traffic signal at this location. (RPDEIR Volume V (Part 1), p. 2-
121.)

Comment No. 18-5

Riverside/Sierra Avenue, in the tables for both 2007 and 2011, was assigned an LOS F. On the
final table 2.24 on p. 2-128, it is assigned a B after mitigation. No mitigation was mentioned in
the RDEIR. In the original EIR, Sierra was to be widened and re-striped to provide dual left turn
lanes in the southbound direction. Also there would be a free right turn onto Riverside Avenue
and a traffic signal would be installed. Are these improvements still valid?

Final Recirculated Portions of the Environmental Impact Report May 2012
Section 3.0: Responses to Comments Page 3-1371



Lytle Creek Ranch Specific Plan
City of Rialto, San Bernardino County, California

Response to Comment No. 18-5

The commenter asserts that the RPDEIR does not contain mitigation for potential traffic impacts
at the intersection of Riverside Avenue and Sierra Avenue (Study Intersection No. 18). That is
incorrect. The “Sunnyvale” Analysis determined that Project-related traffic would cause a
potentially significant impact at that intersection. The RPDEIR explains that implementation of
Mitigation Measure 6-4(a) would reduce that impact to a less than significant level. Accordingly,
when Project-related development results in 258 A.M. peak hour or 247 p.M. peak at the
Riverside Avenue and Sierra Avenue intersection, the Applicant must cause to be completed
the following improvement at that intersection:

Widen and restripe Sierra Avenue to provide dual left-turn lanes and two through
lanes in the southbound direction. Improve the intersection to allow a free right-
turn from Riverside Avenue onto Sierra Avenue. Install a traffic signal at this
intersection. (RPDEIR, pp. 2-120 to 2-121.)

Comment No. 18-6

Riverside/Live Oak is an existing traffic signal intersection. In the original EIR it states it will be
aligned opposite a proposed project roadway. In the RDEIR on Table 2.2-1 it has an LOS of D
for the P.M.. This intersection does not appear again on Tables 2.2-3 or 2.2-4.

Riverside/ Alder received a LOS B rating in the original DEIR and does not appear on the
Tables in the RDEIR.

Riverside/Locust appears as a LOS D for p.M. on Table 2.2-1 and also is hot mentioned on any
further Tables in the RDEIR.

Response to Comment No. 18-6

The “Sunnyvale” Analysis determined that Project-related traffic would not result in potentially
significant impacts at the three intersections mentioned by the commentor. As the RPDEIR
explains, “intersection operations at LOS D or better during the peak hour are generally
acceptable under the City of Rialto’s intersection impact policy.... For the “Sunnyvale” Analysis,
a significant Project traffic impact would occur where the Project contributes 50 or more peak-
hour trips at a location and where Project traffic would cause conditions to degrade below the
City’s goal of LOS D.” (RPDEIR, p. 2-106.) Because Project-related traffic at the three
identified intersections, as compared to existing (2007) conditions, would not exceed the
significance threshold, less than significant impacts would result and no mitigation measures are
required.

Comment No. 18-7

¥+ This next intersection is the one | am most concerned about, RiversideAve. [sic]/Linden
Ave.. [sic] The plan for mitigation appears to be the same in the original EIR and the RDEIR. It
calls for widening of the road and restriping to provide one left turn lane, one through lane, and
one through right-shared lane ONLY in the north-west bound direction. Now according to the
original EIR, it will be aligned opposite a proposed project roadway. Looking at the map, Linden
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is to be one of the main entrances into the project. Why haven't accommodations been made
for a left turn lane coming south bound to enter the project? This will be a very busy
intersection. Carter High School is on Linden. More than likely many of the residents coming
out of the project will turn left and proceed down to Ayala and turn right to reach the 1-210.
Here, however is what troubles me the most, why isn't a TRAFFIC SIGNAL planned for
Riverside Ave./Linden? How can this intersection safely function without one?

Response to Comment No. 18-7

The commentor is concerned with traffic at the intersection of Riverside Avenue and Linden
Avenue (Study Intersection No. 22). The “Sunnyvale” Analysis determined that Project-related
traffic could cause a potentially significant impact at that intersection. (See RPDEIR Volume V
(Part 1), Table 2.2-1 and page 2-115.) Thus, to mitigate the potentially significant impact at that
intersection to a less than significant level, the Project would be required to implement Mitigation
Measure 6-4(a). That measure requires various intersection improvements to be completed
when the level of Project development generates trip certain trip levels.

Accordingly, when Project-related development results in 250 A.M. peak hour trips or 210 pP.M.
peak hour trips at the Riverside Avenue and Linden Avenue intersection, the Applicant must
cause to be completed the following improvement at that intersection:

Widen and restripe to provide one left-turn lane, one through lane, and one
through/right-shared lane in the northwest-bound direction.

The traffic modeling and analysis performed by Crain & Associates as part of the “Sunnyvale”
analysis determined that with implementation of the improvements discussed above, the LOS at
this intersection would be reduced to less than significant levels. No additional mitigation is
required.

Comment No. 18-8

At this time | have to insert some more puzzling information. The original EIR planned for
widening Riverside Avenue to two lanes Northbound and two lanes all the way south to Ayala
from Sierra Avenue. Just north of Ayala, Riverside Avenue has to narrow to one lane. Why?
The formation of the land juts out and makes two lanes impossible! Since this is just south of
the Riverside Ave./Linden intersection, it seems problematic.

Response to Comment No. 18-8

The commentor appears to take issue with roadway widening mitigation proposed in the original
DEIR to mitigate cumulative traffic impacts to less than significant levels. This matter is outside
the scope of the RPDEIR. The Court Ruling did not require any changes to mitigation measures
proposed to mitigate cumulative traffic impacts to less than significant levels. Please refer to
Section 1.2 of this Final RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City's
obligation to respond to comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for
recirculation of a Draft EIR due to “significant new information.”
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In any event, the RPDEIR explains that the Transportation/Traffic section in the original DEIR
analyzed the operational impacts of the Project on a cumulative level. (See RPDEIR Volume V
(Part 1), p. 2-104 to 2-105.) Though the Court Ruling obligated the City to conduct a traffic
analysis of Project traffic compared to existing conditions (per the “Sunnyvale” decision), the
cumulative impacts analysis set forth in the original DEIR remains valid under the Court Ruling.
The cumulative impacts analysis incorporated forecasted traffic increases due to ambient
growth and related projects through Year 2030 (the build-out year of the Project), and analyzed
cumulative impacts on study area intersections, freeway segments, and the regional
transportation system as a result of the Project. Under that analysis, it was determined that
Mitigation Measure 6-5 would be required to mitigate roadway and intersection impact, and that
by widening and restriping Riverside Avenue between Sierra Avenue and Ayala Drive to provide
two through lanes in each direction, cumulative traffic impacts would be reduced to less than
significant levels. No additional roadway widening mitigation at Riverside Avenue was identified
or required.

The RPDEIR does not discuss Mitigation Measure 6-5 because the traffic consultant determined
that under the “Sunnyvale” Analysis, the proposed roadway widening improvements were not
required to mitigate Project-specific traffic impacts to less than significant levels. Nevertheless,
because the cumulative traffic impacts analysis remains a component of the Project’s overall
traffic impact analysis, the road widening proposed under Mitigation Measure 6-5 would still be
implemented. (See the MMRP provided in Appendix VI-B of this Final RPEIR, Mitigation
Measure 6-5.)

Comment No. 18-9

Riverside Ave./Peach is not mentioned in either document. There is no Traffic Signal, only a
stop sign. Many residents of the north end of the ElI Rancho Verde neighborhood use it as an
entrance and exit. It is positioned right where Riverside Avenue begins to narrow.

Riverside Ave./Ayala is a well established intersection that handles a great volume of traffic.

Riverside Ave./Knollwood receives a [sic] LOS A. It has a Traffic Signal, but what | failed to see
in either document was the fact that 10 months out of the year it is a crossing for the students
attending Trapp ElementarySchool [sic], complete with a Crossing Guard.

Response to Comment No. 18-9

With respect to the intersection of Riverside Avenue and Peach Street, that intersection was not
identified as a study intersection in either the original traffic impact analysis or the “Sunnyvale”
Analysis. As the traffic study explained:

For this Project, the study intersections and freeway segments were selected
based on the identification of traffic volumes that would exceed County growth
standards. According to the County growth standards, the study area must
include all major intersections with 50 or more peak-hour project trips (two-way)
and freeway segments with 100 or more peak-hour project trips (two-way) within
a five-mile radius from the project site. Based on these standards, a total of 75
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study intersections and 29 study freeway segments were selected for analyses.
(DEIR, Appendix II-A-F, pp. 21, 26.)

Based on the above criteria, the Riverside Avenue and Peach Street intersection did not qualify
and thus was not selected for study.

With respect to the comment regarding Riverside Avenue and Ayala Drive, the comment is
noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision makers. Riverside Avenue and Ayala
Drive was identified as a study intersection in the traffic study and “Sunnyvale” Analysis. The
“Sunnyvale” Analysis determined that Project-related traffic would not cause a significant impact
at this intersection.

Finally with respect to the Riverside Avenue and Knollwood Avenue intersection, the traffic
analysis took pedestrian activity into account in assessing potential impacts. Pedestrian activity
during the peak hours at this intersection is not considered abnormal.

Comment No. 18-10

Riverside Avenue/Country Club in the RDEIR, on Table 2.2-1 is LOS B and C. It does not
appear again on Tables 2.2-3 or 2.2-4. Riverside Ave./Country Club Drive is one of the
entrances in to the project. At the present time, this intersection has a Traffic Signal. In the
original information we received from the Lytle Creek Development Company, Country Club
Drive was to be widened to two lanes in and out. To do this it was proposed that the median be
reduced in size. | do not see any evidence in this document.

Response to Comment No. 18-10

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment No. 18-6 above. The “Sunnyvale”
Analysis determined that Project-related traffic would not result in potentially significant impacts
at the Riverside Avenue and Country Club Avenue intersection when compared to existing
conditions.

The comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision makers.

Comment No. 18-11

After Country Club Drive there are two more intersections, Riverside Ave./Rowan and Riverside
Ave./Shamwood. Both have no Traffic Signals only Stop signs and are used by the residents of
El Rancho Verde for exiting and entering the neighborhood. With the added traffic this will
become more difficult.

Response to Comment No. 18-11

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 18-9 above. The two intersections identified by the
commentor were not included as study intersections in the traffic study or “Sunnyvale” Analysis
as they did meet the required criteria.
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Comment No. 18-12

The last intersection | am going to comment on is Highland/Oakdale, the southern most [sic]
proposed entrance to the project. There is no Traffic Signal at Oakdale. It is a two way,
residential street that | doubt could handle a heavy amount of traffic. Although it still remains on
the map, there was no LOS analysis or any mitigation mentioned in either document. Even
though it is an important entrance to the project, it appears to have been simply left out.

| sincerely hope that you will address these issues.

Response to Comment No. 18-12

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 18-9 above. The intersection identified by the
commentor was not included as a study intersection in the traffic study or “Sunnyvale” Analysis as
it did not meet the required criteria.

The comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision makers.
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Comment Letter No. 19

Albert Kelley
P.O. Box 844
Redlands, CA 92373
flow.ak@hotmail.com

Comment No. 19-1

The major non sequitar [sic] for the consideration of this project is the failure in any category to
address cumulative impacts, those constructs of CEQA that must be addressed as opposed to
Lytle and the City of Rialto using the poor rationalization of ‘overriding considerations’. That any
project would utilize that escape hatch lends itself to the inapproriateness [sic] of breadth and
scope of project (and probably the process!) can only cause diminishment of quality of life for
habitat loss and dweller alike, whether 2, 4-legged, or winged! Had the City had any mature
planning in place (other than the 2200 home maximum in standing General Plan), you could
have avoided such miscreant developers who've taken your souls over with their glaring white-
inlays and slimy handshakes. The biological diversity list of the Cal-MatEIR [sic] project, the
EIR for the El Rancho Golf Course as well as Vulcan mining bank ALL include Coastal Cactus
Wren in their findings, but, is glaringly missing or referenced in any biological appendixes. [sic]
That demonstrates the slovenly field techniques employed by the developer. Another misstep
of developer agent is apparently speaking for Dr. Mark Brunnell on Wooly-Star findings; they are
YOUR words, not his. Subspecies are also included and afforded protection, but consultant
misses that one also. The channelization and increased rapidity of water (Venturi Effrect) [sic]
will directly impact Vulcan Mitigation Bank, 210 Freeway, and Arroyo Valley High School. Are
these collateral damage and part of overriding considerations? Combining with Global and US
Drought Monitor, the sw will continue to experience moderate to severe drought and no other
conclusion could be logically reached that habitat and life there won't be adversely affected.
these [sic] are several of the cumulative impacts that you AND the courts must acknowledge.
Thank you for allowing response and hope email doesn’t get shut down like last EIR period!

Response to Comment No. 19-1

The commentor states concerns about the Project’'s cumulative impacts, including those related
to biological resources and hydrology. These matters are outside the scope of the RPDEIR,;
however, these issues were fully addressed in the original DEIR. (See DEIR Volume I, Sections
455.3 and 4.4.5.3, respectively.) Please refer to Section 1.2 of this Final RPEIR for a
discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to comments outside
the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR due to “significant
new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information” with respect to
cumulative impacts within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section
15088.5.
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Comment Letter No. 20

Marcia Lentz
5605 Larch Ave.
Rialto, CA 92377

Comment No. 20-1

I am focusing on the Traffic/Transportation Issues of the RDEIR, specifically the impact of this
plan on the health of the citizens living in neighborhood 2,3, [sic] and 4.

| agree with Mrs. Jaramillo that the traffic analysis does not recognize the increase in current
traffic on Riverside Avenue, specifically the abundance of large diesel trucks coming from and
returning to the tile company and the cement company located above the ElI Rancho Verde
neighborhood. On a Tuesday morning at approximately 8:00 am, | followed four large diesel
trucks down Riverside Avenue as they entered the 210 freeway east. | am very concerned
about the children at Trapp Elementary school which is located on Riverside Avenue.
How is diesel soot impacting their health while walking to and from school and when
they are on the playground?

Response to Comment No. 20-1

The commentor states concerns about the diesel soot impacts on elementary school children.
This matter is outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this Final RPEIR
for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to comments
outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a draft EIR due to
“significant new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information” with
respect to traffic emission impacts within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5. See Section 4.7, Air Quality, of the original DEIR, regarding the
Proposed Project’s mobile source air emissions and health risk effects.

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision makers.

Comment No. 20-2

As | stated in my response to the initial EIR our region has one of the poorest ratings for air
guality. Data from the Environmental protection [sic] Agency state air pollution levels over the
last three years rank San Bernardino/Riverside worst in the country with an average of 148 days
per year.

A recent government health study published in a local newspaper states that diesel exhaust
from trucks, buses portable generators and off road construction equipment is classified as a
“probable carcinogen” but due to this studies [sic] results diesel exhaust will be examined by the
International Agency for Research on Cancer, part of the World Health Organization at a June
meeting to decide if diesel exhaust should be reclassified as a known carcinogen. The study
further states that miners exposes [sic] to diesel engine exhaust are three times more likely to
contract lung cancer and die and that a similar risk applies to people from smoggy urban areas

Final Recirculated Portions of the Environmental Impact Report May 2012
Section 3.0: Responses to Comments Page 3-1383



Lytle Creek Ranch Specific Plan
City of Rialto, San Bernardino County, California

such as Southern California who live near freeways or commute to work. This would apply to
the people living in the LCRSP Project area.

Another study reported in the March 11, 2012,Press [sic] Enterprise newspaper found fine
particles in the air increase the risk of a debilitating brain attack. Epidemiologists with the
California Department off [sic] Public Health and collaborating organizations tracked more than
100,000 women, all current or former teachers and school administrators. They reported that
older women living in places with higher levels of fine particle pollution including diesel soot,
car exhaust, wood smoke, chemical compounds and microscopic airborne contaminants had a
significantly increased risk for first time strokes. Currently there are many seniors living in
the area and the project is planning on creating a senior community.

| previously documented that current statistics for this area demonstrate there already is an
increase [sic] incidence of asthma and other respiratory diseases attributed to air quality and
another study conducted by USC links the incidence of malignant brain tumors to air quality.

The health issues of this project will not go away after the construction phase which is projected
to be 20 to 30 years, [sic] With the addition of 8407 dwelling units and 25,000 more residents,
traffic in this area will continue to have a negative impact on the health of the Community. Why
is this project moving forward knowing the risks?

Response to Comment No. 20-2

The commentor states concerns about air quality in the vicinity of the Project area. This matter
is outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this Final RPEIR for a
discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to comments outside
the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a draft EIR due to “significant
new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information” with respect to traffic
emission impacts within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section
15088.5. See Section 4.7, Air Quality, of the original DEIR, regarding the Proposed Project’s air
pollution and health effects.

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision makers.

Comment No. 20-3

The RDEIR assumes that the 2020and [sic] 2030 standards for traffic /transportation [sic] and
fuel use will be much improved thus negating concern. From a historic point of view this seems
to be unrealistic since the Government has yet to agree on how to address many of these
“green” issues.

Response to Comment No. 20-3

The commentor states concerns regarding operational air impacts in the vicinity of the Project
area. This matter is outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this Final
RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’'s obligation to respond to
comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a draft EIR
due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information” with
respect to traffic emission impacts within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA
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Guidelines Section 15088.5. See Section 4.7, Air Quality, of the original DEIR, regarding the
Proposed Project’s operational air impacts.

If the commentor is referring to the revised climate change analysis, then to the extent that
traffic/transportation components of that analysis take credit for “’green’ issues,” such reliance is
both fully appropriate and realistic. Indeed, such reliance is inherent in the definition of BAU
that is part of the significance threshold approved by the Trial Court. See Ruling at 17 (“[T]he
record supports the threshold of significance used....”).

The RPDEIR adopts the definition of BAU developed and utilized by the California Air
Resources Board in implementing Assembly Bill 32. The California Air Resources Board
defines BAU as the greenhouse gases that would be emitted statewide in the absence of any
greenhouse gas reduction measures discussed in its Climate Change Scoping Plan. In its
Climate Change Scoping Plan, the California Air Resources Board compares the BAU
greenhouse gas inventory it projected for the year 2020 (based on a 2002-2004 baseline
period) to the greenhouse gases emitted statewide in 1990. The difference between these two
inventories is the amount of greenhouse gas reductions that must be achieved for California to
meet the mandate of Assembly Bill 32: returning to 1990 greenhouse gas emission levels by
2020. Once the amount of necessary greenhouse gas reductions was calculated, the California
Air Resources Board crafted emission reduction measures responsive to the scope of the
challenge facing the State. In sum, the California Air Resources Board’s definition of BAU
necessarily is static and, accordingly, the RPDEIR similarly utilizes a static definition of BAU.
Notably, an emission reduction measure that will “much improve” the transportation related
GHG emissions, AB 1493, is discussed in the Climate Change Scoping Plan and, like the other
emission reduction measures, is relied upon by California Air Resources Board to meet the
mandate of Assembly Bill 32. The California Air Resources Board did not find such reliance
unrealistic. As such, it is both appropriate and realistic for the RPDEIR to take credit for AB
1493, and other “green” regulatory actions identified in the Climate Change Scoping Plan, vis-a-
vis the BAU scenario.

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision makers.
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Comment Letter No. 21

Steve Loe

Biologist

33832 Nebraska St.

Yucaipa, CA 92399

steveloe@gmail.com

Comment No. 21-1

Need to deal with new designated critical habitat for San Bernardino Kangaroo habitat. Need a
multi-species plan for the area that provides the most protection and still allows development.
Please send a copy of the project disc.

Response to Comment No. 21-1

The commentor indicates concerns about newly designated critical habitat for the San
Bernardino Kangaroo Rat (SBKR). This matter is outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please
refer to Section 1.2 of this Final RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s
obligation to respond to comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for
recirculation of a Draft EIR due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no
“significant new information” with respect to cumulative impacts within the meaning of CEQA
Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.

The original DEIR contains a discussion of the role of critical habitat designated by the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA)
and explains that this regulatory term/designation is intended “to guide the actions of federal
agencies.” (See Sections 4.5.2.1 and 4.5.3.2 of the DEIR Volume I.) The DEIR notes that for
purposes of a proper analysis of the impacts of the Project on the SBKR through modifications
and loss of SBKR habitat, the analysis took into consideration the information available about
the species in the 2008 critical habitat designation rule (which incorporated information about
the species and its habitat in the 2002 rule designating critical habitat that is currently in effect),
but that a much more detailed and accurate habitat analysis was applied using more extensive,
detailed and ground-verified information about habitat conditions on the Project site and in the
surrounding area than was available simply by reference to whether the land was or was not
designated by the USFWS as critical habitat. (See Section 4.5.5.1 of the DEIR Volume 1.)
Actual habitat conditions and functioning on the Project site and in the surrounding area were
thus utilized in the DEIR analysis, which provided a more accurate analysis of impacts than
simply calculating the number of acres designated by the USFWS as critical habitat being
preserved and being impacted by the Project. The information, analysis, and conclusions
regarding the impact of the Project on the SBKR (including indirect impacts to the species as a
result of habitat loss and modification) were never dependent on the more broad-brushed critical
habitat designation, intended to guide the actions of federal agencies. (See Sections 4.5.5.1
and 4.5.5.3 of the DEIR Volume |.)

The commentor has failed to establish the existence of “significant new information” with regard
to SBKR critical habitat for another reason. Since certification of the EIR in 2010, no new
information satisfying the standards of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section
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15088.5 has been introduced. The only change with regard to SBKR critical habitat is that a
federal district court has found that the USFWS acted “arbitrarily and capriciously” in adopting a
revised designation of SBKR critical habitat in 2008. The effect of that judicial order was to
automatically reinstate the critical habitat designation in effect prior to the revised designation
made in 2008, until such time as the USFWS elects to re-propose modifications to the
designation and complete the proper rule-making procedures. The biological information
associated with the 2002 critical habitat designation was known and available in 2002 and at the
time the City prepared and adopted the EIR for the Project. The EIR cited the 2008 revised
critical habitat designation and rule (which included extensive information about the SBKR and
its habitat, both what was known when it designated critical habitat in 2002 and when it revised
the designation in 2008), and all of this information was considered in the overall CEQA analysis
for the Project as part of the original EIR. (See reference to 73 Federal Regulation 20581 on
page 4.5-134 of the DEIR Volume I). Thus, the fact that the USFWS and federal agencies must
refer to the older 2002 critical habitat in conducting their activities (which does not take into
consideration all of the additional information known about the SBKR and its habitat developed
since 2002) has no bearing on calling into question the analysis and conclusion by the City of
the Project’s impact on the SBKR.

As for the request that a multi-species conservation plan be prepared, the City is entitled to
pursue such a plan regardless of the Project. Multi-species conservation plans are typically
broad-ranging in scope and geography and are not project-specific, and the development of
such a plan falls outside of the scope of this Project. Moreover, this issue has little bearing on
whether adequate mitigation has been proposed to address the biological impacts of the
Project. As discussed in Section 4.5.5 of the original DEIR, such impacts would be less than
significant after mitigation.
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Comment Letter No. 22

Steve Loe

Biological Consultant

Certified Wildlife Biologist, TWS
steveloe01l@gmail.com

Comment No. 22-1

Gina: Here are my comments regarding the Lytle Creek Ranch Project. | have been working
with the City for over a year to try to gain understanding and recognition of the biological values
and threats from the project. Several local biological experts and | asked to meet with the
developer’s and city’s biologists, and were never accomodated. [sic] We even scheduled a
meeting with them and Mike Storey and they never showed up. After an hour or so, Mike told
us they weren’t going to come meet with us after all. They were too busy.

Shortly after that, the project was approved without even giving the experts a chance to provide
detailed input.

Response to Comment No. 22-1

The commentor's past requests to meet with the City regarding the Project are noted.
Throughout the Project’s environmental review process, opportunities for public review and
comment have occurred in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, as summarized in
Section 1.9 of the original DEIR, Response to Comment No. 111-123-2 of the original Final EIR,
and Section 1.3 of this Final RPEIR. It is also noted that the EIR includes a number of technical
reports prepared by professional biologists and thus incorporates the input of “biological
experts.” This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision makers.

Comment No. 22-2

In regards to the RDEIR, the information that myself and others have gathered from biological
experts is new information. If you had dealt with it the last round and met with the biologists as
requested, you could say this is old information. You did not, so this is new information. We still
request a meeting to work with your biologists to understand what is really being proposed for
habitat protection and how it is supposed to work. We also have some ideas that should be
considered and discussed for better protection of species.

There is substantial new information since the circulation of the previous EIR that must be dealt
with in a new decision.

The final Critical Habitat for the San Bernardino Kangaroo Rat (SBKR) is also a new situation
that must be dealt with in the analysis and mitigation.

The final Critical Habitat for the Santa Ana Sucker and recent studies have documented the
importance of gravel to Santa Ana sucker and the impacts of constraining the floodway with a
new revetment on recruitment of sand for downstream SA sucker spawning has not been fully
analyzed. Stopping the channel braiding through old sediments and picking up gravels will
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impact downstream sucker habitat. Cajon Wash and Lytle Creek are significant contributors of
spawning gravel.

The Corps, Fish and Wildlife, Fish and Game, and the Water Quality Control Board have not
approved the project as proposed and it is premature for you to approve a project that still has
potential for significant changes based on biology and new information.

Response to Comment No. 22-2

The commentor indicates concerns about newly designated critical habitat for the San
Bernardino Kangaroo Rat (SBKR). This matter is outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please
refer to Section 1.2 of this Final RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s
obligation to respond to comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for
recirculation of a Draft EIR due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no
“significant new information” within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5. Please refer to Response to Comment No. 21-1 for further
discussion.

Similarly, comments regarding the Santa Ana sucker are outside the scope of the RPDEIR and
do not represent “significant new information” as defined in CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5. In any event, the Santa Ana sucker was addressed in Section 4.5,
Biological Resources, of the original DEIR, and potential impacts are addressed in Section 4.5.5
therein. As discussed, the Santa Ana sucker is known to exist regionally but was neither
observed nor is expected to occur within the LCRSP study area. The Project site was not
designated as critical habitat for the Santa Ana sucker in the USFWS’s most recent critical
habitat designation for the species. As for the issue of sediment transport within Lytle Creek
relative to Santa Ana suckers that may exist downstream of the Project site, the EIR explains
why the Project is not expected to have any significant change to sediment transport dynamics
or the amount of sediment transport occurring within Lytle Creek. (See June 30, 2010 PACE
letter to Mike Story, Response 1, Response 8, Response 11; and May 5, 2010 PACE Technical
Memorandum provided in Appendix IV-C of the FEIR Volume IV.)

With respect to the permits sought from the various resource agencies, this issue is also outside
the scope of the RPDEIR. However, while permit approval will be necessary in order for the
Project to ultimately be implemented, the City is entitled to approve the Project and certify the
EIR prior to issuance of those permits. In particular, the CDFG typically requires certification of
an EIR prior to issuance of a Section 1600 streambed alteration agreement.

Comment No. 22-3

Please let me know when the biological experts and | can meet with the City and proponent
biological consultants. We would like a field trip so the City and proponent could explain their
protection plan on the ground.

Response to Comment No. 22-3

The commentor’s request to meet with the City regarding the Project is acknowledged. Please
refer to Response to Comment No. 22-1 above. This comment is noted for the record and will
be forwarded to the decision makers.
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Comment No. 22-4

Please include these comments in the record along with the documents | submitted before that
were not evaluated in the initial approval. | will send them in a separate e-mail.

" This project as proposed will make a permanent modification of the current geological
and biological processes and functions that are unique to the Cajon/Lytle Creek
confluence and alluvial fan. This will permanently affect the habitat for threatened,
endangered species and species of special concern that are dependent upon the wash
natural function. This has not been fully disclosed and analyzed.

Response to Comment No. 22-4

The commentor states concerns about the geologic, hydrologic, and biological impacts
associated with the Project. These matters are outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer
to Section 1.2 of this Final RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s
obligation to respond to comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for
recirculation of a Draft EIR due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no
“significant new information” within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5. However, these issues were addressed in the original DEIR. (See
DEIR Volume |, Sections 4.3.5, 4.4.5, and 4.5.5 regarding impacts related to geology,
hydrology, and biological resources, respectively.) This comment is noted for the record and
will be forwarded to the decision makers.

Comment No. 22-5

" The loss a significant part of the largest remaining naturally functioning alluvial fan sage
scrub/riversidean sage scrub habitat with its associated threatened, endangered
species, and species of special concern, is significant and has not been acknowledged
or mitigated to a large extent.

Response to Comment No. 22-5

The commentor states concerns about Project impacts to specific vegetation communities.
These matters are outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this Final
RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’'s obligation to respond to
comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR
due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information”
within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.
However, these issues were addressed in the original DEIR. (See DEIR Volume I, Section
4.5.5.) This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision makers.

Comment No. 22-6

" Analysis of effects and mitigation must include the function of the habitat and not just the
acres. This is the largest remaining area with a hope of maintaining SBKR. It should not
be compared to total acres in existence, but the analysis must focus on this area and its
ability to support a viable population in perpetuity.
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Response to Comment No. 22-6

The commentor states concerns about Project specific biological impacts and mitigation. These
matters are outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this Final RPEIR
for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to comments
outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR due to
“significant new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information” within the
meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. However, these
issues were addressed in the original DEIR, wherein there is extensive discussion of existing
habitat, its suitability to support sensitive species, the results of field surveys performed on-site,
etc. (See DEIR Volume I, Section 4.5, and specifically the impact analysis in Section 4.5.5.) In
particular, Mitigation Measure 5-7 is designed to mitigate for impacts to the SBKR and includes
measures that address on-site avoidance and preservation, off-site preservation and
connectivity, refinement of mitigation program through consultation with USFWS, avoidance and
minimization of direct mortality of individuals, minimization of indirect mortality of individuals,
and long-term management of preserved habitat areas, and thus does not merely take habitat
acreage into account. (See DEIR Volume I, Section 4.5.6.)

Furthermore, it should be noted that the Court Ruling rejected a claim that Mitigation Measure 5-
7 would be ineffective to mitigate impacts to the SBKR to a less-than-significant level. The
Court Ruling stated, in relevant parts:

To the extent Petitioners are arguing that the mitigation measures [for the SBKR]
are not supported by substantial evidence, they do not meet their burden on this
issue.

Petitioners argue, without any supporting evidence, that the project’s impacts ‘are
so large as to be essentially unmitigable to a level of insignificance.” (RPDEIR
Volume V (Part 1), Appendix V-A, Court Ruling, pp. 49-50.)

Comment No. 22-7

" It is premature for the City to approve the project until the permitting is complete.

Response to Comment No. 22-7

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 22-2 above.

Comment No. 22-8

" Cumulative impacts have not been adequately described as it relates to Riversidean
Sage Scrub, Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub, and functioning species habitat.

Response to Comment No. 22-8

The commentor states concerns about Project cumulative impacts to specific vegetation
communities. These matters are outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2
of this Final RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond
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to comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft
EIR due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information”
within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, nor is
there any substantiation to the claim that the cumulative analysis provided in the original EIR
was inadequate. These issues were thoroughly addressed in the original DEIR. (See DEIR
Volume I, Section 4.5.5.3.)

Comment No. 22-9

" New information on cumulative impacts is available and must be used in a reanalysis.
Some new items that must be addressed include; the inability of the release flows from
Seven Oaks Dam being inadequate to maintain the function of the Santa Ana River
habitat (including SBKR) for the long-term. The little bit of remaining San Jacinto River
SBKR habitat has been severely altered. These are the two other larger areas that
remain for SBKR and they are both seriously compromised.

Response to Comment No. 22-9

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 22-8, above. The issues raised in the comment do
not directly relate to the analysis of cumulative impacts. CEQA Guidelines section 15130 states
“a cumulative impact consists of an impact which is created as a result of the combination of the
project evaluated in the EIR together with other projects causing related impacts.” The issues
above are not associated with the related projects that were evaluated in the EIR. The
commentor fails to cite to or provide any specific information regarding the Seven Oaks Dam,
the Santa Ana SBKR population, and the San Jacinto River SBKR population. As such, the
comment is speculation and is not substantial evidence under CEQA. (See CEQA Guidelines, §
15384.) Moreover, the EIR concluded that there would be a significant cumulative impact on
the SBKR before mitigation. The proposed mitigation is focused on maintaining the long-term
persistence of the SBKR population in the Lytle/Cajon creek system, which is a population
separate from the Santa Ana and San Jacinto River populations.

In any event, the original DEIR and Biological Resources Assessment (Appendix IlI-D-B to the
DEIR) undertook an extensive Project-specific and cumulative impact analysis of SBKR habitat
in the Project study area, and incorporated appropriate measures to mitigate potential impacts
to less than significant levels. Indeed, the Court Ruling rejected a claim that Mitigation Measure
5-7 would be ineffective to mitigate impacts to the SBKR to a less than significant level. Please
refer to Response to Comment No. 22-6, above.

Comment No. 22-10

" The premise that AFSS and RSS habitat can be restored and created by man is not the
case. Creating and maintaining functional SBKR and other dependent species habitat
without alluvial influence has not been proven and should not be assumed to be
possible. The analysis needs to reflect the inability to create or maintain habitat without
water due to the new revetment.
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Response to Comment No. 22-10

The commentor states concerns about Project cumulative impacts to specific vegetation
communities. These matters are outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2
of this Final RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond
to comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft
EIR due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information”
within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.

The Court Ruling rejected a claim that Mitigation Measure 5-7 would be ineffective to mitigate
impacts to the SBKR to a less-than-significant level. (See RPDEIR Volume V (Part 1),
Appendix V-A, Court Ruling, pp. 48-51.) Indeed, the Court Ruling noted that the City was
entitled to rely on expert opinion in concluding so, and noted mammalogist Dr. Michael J.
O’Farrell has opined that such mitigation would be effective. Please also refer to Response to
Comment No. 22-6. Furthermore, and contrary to the commentor's concern, the areas
proposed for habitat restoration are not behind the revetment.

Comment No. 22-11

" AFSS and RSS habitat are a result of very large storms that occur in hundreds to
thousands of year storms. What will the revetment do to the larger 200-1000 year
events and the habitat. That needs to be fully disclosed.

Response to Comment No. 22-11

The commentor states concerns about Project cumulative impacts to specific vegetation
communities. These matters are outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2
of this Final RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond
to comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft
EIR due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information”
within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.

In any event, the Biological Resources Assessment (BRA), provided as Appendix I11-D-B to the
original DEIR, did assess both periodic and highly intense storms and flooding, and the effect on
RAFSS. As the BRA noted:

Under the assumption or scenario that floods may become more frequent and
more intense in the future, sensitive biological resources (both plant and animal
species) within the LCRSP study area are already adapted to a dynamic flood
regime due to the inherent nature of the alluvial fan system. In fact, the dominant
plant community, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, depends upon floods to
maintain the pioneer, intermediate, and mature phases. Without scouring flood
events, this community would not support the diverse vegetative stature and
species composition it currently does.

An additional consideration is the possibility that this scenario could result in
floods that exceed the -current 100-year floodplain limits (Figure 16,
Hydrologically Active RAFSS and SBKR Viable Constituent Elements) or an
expansion of the 100-year floodplain. Given the highly restricted distribution of
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub and the associated and largely endemic
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sensitive species occurring within it (e.g. the San Bernardino kangaroo rat and
slenderhorned spineflower), this could result in an unexpected benefit to these
species. The expansion of the amount of Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub
within the Lytle Creek Wash system may occur if areas currently above the 100-
year floodplain were exposed to more frequent flooding. Although increased
flood events could result in a reduction in the refugia habitat above the 100-year
floodplain that is used by the San Bernardino kangaroo rat, it is not likely that a
flood large enough to destroy all refugia within the Lytle/Cajon Wash system
would occur. On the contrary, catastrophic floods may increase the availability of
suitable habitat for this species along the outer limits of the currently existing
floodplain. (See DEIR Volume Il (Part 1), Biological Resources Assessment, pp.
91-92, emphasis added. See also May 5, 2010, PACE Technical Memorandum,
provided as Appendix IV-C, to the original FEIR Volume 1V.)

Please also refer to Response to Comment No. 22-6, above.

Comment No. 22-12

" What will be the effect on the new community if there was a 200-1000 year flood event.
It needs to be fully disclosed in lay person terms that a much larger than 100 year events
formed this entire area and that one of these larger events could happen any future
winter. The City must disclose what would happen in these types of alluvial fan floods
and how that would affect residents and the environment. You are proposing to create
an artificial system, so you must disclose the effects of the periodic massive flood.

Response to Comment No. 22-12

The commentor states concerns about Project cumulative impacts to specific vegetation
communities. These matters are outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2
of this Final RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond
to comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft
EIR due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information”
within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.
However, hydrology impacts were fully addressed in the DEIR, based on relevant
methodologies and engineering standards set forth by the City, County, and State. (See DEIR
Volume I, Section 4.4.)

Comment No. 22-13

" The reanalysis of the species and habitat protection alternatives and their infeasibility
was not valid. The judge did not say go back and draft up some economic reason why
the protection alternatives are infeasible so we don’t have to deal with them. What has
never been done is a serious look at ways to protect the habitat and still have a viable
project. Just saying you must have everything proposed which is much more than the
current entittlements or the entittements when the property was purchased is not
seriously looking for an enviromentally [sic] superior alternative. Please seriously look
for a feasible alternative.
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Response to Comment No. 22-13

The commentor implies that the RPDEIR did not contain a reasonable range of alternatives.
However, the Court Ruling only required that the City revise the EIR’s analysis of Habitat
Avoidance Alternative 1 (Avoidance of SBKR/LBV-Occupied Habitat) and Habitat Avoidance
Alternative 2 (Avoidance of RAFSS Areas). The Court Ruling did not require further analysis of
the other alternatives to the Project that were evaluated in the original EIR, nor did it require the
assessment of additional alternatives not previously analyzed in the EIR. Moreover, as
described in Section 1.2 of this Final RPEIR, under current CEQA case law, claims unasserted
or abandoned in the litigation are not subject to further review by the Court. A previous petition
for writ of mandate against the City claimed that the original EIR failed to analyze a reasonable
range of alternatives, and that claim was not pursued in substantive court briefing. Accordingly,
this comment is outside the scope of the RPDEIR. The commentor is referred to Section 1.2 of
this Final RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to
comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR
due to “significant new information.”

Section 2.5.9 of the RPDEIR includes discussion of a variety of reasons why the alternatives are
considered infeasible, including the failure to avoid or substantially lessen the Project’s
significant impacts (RPDEIR Section 2.5.9.1), financial infeasibility (RPDEIR Section 2.5.9.2),
failure to meet key Project objectives (RPDEIR Section 2.5.9.3), and failure to satisfy key goals
and policies of the General Plan (RPDEIR Section 2.5.9.4). Please refer to Response to
Comment Nos. 22-6 and 22-10 above, and Response to Comment No. 7-4 for further
discussion.

Comment No. 22-14

" The analysis and mitigation must disclose that the values at risk and planned for
destruction are unique in this area. The biological effects are not an acre for acre effect
or mitigation unless the acre is part of a large block of habitat capable of supporting a
viable population of SBKR and other species of concern. A 10, or 50 or 100 acre patch
of unconnected habitat will not support a viable population. Any habitat block that is no
longer connected to periodic flows and floods will not even support the species in the
long term.

I will submit additional comments and send attachments that still represent new information later
tonite. [sic]

Response to Comment No. 22-14

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 22-6 and 22-10, above.
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Comment Letter No. 23

Steve Loe

Biological Consultant

Certified Wildlife Biologist, TWS
steveloe01l@gmail.com

Comment No. 23-1

Gina: Additional Comments on the Lytle Creek Ranch Project RDEIR.

Please acknowledge these attached documents and requests for meetings and explain why the
City never was able to pull together a biologist meeting. | officially request a meeting on the
ground to review and understand design of revetment and protection of habitat and resources.
Let me know when we can set up a meeting so | can involve local biological experts.

Response to Comment No. 23-1

The commentor’s past requests to meet with the City regarding the Project are noted. Please
refer to Response to Comment No. 22-1 regarding the opportunities for public review and input
that have been afforded throughout the EIR process in accordance with CEQA.

Comment No. 23-2

[Attachment 1—City Council Meeting, June 22, 2010]
Good Evening City Staff and City Council:

My name is Steve Loe. | am a retired federal employee with 40 years of experience in natural
resource management. As a Forest Service biologist and natural resource manager, | have
been involved in management of Lytle Creek Wash for 30 years. | have worked with the County
and regulatory agencies on Cajon and Lytle Creek habitat protection for 30 years. | provided
input on the project in letters, testimony at the Planning Commission, and by direct
communication with County Staff. | have asked repeatedly to meet with County Staff and the
County Biological Consultant to work together to understand and discuss the biological
ramifications and opportunities in the Wash. Apparently they have been too busy to meet and
work on potential ways to improve the plan and EIR. | continue to think | have important input
that is being ignored.

Response to Comment No. 23-2

The commentor's past requests to meet with the City regarding the Project are noted. Please
refer to Response to Comment No. 22-1 regarding the opportunities for public review and input
that have been afforded throughout the EIR process in accordance with CEQA.

Comment No. 23-3

| ask the City Council not to rush to judgment on this proposal. What the Council has before
them to approve is only what the City and out-of-town developer think will make the most
money, not a plan that is ready to approve at this time. The public, agencies, and residents
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have not been listened to and have really had no opportunity to influence the plan. The City’s
mind has been made up and all of the City's effort to date has been to justify the proposed
project.

With the number of individual, citizen group and agency concerns regarding this proposal that
have been expressed in writing and public testimony, it is obvious that this project does not yet
have understanding and support of the affected parties. You can and have said that everything
is great for everyone. It is not. There are huge outstanding issues that have been rolled under
the carpet. These need to be openly dealt with before a project is approved:

Response to Comment No. 23-3

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 22-1 regarding the opportunities for public review
and input that have been afforded throughout the EIR process in accordance with CEQA.
Public comments have included the input of various public agencies, including those with
jurisdiction over the Project; the comment letters are provided in Appendix IV-B of the original
FEIR and throughout this section of the Final RPEIR (i.e., after each set of responses), and
responses to those comments are provided in each respective EIR document.

The comment regarding “outstanding issues” is vague and unsubstantiated, and based on the
date of the letter, is outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this Final
RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to
comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR
due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information”
within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.

Comment No. 23-4

" The extremely high value and uniqueness of the Lytle Creek Wash as plant and animal
habitat has not been fully acknowledged and disclosed. The loss of these values
(including Threatened and Endangered Species) with the project has been understated
and under-mitigated.

Response to Comment No. 23-4

The commentor indicates concerns about Lytle Creek Wash and its habitat. These matters are
outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this Final RPEIR for a
discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to comments outside
the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR due to “significant
new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information” within the meaning of
CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. However, these issues were
thoroughly addressed in the original DEIR. (See DEIR Volume I, Section 4.5 and specifically
Sections 4.5.5 and 4.5.6.)

Comment No. 23-5

" The value of the Wash to sand and gravel supplies, water quantity and quality, natural
beauty, recreation and education has not been fully acknowledged and disclosed. The
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significant loss of these values with the project has been understated and under-
mitigated.

Response to Comment No. 23-5

The commentor indicates concerns about various aspects of Lytle Creek Wash. These matters
are outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this Final RPEIR for a
discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to comments outside
the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR due to “significant
new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information” within the meaning of
CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. However, these issues were
thoroughly addressed in the original DEIR. (See DEIR Volume I, Sections 4.4, 4.5, 4.9, and
4.13.) Also refer to Response to Comment No. 22-2 regarding gravel in the Wash.

Comment No. 23-6

" The Alluvial Fan Task Force and its efforts to help agencies plan for management of
alluvial fans has been ignored and trivialized by the City.

Response to Comment No. 23-6

The commentor indicates concerns about the Alluvial Fan Task Force. This matter is outside
the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this Final RPEIR for a discussion of the
scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to comments outside the scope of the
RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR due to “significant new information.”
The commentor offers no “significant new information” within the meaning of CEQA Section
21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.

In any event, the City is aware of the Alluvial Fan Task Force (a creation of Assembly Bill 2141
in 2004) and its guidance documents for development within alluvial fans. Those documents do
not have a binding effect on any local government. Rather, it is the hope of the Task Force that
individual cities and counties eventually will adopt some portion or variation of the
recommendations; however, no city or county is compelled to do so. The City of Rialto’s
consideration of adopting the Task Force’s recommendations, or any portion thereof, is a matter
independent of the Project. (See July 6, 2010 Memo from Peter Lewandowski to Mike Story,
8§4.4)

Nonetheless, it should be noted that the EIR does recognize the location of the Project within an
alluvial fan and analyzes issues associated with that location. The EIR adequately analyzes the
issues of fire, flood, geology and soils, hydrology, and biological resources associated with the
alluvial fan (to the extent these relate to the Project) and, where appropriate, provides mitigation
measures to reduce impacts to below a level of significance. (See DEIR Volume I, Sections 4.3,
4.4,45,and 4.9.)

Comment No. 23-7

" There are significant outstanding issues that have been raised by the agencies that will
be making future decisions on the project before it can proceed. How can a project be
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approved prior to having buy-in by the agencies with connected decisions. The final
project may look nothing like currently proposed.

Response to Comment No. 23-7

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 22-2 regarding the regulatory permits requested
from the various resource agencies.

Comment No. 23-8

" Lytle Creek Wash really needs an interagency plan for management of the Wash which
is a State, County, Federal and City resource. The City is trying to make the decision on
the future of this invaluable resource by them selves [sic]. This is not right. There is a
great need for a Coordinated Resource Management Plan and Habitat Conservation
Plan for Lytle Creek Wash before project decisions can be made. It is the City’s own
Policy to do Habitat Conservation Planning for this area. Why is this being violated?

Response to Comment No. 23-8

The commentor indicates concerns about inter-agency management of Lytle Creek Wash. The
City is entitled to pursue conservation plan(s) regardless of the Project. Such plans are typically
broad-ranging in scope and geography and are not project-specific, and the development of
such a plan falls outside of the scope of both the Project and the RPDEIR. Please refer to
Section 1.2 of this Final RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’'s
obligation to respond to comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for
recirculation of a Draft EIR due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no
“significant new information” within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5. Please refer to Response to Comment No. 22-1 regarding a multi-
species plan.

Comment No. 23-9

" Restricting the Wash to the 100 year floodplain with a levee as proposed will greatly
affect the natural function of the Wash. This has not been adequately disclosed or
mitigated for. The Wash and its unique natural resources were created and maintained
by much larger floods. Stopping the natural processes of larger floods and restricting
them to a smaller area will have permanent adverse effects on the Wash and its
resources. These effects have not been disclosed, analyzed and mitigated for.

Response to Comment No. 23-9

The commentor states concerns about the Lytle Creek Wash floodplain. This matter is outside
the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this Final RPEIR for a discussion of the
scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to comments outside the scope of the
RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR due to “significant new information.”
The commentor offers no “significant new information” within the meaning of CEQA Section
21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. However, hydrology impacts were fully
addressed in the DEIR, based on relevant methodologies and engineering standards set forth
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by the City, County, and State. (See DEIR Volume I, Section 4.4.) Also refer to the PACE May
5, 2010 Technical Memorandum provided as Appendix IV-C of the FEIR Volume IV.

Comment No. 23-10

" The alternatives that would provide more protection to the Wash have been dismissed
without serious analysis. The societal values of protection of the Wash by these
alternatives have been understated and under-mitigated.

Response to Comment No. 23-10

The RPDEIR provides additional analysis of Habitat Avoidance Alternative 1 (Avoidance of
SBKR/LBV-Occupied Habitat) and Habitat Avoidance Alternative 2 (Avoidance of RAFSS
Areas), as directed by the Court Ruling. (See RPDEIR Volume V (Part 1), Section 2.5.)

The commentor implies that the EIR did not contain a reasonable range of alternatives.
However, members of the public do not choose alternatives to a proposed project; that task is
for the lead agency. “CEQA establishes no categorical legal imperative as to the scope of
alternatives to be analyzed in an EIR.” (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990)
52 Cal.3d 553, 566.) The City is not legally obligated to analyze alternatives proposed by
members of the public that are merely variations of alternatives already evaluated in the EIR.
(See Preservation Action Council v. City of San Jose (2006) 141 Cal.App.4th 1336, 1358-59.)

The Court Ruling did not require further analysis of the other alternatives to the Project that
were evaluated in the original EIR, nor did it require the assessment of additional alternatives
not previously analyzed in the EIR. Moreover, the petition for writ of mandate filed against the
City claimed that the original EIR failed to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives, and that
claim was not pursued in substantive court briefing. Accordingly, this comment is outside the
scope of the RPDEIR. The commentor is referred to Section 1.2 of this Final RPEIR for a
discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to comments outside
the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR due to “significant
new information.”

Comment No. 23-11

If the City Council approves this project as currently proposed | will do everything in my power
to:

. Make sure the final decision on how to manage the Wash is made by all of the public
agencies responsible for the Wash and not just the City of Rialto.

" Work with residents, agencies and citizens to modify the project as it moves through the
connected approval and permitting processes to better provide for existing residents and
natural resources.

" Make sure the County, State and Federal agencies that have subsequent decisions on
the project follow procedures and do their job in protecting the Wash.
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In summary, | urge you not to approve this project at this time, but to put it on hold until a
Coordinated Resource Management Plan and Habitat Conservation Plan can be developed to
help design the final project. The City should provide some of the leadership in the
development of these essential plans.

Response to Comment No. 23-11

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 22-2 regarding the regulatory permits requested
from the various resource agencies. Refer to Response to Comment No. 22-1 regarding the
opportunities for public review and input that have been and will continue to be afforded
throughout the EIR process in accordance with CEQA. Refer to Response to Comment No. 23-
8 above regarding conservation plan(s) for the Wash. This comment is noted for the record and
will be forwarded to the decision makers.

Comment No. 23-12

[Attachment 2—Meeting with City of Rialto, July 6, 2010]
Attended by Mike Story, Steve Loe, Al Kelley, and Debbie

Mike Story said that the biologist and consultant were too busy responding to public comments
to meet with us.

Said that he understood our concerns, but they were doing everything possible to be able to say
they followed CEQA and met at least the minimum requirements. He acknowledged that some
things have not been dealt with, but that they met the requirements of CEQA.

Response to Comment No. 23-12

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 22-1 regarding the opportunities for public review
and input that have been afforded throughout the EIR process in accordance with CEQA.

Comment No. 23-13

Questions
" Explain to us what is being proposed to take care of the wash habitat and species.

Response to Comment No. 23-13

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 23-4 above.

Comment No. 23-14

" Help us understand the effects of constraining the wash forever to the 100 year
floodplain and how that could possibly maintain all the species and processes currently
supported by the wash which is largely created and maintained by greater than 100 year
flood events.
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Response to Comment No. 23-14

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 23-9 above.

Comment No. 23-15

" How could the constrained wash (100 yr. floodplain) ever maintain a habitat that is
created and maintained by 200, 300, 400, 500 and thousand year events.

Response to Comment No. 23-15

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 23-4 and 23-9 above.

Comment No. 23-16

" Is there land somewhere in the City or adjacent that has been abandoned or City land
that could be given to the developer in exchange for protecting the wash? Make it a
win/win for the developer, the Wash and the City.

Response to Comment No. 23-16

This comment is outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this Final
RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’'s obligation to respond to
comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR
due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information”
within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. Please
also refer to Response to Comment 21-6.

Comment No. 23-17

" Did the developer or City’s biologist consider the long-term value of the upper wash in
light of global climate change and species population shifts? Forest Service has gone
on record in Critical Habitat designation process stating that this is very important.

Response to Comment No. 23-17

The commentor indicates additional concerns about Lytle Creek Wash. These matters are
outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this Final RPEIR for a
discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to comments outside
the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR due to “significant
new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information” within the meaning of
CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. However, these issues were
addressed in the original DEIR. (See DEIR Volume |, Section 4.5 and specifically Section
4.5.3.1 therein; see also the Biological Resources Assessment, provided as Appendix IlI-D-B to
the original DEIR Volume Il (Part 1), Section 3.6.6.)

Comment No. 23-18

" How will the revetment be designed to allow things to move out of the wash when major
flooding?
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Response to Comment No. 23-18

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 23-9 above.

Comment No. 23-19

" Did the flood and revetment plan and analysis use wildlife habitat as a design criteria?

Response to Comment No. 23-19

These matters are outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this Final
RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to
comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR
due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information”
within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. Please
refer to Response to Comment Nos. 23-4 and 23-9 above. Additionally, one of the overarching
goals of the Project is stated in Project Objective A-2: Establish a conservation-based
community through the creation of open space preservation areas that will provide functioning
habitats for sensitive, threatened, and endangered species, preserve Lytle Creek and minimize
impacts to its riparian and alluvial fan sage scrub habitats, while providing other wildlife benefits.
(See DEIR Volume I, Section 2.3.2.)

Comment No. 23-20

" What is the situation with the City General Plan. Still using old plan, using new plan
(Draft)? If using old plan, where is it available? Can we get a CD?

Response to Comment No. 23-20

Although this issue falls outside the scope of the Project and the RPDEIR and does not relate to
CEQA, in December 2010, several months after the City originally approved the Project and
certified the EIR, the City adopted an updated General Plan, which was only in draft form at the
time of the Project’s original approval. Project consistency with the current General Plan is
provided in Section 2.5.8 of the RPDEIR. The General Plan is available in electronic format on
the City’s website.

Comment No. 23-21

" We need three copies of the BRA (Appendix IlI-D) as soon as possible.

" Need a copy of the Spencer and Goldsmith “Impacts of Free Ranging Cats on Wildlife at
Suburban-Desert Interface” referenced in Resp. to Comments.

" Pacific Advance [sic] Civil Engineering “Hydrolic [sic] and Geomorphic Assessment of
Lytle Creek SBKR Upland Habitat Conservation Area Erosion and Protection Plan”, April
2007. Referenced in Resp. to comments.

" Need contact information for developer’s biologist (Steve Nelson) to arrange a meeting.
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Response to Comment No. 23-21

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision makers. To the
extent that the commentor seeks documents subject to a Public Records Act request, the City
requests that the commentor submit a “Records Request Form” to the City Clerk’s Office. The
form is available on the City's website at:
http://www.ci.rialto.ca.us/documents/downloads/Records Request Form.pdf.

Comment No. 23-22

Concerns

" For the City, annexation and management of the Wash is a big thing and can't be
handled as just a problem for a project that needs mitigation. An individual project
cannot drive the decision on how we are going to manage the wash with multiple owners
and jurisdictions.

Response to Comment No. 23-22

These matters are outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this Final
RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’'s obligation to respond to
comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR
due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information”
within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.

Please also refer to Response to Comment No. 23-8 above. This comment is noted for the
record and will be forwarded to the decision makers.

Comment No. 23-23

" There has to be a coordinated resource management plan (http://www.crmp.org/ ) multi-
species management plan,or [sic] HCP (http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/pdfs/laws/hcp_
handbook.pdf) developed for the wash. That plan will determine how the agencies can
manage and develop the wash to maintain the biological values. Must be multi-species
and coordinated with the resource agencies. City General Plan.

Response to Comment No. 23-23

These matters are outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this Final
RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’'s obligation to respond to
comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR
due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information”
within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 23-8 above. Also refer to Response to Comment
No. 20-1 regarding a multi-species conservation plan.
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Comment No. 23-24

" All of the agencies involved have legal and binding direction to place the management of
wetlands, floodplains, Threatened and Endangered and imperiled species as a driving
force in making decisions on these lands.

Response to Comment No. 23-24

These matters are outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this Final
RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to
comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR
due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information”
within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 22-2 regarding the regulatory permits requested
from the various resource agencies. This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded
to the decision makers.

Comment No. 23-25

" This project is not going to fly as currently designed and planned with the various
regulatory and permitting agencies expressing concerns.

Response to Comment No. 23-25

These matters are outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this Final
RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’'s obligation to respond to
comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR
due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information”
within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 22-2 regarding the regulatory permits requested
from the various resource agencies. This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded
to the decision makers.

Comment No. 23-26

" The City really needs to check out what the developer’s biologist is presenting. They are
evaluating and reporting the biology as best they can to support the project. The input
you have gotten from other biologists that have been involved in the management of this
area for a long time saying it is a huge deal and would change the Wash forever in a
very detrimental way should be listened to.
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Response to Comment No. 23-26

These matters are outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this Final
RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’'s obligation to respond to
comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR
due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information”
within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 22-1. This comment is noted for the record and will
be forwarded to the decision makers.

Comment No. 23-27
[Attachment 3—August 14, 2010]

This project must be considered only as an alternative proposed by the city of Rialto which still
has to be coordinated and co-planned by all regulatory and permitting agencies and property
owners. This has not been done.

Response to Comment No. 23-27

These matters are outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this Final
RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to
comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR
due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information”
within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 22-2 regarding the regulatory permits requested
from the various resource agencies. Also refer to Response to Comment No. 22-1 regarding
the opportunities for public review and input that have been afforded throughout the EIR
process in accordance with CEQA. This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded
to the decision makers.

Comment No. 23-28

A cooperatively developd [sic] alternative that protects this nationally significant biological and
geological area in its natural state, or at least near natural state, must be evaluated in all
forthcoming decisions.

Response to Comment No. 23-28

These matters are outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this Final
RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to
comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR
due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information”
within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 23-10, above, and Response to Comment No. 10-16
regarding the range of alternatives evaluated in the EIR, which the Court did not find to be
inadequate. This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision makers.
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Comment No. 23-29

The biological analysis conducted for City project approval is [sic] has not been accepted by
experts in biological functioning of the Wash. There is continuing dispute.

Response to Comment No. 23-29

These matters are outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this Final
RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’'s obligation to respond to
comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR
due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information”
within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.

In any event, the list of discretionary actions, including land entitlements and permits, that are
required in order for the Project to be approved and implemented, are listed in Section 2.15 of
the original DEIR. Please refer to Response to Comment No. 22-2 regarding the regulatory
permits requested from the various resource agencies. In addition, here, the City relied on
various biological resources experts, including Steve Nelson at PCR Services Corporation, and
Dr. Michael O’Farrell, a noted mammalogist and foremost authority on SBKR among other
species, to assess the Project's potential biological resources impacts and to devise and
recommend mitigation to reduce such impacts to less-than-significant levels.

Under CEQA, the City is legally entitled to choose among different expert opinions and is free to
reject criticism from an expert or a regulatory agency on a given issue as long as its reasons for
doing so are supported by substantial evidence. Please also refer to Response to Comment
No. 22-6.

Comment No. 23-30

Changing the functioning of the wash through new levee (revetment) construction has not been
analyzed and agreed to by all of the agencies that have some say in management of the wash.

Response to Comment No. 23-30

These matters are outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this Final
RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’'s obligation to respond to
comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR
due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information”
within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 23-9 above. Also refer to Response to Comment
No. 22-2 regarding the regulatory permits requested from the various resource agencies.
Hydrology impacts were fully addressed in the DEIR, based on relevant methodologies and
engineering standards set forth by the City, County, and State. (See DEIR Volume I, Section
4.4.)

Comment No. 23-31

Private landowners affected by the City of Rialto decision have been adequately involved and
almost all are against the project.
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Response to Comment No. 23-31

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 22-1 regarding the opportunities for public review
and input that have been afforded throughout the EIR process in accordance with CEQA.

In addition, please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 16-1, 17-1, and 26-1, which are letters
of support from local residents. This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to
the decision makers.

Comment No. 23-32

Project use of known biological information has been challenged by various agencies and
biologists.

Response to Comment No. 23-32

These matters are outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this Final
RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to
comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR
due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information”
within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.

In addition, the comment is pure speculation and provides no evidence in support of the
contention. “Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, [or] evidence which is
clearly erroneous or inaccurate...does not constitute substantial evidence....Substantial
evidence shall include facts, reasonable assumptions predicated on facts, and expert opinion
supported by facts.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15384.)

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 22-1 regarding the technical reports prepared by
professional biologists that have been prepared as part of the EIR. Also refer to Response to
Comment No. 15-1 regarding data sources. This comment is noted for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision makers.

Comment No. 23-33

The city did not provide for a meeting with City and Developer’s biologists as requested by local,
knowledgeable, biologists numerous times in the public involvement process for Lytle Creek
Ranch.

Response to Comment No. 23-33

The commentor’s past requests to meet with the City regarding the Project are noted. Please
refer to Response to Comment No. 22-1 regarding the opportunities for public review and input
that have been afforded throughout the EIR process in accordance with CEQA.

Comment No. 23-34

Project was approved because it met the desires of the City, but no one, including the County,
State and Federal Government have not [sic] been included in the the [sic] decision.

Most of the residents affected are not Rialto Residents [sic]

May 2012 Final Recirculated Portions of the Environmental Impact Report
Page 3-1414 Section 3.0: Responses to Comments



Lytle Creek Ranch Specific Plan
City of Rialto, San Bernardino County, California

Response to Comment No. 23-34

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 22-1 regarding the opportunities for public review
and input that have been and will continue to be afforded throughout the EIR process in
accordance with CEQA. In any event, the City has provided all responsible, trustee, and other
agencies with jurisdiction over the Project with the RPDEIR. Those agencies were all given the
opportunity to comment on the RPDEIR.

Also refer to Response to Comment No. 23-29 above regarding the discretionary actions
required as part of the Project, and Response to Comment No. 22-2 regarding the regulatory
permits requested from the various resource agencies. This comment is noted for the record
and will be forwarded to the decision makers.
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Comment Letter No. 24

Steve Loe

Biological Consultant

Certified Wildlife Biologist, TWS
steveloe01l@gmail.com

Comment No. 24-1

| would again like to go on record as asking the City to require the proponent to do a Multi-
species Plan and strategy for the Cajon/Lytle Creek confluence and both stream systems. This
is the best long-term block of habitat remaining for SBKR and other flood dependent species.
With all of the impacts here and elsewhere in the range of these species, a plan to protect the
myriad of species is critical. Development should be designed around and to protect unique
critical Natural Resources including wildlife and plants. If a multi-species plan cannot be
developed as your general plan states you support, could you please explain why you aren’t
asking for one as a part of the development plan.

Response to Comment No. 24-1

The commentor indicates concerns about Lytle Creek, related impacts, and the Creek’s
protection. These matters are outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of
this Final RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to
comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR
due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information” with
respect to cumulative impacts within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5.

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 21-1 for discussion of a multi-species conservation
plan.

Comment No. 24-2

Also, in light of global climate change and the fact that periodic flooding is essential to creating
new habitat, habitat outside of known occupied at this time can still be critical to the survival of
the SBKR. SBKR is adapted to a changing environment which is sculpted periodically by water.
Just because an area is not currently occupied in its current state, does not mean it won't
become suitable following the ne23t major flooding. To provide for recovery, Critical Habitat
must include both currently suitable and potentially suitable habitat for future conditions.
Protecting only the occupied habitat at this time will hasten the eventual loss of the species as
conditions will undoubtedly change over time. As climate changes, We [sic] are already seeing
some upslope movement of species due to climate warming in parts of southern California. We
need to protect upstream Critical Habitat even though it may not be currently occupied. Please
correct any discussion that doesn't include the need to maintain future habitat as well as
currently occupied as described in the Critical Habitat Designation. Habitat for recovery is
important.
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Response to Comment No. 24-2

The commentor indicates additional concerns about Lytle Creek Wash. These matters are
outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this Final RPEIR for a
discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to comments outside
the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR due to “significant
new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information” within the meaning of
CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. However, these issues were
addressed in the original DEIR. (See DEIR Volume |, Section 4.5 and specifically Section
4.5.3.1 therein; see also the Biological Resources Assessment, provided as Appendix IlI-D-B of
original DEIR Volume Il (Part 1), Section 3.6.6.) Also refer to Response to Comment No. 24-1
regarding critical habitat.

Comment No. 24-3

New information that wasn't included in the previously approved EIR was the lack of discussion
and analysis of the effects on Speckled dace connectivity between Cajon Creek and Lytle
Creek. This stream complex has the largest remaining population of Santa Ana speckled dace
in the Santa Ana Watershed. It is important that connectivity be maintained between these two
drainages so that dace may be able to mix at the confluence and move up the streams as flows
recede. Please discuss the ramifications on dace occupancy and ability to move upstream as
the flood water and winter flows subside with the new revetment that concentrates flows into a
constricted flood channel. There are dace in the streams down to the project site during wet
winters even though the lower streams go subsurface in the summer. This habitat complex is
critical to the survival of SA speckled dace in the watershed. This needs to be discussed and
evaluated in the recirculated EIR. We have recently lost populations of this species due to a
lack of connectivity.

Response to Comment No. 24-3

The commentor indicates concerns about the speckled dace. This matter is outside the scope
of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this Final RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of
the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR,
and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR due to “significant new information.” The
commentor offers no “significant new information” within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1
and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. However, the speckled dace was addressed in the
DEIR. (See DEIR Volume I, Section 4.5, page 4.5-72.) The commentor does not provide any
new information concerning the use of that portion of Lytle Creek within the Project site by the
dace. The commentor merely states that “there are dace in the streams down to the project site
during wet winters....” The commentor provides no data establishing that dace use the portion
of Lytle Creek within the Project site or that dace in this region rely on intermingling at the
Lytle/Cajon stream confluence to support populations of dace that may exist at the upper
reaches of Lytle or Cajon Creeks. Nevertheless, the commentor’s speculation regarding the
possible effects of the Project on the dace’s ability to move through the Project site (within Lytle
Creek Wash), comingle with dace from Cajon Creek, and then migrate back upstream through
the Project site (within Lytle Creek Wash) to portions of Lytle Creek upstream of the Project site
overlooks the information in the EIR demonstrating that the LCRSP Project will not have any
significant changes to waters flows within the existing braided creek system of Lytle Creek.
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Additionally, the Project is not expected to significantly change the velocities or other fluvial
dynamics of the water flows within this portion of Lytle Creek or downstream. Lytle Creek is
expected to remain a braided system of dynamic, smaller channels within the wider Lytle Creek
Wash throughout the reach of Lytle Creek adjacent to the Project site.  The width of the Lytle
Creek channel will not be significantly narrowed by the proposed project. The most significant
feature affecting water volumes and velocities would be the constriction currently imposed by
the CEMEX mining operations above the Lytle/Cajon confluence. (See May 5, 2010 PACE
Technical Memorandum, provided as Appendix IV-C of the FEIR Volume IV; and June 30, 2010
PACE letter to Mike Story, Response 2: “[t]he results of this analysis also demonstrate in much
more detail that the change in velocity and depth within this floodplain from the revetment
construction for Lytle Ranch are relatively minor;” and Response 12.)
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Comment Letter No. 25

Steve Loe

Retired Federal Biologist

Public Land Owner

Certified Wildlife Biologist, TWS
steveloe01l@gmail.com

Comment No. 25-1

| am very concerned that some of the friends and contacts | have made over the years in my
Federal employment are going to get in big trouble over the way this project has been and is
being evaluated and permitted through the various agencies. | am worried that some of them
may even be held criminally responsible for some of the things that are going on. | am hearing
rumors of groups and members of the public going to the press and the Attorney General. | am
not sure what that means yet, but | will research it more.

| am very glad that there are Federal and State, at least, strong whistle-blowing regulations to
help employees caught in these political messes. | encourage each of you to use this protection
if things start heating up more than they already are. | have never seen a project where the
public has tried so hard to have an influence over final project design to protect and benefit
public resources and yet been so excluded from having meaningful input or influence. | have
never seen a project where all alternatives to protect the environment were not an option
because they didn't meet the proponent's bottom line on profit. | am naive, but | have never
seen a project with so many ties to other regulatory processes and zoning and annexation, and
special water companies, and politicians that are going on, without public disclosure of the links.
| have never seen a project where so many FOIA and Record Requests have had to be made to
find out what is really going on.

The way this project is being handled by local politicians and agencies makes me somewhat
embarrassed of our government.
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Response to Comment No. 25-1

The commentor expresses concerns regarding the Project approval, public permitting, and
public review processes, including “rumors” and public records requests. These matters are
outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this Final RPEIR for a
discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to comments outside
the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR due to “significant
new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information” within the meaning of
CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. Further, it is noted that
opportunities for public review and comment have occurred throughout the Project’s
environmental review process in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, as
summarized in Section 1.9 of the original DEIR, Response to Comment No. I1I-123-2 of the
original Final EIR, and Section 1.3 of this Final RPEIR. Also refer to Response to Comment No.
22-1 regarding the opportunities for public review and input that have been afforded throughout
the EIR process in accordance with CEQA. This comment is noted for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision makers.

Comment No. 25-2

Because of where this project, [sic] sits (the largest remaining somewhat naturally functioning
Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub/San Bernardino Kangaroo Rat Critical Habital [sic] that
remains), If [sic] approved as planned, this will the most serious environmental modification in
the region since construction of the Seven Oaks Dam. Permanent alteration of over 7 miles of
the remaining floodplain by restricting the wash to an area between revetments will spell the
eventual end of the San Bernardino kangaroo rat and potentially other species. Recent
understanding of the situation below Seven Oaks Dam and in the San Jacinto River do not look
promising for the K-Rat. Long-term viability in these habitats is problematic. The Cajon/Lytle
Creek habitat complex is the most important habitat block remaining.

Response to Comment No. 25-2

The commentor expresses concerns regarding Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub and SBKR
habitat. These matters are outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this
Final RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to
comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR
due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information”
within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. Please
refer to Response to Comment Nos. 21-1 and 22-5 for information regarding the critical habitat
for the San Bernardino Kangaroo Rat as provided in the Draft EIR. In addition, please refer to
Response to Comment No. 22-9 for information regarding Seven Oaks Dam.

Comment No. 25-3

Waters of the US will be significantly impacted as well as beneficial uses. Santa Ana Sucker
and Santa Ana Speckled dace will be impacted by the constraining the wash to only a central
channel. The wash must be allowed to function as it currently does in order to maintain habitat
in the long-term. The Seven Oaks Dam was needed to protect millions downstream. This
project is to allow the developer to make a profit on a new proposal that is far and above their
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current entitlements on the property, at the expense of a nationally significant biological
resources.

Response to Comment No. 25-3

The commentor expresses concerns regarding the Santa Ana Sucker and Santa Ana Speckled
dace. These matters are outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this
Final RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to
comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR
due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information”
within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. Please
refer to Response to Comment Nos. 22-2 and 24-3 for information regarding the Santa Ana
Sucker and Santa Ana Speckled dace as provided in the Draft EIR. In addition, please refer to
Response to Comment No. 22-9 for information regarding Seven Oaks Dam.

Comment No. 25-4

In researching this project and all the political and agency ties and intertwined relationships, |
have found multiple examples of conflicts of interest, or at least a substantial appearance of
conflict) [sic] in the people assigned to the project in the various agencies and chosen for
consulting work. This seems especially suspect because everything has been done for several
years behind closed doors. It wasn't until relentless public digging and researching that all the
schemes and underground planning that have been going on were exposed. Unknown financial
links between agencies and politicians and developers appear to have been discovered.

Response to Comment No. 25-4

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 25-1, as well as Response to Comment No. 22-1
regarding the opportunities for public review and input that have been afforded throughout the
EIR process in accordance with CEQA. As discussed, this matter is outside the scope of the
RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this Final RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the
RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and
the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR due to “significant new information.” The
commentor offers no “significant new information” within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1
and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. This comment is noted for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision makers.

Comment No. 25-5

Data and conservation mapping paid for by the Fish and Wildlife Service and County funds in
the failed SB County MSHCP are apparently not being used or included in analysis. Differing
expert opinion is not being considered or even publicly acknowledged.

Response to Comment No. 25-5

The commentor expresses concerns regarding a multi-species plan and expert opinions. These
matters are outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this Final RPEIR
for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to comments
outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR due to
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“significant new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information” within the
meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. Please refer to
Response to Comment No. 21-1 regarding a multi-species plan. Also refer to Response to
Comment No. 22-1 regarding the opportunities for public review and input that have been
afforded throughout the EIR process in accordance with CEQA. In addition, refer to Response
to Comment No. 23-29 regarding the several biological resources experts that contributed to
preparation of the EIR.

Comment No. 25-6

There has been an apparent attempt to avoid public disclosure and involvement in many cases
by multiple agencies. Public involvement meetings with expert biologists have been scheduled
to supposedly take serious biological input and then not even attended or rescheduled by the
agencies or their consultants.

Response to Comment No. 25-6

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 25-1, as well as Response to Comment No. 22-1
regarding the opportunities for public review and input that have been afforded throughout the
EIR process in accordance with CEQA. As discussed, this matter is outside the scope of the
RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this Final RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the
RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and
the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR due to “significant new information.” The
commentor offers no “significant new information” within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1
and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.

Comment No. 25-7

Repeated requests for an open species and habitat driven multi-species plan has been ignored
for several years by the developer and City and never responded to. Then an older developer
driven Conservation Strategy shows up that was developed to support the development as
planned. Many of the Agencies have already been involved for several years in the Strategy
without ever making it public.

Response to Comment No. 25-7

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 21-1 and 23-8 regarding a multi-species
conservation plan. This matter is outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2
of this Final RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond
to comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft
EIR due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information”
within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.

Comment No. 25-8

Multiple field trips have been asked for too [sic] see what is really being proposed on the ground
and we have been told it would be trespassing if we did it on our own. Field trips to see the
project on the ground were requested and were never given by the developer or the agencies.
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Response to Comment No. 25-8

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 25-1, as well as Response to Comment No. 22-1
regarding the opportunities for public review and input that have been afforded throughout the
EIR process in accordance with CEQA. As discussed, this matter is outside the scope of the
RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this Final RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the
RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and
the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR due to “significant new information.” The
commentor offers no “significant new information” within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1
and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. Please also refer to Response to Comment No. 22-3.
This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision makers.

Comment No. 25-9

Attempts have been made by politicians to delist species to benefit developers. Secret meetings
were planned and held it appears.

| believe the agencies better stop hiding things, having backdoor meetings, writing hidden plans,
making backroom agreements, changing previous public commitments as a result of political
pressure etc... There is a huge federal, state and county investment in protecting species and
habitats that has been made to this point. Much of the work that was done is now being ignored
for some new developer paid Conservation Strategy that is based more on the developer's
proposal than it is on science. Any supposed Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Strategy better
have the best biological information possible and that will require an open process sharing all
available information and knowledge.

Response to Comment No. 25-9

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 25-1, as well as Response to Comment No. 22-1
regarding the opportunities for public review and input that have been afforded throughout the
EIR process in accordance with CEQA. Also refer to Response to Comment No. 21-1 regarding
a multi-species plan. As discussed, this matter is outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please
refer to Section 1.2 of this Final RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City's
obligation to respond to comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for
recirculation of a Draft EIR due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no
“significant new information” within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5. This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the
decision makers.

Comment No. 25-10

Many other projects with impacts on the Lytle/Cajon complex are not even being considered in
evaluating the biological effect of this proposed project. Projects involving the Forest Service,
San Bernardino County, Cal Trans, and others will all have an effect on the habitat and must be
considered cumulatively. New information on Critical Habitat, problems with Seven Oaks Dam
releases maintaining SB K-rat habitat, and the importance of gravel sources for Santa Ana
sucker must be considered.
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Response to Comment No. 25-10

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 22-8 and 22-9 regarding the EIR’s cumulative
analyses. This matter is outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this
Final RPEIR for a discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to
comments outside the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR
due to “significant new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information”
within the meaning of CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.

Comment No. 25-11

Many of us have been involved for many years in working toward a MSHCP for the San
Bernardino Valley. The way this project is being handled is a slap in the face of those of us that
have faithfully put our trust in the County and Fish and Wildlife Service to involve us in any
Multi-species planning. We have been partners that have helped support County and Service.
Why have we been left out of discussions and reviews of the developer proposed conservation
strategy?

We have some real biologically based comment letters on this and the associated "mirror"
development "Lytle Creek North (Now Rosena Ranch)" from the Fish and Game and Fish and
Wildlife Service before they were put under so much pressure to approve a developer driven
development plan and hidden "Conservation Plan”, rather than a true openly developed species
and ecosystem driven Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan.

Response to Comment No. 25-11

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 21-1 regarding a multi-species plan. This matter is
outside the scope of the RPDEIR. Please refer to Section 1.2 of this Final RPEIR for a
discussion of the scope of the RPDEIR, the City’s obligation to respond to comments outside
the scope of the RPDEIR, and the standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR due to “significant
new information.” The commentor offers no “significant new information” within the meaning of
CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. This comment is noted for the
record and will be forwarded to the decision makers.

Comment No. 25-12

This is a very big deal, let's work together to do the right thing in an open process, or | am afraid
that there may be ramifications to some of my friends and colleagues if the deceit and backdoor
dealing continue. Reputation and Trust are very important, especially for government agencies.
Please do what you can to make this an open process that we can all be proud of and not
ashamed of.

Response to Comment No. 25-12

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision makers.
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Comment Letter No. 26

Richard Serrano

3938 White Ash Rd.

San Bernardino, CA 92407
rserrano891@juno.com

Comment No. 26-1

| believe it would have a positive impact.

Response to Comment No. 26-1

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision makers.
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