Cover Letter

November 17, 2021
UNITED STATES

Mark Tomich, Development Services Director
City of Colton
Planning Division
659 North La Cadena Drive
Colton, CA 92324
Subject:

Response to Additional Comments Received After the Comment Period for the
Proposed Barton Road Logistics Center Project

Dear Mr. Tomich:
FirstCarbon Solutions (FCS) is pleased to submit this Response to Comments letter for the
proposed Barton Road Logistics Center (proposed project) in the City of Colton.
To date, the following letters have been received with regard to the proposed project:
 Letter No. 1: Letter from Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo, dated September 14,

2021
Although a lead agency is not required to provide written responses to comments on public
comments received after the close of the public review period, the City of Colton has
evaluated the additional comments received on the proposed project and has elected to
provide responses to comments received after the comment period. None of the comments
received resulted in the need to recirculate the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft
EIR).
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This letter includes a list of the additional responses to comments received after the close of
the public review period on the proposed project. A copy of the letter received is included in
Attachment A.
Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact us.
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CHINA
MALAYSIA
SINGAPORE

Sincerely,

Cecilia So, Senior Project Manager
FirstCarbon Solutions
250 Commerce, Suite 250
Irvine, CA 92602
Enc:

Attachment A: Comment Letter
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
The comment letter is included in Attachment A of this memorandum and significant environmental
issues are addressed below. This memorandum only includes responses to comments in the Adams
Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo letter, dated September 14, 2021. Each comment has been assigned a code.
Individual comments within each communication have been numbered so comments can be cross‐
referenced with responses.
Author
Code
Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo .............................................................................................. ABJC‐5

Letter from Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo, dated September 14, 2021
Response to ABJC-5-1
This comment consists of introductory information and summarizes the commenter’s concerns about
potential impacts resulting from the proposed project and the adequacy of the Final EIR. The concerns
pertaining to environmental impacts are addressed in the following responses. Economic and business‐
related concerns raised in this comment do not raise any associated environmental issues and are
therefore not within the purview of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. This
comment will be provided to the City decision makers for their review.

Response to ABJC-5-2
This comment consists of introductory information and summarizes the commenter’s interest in the
proposed project. Economic and business‐related concerns raised in this comment do not raise any
associated environmental issues and are therefore not within the purview of CEQA Guidelines. This
comment will be provided to the City decision makers for their review.

Response to ABJC-5-3
In compliance with CEQA Guidelines, the Draft EIR appropriately identifies approval of a Development
Agreement (DA) in Section 2.4.1 as a possible action for which the Draft EIR will be used. See 14
California Code of Regulations, Section15124(d). The DA is not finalized and has not yet been approved,
and it would be speculative to include a draft version in the Draft EIR. While the DA will become an
agreement between the applicant and the Lead Agency, if approved, its attachment to the Draft or Final
EIR is not required. The anticipated development that may occur consistent with the DA, if adopted, is
described in the Project Description of the Draft EIR, and the potential environmental impacts of that
development are analyzed throughout the Draft EIR.
With regard to the potential for the replacement of the bridge over the BNSF Railroad right‐of‐way, the
applicant did not propose any improvements to the intersection of Barton Road and South La Cadena
Drive (including the bridge). The Traffic Study prepared for the proposed project by Urban Crossroads on
September 8, 2020 (Appendix J of the Draft EIR), evaluated the bridge over the BNSF Railroad right‐of‐
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way and concluded that the addition of proposed project traffic would not result in an immediate need
to widen the bridge on a project level. However, as discussed in the Draft EIR and Traffic Study, there is
an anticipated long‐range cumulative need to widen the bridge, as traffic in the surrounding area
increases over time. In accordance with Mitigation Measure (MM) TRANS‐1a and MM TRANS‐1b, the
proposed project would be required to contribute fair share fees toward this future bridge replacement,
which would be carried out at a future date at the direction of the City consistent with its Capital
Improvements Program (CIP).

Response to ABJC-5-4
CEQA Guidelines specifically recognize that requiring a project to fund its fair share of a measure
designed to mitigate a cumulative impact is an effective way to address the proposed project's
contribution to the impact (CEQA Guidelines § 15130(a)(3)). Fair share contributions to a mitigation fund
are adequate mitigation if they, "are part of a reasonable plan of actual mitigation that the relevant
agency commits itself to implement" (Anderson First Coalition v. City of Anderson [2005] 130 Cal. App.
4th 1173, 1187).
The DA includes a payment by the applicant of $10 million for the City to design and construct
improvements to the intersection of Barton Road and South La Cadena Drive, including replacement of
the bridge over the BNSF Railroad right‐of‐way with a new modern bridge (the existing bridge was
constructed in 1936) at a future date at the City’s direction. As discussed above, this proposed
improvement would be a public benefit, and is not required as mitigation for a project impact. Therefore,
a future bridge replacement project is not a part of the proposed Barton Road Logistics Center project.
The City would use this payment to ultimately fund the widening of this bridge through the City’s CIP.
Accordingly, the use of a DA to ensure fair share payments and implementation of a project consistent
with the CIP is not improper piecemealing.
Finally, regarding the bridge replacement project referred to in this comment, the Barton Road bridge
project under review by the cities of Colton and Grand Terrace, for which an Initial Study/Mitigated
Negative Declaration (IS/MND) has been prepared, is not the same bridge included in the DA. This bridge
is located east of the project site and spans the vacated Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) right‐of‐way and is
not associated with the Barton Road Logistics Center project.

Response to ABJC-5-5
As discussed in Response to Comment ABJC‐5‐3, the DA has not been finalized and has not yet been
approved; it would be speculative to include a draft version in the Draft or Final EIR; and its attachment
to the Draft or Final EIR is not required. Furthermore, as discussed in Response to Comment ABJC‐5‐4,
the use of a DA to ensure fair share payments and implementation of a project consistent with the CIP is
not improper piecemealing. This comment will be provided to the City decision makers for their review.
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Response to ABJC-5-6
This comment summarizes a legal decision in which the court found that a city committed to a definite
course of action regarding a project before its environmental effects were fully evaluated, implying that
should the Planning Commission take an action on the proposed project, it would also be making a
decision before environmental effects were fully evaluated. This appears to be based on the previous
comment regarding the DA and future BNSF bridge replacement. Again, as indicated in Response to
Comment ABJC5‐5‐3, the future bridge replacement is not a part of the proposed Barton Road Logistics
Center project, and in fact, is not required for project approval. The proposed project will make a fair
share contribution toward the future replacement of the bridge as required by MM TRANS‐1a and MM
TRANS‐1b. The applicant’s commitment in the DA to fund the design and construction of the bridge is a
public benefit, not a mitigation measure.

Response to ABJC-5-7
The commenter alleges that it would be inappropriate for the City to certify the Final EIR before
approving the DA, stating that “Premature approval of the Project’s CEQA document before all Project
entitlements receive final approval would constitute an abuse of discretion by the City.” That argument is
contrary to CEQA’s purpose, intent, and explicit requirements. As explained in State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15092(a), “After considering the final EIR and in conjunction with making findings under Section
15091, the Lead Agency may decide whether or how to approve or carry out the project” (emphasis
added). Project approval is a separate step, taken by the decision‐making body of the lead agency, and is
distinct from review and certification of the Final EIR, as well as from the adoption of the required
findings. Accordingly, the City is proceeding in the manner required by law to first certify the Final EIR
and then consider approval of the various discretionary elements of the proposed project. Importantly,
the fact that an EIR was certified does not limit the City’s discretion with respect to subsequent project
approvals (See, e.g., State CEQA Guidelines § 15062).

Response to ABJC-5-8
The Final EIR included written responses to public comments submitted during the public review period.
The responses to public comments were based upon reasoning that was supported by factual
information, including technical reports prepared for the proposed project. CEQA only requires lead
agencies to provide a good faith reasoned response to comments. Generally, this results in clarification
of analysis summarized in the Draft EIR. However, CEQA does not require perfection and does not
require that the lead agency respond to every comment submitted to it. Comments that do not raise a
significant environmental issue need not be responded to (Citizens for E. Shore Parks v. State Lands
Comm'n [2011] 202 Cal. App. 4th 549). Similarly, the lead agency also need not respond to general or
voluminous reference materials submitted in support of comments, repetitive comments, or comments
that are clearly irrelevant (Environmental Protection Info. Ctr. v. Department of Forestry & Fire Protection
[2008] 44 Cal. 4th 459, 483, 487). Additionally, lead agencies do not need to reiterate responses and,
"may refer to the prior response when addressing other commenters" (Id. at 487, fn. 9). This comment
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does not identify any new or more severe issues that would be of concern under CEQA that were not
addressed in the Draft or Final EIR. Therefore, no further action is warranted.

Response to ABJC-5-9
The Draft EIR addresses health impacts by way of the construction and operational Health Risk
Assessments (HRAs). These HRAs were performed to calculate the cancer health risks, and the non‐
hazard indices for sensitive receptors within 1,000 feet of the project boundary. Furthermore, as
discussed in Response to Comment ABJC‐3‐8 in the Final EIR, the Friant Ranch case found that an EIR's
air quality analysis must meaningfully connect the identified air quality impacts to the human health
consequences of those impacts, or meaningfully explain why that analysis cannot be provided. As noted
in the Brief of Amicus Curiae by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (South Coast AQMD) in
the Friant Ranch case, the South Coast AQMD has among the most sophisticated air quality modeling
and health impact evaluation capability of any of the air districts in the State, and thus it is uniquely
situated to express an opinion on how lead agencies should correlate air quality impacts with specific
health outcomes. Therefore, by using the South Coast AQMD modeling recommendations and
thresholds, the Draft EIR did evaluate the potential project impacts to human health.
As discussed in Section 3.2‐Air Quality, the localized significance thresholds (LSTs) are screening criteria
developed by the South Coast AQMD to provide lead agencies and project applicants with a conservative
indication of whether the proposed project could result in a potentially significant air quality impact. If a
project exceeds an applicable LST, then the South Coast AQMD recommends that project‐specific air
quality modeling be performed to determine localized impacts on sensitive receptors. To determine
localized impacts related to project‐generated particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10)
and particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5) during project construction and
operations, a project‐specific HRA was performed. Contrary to what is stated in the comment, localized
impacts from the proposed project’s generation of particulate matter during construction on sensitive
receptors were evaluated by performing a project‐specific construction HRA that was included as part of
the Draft EIR. The HRA prepared to address the proposed project’s potential to expose sensitive
receptors to toxic air contaminants (TACs) is further explained below.
As explained in the Draft EIR, the principal TAC emission analyzed in the HRA prepared for the proposed
project was diesel particulate matter (DPM) from operation of off‐road equipment and diesel‐powered
delivery and worker vehicles during construction and operation. DPM represented as exhaust PM10
adequately addresses impacts from PM10 and PM2.5 emissions, as PM2.5 comprises a component of PM10.
Fugitive dust components of PM10 and PM2.5 would be controlled through the implementation of
required dust control practices during project construction. As detailed in the Draft EIR, the HRA
demonstrated that estimated health risks from the proposed project’s DPM emissions would not exceed
any applicable health risk threshold. Additionally, construction of the sound wall would not result in
significant amounts of DPM emissions because the amount of ground disturbance would be minimal.
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Furthermore, the addition of the sound wall would not physically alter the site to an extent that would
invalidate the modeling used in HRA included in the in the Draft EIR. The proposed project would not
include a stationary source of pollutants that would emit large quantities of a TAC at a single location
that would then concentrate and trap pollutants near a sensitive receptor due to the sound wall, as the
commenter is suggesting. The operation of on‐site trucks would not generate any concentrations of
pollutants that would invalidate the HRA because, as described previously, the trucks would emit very
small amounts of TACs throughout the project site as they travel across the site and briefly idle.
Additionally, the on‐site trucks would not all idle at the same location because the proposed project
would include multiple dock doors for trucks to unload and load goods. Therefore, the proposed project
would not be expected to exceed the most stringent applicable federal or State ambient air quality
standards for emissions of NOX, CO, PM10, or PM2.5. Accordingly, the analysis provided in the Draft EIR
and administrative record for this project is accurate, complete, and provides sufficient information and
analysis to facilitate informed decision‐making. The commenter provides no substantial evidence that
the Draft EIR impacts analysis is improper.

Response to ABJC-5-10
As discussed in Response to Comment ABJC‐5‐9, the Draft and Final EIR provided adequate analyses of
project impacts and responses to comments. The Final EIR provides additional information and an
analysis of public health impacts based on the analysis that was prepared for the proposed project in
response to public comments. This comment reiterates prior comments and does not identify any new
or more severe issues that would be of concern under CEQA that were not addressed in the Draft and
Final EIR. Therefore, no further action is warranted.

Response to ABJC-5-11
The Draft EIR states that the principal TAC emission analyzed in this assessment was DPM from operation
of off‐road equipment and diesel‐powered delivery and worker vehicles during construction and
operation. DPM has been identified by the California Air Resources Board (ARB) as a carcinogenic
substance. For purposes of this analysis, DPM is represented as exhaust emissions of PM10. The main
source of DPM from the long‐term operations of logistical centers is from combustion of diesel fuel in
diesel‐powered engines in on‐road delivery trucks. Motor vehicle emissions refer to DPM exhaust
emissions from the motor vehicle traffic that would travel to and from the project site each day.
The comment incorrectly claims that the Draft EIR did not analyze the potential impacts from benzene,
chromium, formaldehyde, 1,3‐butadiene, and benzo[a]pyrene. TACs such as benzene and chromium
would not be emitted during construction or operation. Benzene is primarily emitted during the
combustion of gasoline and during refueling at gas stations. Land uses such as gas stations would not be
included in the proposed project, and no refueling of vehicles would occur on‐site; as such, benzene
would not be emitted by the proposed project at anywhere near levels to warrant an analysis.1

1

United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 2018. Website: https://emergency.cdc.gov/agent/benzene/basics/facts.asp.
Accessed: July 16, 2021.
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Chromium is primarily emitted into the atmosphere through heavy metal combustion typically involved
in metal industries, such as steel production. The proposed project would not include metal production
or metal combustion and as such, would not result in the emission of chromium.2
As described on the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) website, the major sources
of formaldehyde are from “building materials, smoking, household products, and the use of un‐vented
fuel‐burning appliances, like gas stoves or kerosene space heaters.”3 The proposed project would not
allow smoking or include household products, would not use un‐vented fuel‐burning appliances like gas
stoves or kerosene space heaters, and would include air conditioning that would prevent humidity from
accumulating in the building. The proposed project would be constructed with modern building
materials that would not contain pressed wood products made using adhesives that contain urea‐
formaldehyde (UF) resins. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in formaldehyde emissions.
The pollutant 1,3‐butadiene is produced through the processing of petroleum and is mainly used in the
production of synthetic rubber, but is also found in smaller amounts in plastics and fuel, such as gasoline
and diesel. Exposure to 1,3‐butadiene mainly occurs in the following industries: synthetic elastomer
(rubber and latex) production, petroleum refining, secondary lead smelting, water treatment,
agricultural fungicides, production of raw material for nylon, and the use of fossil fuels.4 However,
according to the EPA, “Levels of butadiene in gasoline and diesel fuel are expected to be insignificant
because butadiene tends to readily form a varnish that can be harmful to engines; therefore, refiners try
to minimize the butadiene content. As a result, it was assumed that butadiene is not present in
evaporative, refueling, or resting emissions.”5 This information from the EPA directly refutes the
commenter’s statements that these pollutants could cause significant health risks to nearby sensitive
receptors, and as such, the analysis contained in the Draft EIR is sufficient.

Response to ABJC-5-12
The City of Colton responded to the request for documents on January 21, 2021, and February 11, 2021.
The request for records pursuant to the Public Records Act does not raise any environmental issues and
is therefore outside the purview of CEQA’s guidance regarding responses to public comments.
As stated in Response to Comment ABJC‐2‐1 in the Final EIR, CEQA makes a distinction between
documents cited in an EIR and those specifically incorporated by reference (El Morro Community Ass'n v.
Department of Parks & Recreation (2004) 122 Cal. App. 4th 1341, fn.5). CEQA Guidelines Section
15150(b) requires that documents incorporated by reference in an EIR be available for inspection
together with the EIR. Section 15148 does not contain such a requirement for documents that are cited
in an EIR, but not incorporated by reference. All documents incorporated by reference were available for
2

3

4
5

Center for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC). Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry. 2013. Website:
https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/csem/chromium/where_is_chromium_found.html. Accessed July 16, 2021.
United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 2018. Website: https://www.epa.gov/indoor‐air‐quality‐iaq/what‐should‐i‐know‐
about‐formaldehyde‐and‐indoor‐air‐quality. Accessed November 4, 2021.
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA). 2021. Website: https://www.osha.gov/butadiene. Accessed November 4, 2021.
United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 1996. Locating and Estimating Air Emissions from Sources of 1,3‐Butadiene.
https://www3.epa.gov/ttnchie1/le/butadien.pdf.
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public review on the City’s website and the City of Colton Development Services Department/Planning
Division at 659 North La Cadena Drive, Colton, CA; Colton Public Library (main branch) at 656 North 9th
Street, Colton, CA; were provided to the commenter on March 2, 2021; and were available until April 2,
2021, via Weblink, in conformance with Public Resources Code Section 21092. By providing the
documents electronically, the City met and exceeded the Section 15087(c)(5) requirement to make
documents available during “normal working hours.” Therefore, no further action is required.

Response to ABJC-5-13
The Draft EIR evaluated an alternative that included cold storage uses in the Alternatives section of the
Draft EIR. The City determined that this alternative was environmentally inferior to the proposed project
and did not meet project objectives; thus, this alternative was rejected from further consideration
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(e)(2). As discussed in Response to Comment ABJC‐3‐9 in the
Final EIR, the proposed project would not include cold storage or result in the use of TRUs. TRUs require
specific infrastructure that is not included in the proposed project. Therefore, potential impacts
associated with the use of TRUs are not applicable to the proposed project.
As described in the Draft EIR Section 2.1.2, Existing Site Characteristics, operation of the existing 280 De
Berry Street property, which is a temperature‐controlled cold food products warehouse building, is not
considered a part of the proposed project. Proposed improvements to this site would be limited to
improvements to the entrance and drive aisle and relocation of the guard shack to allow for improved
vehicle queueing on that site. No building improvements are proposed. As such, the operation of the
existing building at 280 De Berry Street is considered part of the existing setting; therefore, design
measures on the existing cold storage warehouse would not be within the scope of the proposed
project. However, the improvements for vehicle queueing included in the proposed project would result
in reduced emissions related to those Transport Refrigeration Units (TRUs) that may service the existing
building. Therefore, as stated in the Final EIR, the proposed project would not include cold storage uses,
and no further analysis is warranted.
Furthermore, the proposed relocation of the guard shack to allow for improved vehicle queueing would
reduce the amount of time trucks equipped with TRUs would spend on the project site, thus reducing
emissions from TRUs.
As discussed in Response to Comment ARB‐2 in the Final EIR, the proposed project is limited to ambient
temperature dry warehouse facilities. The proposed project does not include, nor it is designed or
engineered for, cold storage. Cold storage design, engineering, and construction is unique and requires
the integration of multiple systems. Changes to a project after project approval, such as the
incorporation of cold storage, would require additional discretionary review. As such, if the project
applicant intends to pursue cold storage uses in the future, such changes to the proposed project would
be reviewed by the City to determine the extent of any required additional environmental analysis,
including the potential need for subsequent or supplemental environmental documentation, as a
condition of approval.
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As discussed in Response to Comment ARB‐3 in the Final EIR, and as described in the Project Description,
the existing cold storage warehouse is not included in the proposed project; therefore, design measures
on the existing cold storage warehouse would not be within the scope of the proposed project. If the
project applicant intends to pursue cold storage uses in the future, such changes to the proposed project
would be reviewed by the City to determine the extent of any required additional environmental
analysis, including the potential need for subsequent or supplemental environmental documentation, as
a condition of approval.

Response to ABJC-5-14
As stated in Response to Comment SUCHIL‐3 and Response to Comment MONTES‐1 in the Final EIR, the
Draft EIR analysis took a conservative approach in that it did not take any credit for existing uses as part
of the trip generation analysis. All trips generated by the proposed project are conservatively identified
as “net new” and were added to the baseline for the analysis without any other reductions. Therefore,
the air quality, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, traffic, and noise impact analyses that were presented
in the Draft EIR represent a conservative approach, and no further analysis is warranted.

Response to ABJC-5-15
The comment quoting a portion of the CEQA significance threshold criteria is noted. The statement that
the proposed project would include both permanent (operational) and temporary (construction) noise
sources is noted. The comment claiming that the Draft EIR noise analysis fails to contain adequate
baseline ambient noise data is also noted.

Significance Criteria
The Draft EIR noise analysis on page 3.9‐15 identifies the full significance threshold criteria adopted by
the City of Colton, which takes into consideration the State CEQA Guidelines Appendix G; the City of
Colton’s Municipal Code and adopted City policies; the judgment of the technical experts who prepared
the technical studies in support of this Draft Focused EIR; performance standards adopted,
implemented, and monitored by regulatory agencies; significance standards recommended by regulatory
agencies; and the standards in CEQA that trigger the preparation of an EIR.” The related full significance
criteria statement is, “Would the project result in the generation of a substantial temporary or
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?” It
should be noted that this full significance criteria statement includes the phrase “in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies.” Thus,
the comment incorrectly implies that the substantial increase is solely measured against the existing
ambient noise levels. The Draft EIR noise analysis correctly identifies the City’s adopted significance
criteria, and no further analysis is warranted.
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Temporary and Permanent Noise Sources
The Draft EIR identifies, quantifies, and analyzes project‐related temporary (construction) and
permanent (operational) noise impacts on pages 3.9‐16 to 3.9‐26 of the Draft EIR. No further analysis is
warranted.

Baseline Ambient Noise Data
The commenter’s statement claiming that the short‐term and long‐term ambient noise measurement
data contained on pages 3.9‐8 to 3.9‐9 of the Draft EIR is inadequate is unsubstantiated by any evidence
or explanation. The analysis did include both short‐term and long‐term ambient noise measurements
taken in the project vicinity. No further analysis is warranted.

Response to ABJC-5-16
The comment that the Draft EIR’s documentation of ambient noise measurements was inadequate
because they were not taken over several days is noted.
The ambient noise measurement effort documented in the Draft EIR was in accordance with the City’s
established noise measurement practices and is consistent with the noise measurement approach and
methodology documented in the City’s General Plan EIR, as well as multiple other environmental
documents adopted by the City. No further analysis is warranted.

Response to ABJC-5-17
The comment regarding the traffic noise model not being calibrated with noise measurement concurrent
traffic counts is noted.
While the practice of calibrating a traffic noise model is consistent with industry‐accepted methodology
for analyzing highway improvement projects, it is typically never required for land use development
projects. In addition, this approach is not consistent with the City’s established methodology and
practices for analyzing traffic noise impacts for land use development projects like this project (as
documented in the City’s General Plan EIR, as well as multiple other environmental documents adopted
by the City). Furthermore, it should be noted that the traffic noise modeling conservatively assumed a
reasonable worst‐case scenario of free‐flowing traffic traveling continuously at the maximum posted speed
limit. The modeling did not take into account mitigating features such as topography, vegetative screening,
fencing, building design, or structure screening. The same methodology was used for modeling without‐
project and with‐project traffic noise conditions. This provides a conservative, straightforward evaluation
of the proposed project’s contribution to traffic noise levels on roadways in the project vicinity.
Establishment of a calibrated existing traffic noise level condition is not necessary to determine the
proposed project’s contribution. Rather, the with‐project traffic volumes would result in an equivalent
noise level increase with a calibrated model as they would with a non‐calibrated model. Thus, the traffic
noise analysis in the Draft EIR adequately and conservatively evaluated the potential increase in traffic
noise levels with implementation of the proposed project. No further analysis is warranted.
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Response to ABJC-5-18
The comment questioning whether the traffic noise model included stop‐and‐go traffic and regarding the
need to validate the traffic noise modeling with actual noise measurements is noted.
The Draft EIR identifies that the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Traffic Noise Prediction Model
(FHWA‐RD‐77‐108) was used. All modeling input assumptions are included in Appendix H of the Draft EIR.
With regard to validating the traffic noise model with noise measurements, see Response to Comment ABJC‐
5‐17. The approach of validating a traffic noise model with measured ambient noise levels is not
consistent with the City’s established methodology and practices for analyzing traffic noise impacts for
land use development projects. In addition, the with‐project traffic volumes would result in an
equivalent noise level increase with a calibrated model as they would with a non‐calibrated model. Thus,
the traffic noise analysis in the Draft EIR adequately and conservatively evaluated the potential increase
in traffic noise levels with implementation of the proposed project. No further analysis is warranted.

Response to ABJC-5-19
The comment regarding the potential difference in outputs with a validated traffic noise model is noted.
Regarding validating the traffic noise model with noise measurements, see Response to Comment ABJC‐5‐17.
The approach of validating a traffic noise model with measured ambient noise levels is not consistent
with the City’s established methodology and practices for analyzing traffic noise impacts for land use
development projects. In addition, the with‐project traffic volumes would result in an the same
equivalent noise level increase with a calibrated model as they would with a non‐calibrated model. Thus,
the traffic noise analysis in the Draft EIR adequately and conservatively evaluated the potential increase
in traffic noise levels with implementation of the proposed project. No further analysis is warranted.

Response to ABJC-5-20
The Draft EIR disclosed significant impacts and included all feasible mitigation for significant impacts.
This comment does not discuss any new potentially significant environmental impacts that were not
evaluated in the Draft EIR. Specifically, this comment does not identify any new or more severe issues
that would be of concern under CEQA, nor does this comment identify any issues or information that
require recirculation. Therefore, no further action is required.

Response to ABJC-5-21
The Draft EIR disclosed significant impacts, analyzed alternatives, and included all feasible mitigation for
significant impacts. This comment does not discuss any new potentially significant environmental
impacts that were not evaluated in the Draft EIR. Specifically, this comment does not identify any new or
more severe issues that would be of concern under CEQA, nor does this comment identify any issues or
information that require recirculation. Therefore, no further action is required.
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Response to ABJC-5-22
This comment does not raise new concerns or identify any issues with the EIR analysis. The Responses to
ABJC‐5‐23, ABJC‐5‐24, and ABJC‐5‐25 explain why no new concerns or issues have been raised by the
commenter. Therefore, no further action is required.

Response to ABJC-5-23
An 8‐foot‐tall sound wall would not significantly restrict or impact air flow across the project site as the
commenter suggests, because the project site on the north side of Barton Road is over 26 acres in size,
allowing adequate air flow through the entire project site. In general, the types of project features that
could affect air flow are enclosed spaces, such as a tunnel or a highway overpass. The proposed project
does not include these features and as such, would not restrict air flow such that a health risk could
occur. Additionally, the proposed project does not propose a stationary source of pollutants, and in fact,
the only sources of emissions on‐site would be from trucks and passenger vehicles. Emissions from these
vehicles would not be emitted at concentrations that could result in health impacts to nearby sensitive
receptors because the proposed project would not exceed the South Coast AQMD thresholds.

Response to ABJC-5-24
As shown in Tables 3.2‐10 and 3.2‐11 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would not exceed South
Coast AQMD health risk thresholds. Concentrations of TACs from emissions generated by the proposed
project are expected be elevated at the project site, as truck trip‐ends would either start or end at the
project site. However, the building downwash that the commenter is discussing is more applicable to
projects that include large smokestacks that emit high concentrations of pollutants, such as petroleum
refineries or steel production facilities. The proposed project would not include a smokestack or another
stationary source that would emit large quantities of a TAC at a single location. The proposed project’s
emissions from trucks and other mobile sources would be dispersed throughout the site as vehicles start
up and traverse the site, as trucks load and unload goods, and as vehicles briefly idle. While the
proposed project would result in many sources of DPM from mobile sources such as trucks, these
emissions would not be emitted at one single point near a sensitive receptor or against a buildings or
wall because trucks would access the multiple dock doors on the project site via yard goats and would
drive through the site to exit and enter the site. The emissions from mobile sources would be emitted
from the tailpipes of these vehicles and would enter the atmosphere throughout the project site’s
internal roadways. It would not be feasible for mobile sources to emit concentrations of pollutants at a
single, discrete location similar to a smokestack that would warrant more refined modeling with
inclusion of all physical barriers. Furthermore, the sound wall would not prevent emissions from flowing
off‐site in other directions or being diluted as they move away from the sources because the site would
not be fully enclosed.
Furthermore, the trucks that would operate on‐site would not generate the concentrations of pollutants
that would warrant a downwash analysis because, as described previously, the primary pollutant from
truck operation is DPM. DPM represented as exhaust PM10 adequately addresses impacts from PM10 and
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PM2.5 emissions, as PM2.5 is a component of PM10. As detailed in the Draft EIR, the HRA demonstrated
that estimated health risks from the proposed project’s DPM emissions would not exceed any applicable
health risk threshold. Therefore, the proposed project would not be expected to exceed the most
stringent applicable federal or State ambient air quality standards for emissions of NOX, CO, PM10, or
PM2.5. Accordingly, the analysis provided in the Draft EIR and the administrative record for this project is
accurate, complete, and provides sufficient information and analysis to facilitate informed decision‐
making. The commenter provides no substantial evidence that the Draft EIR impacts analysis is improper.

Response to ABJC-5-25
See Response to Comment ABJC‐5‐24. In addition, the analysis did not include receptors outside of 1,000
feet because the health risk impacts would decrease further away from the project site due to dispersion
and meteorological effects, such as wind and weather, which would significantly dilute any project DPM
emissions compared to areas closer to the project site. As shown in Figure 1‐3 of the ARB Land Use
Handbook (https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf), DPM emissions from distribution centers such as
the proposed project are reduced by 80 percent at 1,000 feet and decrease exponentially further away
from the source.

Response to ABJC-5-26
The Draft EIR disclosed significant impacts and included all feasible mitigation for significant impacts.
This comment does not discuss any new potentially significant environmental impacts that were not
evaluated in the Draft EIR. The commenter’s specific concerns pertaining to noise impacts are addressed
in the following responses.

Response to ABJC-5-27
The comment regarding the evaluation of mechanical noise being understated in the Draft EIR is noted.
The comment does not provide any justification why the reference noise level they cite should be used.
The Draft EIR noise analysis assumed industry‐accepted reference noise levels for commercial grade
mechanical ventilation systems (based on new models that are available on the market today). These
reference noise levels are consistent with the reference noise levels used in other environmental
documents adopted by the City for similar industrial land use developments. It should also be noted that
the noise analysis assumed a reasonable worst‐case evaluation of noise from rooftop mechanical
ventilation system operations by not assuming any noise reduction for the shielding effect that would be
provided by the rooftop parapet and the minimum setback required by code for these types of units.
Such shielding would be expected to provide a minimum 5 A‐weighted decibel (dBA) in shielding
reduction compared to the direct line of sight (distance attenuation only reduction) noise levels
calculated in the Draft EIR as measured at the nearest project property line. It is true there would be
multiple units on the rooftop; however, they would each be set apart from each other 85 feet or more
on a building of this size. Thus, the next closest unit would be located approximately 100 feet from a
single point on the project boundary. With distance attenuation and minimal shielding reductions
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assumed, the resulting noise levels from operation of a second (next closest) unit would be below 42
dBA equivalent continuous sound level (Leq) as measured at a point on the project property line that is 50
feet from the nearest rooftop mechanical ventilation system. This noise level would not add any
measurable increase to the noise levels produced by the nearest unit (calculated as potentially being 54
dBA Leq) as measured at a single point on the nearest project property line. Thus, once again, the Draft
EIR noise analysis provided a conservative reasonable worst‐case analysis of potential mechanical
ventilation system operational noise impacts. No further analysis is warranted.

Response to ABJC-5-28
The comment regarding combined on‐site stationary source operational noise levels is noted.
Table 3.9‐10 of the Draft EIR identified the reasonable worst‐case operational noise levels from on‐site
parking lot activity, truck loading activities, and mechanical ventilation equipment operations. However,
the closest project boundary is different for each of these noise sources. As is identified in the analysis,
truck loading docks are located 150 feet from the nearest point on the northern project boundary. The
nearest parking area is 110 feet from this point. The nearest rooftop mechanical ventilation equipment
would be located a minimum of 90 feet from this point. Thus, at this point at the project boundary
closest to the loading docks, parking lot activities would result in noise levels of 50 dBA Leq, and
mechanical ventilation equipment operation would result in noise levels of 44 dBA Leq(h). These noise
levels are more than 10 dBA below the calculated noise levels as compared to the noise levels from truck
loading activities. A characteristic of noise is that the addition of noise levels less than 10 dBA difference
does not add any measurable increase to the higher value. Therefore, the analysis contained in the Draft
EIR noise section did identify the reasonable worst‐case combined operational noise levels as measured
at the nearest project boundaries, and impacts were shown to be less than significant. No further
analysis is warranted.

Response to ABJC-5-29
The comment regarding the significance thresholds and existing baseline noise levels is noted.

Significance Criteria
As noted in Response to Comment ABJC‐5‐15, the Draft EIR noise analysis on page 3.9‐15 identifies the
full significance threshold criteria adopted by the City of Colton, which takes into consideration the State
CEQA Guidelines Appendix G; the City of Colton’s Municipal Code and adopted City policies; the
judgment of the technical experts who prepared the technical studies in support of this Draft Focused
EIR; performance standards adopted, implemented, and monitored by regulatory agencies; significance
standards recommended by regulatory agencies; and the standards in CEQA that trigger the preparation
of an EIR.” The related full significance criteria statement is, “Would the project result in the generation
of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in
excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of
other agencies?” It should be noted that this full significance criteria statement includes the phrase, “in
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excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of
other agencies.” Thus, the comment incorrectly implies that the substantial increase is solely measured
against the existing ambient noise levels. The Draft EIR noise analysis correctly identifies the City’s
adopted significance criteria and is consistent with the noise impact significance criteria methodology
documented in multiple environmental documents adopted by the City, and no further analysis is
warranted.

Existing Baseline Noise Levels
The comment incorrectly states that the identified existing baseline ambient noise level is 50.8 dBA. As
shown in Table 3.9‐4 of the Draft EIR, the documented 24‐hour average ambient noise level is 61.3 dBA
Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL), with short‐term noise measurements taken during the
afternoon peak noise hour documented to range up to 74.5 dBA Leq in the project vicinity. These
documented noise levels demonstrate that there are areas along the project’s boundaries that already
exceed the City’s adopted noise performance threshold of 65 dBA Leq(h). The ambient noise monitoring
data sheets verifying this information were included in Appendix A of the Noise Impact Analysis (Draft
EIR Appendix H). Therefore, it is erroneous to state that the existing ambient noise is 50.8 dBA. The Draft
EIR noise analysis correctly identifies the existing ambient noise conditions, and no further analysis is
warranted.

Response to ABJC-5-30
The comment regarding the significance threshold for operational noise is noted.
This comment is addressed in the Response to Comments ABJC‐5‐15 and ABJC‐5‐29. The existing
baseline ambient noise levels and the City’s adopted significance criteria and related noise performance
thresholds have been accurately documented in the Draft EIR. No further analysis is warranted.

Response to ABJC-5-31
The comment regarding construction noise analysis being incomplete and the methodology being
inconsistent is noted.
The Draft EIR noise analysis identifies the methodology for determining the reasonable worst‐case
maximum and hourly average construction noise levels during the loudest phase of construction. The
comment erroneously indicates that multiple pieces of construction could all operate simultaneously
exactly at the one point on the project boundary that is closest to the nearest off‐site sensitive receptor.
Even if the single loudest piece of construction equipment (with reference noise levels of 85 dBA Lmax as
measured at 50 feet) operated at that point, it would only result in noise levels of 81.5 dBA Lmax (with an
even lower hourly average noise level) as measured at the façade of the nearest off‐site sensitive
receptor and would clearly not exceed the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) construction noise
threshold of 90 dBA Leq(h). Therefore, the comment incorrectly states that the construction noise levels
would result in a significant and unmitigated noise impact. The Draft EIR noise analysis correctly
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identifies the reasonable worst‐case construction noise levels and demonstrates that with mitigation
they would be reduced to less than significant, and no further analysis is warranted.

Response to ABJC-5-32
The comment regarding MM NOI‐1 not being effective to avoid sleep disturbance is noted.
The Draft EIR MM NOI‐1 includes restrictions on permissible hours of construction, limiting activity to
daytime hours of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. Monday through Saturday, excluding federal holidays. No
construction activity is permitted during evening and nighttime hours. Therefore, this would preclude
any construction noise levels occurring at night which could potentially result in sleep disturbance. Thus,
the Draft EIR noise analysis demonstrates that the identified mitigation would reduce potential
construction noise impacts to not result in sleep disturbance and would be less than significant. No
further analysis is warranted.

Response to ABJC-5-33
The comment inaccurately states that the proposed project’s Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)‐related
impact is less than significant. Urban Crossroads’ Barton Road Logistics Vehicle Miles Traveled Analysis,
dated September 18, 2020, states that the proposed project has a significant and unavoidable impact.
The City of Colton’s adopted metric used to evaluate a potential transportation impact for industrial
warehouse land uses utilizes an efficiency‐based metric of total home‐based work VMT divided by the
number of project employees. As noted in Section 15064.3, subdivision (a), states, “For purposes of this
section, vehicle miles traveled refers to the amount and distance of automobile travel attributable to a
project.” As noted by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) in their Technical Advisory on
Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (December 2018), “the term ‘automobile’ refers to on‐road
passenger vehicles, specifically cars and light‐duty trucks.” The City’s adopted impact threshold for
purposes of VMT evaluation is consistent with CEQA Guidelines.

Response to ABJC-5-34
The Draft EIR and supporting technical studies evaluated the development and operation of two high‐
cube transload short‐term storage warehouses. The Level of Service (LOS)‐based Traffic Study also
reports an alternative trip generation associated with 50 percent of the overall square footage allocated
to high‐cube transload and short‐term storage use with the remaining 50 percent of the overall square
footage allocated to high‐cube cold storage; however, that alternative is not being considered as a part
of the proposed project before the Planning Commission. The increase in the peak‐hour trip generation
is nominal in comparison to the trip generation evaluated for the proposed project. As such, additional
analysis of off‐site intersections was not found to be necessary.

Response to ABJC-5-35
Refer to Response to ABJC‐5‐34, above.

15

Response to
Comments

Response to ABJC-5-36
The commenter is correct that a daily trip rate of 1.68 is the daily trip rate for High‐Cube Warehousing
(Institute of Transportation Engineers [ITE] Land Use Code 152) from the ITE's 9th Edition Trip Generation
Manual (2012). However, in 2017 the ITE released and updated their Trip Generation Manual (10th
Edition), which extrapolated the High‐Cube Warehouse use into the following categories:
Transload/Short‐term Storage, Cold Storage, Parcel Hub, and Fulfillment Center uses. In February 2020
ITE also released, a supplement to their Trip Generation Manual that further stratified the High‐Cube
Fulfillment Center category into non‐sort and sort facilities. The 1.4 trips per day referenced in the Draft
EIR is specific to the High‐Cube Transload/Short‐Term Storage Warehouse use (ITE Land Use 154) from
the ITE's latest Trip Generation Manual. According to the expert consultant, Urban Crossroads, the
referenced 1.68 trip rate is based on outdated ITE Trip Generation Manual data, as it is referencing a rate
from the 9th Edition (2012) Trip Generation Manual. The latest ITE Trip Generation Manual has been used
for the Traffic Study as it is based on the latest data/surveys available. The latest ITE Trip Generation
Manual at the time the analysis was prepared was the 10th Edition, published in 2017. The 11th edition
of the ITE Trip Generation Manual was released in September 2021 and was not available at the time of
the analysis.
Operational air pollutant and GHG emissions were assessed using the trip generation rates identified in
the Traffic Study prepared for the proposed project.

Response to ABJC-5-37
As discussed in Response to Comment ABJC‐5‐33, the analysis provided in the Draft EIR was based on
the City of Colton VMT Guidelines, which were created in response to Senate Bill (SB) 743, and is
consistent with Technical Considerations of the December 2018 Technical Advisory on Evaluating
Transportation Impacts in CEQA by the OPR. Therefore, the analysis used for VMT is consistent with
CEQA Guidelines. This comment does not identify any new or more severe issues that would be of
concern under CEQA. Therefore, no further analysis is warranted.

Response to ABJC-5-38
The commenter does not provide evidence to demonstrate that truck trips generated by the proposed
project would create primary trips to or from these transportation distribution hubs. The 40‐mile
average truck trip length is an average and is more than double the California Emissions Estimator Model
(CalEEMod) default values of 6.90 miles to 16.60 miles. Therefore, the analysis in the Draft EIR utilizes a
conservative assumption for average trip length, and accounts for transportation hubs located both
farther and closer than the 40‐mile average. Furthermore, the average trip length for heavy trucks was
based on the South Coast AQMD documents for the implementation of the Facility‐Based Mobile Source
Measures (FBMSMs) adopted in the 2016 AQMP. South Coast AQMD’s “Preliminary Warehouse Emission
Calculations” cites 39.9‐mile trip length for heavy‐heavy trucks. The assumptions used to estimate the
proposed project’s emissions presented in the Draft EIR appropriately rely on approved methodologies
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and standard assumptions supported by substantial evidence. The comment does not raise any
potentially significant environmental impacts that were not evaluated in the Draft EIR.

Response to ABJC-5-39
The Draft EIR evaluated feasible mitigation measures designed to reduce VMT. It is the City's decision as
to whether additional mitigation is required. However, based on guidance presented in the California Air
Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) Manual, CAPCOA states that various strategies to reduce
VMT can interact, and that combining multiple strategies is subject to a global maximum project VMT
reduction. For projects in suburban areas, the global maximum project reduction is 15 percent. This
comment does not discuss any new potentially significant environmental impacts that were not
evaluated in the Draft or Final EIR.

Response to ABJC-5-40
Refer to Response to Comment ABJC‐5‐39, above.

Response to ABJC-5-41
The Draft EIR disclosed significant impacts and included all feasible mitigation for significant impacts.
This comment does not discuss any new potentially significant environmental impacts that were not
evaluated in the Draft or Final EIR. The commenter’s specific concerns pertaining to GHG emissions
impacts are addressed in the following responses.

Response to ABJC-5-42
The commenter does not provide substantial evidence to support the use of the newly modeled project
GHG emissions. Additionally, the commenter uses the incorrect passenger car GHG emissions output.
The commenter uses the daily maximum passenger car GHG output, which is in pounds per day, whereas
the Draft EIR uses the correct passenger car GHG output of 1,503 metric tons per year. The table shown
in the comment, Table 3.6‐3 Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions, does incorrectly show the amount
of annual GHG emissions for some project categories. However, the total annual amount of GHG
emissions shown in Table 3.6‐3 remains the same. The total amount was used to determine significance;
therefore, the breakdown of emissions does not affect any conclusions. The following list shows the
correct amounts and notes where values were incorrectly labeled:









Area–0.05 metric tons (MT) carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) per year
Energy–790 MT CO2e per year
Waste–454 (not 1,503) MT CO2e per year
Water–873 (not 454) MT CO2e per year
Mobile Passenger Vehicles–1,503 (not 873) MT CO2e per year
Mobile Trucks–4,057 MT CO2e per year
Amortized Construction Emissions–67 MT CO2e per year
Total–7,744 MT CO2e per year.
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Response to ABJC-5-43
The commenter alleges that the offsets required by MM GHG‐1 must be revised; however, the comment
does not contain any specific evidence to support its claim. Implementation of MM GHG‐1 would ensure
that the proposed project would be consistent with all applicable SB 32 2017 Scoping Plan Update
reduction measures. As shown in Table 3.6‐3 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project’s combined
amortized construction and annual operational GHG emissions would not exceed the applicable
threshold of significance of 10,000 MT CO2e per year. Additionally, MM GHG‐1 would require the
proposed project to purchase voluntary carbon credits from a verified GHG emissions credit broker in an
amount sufficient to offset operational GHG emissions of approximately 142,320 MT CO2e total over the
lifetime of the project. As demonstrated in the Final EIR, the proposed project does not exceed the
applicable threshold, and implementation of MM GHG‐1 would further reduce project impacts.
Additionally, in responses to comments received after the Draft EIR was circulated, additional discussion
was added to Final EIR Section 3, Errata. This additional discussion provides decision makers and the
public with a more conservative approach for informational purposes and addresses the application of a
3,000 MT CO2e threshold and identifies additional measures that would further reduce the already less
than significant impact. As shown in Section 3.0: Errata, the proposed project would generate
approximately 7,744 MT CO2e per year after the inclusion of 67 MT CO2e per year from project
construction. To further reduce MT CO2e, the proposed project would implement MM GHG‐1. MM GHG‐
1 would require the proposed project to purchase voluntary carbon credits from a verified GHG
emissions credit broker in an amount sufficient to offset operational GHG emissions of approximately
142,320 MT CO2e total over the lifetime of the project. With the implementation of MM GHG‐1, there
would be a less than significant impact. As described in Response to Comments ABJC‐5‐36, ‐38, and ‐42,
the previous responses clearly show that the Draft EIR utilized the correct trip generation rates and trip
lengths for truck trips, and described the correct amount of operational GHG emissions.

Response to ABJC-5-44
This comment describes the analysis of water consumption in the Draft EIR and Final EIR based on the
findings of the Water Supply Analysis (WSA) prepared for the proposed project. The purpose of the WSA
is to provide information regarding the proposed project’s water use and evaluate project impacts. With
the information provided in the WSA, the administrative record provides substantial evidence for the
public and decision makers to evaluate whether the proposed project’s water use would have a
significant impact on groundwater resources and public utilities. The information obtained from the WSA
for additional analysis and clarification does not identify any new information that would invalidate the
findings regarding each of the thresholds presented in the Draft EIR. Furthermore, the analysis provided
in the Draft EIR was found to be consistent with the Regional Urban Water Management Plan (RUWMP),
which determined that the City of Colton Water Department will have adequate water supplies to meet
water demands in normal, single dry, and multiple dry years. The City of Colton Public Utilities
Department has confirmed that with existing commitments, there is sufficient water supply to meet the
demands of the proposed project.
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This comment does not raise any potentially significant environmental impacts that were not evaluated
in the Draft or Final EIR. Specifically, this comment does not identify any new or more severe issues that
would be of concern under CEQA, nor does this comment identify any issues or information that require
recirculation of the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further action is required.

Response to ABJC-5-45
This comment summarizes previous comments and the arguments made by Dr. Kincaid on commentor’s
behalf. Decision makers are vested with the ability to choose whatever viewpoint is preferable and need
not resolve a dispute among experts. In their proceedings, decision makers must consider comments
received concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR and address any objections raised in these comments.
However, decision makers are not obligated to follow any directives, recommendations, or suggestions
presented in comments on the Draft EIR, and can certify the Final EIR without needing to resolve
disagreements among experts.

Response to ABJC-5-46
See Response to Comment ABJC‐5‐44.

Response to ABJC-5-47
The conservative estimate provided in the Draft EIR was revised in the Final EIR based on the findings of
the WSA. The information obtained from the WSA demonstrated that Draft EIR provided an overly
conservative estimate of the proposed project’s water demand. The WSA does not present any
information that would invalidate the findings regarding each of the thresholds presented in the Draft
EIR. No further action is required.

Response to ABJC-5-48
At the time the Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Draft EIR were circulated, the 2015 Urban Water
Management Plan (UWMP) was the currently adopted document. Colton’s 2020 UWMP, which is
included in the 2020 Upper Santa Ana River Watershed Integrated Urban Water Management Plan (2020
IRWMP), was adopted in June 2021, after the circulation of the Draft EIR. Therefore, the use of the 2015
UWMP is appropriate. However, information from the adopted 2020 UWMP (adopted June 2021) was
used in the preparation of the WSA. In addition to the adoption of the 2020 UWMP by the City Council, a
Water Shortage Contingency Plan (WSCP) was also adopted
(https://www.ci.colton.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/7250/Colton_WSCP_Public‐Draft). Starting in 2022,
the City will be required to prepare and submit an Annual Water Supply and Demand Assessment
(Annual Assessment) to the Department of Water Resources as required by California Water Code
Section 10632.1. The Annual Assessment is an evaluation of the near‐term outlook for supplies and
demands to determine whether the potential for a supply shortage exists and whether there is a need to
trigger a WSCP shortage stage and response actions in the current calendar year to maintain supply
reliability. This WSCP identifies demand reduction and mandatory restrictions that would be adopted
should a water shortage be declared. In addition, the project site would be developed to meet the
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requirements of the California Green Building Standards Code for water efficient fixtures and
landscaping.
Furthermore, as discussed in Response to Comments ABJC‐3‐6 and ABJC‐3‐12 in the Final EIR, the
UWMP determined that the City of Colton Water Department will have adequate water supplies to meet
water demands in normal, single dry, and multiple dry years. Accordingly, it concluded that the City has,
and will have, adequate water supplies to meet all demands within its service area through year 2040.
The project site is located within the RUWMP planning area.
The CEQA Guidelines call for the environmental baseline to reflect conditions as they exist early in the
CEQA process. They specify that the physical environmental conditions at the time the NOP is published
or, if there is no NOP, at the time environmental review begins "will normally constitute the baseline
physical conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an impact is significant." 14 California
Code of Regulations Section 15125(a).

Response to ABJC-5-49
As discussed in Response to Comment ABJC‐5‐48, the use of the 2015 UWMP is appropriate.

Response to ABJC-5-50
As discussed in the Draft EIR, the proposed project’s underground retention system would accommodate
100‐year runoff from the site and would result in a significant decrease from the existing 25‐year
discharge and 100‐year discharge conditions from the project site. The underground retention system is
included as required element of the proposed project and is specifically required by MM GEO‐2a. As
explained in the proposed project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP), the
recommendations provided in the Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) will be included in the
construction plans. The WQMP states that underground retention systems will be utilized. The City will
confirm submittal of documentation and conduct a site inspection prior to the issuance of construction
permits. As, such, there is no requirement to include an additional condition of approval. Therefore, no
further action is required.

Response to ABJC-5-51
As demonstrated in the responses above, the Draft EIR is legally adequate and adequately analyzes the
proposed project’s potential impacts. Mitigation measures have been included where appropriate to
mitigate impacts to less than significant levels. Therefore, recirculation of the Draft EIR is not warranted.

Response to ABJC-5-52
This comment consists of introductory information and summarizes the proposed project. This comment
does not raise any potentially significant environmental impacts that were not evaluated in the Draft EIR.
Therefore, no further action is required.
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Response to ABJC-5-53
The commenter requested “AERMOD, CalEEMod and AERMAP modeling files referenced and
incorporated by reference in the Draft EIR’s air quality analysis and Draft EIR Appendix B.” The requested
documents, including all those specifically listed in this comment letter, were provided by the City to the
commenter via Weblink on March 2, 2021.

Response to ABJC-5-54
Refer to Response to Comments ABJC‐5‐9 and ABJC‐5‐23.

Response to ABJC-5-55
Refer to Response to Comment ABJC‐5‐24.

Response to ABJC-5-56
Refer to Response to Comment ABJC‐5‐24.

Response to ABJC-5-57
As discussed in greater detail in Response to ABJC‐5‐13, the cold storage alternative is not the proposed
project recommended for consideration before the Planning Commission. Furthermore, the existing 280
De Berry Street property is part of the existing setting and is not considered a part of the proposed
project, as its use is not contingent upon project approval and no modifications to the existing building
or existing uses are proposed. That site is included in the Project Description only to identify access
improvements that will be completed as part of the proposed project’s internal circulation system once
South Terrace Avenue and De Berry Street are vacated. The proposed project will not include cold
storage uses, and no further analysis is warranted.

Response to ABJC-5-58
As demonstrated in the responses above, the Draft EIR is legally adequate and adequately analyzes the
proposed project’s potential impacts. Mitigation measures have been included where appropriate to
mitigate impacts to less than significant levels. Therefore, no further action is required.

Response to ABJC-5-59
This comment consists of introductory information and summarizes the proposed project. This comment
does not raise any potentially significant environmental impacts that were not evaluated in the Draft EIR.
Therefore, no further action is required.
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Response to ABJC-5-60
This comment summarizes, without substantiation, three ways in which the commenter claims that the
Draft EIR does not adequately address operational noise impacts. Each of these issues are expanded in
subsequent comments. Responses to each of these subsequent comments is provided below.

Response to ABJC-5-61
This comment summarizes the Staff Report clarification on conditions applicable to the proposed
project. This comment does not raise any potentially significant environmental impacts that were not
evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further action is required.

Response to ABJC-5-62
The comment regarding rooftop mechanical noise being understated in the Draft EIR is noted.
This comment is addressed in the Response to Comment ABJC‐5‐27. No further analysis is warranted.

Response to ABJC-5-63
The comment regarding the total operational noise not being evaluated is noted.
This comment is addressed in the Response to Comments ABJC‐5‐27 and ABJC‐5‐28. No further analysis
is warranted.

Response to ABJC-5-64
The comment stating that the significance threshold for operational noise is flawed is noted.
This comment is addressed in the Response to Comments ABJC‐5‐15 and ABJC‐5‐29. The existing
baseline ambient noise levels and the City’s adopted significance criteria and related noise performance
thresholds have been accurately documented in the Draft EIR. The analysis demonstrates that
reasonable worst‐case operational noise levels as measured at any project property line would range up
to 65 dBA Leq(h), and therefore, would not exceed the City’s established noise performance threshold of
65 dBA Leq(h) as measured at any project property line. No further analysis is warranted.

Response to ABJC-5-65
The comment claiming that baseline noise conditions are not properly documented is noted.
The comment states that the baseline noise conditions are not properly documented; yet, the comment
goes on to describe how the Draft EIR does document the results of the ambient noise monitoring effort
and the existing conditions traffic noise conditions based on the average daily traffic volumes obtained
from the Traffic Study prepared for the proposed project. The Draft EIR noise analysis describes the
methodology, location, and time periods of each ambient noise measurement. The Response to
Comments ABJC‐5‐15, ABJC‐5‐16, and ABJC‐5‐29 also address the adequacy of the ambient noise
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monitoring documented in the Draft EIR noise analysis. As previously noted in these responses, the noise
monitoring data sheets are all contained in Appendix A of the Noise Impact Analysis (EIR Appendix H) of
the Draft EIR. The comment does not provide any substantiation for why this is not proper
documentation of the existing noise conditions; therefore, no further analysis is warranted.

Response to ABJC-5-66
The comment regarding the commenter’s view that the manner in which the Draft EIR has determined
the existing noise environment is poorly supported, and that the traffic noise model should be validated
with noise measurements concurrent with traffic counts, is noted.
The comment regarding the Draft EIR’s documentation of the existing noise environment is
unsubstantiated. As shown in the Response to Comment ABJC‐5‐65, the ambient noise environment has
been properly documented in the Draft EIR noise analysis, and no further analysis is warranted.
The comment regarding calibration of the traffic noise model is addressed in the Response to Comments
ABJC‐5‐17, ABJC‐5‐18, and ABJC‐5‐19. The approach of validating a traffic noise model with measured
ambient noise levels is not consistent with the City’s established methodology and practices for
analyzing traffic noise impacts for land use development projects. In addition, the with‐project traffic
volumes would result in an equivalent noise level increase with a calibrated model as they would with a
non‐calibrated model. Thus, the traffic noise analysis in the Draft EIR adequately and conservatively
evaluated the potential increase in traffic noise levels with implementation of the proposed project. No
further analysis is warranted.

Response to ABJC-5-67
The comment regarding combined operational noise levels potentially exceeding the identified
significance criteria resulting in the need for mitigation is noted.
This comment is addressed in Response to Comments ABJC‐5‐28 and ABJC‐5‐64. As described in these
responses, the Draft EIR noise analysis demonstrates that reasonable worst‐case on‐site operational
noise levels as measured at any project property line would range up to 65 dBA Leq(h), and would
therefore not exceed the City’s established noise performance threshold of 65 dBA Leq(h) by 3 dBA or
greater as measured at any project property line. Therefore, on‐site operational noise levels would not
result in a significant impact and no mitigation is required to address operational noise levels. No further
analysis is warranted.

Response to ABJC-5-68
The comment regarding the commenter’s view that the operational noise impacts are not properly
addressed and suggestions for mitigation measures are noted.
This comment is addressed in Response to Comments ABJC‐5‐1, ABJC‐5‐29, ABJC‐5‐64, and ABJC‐5‐67.
As described in these responses, the Draft EIR noise analysis demonstrates that reasonable worst‐case
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on‐site operational noise levels as measured at any project property line would range up to 65 dBA Leq(h),
and would therefore not exceed the City’s established noise performance threshold of 65 dBA Leq(h) by 3
dBA or greater as measured at any project property line. Therefore, on‐site operational noise levels
would not result in a significant impact and no mitigation is required to address operational noise levels.
No further analysis is warranted.

Response to ABJC-5-69
The comment regarding a stated lack of properly documented CNEL existing traffic noise levels and its
relationship to the significance thresholds is noted.
The comment regarding traffic noise model methodology and establishment of valid existing baseline
traffic noise levels is addressed in the Response to Comments ABJC‐5‐17, ABJC‐5‐18, and ABJC‐5‐19. As
noted in these previous responses, the approach of validating a traffic noise model with measured
ambient noise levels is not consistent with the City’s established methodology and practices for
analyzing traffic noise impacts for land use development projects. In addition, the with‐project traffic
volumes would result in an equivalent noise level increase with a calibrated model as they would with a
non‐calibrated model. As is shown in the mobile source operational noise impacts discussion of the Draft
EIR noise section, the proposed project would result in a less than 1 dBA increase in traffic noise levels
along any modeled roadway segment in the project vicinity. This increase is well below even the smallest
significant increase criteria identified in the Draft EIR for mobile source noise impacts (a 1.5 dBA or more
increase would be significant where the CNEL currently exceeds conditionally acceptable levels).
However, as noted in the analysis discussion, the resulting noise levels are below the normally
acceptable threshold for receiving land uses adjacent to the roadway segment, which would correspond
to the 5 dBA increase threshold identified in the Draft EIR. Thus, the traffic noise analysis in the Draft EIR
adequately and conservatively evaluated the potential increase in traffic noise levels with
implementation of the proposed project. No further analysis is warranted.

Response to ABJC-5-70
The comment regarding the supposition of the origin of the mobile source significance criteria
thresholds and the existing ambient noise levels not being properly established is noted.
The comment regarding the existing ambient noise levels in the project vicinity not being properly
established is addressed in the Response to Comments ABJC‐5‐16 and ABJC‐5‐29. As is shown in these
responses, the ambient noise measurement effort documented in the Draft EIR was taken in accordance
with the City’s established noise measurement practices and is consistent with the noise measurement
approach and methodology documented in the City’s General Plan EIR, as well as multiple other
environmental documents adopted by the City. No further analysis is warranted.
Regarding the comment about the origin of the mobile source significance criteria thresholds, the Draft
EIR identifies in the mobile source operational noise impact discussion that the City does not define
“substantial increase” for mobile source noise impacts. Therefore, the analysis proceeded to identify the
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criteria for determination of a substantial increase in mobile source noise impacts based upon
methodology documented in multiple other environmental documents adopted by the City. In addition,
the analysis showed that project traffic would result in a less than 1 dBA increase in traffic noise levels
compared to traffic noise levels that would exist without the proposed project, and that the resulting
noise levels would not exceed normally acceptable land use compatibility thresholds for receiving land
uses adjacent to modeled roadway segments. Thus, the traffic noise analysis in the Draft EIR adequately
and conservatively evaluated the potential increase in traffic noise levels with implementation of the
proposed project. No further analysis is warranted.

Response to ABJC-5-71
The comment regarding the construction noise thresholds relying on the FTA’s guidance is noted. The
comment acknowledging the Draft EIR’s discussion of sleep disturbance is also noted. These comments
do not raise any potentially significant environmental impacts that were not evaluated in the EIR.
Therefore, no further action is required.
The comment stating that there is no discussion to develop any threshold to evaluate sleep disturbance
impacts and demonstrate that they are not significant is noted. This comment is addressed in the
Response to Comment ABJC‐5‐32. As indicated in that response, implementation of MM NOI‐1 would
ensure that no construction activity is permitted during evening and nighttime hours. Therefore, this
would preclude any construction noise levels occurring at night which could potentially result in sleep
disturbance of nearby sensitive receptors. Thus, the Draft EIR noise analysis demonstrates that the
identified mitigation would reduce potential construction noise impacts to less than significant levels
that would not result in sleep disturbance. No further analysis is warranted.

Response to ABJC-5-72
The comment regarding the FTA’s methodology to use the combined noise levels of the two noisiest
pieces of equipment to determine construction noise levels and the construction noise analysis being
incomplete is noted.
The Draft EIR noise analysis identifies the reasonable worst‐case maximum and hourly average
construction noise levels by assuming multiple (not just two) pieces of the loudest heavy construction
equipment operating simultaneously at some distance from each other. The comment erroneously
assumes that multiple pieces of construction equipment could all operate simultaneously exactly at the
one point on the project boundary that is closest to the nearest off‐site sensitive receptor. The project
analysis calculated the construction noise impacts as measured from the nearest reasonable acoustic
center of construction activity, which included the assumption that one piece of construction equipment
could operate adjacent to the project boundary. It should be noted for comparison that the single
loudest piece of construction equipment (with reference noise levels of 85 dBA Lmax as measured at 50
feet) operating at the project boundary would only result in noise levels of 81.5 dBA Lmax (with an even
lower hourly average noise level) as measured at the façade of the nearest off‐site sensitive receptor
(located 75‐feet from the project boundary). The Draft EIR noise analysis correctly identifies the
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reasonable worst‐case construction noise levels and demonstrates that with mitigation they would be
reduced to less than significant, and no further analysis is warranted.

Response to ABJC-5-73
The comment stating the need to include additional mitigation measures to address construction noise
impacts is noted.
This comment is addressed in the Response to Comments ABJC‐5‐31 and ABJC‐5‐72. These responses
explain that the Draft EIR noise analysis correctly identifies the reasonable worst‐case construction noise
levels and identifies that the only potential construction noise impact would be sleep disturbance if
construction activities were to occur during nighttime hours. The analysis then identified that with
implementation of MM NOI‐1, which prohibits evening or nighttime construction activity, potential sleep
disturbance impacts would be reduced to less than significant. Therefore, there is no need for additional
mitigation measures as suggested by the comment. No further analysis is warranted.

Response to ABJC-5-74
The comment regarding MM NOI‐1 not being effective to avoid sleep disturbance is noted.
This comment is addressed in the Response to Comment ABJC‐5‐32. As noted in that response, with
implementation of MM NOI‐1, no construction activity is permitted during evening and nighttime hours.
Therefore, this would preclude construction noise levels resulting in nighttime sleep disturbance. Thus,
the Draft EIR noise analysis demonstrates that the identified mitigation measure would result in the
reduction of potential construction noise impacts such that construction‐related noise would not result
in sleep disturbance and therefore would be less than significant. No further analysis is warranted.

Response to ABJC-5-75
This comment is a summary statement of the comments provided in the letter. Each of these previous
comments have been addressed in the responses listed above. No additional analysis is warranted.

Response to ABJC-5-76
The comment regarding the need for the traffic noise model to be calibrated is addressed in Response to
Comment ABJC‐5‐18. No additional analysis is required.

Response to ABJC-5-77
The comment regarding the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Technical Noise
Supplement (TeNS) guidelines for impact analysis for highway improvement projects is noted. However,
this project is not a highway improvement project but a land use development project. The methodology
used in the analysis is consistent with the City’s established methodology and practices for analyzing
traffic noise impacts for land use development projects. Also, please see the Response to Comment
ABJC‐5‐18. No additional analysis is required.
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Response to ABJC-5-78
The comment regarding Caltrans and FHWA methodology and the relationship between “Ldn” and peak‐
hour noise is noted. This comment does not raise any potentially significant environmental impacts that
were not evaluated in the EIR. Therefore, no further action is required.

Response to ABJC-5-79
This comment summarizes the issues raised in the comment letter. The concerns pertaining to
environmental impacts resulting from the proposed project are addressed throughout this Response to
Comments Memorandum. Specific concerns that were previously addressed in this Response to
Comments Memorandum are referenced or addressed in the following responses.

Response to ABJC-5-80
As discussed in Response to Comment ABJC‐5‐39, the Draft EIR evaluated feasible mitigation measures
designed to reduce VMT. However, based on guidance presented in the CAPCOA Manual, various
strategies to reduce VMT can interact, and combining multiple strategies is subject to a global maximum
project VMT reduction. For projects in suburban areas, the global maximum project reduction is 15
percent. This comment does not discuss any new potentially significant environmental impacts that were
not evaluated in the EIR.

Response to ABJC-5-81
As discussed in Response to Comment ABJC‐5‐33, the City of Colton’s adopted metric used to evaluate a
potential transportation impact for industrial warehouse land uses utilizes an efficiency‐based metric of
total home‐based work VMT divided by the number of project employees. As noted in Section 15064.3,
subdivision (a), states, “For purposes of this section, vehicle miles traveled refers to the amount and
distance of automobile travel attributable to a project.” As noted by the OPR in their Technical Advisory
on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (December 2018), “the term ‘automobile’ refers to on‐
road passenger vehicles, specifically cars and light‐duty trucks.” The City’s adopted impact threshold for
purposes of VMT evaluation is consistent with CEQA Guidelines.

Response to ABJC-5-82
Refer to Response to Comment ABJC‐5‐42.

Response to ABJC-5-83
Refer to Response to Comment ABJC‐5‐36.

Response to ABJC-5-84
Refer to Response to Comment ABJC‐5‐36.

27

Response to
Comments

Response to ABJC-5-85
Refer to Response to Comment ABJC‐5‐36.

Response to ABJC-5-86
Refer to Response to Comment ABJC‐5‐38.

Response to ABJC-5-87
Refer to Response to Comments ABJC‐5‐36, ABJC‐5‐38, ABJC‐5‐42, and ABJC‐5‐43.

Response to ABJC-5-88
This comment consists of introductory information and summarizes the proposed project. This comment
does not raise any potentially significant environmental impacts that were not evaluated in the Draft or
Final EIR. Therefore, no further action is required.

Response to ABJC-5-89
This comment summarizes the findings in the Draft EIR and Final EIR regarding the proposed project’s
water use. This comment does not discuss any new potentially significant environmental impacts that
were not evaluated in the Draft or Final EIR. No further action is required.

Response to ABJC-5-90
As described in Draft EIR Section 3.13, the proposed project site is located between the City of Colton
and Riverside Highland Water Company (RHWC) service areas. With respect to the proposed project, the
City of Colton has stated in a will‐serve letter (included in Draft EIR Appendix K) that the City’s Water
Department would provide water service to the project site upon completion of all necessary and
approved system connections and upon payment of any associated connection fees. This is pursuant to
an agreement between the City of Colton and RHWC. The City’s Water Department will provide water
service to the project site upon completion of all necessary and approved system connections and upon
payment of any associated connection fees. Further, the City of Colton Public Utilities Department
confirmed that with existing commitments, there is sufficient water supply to meet the demands of the
proposed project.

Response to ABJC-5-91
This comment summarizes groundwater demand and water supply projections. This comment does not
discuss any new potentially significant environmental impacts that were not evaluated in the Draft EIR.
No further action is required.

Response to ABJC-5-92
Refer to Response to Comments ABJC‐5‐48 and ABJC 5‐49.

28

Response to
Comments

Response to ABJC-5-93
As discussed in Response to Comment ABJC‐5‐44, the City of Colton Public Utilities Department has
confirmed that with existing commitments, there is sufficient water supply to meet the demands of the
proposed project. This comment does not identify any new or more severe issues that would be of
concern under CEQA Guidelines, nor does this comment identify any issues or information that require
recirculation of the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further action is required.

Response to ABJC-5-94
As discussed in Response to Comment ABJC‐5‐44, the administrative record provides sufficient
information for the public and decision makers to evaluate whether the proposed project’s water use
would have a significant impact on groundwater resources and public utilities. This comment does not
identify any new or more severe issues that would be of concern under CEQA Guidelines, nor does this
comment identify any issues or information that require recirculation of the Draft EIR. Therefore, no
further action is required.

Response to ABJC-5-95
This comment does not identify any new or more severe issues that would be of concern under CEQA
Guidelines, nor does this comment identify any issues or information that require recirculation of the
Draft EIR. Therefore, no further action is required. See Response to Comment ABJC‐5‐44.

Response to ABJC-5-96
Refer to Response to Comment ABJC‐5‐48 and Response to Comment ABJC‐5‐49.

Response to ABJC-5-97
As discussed in Response to Comment ABJC‐5‐50, the underground retention system is included as part
of the proposed project. Therefore, no further action is required.

Response to ABJC-5-98
As discussed in Response to Comment ABJC‐5‐44, the administrative record provides sufficient
information for the public and decision makers to evaluate whether the proposed project’s water use
would have a significant impact on groundwater resources and public utilities. This comment does not
identify any new or more severe issues that would be of concern under CEQA Guidelines, nor does this
comment identify any issues or information that require recirculation of the Draft EIR. Therefore, no
further action is required.

Response to ABJC-5-99
Refer to Response to Comments ABJC‐5‐48 and ABJC‐5‐49.
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Response to ABJC-5-100
As discussed in Response to Comment ABJC‐5‐44, the administrative record provides sufficient
information for the public and decision makers to evaluate whether the proposed project’s water use
would have a significant impact on groundwater resources and public utilities. Furthermore, the City of
Colton Public Utilities Department has confirmed that with existing commitments, there is sufficient
water supply to meet the demands of the proposed project. This comment does not identify any new or
more severe issues that would be of concern under CEQA Guidelines, nor does this comment identify
any issues or information that require recirculation of the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further action is
required.

Response to ABJC-5-101
As discussed in Response to Comment ABJC‐5‐50, the underground retention system is included as part
of the proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project will result in decreased runoff as compared to
the existing conditions.
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Via Email and Hand Delivery
Chair Richard Prieto
Members of the City of Colton Planning
Commission
c/o Mark Tomich, AICP, Director
Development Services Department
Mario Suarez, Planning Manager
City of Colton
659 N. La Cadena Drive
Colton, CA 92324
msuarez@coltonca.gov;
planning@ci.colton.ca.us;
mtomich@coltonca.gov
Re:

Carolina R. Padilla
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City of Colton
650 N. La Cadena Drive
Colton, CA 92324
cpadilla@coltonca.gov

Comments to Planning Commission on Agenda Item F-1,
Barton Road Logistics Center (DAP-001-602; SCH No.
2020029049)

Dear Chair Prieto, Commissioners, Mr. Tomich, Mr. Suarez, and Ms. Padilla:
We write o
to provide comments on the Staff Report1 for the Barton Road Logistics Center

City of Colton, Planning Commission Staff Report, DAP-001-602 (September 14, 2021) (hereinafter
available at https://www.ci.colton.ca.us/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Item/2902?fileID=3534.
1
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Report2

3
4

The Coalition has performed a preliminary review the FEIR and the Staff
Report prepared for this hearing. Although the City revised its air quality and
prepared a water supply assessment in
s, our review demonstrates that the
e, transportation, groundwater and GHG
analyses remain substantially inaccurate and incomplete. The FEIR also failed to
meaningfully respond to many of the Coal
resolve many of the legal and evidentiary deficiencies we identified in the DEIR. As
a result, the FEIR fails to adequately disc
impacts related to air quality, public health, noise, transportation, groundwater and
GHG emissions, as required by CEQA.5
The FEIR also lacks substantial evidence to support its conclusions that
impacts will be mitigated to less than significant levels, and lacks substantial
Overriding Considerations. The FEIR relies on ineffective and unenforceable
mitigation measures that fail to adequately reduce impacts. The Planning
Commission cannot approve the Project in reliance on a legally inadequate FEIR.
These preliminary comments on the FEIR are supported by technical
comments from air quality and hazardous materials expert James J.J. Clark, Ph.D.,
noise expert Deborah A. Jue, M.S., transportation expert Norman Marshall, and
groundwater expert Todd Kincaid, Ph.D., whose comments and qualifications are
included as Attachment A, Attachment B, Attachment C, and Attachment D

City of Colton, Draft Environmental Impact Report: Barton Road Logistics Center (Jan. 4, 2021)
available at https://www.ci.colton.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/7073/02370027Colton-Barton-Road-Draft-EIR.
3 City of Colton, Screencheck Final Environmental Impact Report: Barton Road Logistics Center
available at https://www.ci.colton.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/7354/02370-027Colton-Barton-Road-Logistics-Center-FEIR.
4 Pub. Resources Code §§ 21000 et seq.
2

5
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respectively.6 We reserve the right to supplement these comments at a later date,
and at any later proceedings related to this Project.7
The Coalition urges the Planning Commission to carefully consider these
comments and to remand the Project to staff to revise and recirculate the EIR for
further public comment for the reasons stated herein. The Project cannot be
approved, and should not be rescheduled for a further public hearing, until all of the
issues raised in these comments, and in the comments of other members of the
public and responsible agencies, have been addressed in a revised EIR.
I.

STATEMENT OF INTEREST

The Coalition is an unincorporated association of individuals and labor
organizations with members who may be adversely affected by the potential public
and worker health and safety hazards and environmental and public service
impacts of the Project. The association includes City residents John Martinez and
Michael Vasquez, UA Plumbers and Pipefitters Union, Local 364, the District
Council of Ironworkers, and its members and their families, and other individuals
that live, recreate and/or work in and around the City and in San Bernardino
County.
The Coalition supports the development of sustainable commercial and
industrial centers where properly analyzed and carefully planned to minimize
impacts on public health and the environment. Logistics centers like the Project
should avoid adverse impacts to air quality, water resources, transportation, and
public health, and should take all feasible steps to ensure unavoidable impacts are
mitigated to the maximum extent feasible. Only by maintaining the highest
standards can commercial and industrial development truly be sustainable.

Attachment A, James J.J. Clark, Ph.D., Clark & Associates re: Comment Letter on Final
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for Barton Road Logistics Center, City of Colton, San
Bernardino County, California - State Clearinghouse Number 2020029049 (September 10, 2021)
Attachment B, Deborah A. Jue, Barton Road Logistics EIR,
Comments on the Noise Analysis
Attachment
C, Norman Marshall, Comments on Barton Road Logistics Center (September 9, 2021) (hereinafter
Attachment D, Todd Kincaid, Review Water Resources Conditions Relevant
To The Final Environmental Impact Report, Proposed Barton Road Logistics Center (September 10,
6

Gov. Code § 65009(b); PRC § 21177(a); Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. Bakersfield
Bakersfield
Galante Vineyards v. Monterey Water
Dist. (1997) 60 Cal. App. 4th 1109, 1121.
7
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The individual members of the Coalition and the members of the affiliated
labor organizations live, work, recreate and raise their families in and around the
City. They would be directly affected by
safety impacts. Individual members may also work constructing the Project itself.
They would be the first in line to be exposed to any health and safety hazards which
may be present on the Project site. They each have a personal interest in protecting
the Project area from unnecessary, adverse environmental and public health
impacts.
The Coalition and its members also have an interest in enforcing
environmental laws that encourage sustainable development and ensure a safe
working environment for the members they represent. Environmentally
detrimental projects can jeopardize future jobs by making it more difficult and more
expensive for industry to expand in the City, and by making it less desirable for
businesses to locate and people to live and recreate in the City, including the Project
vicinity. Continued environmental degradation can, and has, caused construction
moratoriums and other restrictions on growth that, in turn, reduces future
employment opportunities.
Finally, the Coalition is concerned with projects that can result in serious
environmental harm without providing countervailing economic benefits. CEQA
provides a balancing process whereby economic benefits are weighed against
significant impacts to the environment.8 It is in this spirit we offer these comments
to the Planning Commission.
I.

LEGAL DISCUSSION

A. Piecemealing
provisions of the Development Agreement between the City and the Applicant. As a
result, the DEIR and FEIR failed to analyze the direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts of the Development Agreement and the related project components
proposed in it, as CEQA requires. Th

Pub. Resources Code § 21081(a)(3); Citizens for Sensible Development of Bishop Area v. County of
Inyo (1985) 172 Cal.App.3d 151, 171.
8
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bits the full disclosure, analysis and
mitigation of impacts, and discussion of alternatives. 9
for resulting in either a direct physical change in the environment, or reasonably
10 CEQA prohibits a
project proponent from seeking approval of a large project in a piecemeal fashion in
order to take advantage of environmental exemptions or lesser CEQA review for
smaller projects.11
become submerged by chopping a large project into many little ones - each with a
minimal potential impact on the environment - which cumulatively may have
12 Before undertaking a project, the lead agency must
assess the environmental impacts of all reasonably foreseeable phases of a project
and a public agency may not segment a large project into two or more smaller
projects in order to mask serious environmental consequences. As the Court of
nded to be a careful examination, fully
open to the public, of the environmental consequences of a given project, covering
13

As explained in our previous comments to the Planning Commission, the
Development agreement for the Project must be analyzed in a revised and
failure to analyze the Development
Agreement under the EIR results in improper piecemealing of the environmental
impact analysis of the Project. Here, the Development Agreement proposes a capital
contribution of $8.5 million toward the design and construction of bridge and
roadway improvements along Barton Road over the BNSF Railroad right-of-way, a
project proposed by the City that is currently being evaluated for environmental
E.g., Pub. Resources Code, §21002, 210021.1(a); CEQA Guidelines, §§ 151363, 15121, 15140, 15151
(An EIR is informational document whose purpose is to disclose and mitigate impacts, analyze a
reasonable range of alternatives, and select as the project any alternative which can achieve project
objectives, but is more protective of the environm
CEQA Guidelines, § 15378 (project description must include all project components).
10 CEQA Guidelines, § 15378(a).
11 Arviv Enterprises, Inc. v. South Valley Area Planning Com., 101 Cal.App.4th 1337, 1340 (2002).
12 Bozung v. LAFCO, 13 Cal.3d 263, 283-84 (1975); City of Santee v. County of San Diego, 214
Cal.App.3d 1438, 1452 (1989); Citizens Assn. for Sensible Development of Bishop Area v. County of
Inyo, 172 Cal.App.3d 151, 165 (1985).
13 Natural Resources Defense Council v. City of Los Angeles, 103 Cal.App.4th 268 (2002); see also
Whtiman v. Board of Supervisors (1979) (EIR for an exploratory oil well that failed to analyze the
impacts associated with an proposed pipeline was inadequate and violated CEQA).
9
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impacts under an Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration by the City
14 The proposed Project and the Bridge Project should be
evaluated together in one comprehensive EIR in order for the full scope of
environmental impacts resulting from the two projects to be analyzed and to avoid
piecemealing of the environmental consequences.
Because the Development Agreement and the Bridge Project are not included
mpacts and were not circulated for public
comment with the DEIR, the FEIR must be revised and recirculated in order to give
the public an opportunity to comment on th
measures that are changed by the terms of the Development Agreement and the
15

B. Premature Approval of Project Components
The Planning Commission should not approve the Environmental
Determination and land use entitlement applications until the Development
Agreement has been approved by the City Council.
An agency may not commit itself to a definite course of action on a project
before evaluating it environmental effects.16 The duty to perform CEQA review
17
applies at the first instance that a public
agency which commits the agency to a
18 For private projects, approval
occurs upon the issuance of a discretionary contract or other entitlement for the
19
20

The California Supreme Court in Save Tara v. City of West Hollywood
City of Colton, Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration Barton Road Bridge Removal and
Road Construction Project (July, 2021) available at, https://www.ci.colton.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/7306/Barton-Road-Bridge-Removal-ISMND-Public-Review-07-2021
15 14 CCR §15088.5(a);
. (1993) 6 Cal.4th
1112.
16 Save Tara v. City of West Hollywood, 45 Cal.4th 116, 139.
17 Pub. Resources Code § 21080(a); CEQA Guidelines § 15352(a); Save Tara, 45 Cal.4th 116;
RiverWatch v. Olivenhain Municipal Water District (2009) 170 Cal.App.4th 1186.
18 CEQA Guidelines § 15352(a).
19 Id. § 15352(b).
20 Save Tara, 45 Cal. 4th at 135; CEQA Guidelines § 15004(b)(2).
14
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21

CEQA requires early

environmental review for precisely this reason.
In Save Tara, the City entered into a draft development agreement to convey
a historic residential property to a developer, provided the developer satisfied
environmental requirements, as reasonably determined by the city manager. 22 The
agreement provided a loan to the developer, and required the developer to construct
23

The City Council approved the development
agreement without CEQA review, in reliance on the future CEQA compliance
24

satisfied, as reasonably determined by
25

The Save Tara Court articulated a two-part test to determine whether the
and development agreement amounted to
project approval. The Court stated:
[C]ourts should look not only to the terms of the agreement but to the
surrounding circumstances to determine whether, as a practical matter, the
agency has committed itself to the project as a whole or to any particular
features, so as to effectively preclude any alternatives or mitigation measures
that CEQA would otherwise require to be considered, including the alternative
of not going forward with the project.26

provision, as well as the circumstances surrounding the approval of the
development agreement. It found that the language of the agreement, coupled with
the city's public announcements that it was determined to proceed with the
development, its preparations to relocate the existing tenants from the property, a
large at-risk financial contribution to the project, and its willingness to commit
itself to going forward if the city manager found CEQA requirements were satisfied,
Save Tara, 45 Cal. 4th at 134-35, citing Laurel Heights I, 47 Cal.3d 376, 395 (1988).
Id. at 124.
23 Ibid.
24 Id. at 126.
25 Id. at 124.
26 Id. at 139.
21
22
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27
of action regarding the project before fu
The Court held that the preliminary development agreement constituted a project

Here, the Staff Report states that Staff recommends that the Planning
Commission adopt Environmental Findings and a Statement of Overriding
Considerations, certify the FEIR, adopt the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program for the Project, approve Architectural and Site Plan Review, approve the
CUP application, approve Tentative Parcel Map 20146, and recommend to the City
Council the approval of a Development Agreement between the City of Colton and
the applicant.28 The proposed action to approve all elements of the Project except for
the Development Agreement runs afoul of the Save Tara test. The City Council has
discretion to amend the terms of the Development Agreement prior to adopting it. If
the Planning Commission adopts the FEIR and approves the land use entitlements
y to ensure that all mitigation measures
and alternatives are considered before the approval of the Development Agreement.
Premature of approval of the Projec
entitlements receive final approval would constitute an abuse of discretion by the
City, and would render the approval invalid as a matter of law.29
Instead of approving portions of the Project, the Planning Commission could
vote to recommend that the City Council consider the approval of the resolutions
adopting the FEIR and approving the CUP, Architectural and Site Plan Review and
Tentative Parcel Map at the same meeting where Development Agreement
considered.
C.
Inadequate
CEQA requires that a lead agency evaluate and prepare written responses to
comments in a FEIR.30 Agencies are required to pr
to comments . . . to ensure that the lead agency will fully consider the
environmental consequences of a decision before it is made, that the decision is well
informed and open to public scrutiny, and the public participation in the
Id. at 142.
Staff Report, pp. 10-11.
29 Coalition for Clean Air v. City of Visalia (2012) 209 Cal.App.4th 408, 418-25; County of Amador v.
El Dorado County Water Agency (1999) 76 Cal.App.4th 931, 962.
30 PRC § 21091(d); 14 CCR §§ 15088(a), 15132.
27
28
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When a comment raises a
written responses must describe the
disposition of each such issue raised by commentators.32 Specifically, the lead
31

good faith, reasoned analysis in response. Conclusory
33 particularly in
34
response to comments are made by agencies or experts. Failure of a lead agency
to respond to comments raising significant environmental issues before approving a
purpose and may render the EIR legally
35
insufficient.
sponses to comments in several ways.
First, the Responses ignore the clear legal mandate of CEQA and recent
Supreme Court caselaw which require EIRs
and safety problems caused by the phys
projects,36
37 The Responses
selectively reply to some technical comments from Mr. Clark on this issue, but fail
entirely to address the basic requirement that a detailed health risk analysis must
be prepared for the Project. Instead, the Responses explain that the City performed
and diesel-powered delivery and worker vehicles during construction and
operation.38
failed to evaluate the increased health risk posed to local sensitive receptors from
City of Long Beach v. Los Angeles Unified Sch. Dist. (2009) 176 Cal.4th 889, 904.
PRC §21091(d); 14 CCR §§15088(c), 15132(d), 15204(a).
33 14 CCR § 15088(c); see Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California
Laurel II The Flanders Foundation v. City of Carmel-by-the-Sea
(2012) 202 Cal. App. 4th 603, 615.
34 Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay Comm. v. Board of Port Commissioners (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th
1344, 1367, 1371; People v. County of Kern (1976) 62 Cal.App.3d 761, 772).
35 Flanders Foundation v. City of Carmel-by-the-Sea (2012) 202 Cal.App.4th 603, 615; Rural
Landowners Association v. City Council (1983) 143 Cal.App.3d 1013, 1020.
36 14 CCR § 15126.2(a).
37 Sierra Club v. County of Fresno (2018) 6 Cal.5th 502, 520; Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay Com. v.
Bd. of Port Comrs Berkeley Jets
Bakersfield Citizens for Local
Control v. City of Bakersfield
must be some analysis of the correlation between the project's emissions and human health impacts).
38 FEIR, Response to ABJC-3-8.
31
32
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the increase in ground level concentrations of DPM emissions that will result from
wall. Additionally, the FEIR continues
icable localized significance thresholds
ast Air Quality Management District
d not result in emissions that exceed
the LSTs, implying that the health impacts to nearby sensitive receptors will
therefore be insignificant.39
The Response fails to include the detailed analysis of the full extent of the
by CEQA. CEQA requires this analysis
regardless of the guidance relied upon by the lead agency,40 and prohibits an agency
from concluding that an impact is insignificant unless it produces rigorous analysis
and concrete substantial evidence, including accurate scientific and factual data, to
justify the finding.41
CEQA violations. The Responses fail to address governing health risk disclosures
under CEQA.
As explained by in our prior comments, the California Air Resources Board
defines diesel exhaust as a complex mixture of inorganic and organic
compounds that exists in gaseous, liquid, and solid phases. CARB and U.S. EPA
identify 40 components of the exhaust as suspected human carcinogens. In addition
to benzene and chromium, which the Responses dismiss as potential TACs, the
components of exhaust include formaldehyde, 1,3-butadiene, and benzo[a]pyrene. 42
The inhalation unit risk factor identified by the Office of Environmental Health
for use in risk assessments is for the DPM fraction
of diesel exhaust and not the vapor phase components identified by CARB and U.S.
EPA. Here, the City ignores the vapor phase components in the HRA, and dismisses
the potential impacts from exposure to the wide range of TACs that will be
generated by the Project. This omission is a continuing flaw that must be addressed
by the City and presented in a revised EIR.

Ibid.
Neighbors for Smart Rail v. Exposition Metro Line Const. Authority (2013) 57 Cal.4th 439, 453
(lead agency has discretion to select the model or methodology it considers most appropriate
provided it supports its decision with substantial evidence)
41 Kings Cty. Farm Bur. v. Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 732; 14 C.C.R. § 15064(b)(1); 14 CCR
§ 15151 (EIR must contain a sufficient degree of analysis to enable the decisionmakers to make an
intelligent and informed decision).
42 Ibid.
39
40
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Second, the City failed to provide access to critical data necessary to analyze
the AERMOD output files, and denied our repeated requests for access to these
modeling files. As Dr. Clark explains in his comments, the complexity of the Project,
and the proximity of the Project to the residences nearby makes it impossible to
validate the AERMOD modeling prepared by the City. 43 The City states that the
requested files were provided to the Coalition on March 2, 2021. 44 However, the
documents sent were not the AERMOD input files requested. Subsequent requests
for the AERMOD input files were sent on April 13, 2021 and May 28, 2021. 45 In
both subsequent letters the Coalition requested immediate access to review the
following documents:
Live EMFAC output files;
Spreadsheets used to convert EMFAC output from g/VMT to g/s, calculate the
Project's emissions sources such as trucks and TRUs, and emission
spreadsheet calculations used to calculate weighted emission factors;
AERMOD Input and Output files;
Any other files related to post-processing using EMFAC emission rates done outside
of AERMOD to calculate pollutant-specific concentrations;
Live cancer risk calculation spreadsheets;
HARP Input and Output files; and
CalEEMod Output Files.
These files are supporting evidence that is directly referenced and relied upon
for the impact analysis and conclusions included in the DEIR and FEIR.
Accordingly, these files should have been produced pursuant to Public Resources
Code Section 21092(b)(1) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15087(c)(5) in response to
to documents referenced and relied upon
in the DEIR. The City failed to provide access to these files in accordance with
CEQA.
The Coalition also requested immediate access to review the requested
documents pursuant to section 6253(a) of the Public Records Act, which requires
all times during the office hours of the

Clark Comments, p. 2.
FEIR, Response to ABJC-2-1.
45 Letter from Kevin Carmichael to Mark Tomich, Re: Request for Immediate Access to Public
43
44

See
also,
5004-017acp
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46

plans, or specifications that disclose the nature, extent, quantity or degree of air
contaminants or other pollution which any article, machine, equipment or other
contrivance will produce, which any . . . air pollution management district [. . . ]
requires any applicant to provide before the applicant [. . .] operates, sells, rents or
uses the article, machine, equipment, or other contrivance, are public records 47
othwithstanding any other provision of
law, all air pollution emission data, including those emission data which
constitute trade secrets as defined in subdivision (d), are public records 48 The
City therefore had a separate duty to pr
modeling files under the Public Records Act. To date, the City has not provided us
with access to the requested files, in violation of the Act.
Third, the FEIR fails to address concerns of several commenters regarding
the impacts of construction and operation of cold storage warehouse space and the
operation. Agencies including the Calif
and Blum Collins LLP, submitting comments to the City regarding the unanalyzed
air quality impacts of cold storage and TRUs at the Project site. The City states in
its response to CARB that:
facilities. The proposed project does not include, nor it is designed or
engineered for, cold storage. Cold storage design, engineering, and
construction is unique and requires the integration of multiple systems.
Changes to a project after project approval, such as the incorporation of cold
storage, would require additional discretionary review. As such, if the project
applicant intends to pursue cold storage uses in the future, such changes to
the proposed project would be reviewed by the City to determine the extent of
any required additional environmental analysis, including the potential need
for subsequent or supplemental environmental documentation, as a condition
of approval. Furthermore, the existing cold storage building at 280 De Berry
49

Gov. Code § 6253(a)
Gov. Code §6254.7(a).
48 Gov. Code §6254.7(e).
49 FEIR, Response to ARB 2.
46
47
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In responses to comments from the Coalition and CJUSD, the City responds
that:
cold storage or result in the use of
TRUs. TRUs require specific infrastructure that is not included in the project.
Therefore, potential impacts associated with the use of TRUs are not
applicable to the proposed project. Additionally, the Cold Storage Alternative
would likely result in greater energy use and additional sources of TACs as
50
compared to the proposed project an
Coalition and CJUSD. By stating that the existing cold storage building at 280 De
Berry Street will not be demolished, the Ci
regarding the future conditions of the Project. Based on the FEIR Response to ARB2, there is currently cold storage on site, therefore, there will be TRUs utilizing the
Project site. The emissions from the TRUs are not accounted for in the air
dispersion model and health risk analysis of the Project.51 The City must address
the conflicting information in a revised and recirculated EIR.
II.

THE EIR FAILS TO ADEQUATELY ESTABLISH THE EXISTING
BASELINE

The DEIR and FEIR fail to accurately disclose the baseline environmental
uction noise and traffic impacts. As a
result, the FEIR lacks the necessary baseline information against which to measure
gard to impacts on sensitive receptors
from construction noise and the Pr
The existing environmental setting is the starting point from which the lead
agency must measure whether a proposed project may cause a significant
environmental impact.52 CEQA defines the environmental setting as the physical
environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the
notice of preparation is published, from both a local and regional perspective. 53
Describing the environmental setting accurately and completely for each
FEIR, Response to CJUSD-2. See also, FEIR, Response to ABJC-3-9.
Clark Comments, p. 5.
52
.,
(March 15, 2010) 48
Cal.4th 310, 316.
53 CCR §15125(a) (emphasis added);
(1999) 76 Cal.App.4th 1428,
50
51
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environmental condition in the vicinity of the Project is critical to an accurate,
meaningful evaluation of environmental impacts. The courts have clearly stated
can be assessed and mitigation measures
considered, an [environmental review document] must describe the existing
environment. It is only against this baseline that any significant environmental
54

A.

increase in ambient noise levels in the
Off-site operational noise from traffic caused by the
Project and on-site operational noise are considered a permanent noise impact.
Construction noise is considered a temporary noise impact
analysis fails to contain the baseline ambient noise data necessary to assess the
and operational noise impacts on sensitive
receptors in the vicinity of the Project.
55

inadequate to establish an ambient
noise baseline on which to measure the potential operational and construction noise
impacts of the Project. Table 3.9-4 the DEIR cites ten-minute short-term existing
conditions that range from 50.8to 74.5 Leq at three locations and one long-term
measurement that measured 61.3 CNEL. 56 Ms. Jue explains in her comments that
best practices call for measurement of ambient noise conditions over a period of
several days because a noise environment that is dominated by transport uses, as
the Project vicinity is, can change hour to hour and day to day. 57
Second, the DEIR relies on the Traffic
existing noise at the site. However, there is no evidence that the model was
validated with noise measurements concurrent with the traffic counts at the site. 58
The short-term noise measurements should have been taken concurrently with the
traffic counts in order to validate the model that the DEIR relies on. 59

54

CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, Sec. XII(c)-(d).
56 Jue Comments, p. 2.
57 Id. p. 3.
58 Ibid.
59 Ibid.

(1999) 76 Cal.App.4th 931, 952.

55
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Third, the DEIR is not clear whether TNM model includes stop-and-go
traffic.60 Ms. Jue explains in her comments that the basic TNM model was
developed for continuous freeway traffic and that without validation or comparison
to actual noise measurements the TNM results have little to no connection to the
actual conditions at the Project.61
A validated TNM is considered to be accurate within +/- 3 dBA of the actual
noise condition, thus, the real-life metrics could possibly be 6 dBA different than
calculated.62 Without a validated noise model, the DEIR fails to accurately establish
the baseline ambient noise data that is necessary to assess the significance of the
on sensitive receptors in the vicinity of
the Project.
The DEIR should be revised to include an updated baseline analysis that
properly validates the TNM model with traffic measurements during periods where
truck volumes are comparable to the actual peak noise hour conditions. The results
of the revised noise calculations should be included in a revised EIR.
III.

THE FEIR FAILS TO ADEQUATELY DISCLOSE AND MITIGATE
POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

An EIR must fully disclose all potentially significant impacts of a Project and
implement all feasible mitigation to reduce those impacts to less than significant
termination with regard to each impact
must be supported by accurate scientific and factual data. 63 An agency cannot
conclude that an impact is less than significant unless it produces rigorous analysis
and concrete substantial evidence justifying the finding. 64
Moreover, the failure to provide information required by CEQA is a failure to
proceed in the manner required by CEQA. 65
proceed in the manner required by CEQA, such as the failure to address a subject
environmental effects or alternatives, are subject to a less deferential standard than

Ibid.
Ibid.
62 Jue Comments, p. 2.
63 14 CCR § 15064(b).
64 Kings Cty. Farm Bur. v. Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 732.
65 Sierra Club v. State Bd. Of Forestry (1994) 7 Cal.4th 1215, 1236.
60
61
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In reviewing challenges to an
of substantial evidence, the court will
66

67

Even when the substantial evidence standard is applicable to agency
decisions to certify an EIR and approve a project, reviewing courts will not
ysis presented by a project proponent in
support of its position. A clearly inadequate or unsupported study is entitled to no
68

A. The EIR Fails to Adequately Disclose, Analyze, and Mitigate the

The Staff Report proposes a material change to the Project that was not
analyzed in the DEIR or the FEIR. Additionally, upon further review of the Project,
Dr. Clark has identified additional potentially significant air quality impacts that
are not addressed in the DEIR or FEIR.
First, the Staff Report indicates that the Applicant has agreed to construct an
8-foot tall block wall along the north boundary of the Project site. 69 Dr. Clark
explains in his comments that by changing the conditions of the site to include an 8
foot sound wall along Walnut Avenue, the City is materially changing the onsite
conditions of the Project.70 In addition to potentially altering the operational sounds
from the Project, the approximate 1,000 foot long wall would impact the air flow
across the site.71 The impact of that alternation is not considered in the FEIR and
should be addressed to ensure that the City is not creating an adverse outcome for
air quality while trying to mitigated noise issues on site. The City must address the
impact of the addition of a 1,000-foot long, 8-foot tall sound wall and impacts on the
air dispersion model/health risk analysis in a recirculated EIR.
Second, the AERMOD analysis included in the DEIR and supported by the
Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal.4th
412, 435.
67 Id., Madera Oversight Coal., Inc. v. County of Madera (2011) 199 Cal. App. 4th 48, 102.
68 Berkeley Jets, 91 Cal.App.4th at 1355.
69 Staff Report, p. 8.
70 Clark Comments, pp. 2-3.
71 Ibid.
66
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FEIR does not account for the impact on emissions from building downwash. As Dr.
Clark explains, the AERMOD model calculates the ground level concentration of
DPM emission associated with the project.72 According to the DEIR as supported by
the FEIR, based on the conceptual site plan, it is assumed the building height
would reach a maximum of 50 feet at the top of parapet.73 Generally the assumed
height of release for emissions from idling trucks is 4.15 meters (13.6 feet) well
below the height of the building.74 The release height for DPM from trucks
traveling along the streets is assumed to be at the ground surface (0 meters or 0
feet). 75
As Dr. Clark explains, building downwash occurs as the wind passes over and
around buildings and impacts the dispersion of pollution from nearby stacks.76 A
plume of pollution caught in the path of this flow is drawn into the wake,
temporarily trapping it in a recirculating cavity.77 This downwash effect leads to
higher ground-level concentration of chemicals emitted from air contaminant
sources, which may increase human exposure levels to these contaminants.78
The downwash effect described by Dr. Clark increases as the relative
difference between the release height and top of the building.79 For the closest
receptors to the site, the difference in height will create an additional air quality
80 In addition to
incorporating the building downwash impacts of the Project buildings, the
AERMOD model should also incorporate the building downwash for receptors near
the project.81 Receptors farther away will still be subject to the downwash effect
given the assumed emission height release incorporated into the model. SCAQMD
guidance regarding the preparation of health risk assessments of mobile sources of
diesel emissions, requires the inclusion of building heights and dimensions for
building downwash calculations.82
Omission of the building downwash effect underestimates the exposure point
Id. p. 3.
DEIR, p. 3.8-17.
74 Clark Comments, p. 3.
75 Ibid.
76 Ibid.
77 Ibid.
78 Ibid.
79 Ibid.
80 Ibid.
81 Ibid.
82 Ibid.
72
73
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The City must address
these issue of downwash impacts in the air dispersion model and its impacts on the
health risk analysis in a revised EIR.
83

B. The EIR Fails to Adequately Disclose, Analyze, and Mitigate the

The FEIR concludes that the noise impacts of the Project will be less than
significant. However, the analysis is flawed and the EIR does not adequately
address the significant impact that would be caused by operational and construction
noise.
First, the rooftop mechanical noise is understated. Ms. Jue explains in her
comments that the DEIR used a reference sound level of 60 dBA Leq measured at
25 feet as an assumption for typical HVAC equipment.84 As Ms. Jue notes, this
assumption is not reasonable based on the cooling needs of large warehouses. Ms.
Jue explains that a more realistic reference sound level would be based on several
larger HVAC units such as those seen on the existing building located on the Project
site.85 If the Project used two larger HVAC units as reasonably expected, Project
operations would produce noise approximately 19 dBA higher than the values
reported in the DEIR.
Second, the individual effects of onsite noise sources such as building HVAC,
parking movements, and loading activities were considered independently as if they
would not overlap in any hour of operation.86 At the northern property boundary,
where these three sources could occur simultaneously, the total noise would be 67
dBA based on the figures provided in the DEIR, and 72-74 dBA using a single
Carrier N series HVAC unit as described above.87
significant impact that would be caused by the rooftop mechanical units.
Furthermore, there are residences within approximately 50 ft of the northern
property boundary which would experience as much as 66 to 68 dBA Leq from a
single rooftop mechanical unit combined with other operational noise sources. 88 By
failing to consider the combined effects of operational noise the City lacks

Ibid.
Jue Comments, p. 1.
85 Ibid.
86 Jue Comments, p. 2.
87 Ibid.
88 Ibid.
83
84
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substantial evidence to conclude that the Project will not result in a significant
impact.
Third, the significance threshold for operational noise is flawed. The DEIR
explains that the significance threshold for the Project is 68 dBA Leq citing the fact
dinance limit of 65 dBA Leq is barely
89
perceptible to the human ear. However, as stated by Ms. Jue, the noise ordinance
limit of 65 dBA is 14 dBA higher than the existing ambient noise of 50.8 dBA as
measured and reported in the DEIR. 90 An increase of 14 dBA over ambient noise is
a significant impact, and as such, regard
mitigated to an increase of no more than
91
10 dBA over the existing ambient.
Third, the significance threshold for operational noise has no relation to the
existing ambient noise levels. As demonstrated above, the existing noise conditions
at the Project site were not properly established. As such, the DEIR lacks the basis
to establish meaningful thresholds of significance for noise increases.92 Ms. Jue
explains that the thresholds established in the DEIR rely on accurate knowledge of
the existing conditions at the site which are not known which makes it impossible
for the City to determine whether the Project will result in a significant noise
impact to nearby receptors.93
Fourth, the construction noise analysis is incomplete, and the methodology is
not consistent. Ms. Jue points out that the methodology used in the DEIR was
developed for large infrastructure projects, and it may be more appropriate to
consider the noise impact from substantial construction activities closer to the
property line and closer to the neighboring receptors rather than noise levels 125
feet from sensitive receptors as was done in the EIR.94 At a closer distance of 75 ft,
the noise from equipment would be 85 dBA. Using a lower construction noise
threshold that takes into account the existing noise environment results in a
significant and unmitigated noise impact.95

Ibid.
Ibid.
91 Ibid.
92 Id, p. 4.
93 Ibid.
94 Id. p. 5
95 Ibid.
89
90
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Finally, there is no evidence that the proposed mitigation measure MM NOI1 will be effective. As Ms. Jue explains, there is no quantitative analysis of the
effect that implementing best practices to avoid annoyance and sleep disturbance. 96
Because the CNEL is reported as 61.3, the nighttime noise is likely well below 60
dBA Leq(h), which means that sleep disturbance could occur even if construction
noise is limited to 60 dBA Leq(h).97 The best practices described in MM NOI-1 do
not ensure any quantitative reduction in construction noise.98 Ms. Jue suggests
several mitigation measures such as which should be evaluated in a revised EIR
such as temporary barriers using STC 20-25 blankets on a tubular steel frame or
scaffolding or 3 PSF wood frame barriers that interrupt the line of sight between
the sources of construction noise and sensitive receptors.99 The EIR must be
updated with specific guidance regarding sleep disturbance and incorporate
mitigation measures that are quantitatively proven to avoid sleep disturbance.
C. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Disclose, Analyze, and Mitigate the

The DEIR concludes that the transportation impacts of the Project will be
less than significant. However, the analysis does not consider the full range of
possible uses for the site, underestimates the average truck trip length during
operations and ignores the impacts of heavy trucks on vehicle miles travelled
1. The DEIR Fails to Consider Reasonably Foreseeable TrafficIntensive Uses of the Project
warehouse will be a high-cube warehouse used for transload and short-term storage
use and does not consider other reasonably foreseeable uses for the Project that
would result in significantly greater traffic intensive uses of the site. The responses
in the FEIR make it clear that the eventual tenant at the building is unknown,
which means that future tenants may reasonably include a higher intensity high
cube warehouse use such as a fulfillment center or a parcel hub. By disregarding
reasonably foreseeable uses that would result in significantly higher traffic from the

Ibid.
Ibid.
98 Ibid.
99 Ibid.
96
97
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ood faith effort at fu
required by

CEQA.100

In his comments, Mr. Marshall identifies that the DEIR evaluates the
publication Trip Generation, 10th Edition trip rates for Land Use Category 154,
High Cube Transload and Short Term Storage Warehouse.101 Mr. Smith states that
High Cube Logistics Warehouse buildings of this type can also be used for uses in
Land Use Category 155, High Cube Fulfillment Center Warehouse and Land Use
Category 156, High Cube Parcel Hub Warehouse, both of which have significantly
higher trip generation rates than Category 154.102 The weekday daily trip
generation rates of the potential land uses are shown in the figure below:
Figure 1: Weekday Daily Trips for Different Types of High-Cube Warehouses
6.44

4.63

1.4

Transload and
Short Term
Storage
Warehouse

2.12

1.81

Fulfillment
Center
Warehouse
Non Sort

1.40

Fulfillment
Center
Warehouse
Sort

Parcel Hub
Warehouse

Cold Storage
Warehouse

Rate used in
DEIR

Source: Trip Generation Manual 10th edition
CEQA Guidelines § 15151; San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. County of Stanislaus
(1994) 27 Cal.App.4th 713, 721-722.
101 Marshall Comments, p. 6.
102 Ibid.
100
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The land use category chosen by the City results in an estimate of 1,348 trips
per day for 960,000 square feet of warehouse. 103 However, Mr. Marshall states that
up to twice the number trips per day or even more is possible based on the eventual
tenant and use of the Project.104
As explained in the comments provided by both Dr. Clark and Mr. Marshall,
ion to utilize an average daily vehicle
trip rate of 1.68 average daily vehicle trips per 1,000 square feet and 0.64 average
daily truck trips per 1,000 square feet.
on rates for High Cube Warehouse
Transload and Short Term-Warehouse is not supportable and the higher rate of
1.68 daily vehicle trips per 1,000 square feet recommended by SCAQMD is more
appropriate for this project. The City should re-evaluate the operational emissions
based on the recommended SCAQMD rate in a revised EIR.
2. The EIR Fails to Account for Heavy Truck Traffic in its VMT
Analysis
As Mr. Marshall states in his comments, the FEIR justifies excluding heavy
trucks from the SB 743 VMT analysis by ci
turn refers a passage from the Office of Policy Research Technical Advisory on
Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA.105 This passage is interpreted that
the decision whether to include heavy trucks in VMT analyses is at the discretion of
the jurisdiction. However, the passage cited references a proposed Section 15064.3
that has never been added to the CEQA Guidelines. The CEQA Guidelines have no
such exemption for heavy truck VMT. 106
qualified as only including certain classes of vehicles.107
Guidelines illogically state that because primary VMT impacts in the City of Colton
are from heavy trucks, these impacts should be ignored resulting in a clear
misapplication of the CEQA Guidelines.108 The City must revise its VMT analysis
and include the results in a revised EIR.

Ibid.
Id. p. 8.
105 Id. p. 2.
106 CEQA Guidelines, §15064.3
107 Marshall Comments, p. 2.
108 Ibid.
103
104
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3. The EIR Underestimates Average Truck Trip Length for Heavy
Trucks
Mr. Marshall states in his comments that the 40-mile average trip length
assumed for heavy vehicles understates the true average distance of truck trips
109 The Project will be served by major freight facilities
including the Port of Los Angeles which is roughly 70 miles from the Project site,
and the BNSF Intermodal Site in Lose Angeles which is roughly 60 miles from the
Project site.110 This underestimate causes the EIR to underestimate both VMT and
GHG impacts of the proposed project.111
4.

T Impacts are Not Mitigated
would result in a significant and

unavoidable impact related to

VMT. 112

The DEIR
discusses seven potential VMT reduction strategies, most of which target commute
VMT and concludes that reductions of only about 3 percent would be feasible.
113

The rationale for estimating such low potential VMT mitigation is that the
project developer will not occupy the buildings and that the effectiveness of any
VMT reduction strategy depends on the eventual building tenants. Mr. Marshall
states that if a ride-sharing program alone could reduce VMT by up to 15 percent, it
is possible that a combination of strategies could result in the necessary reduction of
20 percent.114 Furthermore, any reduction in VMT towards the threshold is
desirable, even if the mitigation cannot avoid a significant impact, the project still
should commit to VMT-reduction strategies that would be enforceable on the
115

Mr. Marshall states that mitigation in the form of a vanpool could include
some employees working at the Barton Road Logistics Center and others working
nearby.116 For example, IE Commuter, a program of the San Bernardino County
Id. p. 9.
Ibid.
111 Ibid.
112 Id. p. 2.
113 Ibid.
114 Ibid.
115 Ibid.
116 Ibid.
109
110
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Transportation Authority in partnership with the Riverside County Transportation
Commission, offers a full range of services to help employers set up and manage
VMT reduction programs. The City failed to evaluate reasonable mitigation
T impacts before conceding defeat and
determining that no feasible mitigation is available. 117 The City must consider
reasonable VMT mitigation measures in a revised EIR.
D.
GHG Impacts.
The DEIR failed to adequately disclose and mitigate the Project's GHG
emissions. The FEIR fails to adequately correct the errors and omissions in the
unsupported.
1. GHG Impacts Are Mischaracterized
The DEIR cites the following 10,000 MT CO2e threshold for determining
whether there is a significant GHG impact:
throughout this Draft Focused EIR,
threshold for industrial uses of 10,000 MT CO2e per year is utilized to
determine whether the proposed project would have a significant impact with
118

The DEIR summarizes the Proj
below.

117
118

Ibid.
DEIR, p. 3.6-26.
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As shown in the table above, the DEIR analyzes two separate components of
mobile emi
er vehicles and trucks.
The DEIR estimates daily trip generation of 1130 passenger vehicles and 218
trucks per day, with 62 percent of trucks as heavy 4±-axle trucks.119
Figure 1 below reproduces part of the CalEEMod output for the truck
component Figure 2 reproduces the same material for the passenger vehicle
component.120
Figure 1: DEIR CalEEMod output for Mobile Truck Emissions (Appendix B, p. 419
of 718).

119
120

Marshall Comments, p. 3.
Id. pp. 4-5
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Figure 2: DEIR CalEEMod output for Mobile Passenger Vehicle Emissions
(Appendix B, p. 402 of 718).
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As seen in the above figures, the
mobile truck emissions component matches the figure of 4,057 MT CO 2e in DEIR
Table 3.6-3 reproduced above. However, the output for the passenger car component
is 8,090 MT which is over 10 times as great as reported in the DEIR.121
Mr. Marshall, corrected the passenger vehicle value of 873 MT to the number
of 8,920 as reported in the CalEEMod output which resulted in a total of 15,791 MT
CO2e per year, which is much greater than the significance threshold of 10,000 MT
per year cited in the DEIR.
However, Mr. Marshall went on to rerun the CalEEMod model and found
that both the number reported in DEIR of 873 MT, and the number in the
CalEEMod output from Appendix of 8920 MT, are incorrect. 122 Upon re-running the
CalEEMod model with the DEIR assumptions for trip rate and fleet mix, the output
121
122

Id. p. 3.
Id. p. 7.
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number was 1446 MT.123 Similarly, another commenter on the FEIR reran the
CalEEMod modeling and the output number was 1500 MT. 124
analysis shows that the EIR underestimates mobile GHG emissions. The City
cannot rely on the GHG emissions analysis to determine whether the Project will
result in a significant GHG impact. The City must reevaluate the data and
recirculate its findings in a revised EIR.
2. Mitigation Measure MM GHG-1 is Insufficient
There were multiple DEIR comments stating that a 3,000 MT CO 2e per year
threshold is applicable to this project rather than the 10,000 MT per year threshold
used.125 In response, the FEIR added Mitigation Measure MM GHG-1 to purchase
carbon offsets to close the gap between the reported 7,744 MT CO 2e and a 3,000 MT
CO2e threshold. However, as documented in the previous section, the asserted 7,744
MT does not match the CalEEMod outputs presented in the DEIR or correctly
calculated GHG emissions for passenger vehicles. In addition, properly applying a
higher trip generation rate and a longer average distance for heavy trucks would
add additional GHG. Therefore, the offset in Mitigation Measure MM GHG-1 must
be increased to offset the true excess emissions above a 3,000 MT threshold.
E. The FEIR Fails to Accurately Disclose, Analyze and Mitigate the
The specific impact to groundwater levels and thus the sustainability of the
th the available data. The City must
conduct further research and analysis before it can determine that the Project will
have a less than significant impact on groundwater.
The DEIR specifies that the Proposed Project will have a total consumptive
which equals 72.6 acre-feet per year.126 The
DEIR further specifies that though there may be some existing consumptive use at
the Proposed Project site, that the 64,803 GPD was considered to be a new water
use for the purposes of assessment. 127
use as a less than significant impact to local water resources based on comparisons

Ibid.
Ibid.
125 Id. p. 9.
126 Kincaid Comments. p. 2.
127 Ibid.
123
124
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of projected supply and demand for the City described by the 2015 San Bernardino
128

The projected total consumptive use for the Proposed Project was revised in
the FEIR, from 64,803 GPD to 14,413 GPD.129 The FEIR described the value listed
in the DEIR as an overly conservative estimate because the value fails to account
for water demand from the existing structures and active uses.130 The FEIR
) that was performed in response to
our Comments and to satisfy the requirements of California Water Code Section
10910.
The WSA provides a smaller estimate of the projected water demand for the
project, of 14,413 GPD as an average daily demand and 21,620 GPD as a maximum
daily demand, which were calculated on the basis of square footage at a rate of
0.015 GPD per square-foot of building space.131
The FEIR states the lower estimate of net increase in consumption for the
Project was calculated by subtracting the water demands for the existing buildings
to be demolished from the estimate listed in the WSA.132 Using that approach, the
FEIR states that the net increase in water demand from the City will be 4,521 GPD
or 5.1 acre feet per year.
As Dr. Kincaid states in his comments, the proposed consumptive use will be
supplied by the City which derives 100 percent of its water from groundwater
pumped from three aquifer basins: Bunker Hill (part of the San Bernardino Basin),
the Rialto-Colton, and the Riverside-Arlington (described as the Riverside-North
Basin in the 2015-UWMP).133
increased between 2015 and 2020 by 236 acre-feet (210,687 GPD), which is a 2.6%
increase over the five-year period.134 Compared to the 2020 value, groundwater
consumption is projected to increase by approximately 6% by 2025 and by 23% by

Ibid.
Ibid.
130 FEIR, Response to ABJC-3-6.
131 Kincaid Comments, p. 2.
132 Ibid.
133 Id. p. 3.
134 Ibid.
128
129

5004-017acp

printed on recycled paper

September 14, 2021
Page 30
2045.135 To match this consumption increase, the City projects that their water
supply will increase by 21% in 2025 and by 42% in 2045 where the increased supply
is projected to come from a combination of increased pumping from the Bunker Hill
aquifer basin and new and increasing amounts of purchased or imported water from
the State Water Project.136
The City lists decreasing per capita water demand as a significant
achievement in the 2015-UWMP and the 2020 Upper Santa Ana River Watershed
137

ed by 1.1% between
2015 and 2020, from 175 to 177 GPCD, indicating that continued lowering of the
GPCD will be increasingly difficult.138
require a lower GPCD than was reported for 2020 in the 2020-IRUWMP. 139
In his review of the DEIR and FEIR, Dr. Kincaid found that the result of a
less than significant impact to local water resources was based solely on the
projected surplus of available groundwater supplies during a three-year dry period
as presented in the 2015-UWMP.140 Those projections, as well as the updated
projections of surplus supply during a five-year dry period presented in the 2020IRUWMP, are based on an assumed ability to secure more water from a
combination of the three aquifer basins and imports from the State Water Plan such
that 110% of the projected increased demand can be met. 141 Dr. Kincaid found that
neither the 2020-IRUWMP or the 2015-UWMP demonstrate that the City has the
ability to meet the increased demand.142
meeting increased demands with progressively larger extractions from the Bunker
by a specified groundwater level, and
progressively larger imports from the State Water Plan. 143
for the proposed consumptive use of
64,803 GPD, as defined in the DEIR, represents approximately 31% of the increase

Ibid.
Ibid.
137 Id. p. 4.
138 Ibid.
139 Ibid.
140 Id. p. 6.
141 Ibid.
142 Ibid.
143 Ibid.
135
136
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in demand that occurred between years 2015 and 2020, which was 210,687 GPD. 144
The lower estimated value for the proposed consumptive use of 14,413 GPD, as
ts approximately 6.5% of that value.145 The
higher of the proposed consumptive use values represents approximately 154% of
the yearly increase in demand experienced between 2015 and 2020.146
The 2020-IRUWMP does not present sufficient data or analyses to
demonstrate that the current or projected groundwater consumption is
sustainable.147 Groundwater levels examined by Dr. Kincaid in 14 wells associated
with the three aquifer basins have been falling nearly consistently since 2008 or
before.148 Though he found that flattening in that trend is apparent in some wells,
the available data indicates that groundwater levels in the Rialto-Colton aquifer
basin are continuing to decline.149
The reported surpluses reflect continued extractions from the Rialto-Colton
and Riverside-Arlington aquifer basins at approximately current levels,
progressively increasing extraction volumes from the Bunker Hill aquifer basin and
a progressively increasing reliance on purchased and imported water from the State
Water Plan.150
Dr. Kincaid states that regardless of which estimate of consumptive use
value is applied, the proposed increase in water consumption will be an appreciable
percentage of the amount of water the City plans to obtain from the State Water
Plan.151 The values presented in the 2020-IRUWMP are based on an assumed
ability to increase supply to meet demand by relying on externally derived water. 152
not sustainable and as such, the City lacks the justification to determine that the
ss than significant effect. The City must

Id. p. 7.
Ibid.
146 Ibid.
147 Id. p. 9.
148 Ibid.
149 Ibid.
150 Ibid.
151 Ibid.
152 Ibid.
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Finally, regarding stormwater runoff, the DEIR states that the Proposed
Project would have less than significant impacts related to stormwater runoff and
153 This
conclusion is based on a study and evaluation of the proposed construction
performed by Thienes Engineering which concludes that onsite detention facilities
included in the proposed construction plan will result in less runoff during a 100year storm than occurs under present conditions at the site.154
Without onsite detention, the proposed construction will result in an increase
in runoff of approximately 26.2 cubic feet per second, all toll occur in the Building 2
areas of the Project site.155 Dr. Kincaid states that the DEIR finding is supported by
the calculations performed by Thienes Engineering assuming that the proposed
construction includes the runoff detention facilities described in the Thienes
Engineering report.156 The City must require the construction of the detention
facilities described in the Thienes Engineering report as a condition of approval in
ormwater mitigation is sufficient.
IV.

CONCLUSION

The Planning Commission must continue the hearing on the Project until the
staff prepares a legally adequate revised EIR which includes an analysis of the
potential impacts of the Development Agreement and Bridge Project. The revised
EIR must be recirculated for public review and comment. This is the only way the
City and the public will be able to ensure
environmental and public health impacts are mitigated to less than significant
s are served by the Ci
Thank you for your consideration of these comments.
Sincerely,
Kevin T. Carmichael
KTC:acp
Attachments
Id. p. 7.
Id. p. 8.
155 Ibid.
156 Ibid.
153
154
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ATTACHMENT A

September 10, 2021
Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo
601 Gateway Boulevard, Suite 1000
South San Francisco, CA 94080
Attn: Mr. Kevin Carmichael

Clark & Associates
Environmental Consulting, Inc.
OFFICE

12405 Venice Blvd
Suite 331
Los Angeles, CA 90066
PHONE

310-907-6165
FAX

310-398-7626
EMAIL

jclark.assoc@gmail.com

Subject: Comment Letter on Final Environmental Impact Report
(FEIR) for Barton Road Logistics Center, City of Colton,
San Bernardino County, California - State Clearinghouse
Number 2020029049
Dear Mr. Carmichael:
At the request of Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo (ABJC),
Clark and Associates (Clark) has reviewed materials related to the 2021
City of Colton Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) of the above
referenced project.
Clark’s review of the materials in no way constitutes a validation
of the conclusions or materials contained within the plan. If we do not
comment on a specific item this does not constitute acceptance of the
item.
Project Description:
The Project Applicant, EBS Realty Partners, proposes to
redevelop the northerly 45.52 acres of a 54.82-acre site designated as
Light Industrial within the Light Industrial (M-1) District in the City of
Colton. The site is the former location of Stater Bros. Markets
headquarters and warehousing/distribution campus and consists of six
industrial buildings and one office building situated on 13 legal lots. The
project site is currently developed with three buildings north of Barton
Road and three buildings south of Barton Road. The site also contains a
large vacant lot southeast of the intersection of South Terrace Avenue
and Barton Road.
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The proposed project would include the demolition of four industrial buildings totaling 612,515 square
feet and the existing 46,920-square-foot office building, as well as the construction of two state-ofthe-art speculative concrete tilt-up industrial warehouse logistics facilities. Building 1 would be
540,920 square feet with 336,662 square feet of non-asphalt paving and would occupy a 26.23- acre
site north of Barton Road. Building 2 would be 419,920 square feet with 491,211 square feet of nonasphalt paving and would occupy a 17.62-acre site south of Barton Road. The existing building located
at 280 De Berry Street would remain in place. Proposed improvements to this site would be limited to
improvements to the entrance and drive aisle and relocation of the guard shack to allow for increased
vehicle queueing on that site. No building improvements on this parcel are proposed.
No General Plan Amendment or zone changes are proposed or required. However, the proposed
project would require a 10-foot height variance to allow for the development of structures higher than
40-feet, which is the current maximum allowable height for industrial buildings in the M-1 zone under
the City’s Municipal Code. The variance would allow for the construction of two industrial warehouse
buildings each with a height of 50 feet.
Specific Comments:
1.

The City Was Non-Responsive To The Request(s) To Provide The Input Files For The
AERMOD Analysis Of The Project Impacts.
The City ignored the specific request for the input file(s) for the AERMOD analysis of the

Project. Given the complexity of the Project (1,300 plus inbound and outbound trips per day of heavy
duty vehicles) and the proximity of the Project site to the residences nearby, without the native
AERMOD files validating the outputs from the model is infeasible. The City must comply and provide
the required files.
2.

The Addition Of The Sound Wall Around The Facility Materially Changes The
Conditions Onsite And Requires The City To Remodel The Project Operational
Emissions Using AERMOD.
By changing the conditions of the site to include an 8 foot sound wall along Walnut Avenue,
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the City is materially changing the onsite conditions of the Project. In addition to potentially altering
the operational sounds from the Project, the approximate 1,000 foot long wall would impact the air
flow across the site (see Comment 3 below). The impact of that alternation is not considered in the
FEIR and should be addressed to ensure that the City is not creating an adverse outcome for air quality
while trying to mitigate noise issues on site. The City must address the impact of the addition of a
1,000 foot sound wall and impacts on the air dispersion model/health risk analysis in a recirculated
EIR.
3.

The AERMOD Analysis Presented In The DEIR And Supported By The FEIR Has A
Significant Structural Flaw – Failure To Account For Building Downwash.
The AERMOD analysis included in the DEIR and supported by the FEIR does not account for

the impact on emissions from building downwash. The AERMOD model calculates the ground level
concentration of DPM emission associated with the project. According to the DEIR as supported by
the FEIR, based on the conceptual site plan, it is assumed the building height would reach a maximum
of 50 feet at the top of parapet. Generally the assumed height of release for emissions from idling
trucks is 4.15 meters (13.6 feet) well below the height of the building. The release height for DPM
from trucks traveling along the streets is assumed to be at the ground surface (0 meters or 0 feet).
Building downwash occurs as the wind flows over and around buildings and impacts the
dispersion of pollution from nearby stacks. A plume caught in the path of this flow is drawn into the
wake, temporarily trapping it in a recirculating cavity. This downwash effect leads to higher groundlevel concentration of chemicals emitted from sources. The downwash effect increases as the relative
difference between the release height and top of the building increases (the so called good engineering
practice height (GEP) of the source. The GEP is defined in Section 123 of the Clean Air Act as “the
height necessary to insure that emissions from a stack do not result in excessive concentrations of any
air pollutant in the immediate vicinity of the source as a result of atmospheric downwash, eddies or
wakes which may be created by the source itself, nearby structures or nearby terrain obstacles.”).
For the closest receptors to the site, this difference will create an additional air quality impact
that is not accounted for in the City’s analysis. In addition to incorporating the building downwash
impacts of the Project buildings, the AERMOD model should also incorporate the building downwash
for receptors near the project. Receptors farther away will still be subject to the downwash effect
3|Page

given the assumed emission height release incorporated into the model. SCAQMD guidance regarding
the preparation of health risk assessments of mobile sources of diesel emissions 1, requires the inclusion
of building heights and dimensions for building downwash calculations. Omission of the building
downwash effect underestimates the exposure point concentrations for receptors near the building(s).
The City must address these issue of downwash impacts in the air dispersion model and its impacts on
the health risk analysis in a recirculated EIR.
4.

The FEIR’s Responses To Whether Cold Storage Will Be Included On Site And What
The Impacts Of The Emissions Are Contradictory And Do Not Comport With The
Project Designs.
The City continues to ignore the comments from agencies (e.g., the California Air Resources

Board (CARB) and the Colton Joint Unified School District (CJUSD)) and interested parties (e.g.,
Adams, Broadwell Joseph and Cardozo; and Blum Collins) that they quantify the impacts of the
construction of cold storage and the potential use of transportation refrigeration units (TRUs) onsite
in Alternative 2. In Response ARB-2 (direct response regarding cold storage and TRUs), the City
states that “The proposed project is limited to ambient temperature dry warehouse facilities. The
proposed project does not include, nor it is designed or engineered for, cold storage. Cold storage
design, engineering, and construction is unique and requires the integration of multiple systems.
Changes to a project after project approval, such as the incorporation of cold storage, would require
additional discretionary review. (emphasis added) As such, if the project applicant intends to pursue
cold storage uses in the future, such changes to the proposed project would be reviewed by the City to
determine the extent of any required additional environmental analysis, including the potential need
for subsequent or supplemental environmental documentation, as a condition of approval.
Furthermore, the existing cold storage building at 280 De Berry Street would not be demolished.”
This language is echoed in the similar types of comments from other parties. In response to
comments from Adams, Broadwell Joseph and Cardozo and CJUSD, the City responds that “the
proposed project would not include cold storage or result in the use of TRUs. TRUs require specific
infrastructure that is not included in the project. Therefore, potential impacts associated with the use
1

SCAQMD. 2003. Health Risk Assessment Guidance For Analyzing Cancer Risks From Mobile Source Diesel
Emissions. August, 2003. Page 2.
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of TRUs are not applicable to the proposed project. Additionally, the Cold Storage Alternative would
likely result in greater energy use and additional sources of TACs as compared to the proposed project
and increased air quality impacts.” This response is clearly in conflict with the response to CARB that
states the existing cold storage building at 280 De Berry Street will not be demolished. The City’s
responses clearly contradict the facts regarding the future conditions of the Project. There is currently
cold storage on site. There will be TRUs utilizing the Project site. The emissions from the TRUs are
not accounted for in the air dispersion model and health risk analysis of the Project. The City must
address these issues in a recirculated EIR.

Conclusion
The facts identified and referenced in this comment letter lead me to reasonably conclude that
the FEIR has not address potentially significant impacts in the Project design that the site has not
assessed.
Sincerely,

.
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James J. J. Clark, Ph.D.
Principal Toxicologist
Toxicology/Exposure Assessment Modeling
Risk Assessment/Analysis/Dispersion Modeling

Education:
Ph.D.,

Environmental Health Science, University of California, 1995

Clark & Associates

M.S.,

Environmental Health Science, University of California, 1993

Environmental Consulting, Inc

B.S.,

Biophysical and Biochemical Sciences, University of Houston, 1987

OFFICE

Professional Experience:

12405 Venice Blvd.
Suite 331
Los Angeles, CA 90066

Dr. Clark is a well recognized toxicologist, air modeler, and health scientist. He has 20

PHONE

years of experience in researching the effects of environmental contaminants on human
health including environmental fate and transport modeling (SCREEN3, AEROMOD,

310-907-6165

ISCST3, Johnson-Ettinger Vapor Intrusion Modeling); exposure assessment modeling

FAX

and managing human health risk assessments for regulatory compliance and risk-based

310-398-7626

(partitioning of contaminants in the environment as well as PBPK modeling); conducting
clean-up levels; and toxicological and medical literature research.

EMAIL

jclark.assoc@gmail.com

Significant projects performed by Dr. Clark include the following:

LITIGATION SUPPORT

Case: James Harold Caygle, et al, v. Drummond Company, Inc. Circuit Court for
the Tenth Judicial Circuit, Jefferson County, Alabama. Civil Action. CV-2009
Client: Environmental Litgation Group, Birmingham, Alabama

Dr. Clark performed an air quality assessment of emissions from a coke factory located in
Tarrant, Alabama. The assessment reviewed include a comprehensive review of air
quality standards, measured concentrations of pollutants from factory, an inspection of
the facility and detailed assessment of the impacts on the community. The results of the
assessment and literature have been provided in a declaration to the court.

Case Result: Settlement in favor of plaintiff.
Case: Rose Roper V. Nissan North America, et al. Superior Court of the State Of
California for the County Of Los Angeles – Central Civil West. Civil Action.
NC041739
Client: Rose, Klein, Marias, LLP, Long Beach, California

Dr. Clark performed a toxicological assessment of an individual occupationally exposed
to multiple chemicals, including benzene, who later developed a respiratory distress. A
review of the individual’s medical and occupational history was performed to prepare an
exposure assessment.

The exposure assessment was evaluated against the known

outcomes in published literature to exposure to respiratory irritants. The results of the
assessment and literature have been provided in a declaration to the court.
Case Result: Settlement in favor of plaintiff.

Case: O’Neil V. Sherwin Williams, et al. United States District Court Central
District of California
Client: Rose, Klein, Marias, LLP, Long Beach, California
Dr. Clark performed a toxicological assessment of an individual occupationally exposed
to petroleum distillates who later developed a bladder cancer.

A review of the

individual’s medical and occupational history was performed to prepare a quantitative
exposure assessment. The results of the assessment and literature have been provided in
a declaration to the court.
Case Result: Summary judgment for defendants.
Case: Moore V., Shell Oil Company, et al.
California for the County Of Los Angeles

Superior Court of the State Of

Client: Rose, Klein, Marias, LLP, Long Beach, California
Dr. Clark performed a toxicological assessment of an individual occupationally exposed
to chemicals while benzene who later developed a leukogenic disease. A review of the
individual’s medical and occupational history was performed to prepare a quantitative
exposure assessment.

The exposure assessment was evaluated against the known

outcomes in published literature to exposure to refined petroleum hydrocarbons. The
results of the assessment and literature have been provided in a declaration to the court.

Case Result: Settlement in favor of plaintiff.

Case: Raymond Saltonstall V. Fuller O’Brien, KILZ, and Zinsser, et al. United
States District Court Central District of California

Client: Rose, Klein, Marias, LLP, Long Beach, California

Dr. Clark performed a toxicological assessment of an individual occupationally exposed
to benzene who later developed a leukogenic disease. A review of the individual’s
medical and occupational history was performed to prepare a quantitative exposure
assessment. The exposure assessment was evaluated against the known outcomes in
published literature to exposure to refined petroleum hydrocarbons. The results of the
assessment and literature have been provided in a declaration to the court.
Case Result: Settlement in favor of plaintiff.

Case:

Richard Boyer and Elizabeth Boyer, husband and wife, V. DESCO

Corporation, et al. Circuit Court of Brooke County, West Virginia. Civil Action
Number 04-C-7G.

Client: Frankovitch, Anetakis, Colantonio & Simon, Morgantown, West Virginia.

Dr. Clark performed a toxicological assessment of a family exposed to chlorinated
solvents released from the defendant’s facility into local drinking water supplies. A
review of the individual’s medical and occupational history was performed to prepare a
qualitative exposure assessment. The exposure assessment was evaluated against the
known outcomes in published literature to exposure to chlorinated solvents. The results
of the assessment and literature have been provided in a declaration to the court.

Case Result: Settlement in favor of plaintiff.

Case: JoAnne R. Cook, V. DESCO Corporation, et al. Circuit Court of Brooke
County, West Virginia. Civil Action Number 04-C-9R

Client: Frankovitch, Anetakis, Colantonio & Simon, Morgantown, West Virginia.

Dr. Clark performed a toxicological assessment of an individual exposed to chlorinated
solvents released from the defendant’s facility into local drinking water supplies. A
review of the individual’s medical and occupational history was performed to prepare a
qualitative exposure assessment. The exposure assessment was evaluated against the
known outcomes in published literature to exposure to chlorinated solvents. The results
of the assessment and literature have been provided in a declaration to the court.

Case Result: Settlement in favor of plaintiff.

Case: Patrick Allen And Susan Allen, husband and wife, and Andrew Allen, a
minor, V. DESCO Corporation, et al.

Circuit Court of Brooke County, West

Virginia. Civil Action Number 04-C-W

Client: Frankovitch, Anetakis, Colantonio & Simon, Morgantown, West Virginia.

Dr. Clark performed a toxicological assessment of a family exposed to chlorinated
solvents released from the defendant’s facility into local drinking water supplies. A
review of the individual’s medical and occupational history was performed to prepare a
qualitative exposure assessment. The exposure assessment was evaluated against the
known outcomes in published literature to exposure to chlorinated solvents. The results
of the assessment and literature have been provided in a declaration to the court.

Case Result: Settlement in favor of plaintiff.

Case: Michael Fahey, Susan Fahey V. Atlantic Richfield Company, et al. United
States District Court Central District of California Civil Action Number CV-06
7109 JCL.

Client: Rose, Klein, Marias, LLP, Long Beach, California

Dr. Clark performed a toxicological assessment of an individual occupationally exposed
to refined petroleum hydrocarbons who later developed a leukogenic disease. A review
of the individual’s medical and occupational history was performed to prepare a
qualitative exposure assessment. The exposure assessment was evaluated against the
known outcomes in published literature to exposure to refined petroleum hydrocarbons.
The results of the assessment and literature have been provided in a declaration to the
court.

Case Result: Settlement in favor of plaintiff.

Case: Constance Acevedo, et al., V. California Spray-Chemical Company, et al.,
Superior Court of the State Of California, County Of Santa Cruz. Case No. CV
146344

Dr. Clark performed a comprehensive exposure assessment of community members
exposed to toxic metals from a former lead arsenate manufacturing facility. The former
manufacturing site had undergone a DTSC mandated removal action/remediation for the
presence of the toxic metals at the site. Opinions were presented regarding the elevated
levels of arsenic and lead (in attic dust and soils) found throughout the community and
the potential for harm to the plaintiffs in question.

Case Result: Settlement in favor of defendant.

Case: Michael Nawrocki V. The Coastal Corporation, Kurk Fuel Company, Pautler
Oil Service, State of New York Supreme Court, County of Erie, Index Number
I2001-11247
Client: Richard G. Berger Attorney At Law, Buffalo, New York
Dr. Clark performed a toxicological assessment of an individual occupationally exposed
to refined petroleum hydrocarbons who later developed a leukogenic disease. A review
of the individual’s medical and occupational history was performed to prepare a
qualitative exposure assessment. The exposure assessment was evaluated against the

known outcomes in published literature to exposure to refined petroleum hydrocarbons.
The results of the assessment and literature have been provided in a declaration to the
court.

Case Result: Judgement in favor of defendant.

SELECTED AIR MODELING RESEARCH/PROJECTS

Client – Confidential
Dr. Clark performed a comprehensive evaluation of criteria pollutants, air toxins, and
particulate matter emissions from a carbon black production facility to determine the
impacts on the surrounding communities. The results of the dispersion model will be
used to estimate acute and chronic exposure concentrations to multiple contaminants and
will be incorporated into a comprehensive risk evaluation.

Client – Confidential
Dr. Clark performed a comprehensive evaluation of air toxins and particulate matter
emissions from a railroad tie manufacturing facility to determine the impacts on the
surrounding communities.

The results of the dispersion model have been used to

estimate acute and chronic exposure concentrations to multiple contaminants and have
been incorporated into a comprehensive risk evaluation.

Client – Los Angeles Alliance for a New Economy (LAANE), Los Angeles,
California
Dr. Clark is advising the LAANE on air quality issues related to current flight operations
at the Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) operated by the Los Angeles World
Airport (LAWA) Authority. He is working with the LAANE and LAX staff to develop a
comprehensive strategy for meeting local community concerns over emissions from flight
operations and to engage federal agencies on the issue of local impacts of community
airports.

Client – City of Santa Monica, Santa Monica, California
Dr. Clark is advising the City of Santa Monica on air quality issues related to current
flight operations at the facility.

He is working with the City staff to develop a

comprehensive strategy for meeting local community concerns over emissions from flight
operations and to engage federal agencies on the issue of local impacts of community
airports.

Client: Omnitrans, San Bernardino, California
Dr. Clark managed a public health survey of three communities near transit fueling
facilities in San Bernardino and Montclair California in compliance with California
Senate Bill 1927. The survey included an epidemiological survey of the effected
communities, emission surveys of local businesses, dispersion modeling to determine
potential emission concentrations within the communities, and a comprehensive risk
assessment of each community. The results of the study were presented to the Governor
as mandated by Senate Bill 1927.

Client: Confidential, San Francisco, California
Summarized cancer types associated with exposure to metals and smoking. Researched
the specific types of cancers associated with exposure to metals and smoking. Provided
causation analysis of the association between cancer types and exposure for use by
non-public health professionals.

Client: Confidential, Minneapolis, Minnesota
Prepared human health risk assessment of workers exposed to VOCs from neighboring
petroleum storage/transport facility. Reviewed the systems in place for distribution of
petroleum hydrocarbons to identify chemicals of concern (COCs), prepared
comprehensive toxicological summaries of COCs, and quantified potential risks from
carcinogens and non-carcinogens to receptors at or adjacent to site. This evaluation was
used in the support of litigation.

Client – United Kingdom Environmental Agency
Dr. Clark is part of team that performed comprehensive evaluation of soil vapor intrusion
of VOCs from former landfill adjacent residences for the United Kingdom’s Environment

Agency. The evaluation included collection of liquid and soil vapor samples at site,
modeling of vapor migration using the Johnson Ettinger Vapor Intrusion model, and
calculation of site-specific health based vapor thresholds for chlorinated solvents,
aromatic hydrocarbons, and semi-volatile organic compounds.

The evaluation also

included a detailed evaluation of the use, chemical characteristics, fate and transport, and
toxicology of chemicals of concern (COC). The results of the evaluation have been used
as a briefing tool for public health professionals.

EMERGING/PERSISTENT CONTAMINANT RESEARCH/PROJECTS

Client: Ameren Services, St. Louis, Missouri
Managed the preparation of a comprehensive human health risk assessment of workers
and residents at or near an NPL site in Missouri. The former operations at the Property
included the servicing and repair of electrical transformers, which resulted in soils and
groundwater beneath the Property and adjacent land becoming impacted with PCB and
chlorinated solvent compounds. The results were submitted to U.S. EPA for evaluation
and will be used in the final ROD.

Client: City of Santa Clarita, Santa Clarita, California
Dr. Clark is managing the oversight of the characterization, remediation and development
activities of a former 1,000 acre munitions manufacturing facility for the City of Santa
Clarita. The site is impacted with a number of contaminants including perchlorate,
unexploded ordinance, and volatile organic compounds (VOCs). The site is currently
under a number of regulatory consent orders, including an Immanent and Substantial
Endangerment Order.

Dr. Clark is assisting the impacted municipality with the

development of remediation strategies, interaction with the responsible parties and
stakeholders, as well as interfacing with the regulatory agency responsible for oversight
of the site cleanup.

Client: Confidential, Los Angeles, California
Prepared comprehensive evaluation of perchlorate in environment. Dr. Clark evaluated
the production, use, chemical characteristics, fate and transport, toxicology, and
remediation of perchlorate. Perchlorates form the basis of solid rocket fuels and have
recently been detected in water supplies in the United States. The results of this research

were presented to the USEPA, National GroundWater, and ultimately published in a
recent book entitled Perchlorate in the Environment.

Client – Confidential, Los Angeles, California
Dr. Clark is performing a comprehensive review of the potential for pharmaceuticals and
their by-products to impact groundwater and surface water supplies. This evaluation will
include a review if available data on the history of pharmaceutical production in the
United States; the chemical characteristics of various pharmaceuticals; environmental
fate and transport; uptake by xenobiotics; the potential effects of pharmaceuticals on
water treatment systems; and the potential threat to public health. The results of the
evaluation may be used as a briefing tool for non-public health professionals.

PUBLIC HEALTH/TOXICOLOGY

Client: Brayton Purcell, Novato, California
Dr. Clark performed a toxicological assessment of residents exposed to methyl-tertiary
butyl ether (MTBE) from leaking underground storage tanks (LUSTs) adjacent to the
subject property. The symptomology of residents and guests of the subject property were
evaluated against the known outcomes in published literature to exposure to MTBE. The
study found that residents had been exposed to MTBE in their drinking water; that
concentrations of MTBE detected at the site were above regulatory guidelines; and, that
the symptoms and outcomes expressed by residents and guests were consistent with
symptoms and outcomes documented in published literature.
Client: Confidential, San Francisco, California
Identified and analyzed fifty years of epidemiological literature on workplace exposures
to heavy metals.

This research resulted in a summary of the types of cancer and

non-cancer diseases associated with occupational exposure to chromium as well as the
mortality and morbidity rates.
Client: Confidential, San Francisco, California
Summarized major public health research in United States. Identified major public health
research efforts within United States over last twenty years. Results were used as a
briefing tool for non-public health professionals.

Client: Confidential, San Francisco, California
Quantified the potential multi-pathway dose received by humans from a pesticide applied
indoors.

Part of team that developed exposure model and evaluated exposure

concentrations in a comprehensive report on the plausible range of doses received by a
specific person. This evaluation was used in the support of litigation.

Client: Covanta Energy, Westwood, California
Evaluated health risk from metals in biosolids applied as soil amendment on agricultural
lands. The biosolids were created at a forest waste cogeneration facility using 96% whole
tree wood chips and 4 percent green waste. Mass loading calculations were used to
estimate Cr(VI) concentrations in agricultural soils based on a maximum loading rate of
40 tons of biomass per acre of agricultural soil. The results of the study were used by the
Regulatory agency to determine that the application of biosolids did not constitute a
health risk to workers applying the biosolids or to residences near the agricultural lands.

Client – United Kingdom Environmental Agency
Oversaw a comprehensive toxicological evaluation of methyl-tertiary butyl ether (MtBE)
for the United Kingdom’s Environment Agency. The evaluation included available data
on the production, use, chemical characteristics, fate and transport, toxicology, and
remediation of MtBE. The results of the evaluation have been used as a briefing tool for
public health professionals.

Client – Confidential, Los Angeles, California
Prepared comprehensive evaluation of tertiary butyl alcohol (TBA) in municipal drinking
water system. TBA is the primary breakdown product of MtBE, and is suspected to be
the primary cause of MtBE toxicity. This evaluation will include available information
on the production, use, chemical characteristics, fate and transport in the environment,
absorption, distribution, routes of detoxification, metabolites, carcinogenic potential, and
remediation of TBA. The results of the evaluation were used as a briefing tool for nonpublic health professionals.
Client – Confidential, Los Angeles, California
Prepared comprehensive evaluation of methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) in municipal
drinking water system. MTBE is a chemical added to gasoline to increase the octane

rating and to meet Federally mandated emission criteria. The evaluation included
available data on the production, use, chemical characteristics, fate and transport,
toxicology, and remediation of MTBE. The results of the evaluation have been were
used as a briefing tool for non-public health professionals.

Client – Ministry of Environment, Lands & Parks, British Columbia
Dr. Clark assisted in the development of water quality guidelines for methyl tertiary-butyl
ether (MTBE) to protect water uses in British Columbia (BC). The water uses to be
considered includes freshwater and marine life, wildlife, industrial, and agricultural (e.g.,
irrigation and livestock watering) water uses. Guidelines from other jurisdictions for the
protection of drinking water, recreation and aesthetics were to be identified.

Client: Confidential, Los Angeles, California
Prepared physiologically based pharmacokinetic (PBPK) assessment of lead risk of
receptors at middle school built over former industrial facility. This evaluation is being
used to determine cleanup goals and will be basis for regulatory closure of site.

Client: Kaiser Venture Incorporated, Fontana, California
Prepared PBPK assessment of lead risk of receptors at a 1,100-acre former steel mill.
This evaluation was used as the basis for granting closure of the site by lead regulatory
agency.

RISK ASSESSMENTS/REMEDIAL INVESTIGATIONS

Client: Confidential, Atlanta, Georgia
Researched potential exposure and health risks to community members potentially
exposed to creosote, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, pentachlorophenol, and dioxin
compounds used at a former wood treatment facility. Prepared a comprehensive
toxicological summary of the chemicals of concern, including the chemical
characteristics, absorption, distribution, and carcinogenic potential.

Prepared risk

characterization of the carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic chemicals based on the
exposure assessment to quantify the potential risk to members of the surrounding
community. This evaluation was used to help settle class-action tort.

Client: Confidential, Escondido, California
Prepared comprehensive Preliminary Endangerment Assessment (PEA) of dense nonaqueous liquid phase hydrocarbon (chlorinated solvents) contamination at a former
printed circuit board manufacturing facility. This evaluation was used for litigation
support and may be used as the basis for reaching closure of the site with the lead
regulatory agency.

Client: Confidential, San Francisco, California
Summarized epidemiological evidence for connective tissue and autoimmune diseases for
product liability litigation. Identified epidemiological research efforts on the health
effects of medical prostheses. This research was used in a meta-analysis of the health
effects and as a briefing tool for non-public health professionals.

Client: Confidential, Bogotá, Columbia
Prepared comprehensive evaluation of the potential health risks associated with the
redevelopment of a 13.7 hectares plastic manufacturing facility in Bogotá, Colombia The
risk assessment was used as the basis for the remedial goals and closure of the site.

Client: Confidential, Los Angeles, California
Prepared comprehensive human health risk assessment of students, staff, and residents
potentially exposed to heavy metals (principally cadmium) and VOCs from soil and soil
vapor at 12-acre former crude oilfield and municipal landfill. The site is currently used
as a middle school housing approximately 3,000 children. The evaluation determined
that the site was safe for the current and future uses and was used as the basis for
regulatory closure of site.

Client: Confidential, Los Angeles, California
Managed remedial investigation (RI) of heavy metals and volatile organic chemicals
(VOCs) for a 15-acre former manufacturing facility. The RI investigation of the site
included over 800 different sampling locations and the collection of soil, soil gas, and
groundwater samples.

The site is currently used as a year round school housing

approximately 3,000 children. The Remedial Investigation was performed in a manner

that did not interrupt school activities and met the time restrictions placed on the project
by the overseeing regulatory agency. The RI Report identified the off-site source of
metals that impacted groundwater beneath the site and the sources of VOCs in soil gas
and groundwater.

The RI included a numerical model of vapor intrusion into the

buildings at the site from the vadose zone to determine exposure concentrations and an
air dispersion model of VOCs from the proposed soil vapor treatment system. The
Feasibility Study for the Site is currently being drafted and may be used as the basis for
granting closure of the site by DTSC.

Client: Confidential, Los Angeles, California
Prepared comprehensive human health risk assessment of students, staff, and residents
potentially exposed to heavy metals (principally lead), VOCs, SVOCs, and PCBs from
soil, soil vapor, and groundwater at 15-acre former manufacturing facility. The site is
currently used as a year round school housing approximately 3,000 children.

The

evaluation determined that the site was safe for the current and future uses and will be
basis for regulatory closure of site.

Client: Confidential, Los Angeles, California
Prepared comprehensive evaluation of VOC vapor intrusion into classrooms of middle
school that was former 15-acre industrial facility. Using the Johnson-Ettinger Vapor
Intrusion model, the evaluation determined acceptable soil gas concentrations at the site
that did not pose health threat to students, staff, and residents. This evaluation is being
used to determine cleanup goals and will be basis for regulatory closure of site.

Client –Dominguez Energy, Carson, California
Prepared comprehensive evaluation of the potential health risks associated with the
redevelopment of 6-acre portion of a 500-acre oil and natural gas production facility in
Carson, California. The risk assessment was used as the basis for closure of the site.

Kaiser Ventures Incorporated, Fontana, California
Prepared health risk assessment of semi-volatile organic chemicals and metals for a fiftyyear old wastewater treatment facility used at a 1,100-acre former steel mill. This
evaluation was used as the basis for granting closure of the site by lead regulatory
agency.

ANR Freight - Los Angeles, California
Prepared a comprehensive Preliminary Endangerment Assessment (PEA) of petroleum
hydrocarbon and metal contamination of a former freight depot. This evaluation was as
the basis for reaching closure of the site with lead regulatory agency.

Kaiser Ventures Incorporated, Fontana, California
Prepared comprehensive health risk assessment of semi-volatile organic chemicals and
metals for 23-acre parcel of a 1,100-acre former steel mill. The health risk assessment
was used to determine clean up goals and as the basis for granting closure of the site by
lead regulatory agency.

Air dispersion modeling using ISCST3 was performed to

determine downwind exposure point concentrations at sensitive receptors within a 1
kilometer radius of the site. The results of the health risk assessment were presented at a
public meeting sponsored by the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) in the
community potentially affected by the site.

Unocal Corporation - Los Angeles, California
Prepared comprehensive assessment of petroleum hydrocarbons and metals for a former
petroleum service station located next to sensitive population center (elementary school).
The assessment used a probabilistic approach to estimate risks to the community and was
used as the basis for granting closure of the site by lead regulatory agency.

Client: Confidential, Los Angeles, California
Managed oversight of remedial investigation most contaminated heavy metal site in
California. Lead concentrations in soil excess of 68,000,000 parts per billion (ppb) have
been measured at the site. This State Superfund Site was a former hard chrome plating
operation that operated for approximately 40-years.

Client: Confidential, San Francisco, California
Coordinator of regional monitoring program to determine background concentrations of
metals in air.

Acted as liaison with SCAQMD and CARB to perform co-location

sampling and comparison of accepted regulatory method with ASTM methodology.

Client: Confidential, San Francisco, California
Analyzed historical air monitoring data for South Coast Air Basin in Southern California
and potential health risks related to ambient concentrations of carcinogenic metals and
volatile organic compounds.

Identified and reviewed the available literature and

calculated risks from toxins in South Coast Air Basin.

IT Corporation, North Carolina
Prepared comprehensive evaluation of potential exposure of workers to air-borne VOCs
at hazardous waste storage facility under SUPERFUND cleanup decree. Assessment
used in developing health based clean-up levels.

Professional Associations
American Public Health Association (APHA)
Association for Environmental Health and Sciences (AEHS)
American Chemical Society (ACS)
California Redevelopment Association (CRA)
International Society of Environmental Forensics (ISEF)
Society of Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry (SETAC)
Publications and Presentations:
Books and Book Chapters
Sullivan, P., J.J. J. Clark, F.J. Agardy, and P.E. Rosenfeld. (2007). Synthetic Toxins In
The Food, Water and Air of American Cities. Elsevier, Inc. Burlington, MA.
Sullivan, P. and J.J. J. Clark. 2006. Choosing Safer Foods, A Guide To Minimizing
Synthetic Chemicals In Your Diet. Elsevier, Inc. Burlington, MA.
Sullivan, P., Agardy, F.J., and J.J.J. Clark. 2005. The Environmental Science of
Drinking Water. Elsevier, Inc. Burlington, MA.
Sullivan, P.J., Agardy, F.J., Clark, J.J.J. 2002. America’s Threatened Drinking Water:
Hazards and Solutions. Trafford Publishing, Victoria B.C.
Clark, J.J.J. 2001. “TBA: Chemical Properties, Production & Use, Fate and Transport,
Toxicology, Detection in Groundwater, and Regulatory Standards” in Oxygenates in
the Environment. Art Diaz, Ed.. Oxford University Press: New York.
Clark, J.J.J. 2000. “Toxicology of Perchlorate” in Perchlorate in the Environment.
Edward Urbansky, Ed. Kluwer/Plenum: New York.
Clark, J.J.J.

1995.

Probabilistic Forecasting of Volatile Organic Compound

Concentrations At The Soil Surface From Contaminated Groundwater. UMI.

Baker, J.; Clark, J.J.J.; Stanford, J.T.
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Ex Situ Remediation of Diesel
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Journal and Proceeding Articles
Tam L. K.., Wu C. D., Clark J. J. and Rosenfeld, P.E. (2008) A Statistical Analysis Of
Attic Dust And Blood Lipid Concentrations Of Tetrachloro-p-Dibenzodioxin
(TCDD) Toxicity Equialency Quotients (TEQ) In Two Populations Near Wood
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Tam L. K.., Wu C. D., Clark J. J. and Rosenfeld, P.E. (2008) Methods For Collect
Samples For Assessing Dioxins And Other Environmental Contaminants In Attic
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Hensley A.R., Scott, A., Rosenfeld P.E., Clark, J.J.J. (2007). “Attic Dust And Human
Blood Samples Collected Near A Former Wood Treatment Facility.” Environmental
Research. 105:194-199.
Rosenfeld, P.E., Clark, J. J., Hensley, A.R., and Suffet, I.H. 2007. “The Use Of An
Odor Wheel Classification For The Evaluation of Human Health Risk Criteria For
Compost Facilities” Water Science & Technology. 55(5): 345-357.
Hensley A.R., Scott, A., Rosenfeld P.E., Clark, J.J.J. 2006. “Dioxin Containing Attic
Dust And Human Blood Samples Collected Near A Former Wood Treatment
Facility.” The 26th International Symposium on Halogenated Persistent Organic
Pollutants – DIOXIN2006, August 21 – 25, 2006. Radisson SAS Scandinavia Hotel
in Oslo Norway.
Rosenfeld, P.E., Clark, J. J. and Suffet, I.H. 2005. “The Value Of An Odor Quality
Classification Scheme For Compost Facility Evaluations” The U.S. Composting
Council’s 13th Annual Conference January 23 - 26, 2005, Crowne Plaza Riverwalk,
San Antonio, TX.
Rosenfeld, P.E., Clark, J. J. and Suffet, I.H. 2004. “The Value Of An Odor Quality
Classification Scheme For Urban Odor” WEFTEC 2004. 77th Annual Technical
Exhibition & Conference October 2 - 6, 2004, Ernest N. Morial Convention Center,
New Orleans, Louisiana.
Clark, J.J.J. 2003. “Manufacturing, Use, Regulation, and Occurrence of a Known
Endocrine Disrupting Chemical (EDC), 2,4-Dichlorophnoxyacetic Acid (2,4-D) in
California Drinking Water Supplies.” National Groundwater Association Southwest
Focus Conference: Water Supply and Emerging Contaminants. Minneapolis, MN.
March 20, 2003.

Rosenfeld, P. and J.J.J. Clark.

2003.

“Understanding Historical Use, Chemical

Properties, Toxicity, and Regulatory Guidance” National Groundwater Association
Southwest Focus Conference: Water Supply and Emerging Contaminants. Phoenix,
AZ. February 21, 2003.
Clark, J.J.J., Brown A. 1999.

Perchlorate Contamination: Fate in the Environment

and Treatment Options. In Situ and On-Site Bioremediation, Fifth International
Symposium. San Diego, CA, April, 1999.
Clark, J.J.J. 1998. Health Effects of Perchlorate and the New Reference Dose (RfD).
Proceedings From the Groundwater Resource Association Seventh Annual Meeting,
Walnut Creek, CA, October 23, 1998.
Browne, T., Clark, J.J.J. 1998. Treatment Options For Perchlorate In Drinking Water.
Proceedings From the Groundwater Resource Association Seventh Annual Meeting,
Walnut Creek, CA, October 23, 1998.
Clark, J.J.J., Brown, A., Rodriguez, R. 1998. The Public Health Implications of MtBE
and Perchlorate in Water:

Risk Management Decisions for Water Purveyors.

Proceedings of the National Ground Water Association, Anaheim, CA, June 3-4,
1998.
Clark J.J.J., Brown, A., Ulrey, A. 1997. Impacts of Perchlorate On Drinking Water In
The Western United States. U.S. EPA Symposium on Biological and Chemical
Reduction of Chlorate and Perchlorate, Cincinnati, OH, December 5, 1997.
Clark, J.J.J.; Corbett, G.E.; Kerger, B.D.; Finley, B.L.; Paustenbach, D.J.
Dermal Uptake of Hexavalent Chromium In Human Volunteers:

1996.

Measures of

Systemic Uptake From Immersion in Water At 22 PPM. Toxicologist. 30(1):14.
Dodge, D.G.; Clark, J.J.J.; Kerger, B.D.; Richter, R.O.; Finley, B.L.; Paustenbach, D.J.
1996. Assessment of Airborne Hexavalent Chromium In The Home Following Use
of Contaminated Tapwater. Toxicologist. 30(1):117-118.
Paulo, M.T.; Gong, H., Jr.; Clark, J.J.J.

(1992).

Effects of Pretreatment with

Ipratroprium Bromide in COPD Patients Exposed to Ozone. American Review of
Respiratory Disease. 145(4):A96.
Harber, P.H.; Gong, H., Jr.; Lachenbruch, A.; Clark, J.; Hsu, P. (1992). Respiratory
Pattern Effect of Acute Sulfur Dioxide Exposure in Asthmatics. American Review
of Respiratory Disease. 145(4):A88.
McManus, M.S.; Gong, H., Jr.; Clements, P.; Clark, J.J.J.

(1991).
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Response of Patients With Interstitial Lung Disease To Inhaled Ozone. American
Review of Respiratory Disease. 143(4):A91.
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nmarshall@smartmobility.com
September 14, 2021
Kevin T. Carmichael
Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo
520 Capitol Mall, Suite 350
Sacramento, CA 95814
Subject:

Comments on Barton Road Logistics Center

Dear Mr. Carmichael,
I have reviewed trip generation, vehicle miles traveled (VMT) impacts and GHG impacts of the Barton
Road Logistics Center Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) and Final Environmental Impact
Statement (FEIR). I make the following findings:
1) The DEIR concludes that “the project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact
related to VMT. The project should mitigate at least some of these impacts.
2) Excluding heavy trucks from VMT analysis subverts SB 743
3) The project’s GHG emissions are mischaracterized.
4) Trip generation should be recalculated using rates at least as high as those recommended by the
SCAQMD in their review, and the DEIR traffic analyses should be redone with these higher rates.
5) The 40-mile average trip length assumed for heavy vehicles likely understates the true average
distance of truck trips in this location causing underestimates of VMT and GHG in the EIR.
6) FEIR Mitigation Measure MM GHG-1 is based on the incorrect GHG emissions calculations and is
insufficient mitigation.

1

Significant VMT Impact Not Mitigated
The DEIR concludes that “the project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to
VMT (ES-3). It quantifies this impact as being 24.5 percent above the City’s threshold for VMT per
employee (Table 3.11-23, p. 3-11-38).
The DEIR discusses seven potential VMT reduction strategies, most of which target commute VMT (p. 311-38 – 3-11-40). The DEIR concludes that reductions of only about 3 percent would be feasible (p. 3-1140). It uses this conclusion to claim that “No feasible mitigation is available” (p. ES-19)
The rationale for estimating such low potential VMT mitigation is that the project developer will not
occupy the buildings. For example, regarding ride-sharing programs, the DEIR references potential
reduction of 1 to 15 percent from CAPCOA, but then assumes the lowest value, stating:
The effectiveness … depends on the ultimate building tenants(s) and is a factor in
considering any potential VMT reduction. As the future building tenant(s) are unknown,
the low range of 1.0 percent reduction in project VMT may be achieved through this
measure. (p. 3-11-40)
Offsetting 24.5 percent excess VMT would require a 20 percent reduction in VMT. If a ride-sharing
program alone could reduce VMT by up to 15 percent, it is possible that a combination of strategies
could result in the necessary reduction of 20 percent. However, any reduction in VMT towards the
threshold is desirable. Even if the mitigation cannot avoid a significant impact, the project still should
commit to VMT-reduction strategies that would be enforceable on the building tenant(s).
Furthermore, the more employers that support these VMT reduction programs, the stronger these
programs will be, and the regional benefit of participating may be greater than just the onsite VMT
reductions. For example, a vanpool could include some employees working at the Barton Road Logistics
Center and others working nearby. IE Commuter, a program of the San Bernardino County
Transportation Authority in partnership with the Riverside County Transportation Commission, offers a
full range of services to help employers set up and manage VMT reduction programs. 1

Excluding Heavy Trucks from VMT Analysis Subverts SB 743
The FEIR justifies excluding heavy trucks from the SB 743 VMT analysis by citing the City of Colton VMT
Guidelines (FEIR p. 58 of 436). The City of Colton VMT Guidelines justify excluding heavy trucks from SB
743 VMT analyses by citing a passage from the Office of Policy Research Technical Advisory on
Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA. This passage is interpreted that the decision whether to
include heavy trucks in VMT analyses is at the discretion of the jurisdiction.
However, the passage cited references a proposed Section 15064.3 that has never been added to the
Code. The California Code Section 15064.3 has no such exemption for heavy truck VMT. In fact, it does
not include the word “truck” at all. The phrase “vehicle miles traveled” appears ten times and is never
qualified as only including certain classes of vehicles.
The FEIR cites language from the City of Colton VMT Guidelines that demonstrate that the exclusion of
heavy trucks subverts SB 743. The Colton Guidelines state: “As the primary developments planned for
the City of Colton consist of warehouses, distribution and logistics centers serving mainly heavy-duty
1

https://www.iecommuter.org/rp2/home/EmployerSupport
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trucks, exemptions have been made for these development types.” (FEIR, p. 58 of 436) The Colton City
Guidelines state that because primary VMT impacts in the City of Colton are from heavy trucks, these
impacts should be ignored. This subverts both the intent and letter of SB 743.

GHG Impacts Are Mischaracterized
The DEIR cites a 10,000 MT CO2e threshold for determining whether there is a significant GHG impact:
As the proposed project is being evaluated as an industrial land use throughout this
Draft Focused EIR, the SCAQMD’s draft local agency threshold for industrial uses of
10,000 MT CO2e per year is utilized to determine whether the proposed project would
have a significant impact with respect to the generation of GHG emissions. (p. 3.6-26)
The DEIR summarizes GHG emissions in Table 3.6-e (p. 3.6-27 – 3.6-28) reproduced below.

As shown in the table, the DEIR analyzes two separate components of mobile emissions – passenger
vehicles and trucks.
The DEIR estimates daily trip generation of 1130 passenger vehicles and 218 trucks per day, with 62
percent of trucks as heavy 4±-axle trucks. (Table 3.11-9, p. 3.11-16)
Figure 1 reproduces part of the CalEEMod output for the truck component Figure 2 reproduces the same
material for the passenger vehicle component.
The DEIR CalEEMod GHG output for the truck component matches the figure of 4,057 MT in DEIR Table
3.6-3. However, the output for the passenger car component is 8,090 MT which is over 10 times as great
as reported in the DEIR.
3

Figure 1: DEIR CalEEMod output for Mobile Truck Emissions (Appendix B, p. 419 of 718).

4

Figure 2: DEIR CalEEMod output for Mobile Passenger Vehicle Emissions (Appendix B, p. 402 of 718).
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Replacing the passenger vehicle value of 873 MT with the number of 8,920 increases the total to 15,791
MT CO2e per year, which is much greater than the significance threshold of 10,000 MT per year.
However, it appears that both the number reported in DEIR Table 3.6-3 (873 MT) and the number in the
CalEEMod output from Appendix B, p. 402 of 718 (8920 MT) are wrong. When I reran CalEEMod with
the DEIR assumptions for trip rate and fleet mix, the output number was 1446 MT. Similarly, SWAPE
reran CalEEMod, and the output number was 1500 MT (FEIR, p. 236 of 436). Therefore, the EIR
underestimates mobile GHG emissions and should be corrected.

Trip Generation Is Likely Significantly Underestimated
The DEIR estimated trip generation using the Trip Generation Manual category: “High-Cube Transload
and Short-Term Storage Warehouse.” (FEIR Appendix J, Table 4-1, p. 61) The Trip Generation Manual
(10th Edition) 2 states:
A high-cube warehouse (HCW) is a building that typically has at least 200,000 gross
square feet of floor area, has a ceiling height of 24 feet or more, and is used primarily
for the storage and/or consolidation of manufactured goods (and to a lesser extent, raw
materials) prior to their distribution to retail locations or other warehouses. A typical
HCW has a high level of on-site automation and logistics management. The automation
and logistics enable highly efficient processing of goods through the HCS.
The Trip Generation Manual presents trip generation rates for five types of high-cube warehouses:
High-Cube Transload and Short-Term Storage Warehouse (154) – Transload facilities
have a primary function of consolidation and distribution of pallet loads (or larger) for
manufacturer, wholesalers, or retailer. Short-term HCWs are high-efficiency distribution
facilities often with custom/special features built into structure for movement of large
volumes of freight with only short-term storage of projects.
High-Cube Fulfillment Center Warehouse (155) – characterized by a significant storage
function and direct distribution of ecommerce product to end users
o A) Non-sort
o B) Sort
High-Cube Parcel Hub Warehouse (156) – typically serve as regional and local freightforwarder facilities for time sensitive shipments via airfreight and ground carriers
High-Cube Cold Storage Warehouse (157) – facilities typified by temperature-controlled
environments for frozen food or other perishable products.
As shown if Figure 3, the trip generation rate per 1,000 square feet of high-cube warehouse varies
significantly across these types. The DEIR used the category with the lowest trip rate.

2

Institute of Transportation Engineers (2020).
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Figure 3: Weekday Daily Trips for Different Types of High-Cube Warehouses
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Source: Trip Generation Manual 10th edition
No justification is given for the choice to use the lowest trip generation category. In fact, it appears that
the category is unknown now. The DEIR uses general language that could cover any of the categories:
Develop highly functional and efficient industrial buildings in close proximity to the I-215
Freeway that would be planed into inventory and service of the Southern California
supply chain and goods movement network. Replace existing outdated facilities with
more modern, high-cube and energy-efficient facilities. (p. ES-2 and repeated on p. 2-11
and p. 5.2)
Within each category, there is a wide range of trip generation rates across different facilities. Figure 4
shows the range for the category used in the DEIR – High-Cube Transload and Short-term Storage
Warehouse. Whereas the DEIR estimates that the proposed project will result in 1,348 trips per day for
960,000 square feet of warehouse (App. J Table 4-1, p. 61), the data indicate that up to twice the
number trips per day or even more is possible.

7

Figure 4: Square Feet Per Employee – Trip Generation Manual Estimates and Project 3
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In its review of the proposed project, the South Coast Air Quality Management District
recommends:
The use of truck trip rates from the Institute of transportation Engineers OITE) for high
cube warehouse projects located in South Coast AQMD (i.e. 1.68 average daily vehicle
trips per 1,000 square feet and 0.64 average daily truck trips per 1,000 square feet). 4
I concur with this recommendation. Relative to the rates used in the DEIR, the total
recommended rate is 20 percent higher, but the truck rate is 186 percent higher. This large
increase in truck trips would have a significant impact on the traffic analyses which should be
redone with the SCAQMD-recommended rates.

EIR Underestimates Average Truck Trip Length for Heavy Trucks
The 40-mile average trip length assumed for heavy vehicles likely understates the true average distance
of truck trips in this location that more distant that that from major freight facilities including the Port of
Los Angeles (about 70 miles) and the BNSF Intermodal Site in Lose Angeles (about 60 miles). This
underestimate causes the EIR to underestimate both VMT and GHG impacts of the proposed project.

Mitigation Measure MM GHG-1 is Insufficient
There were multiple DEIR comments that a 3,000 MT per year threshold was applicable to this project
rather than the 10,000 MT per year threshold used. In response, the FEIR added Mitigation Measure
MM GHG 1 to purchase carbon offsets to close the gap between the asserted 7,744 MT and a 3,000 MT
threshold. However, as documented in the previous section, the asserted 7,744 MT does not match the
CalEEMod outputs presented in the DEIR or correctly calculated GHG emissions for passenger vehicles.
In addition, properly applying a higher trip generation rate and a longer average distance for heavy
trucks would add additional GHG. Therefore, the offset in Mitigation Measure MM GHG-1 must be
increased to offset the true excess emissions above a 3,000 MT threshold.

Sincerely,

Norman L. Marshall

3

The Trip Generation Manual gives average trip generation rates per 1,000 square feet and average trip
generation rates per employee. Square feet per employee is calculated by dividing these rates.
4
Sun, Liijin, Program Supervisor, CEQA IGR, South Coast Air Quality Management District. Letter re Notice of
Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Barton Road Logistics Center, March 10,
2020.
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Bachelor of Science in Mathematics, Worcester Polytechnic Institute, Worcester, MA, 1977
PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE: (33 Years, 19 at Smart Mobility, Inc.)
Norm Marshall helped found Smart Mobility, Inc. in 2001. Prior to this, he was at RSG for 14 years where he
developed a national practice in travel demand modeling. He specializes in analyzing the relationships between
the built environment and travel behavior and doing planning that coordinates multi-modal transportation with
land use and community needs.
Regional Land Use/Transportation Scenario Planning
Portland Area Comprehensive Transportation System (PACTS) – the Portland Maine Metropolitan Planning
Organization. Updating regional travel demand model with new data (including AirSage), adding a truck model,
and multiclass assignment including differentiation between cash toll and transponder payments.
Loudoun County Virginia Dynamic Traffic Assignment – Enhanced subarea travel demand model to include
Dynamic Traffic Assignment (Cube). Model being used to better understand impacts of roadway expansion on
induced travel.
Vermont Agency of Transportation-Enhanced statewide travel demand model to evaluate travel impacts of
closures and delays resulting from severe storm events. Model uses innovate Monte Carlo simulations process
to account for combinations of failures.
California Air Resources Board – Led team including the University of California in $250k project that reviewed
the ability of the new generation of regional activity-based models and land use models to accurately account
for greenhouse gas emissions from alternative scenarios including more compact walkable land use and
roadway pricing. This work included hands-on testing of the most complex travel demand models in use in the
U.S. today.
Climate Plan (California statewide) – Assisted large coalition of groups in reviewing and participating in the
target setting process required by Senate Bill 375 and administered by the California Air Resources Board to
reduce future greenhouse gas emissions through land use measures and other regional initiatives.
Chittenden County (2060 Land use and Transportation Vision Burlington Vermont region) – led extensive public
visioning project as part of MPO’s long-range transportation plan update.
Flagstaff Metropolitan Planning Organization – Implemented walk, transit and bike models within regional travel
demand model. The bike model includes skimming bike networks including on-road and off-road bicycle facilities
with a bike level of service established for each segment.
Chicago Metropolis Plan and Chicago Metropolis Freight Plan (6-county region)— developed alternative
transportation scenarios, made enhancements in the regional travel demand model, and used the enhanced
10

model to evaluate alternative scenarios including development of alternative regional transit concepts.
Developed multi-class assignment model and used it to analyze freight alternatives including congestion pricing
and other peak shifting strategies.
Municipal Planning
City of Grand Rapids – Michigan Street Corridor – developed peak period subarea model including nonmotorized trips based on urban form. Model is being used to develop traffic volumes for several alternatives
that are being additional analyzed using the City’s Synchro model
City of Omaha - Modified regional travel demand model to properly account for non-motorized trips, transit
trips and shorter auto trips that would result from more compact mixed-use development. Scenarios with
different roadway, transit, and land use alternatives were modeled.
City of Dublin (Columbus region) – Modified regional travel demand model to properly account for nonmotorized trips and shorter auto trips that would result from more compact mixed-use development. The model
was applied in analyses for a new downtown to be constructed in the Bridge Street corridor on both sides of an
historic village center.
City of Portland, Maine – Implemented model improvements that better account for non-motorized trips and
interactions between land use and transportation and applied the enhanced model to two subarea studies.
City of Honolulu – Kaka’ako Transit Oriented Development (TOD) – applied regional travel demand model in
estimating impacts of proposed TOD including estimating internal trip capture.
City of Burlington (Vermont) Transportation Plan – Led team that developing Transportation Plan focused on
supporting increased population and employment without increases in traffic by focusing investments and
policies on transit, walking, biking and Transportation Demand Management.
Transit Planning
Regional Transportation Authority (Chicago) and Chicago Metropolis 2020 – evaluated alternative 2020 and
2030 system-wide transit scenarios including deterioration and enhance/expand under alternative land use and
energy pricing assumptions in support of initiatives for increased public funding.
Capital Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Austin, TX) Transit Vision – analyzed the regional effects of
implementing the transit vision in concert with an aggressive transit-oriented development plan developed by
Calthorpe Associates. Transit vision includes commuter rail and BRT.
Bus Rapid Transit for Northern Virginia HOT Lanes (Breakthrough Technologies, Inc and Environmental Defense.)
– analyzed alternative Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) strategies for proposed privately-developing High Occupancy Toll
lanes on I-95 and I-495 (Capital Beltway) including different service alternatives (point-to-point services, trunk
lines intersecting connecting routes at in-line stations, and hybrid).
Roadway Corridor Planning
I-30 Little Rock Arkansas – Developed enhanced version of regional travel demand model that integrates
TransCAD with open source Dynamic Traffic Assignment (DTA) software, and used to model I-30 alternatives.
Freeway bottlenecks are modeled much more accurately than in the base TransCAD model.
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South Evacuation Lifeline (SELL) – In work for the South Carolina Coastal Conservation League, used Dynamic
Travel Assignment (DTA) to estimate evaluation times with different transportation alternatives in coastal South
Caroline including a new proposed freeway.
Hudson River Crossing Study (Capital District Transportation Committee and NYSDOT) – Analyzing long term
capacity needs for Hudson River bridges which a special focus on the I-90 Patroon Island Bridge where a
microsimulation VISSIM model was developed and applied.
PUBLICATIONS AND PRESENTATIONS (partial list)
DTA Love: Co-leader of workshop on Dynamic Traffic Assignment at the June 2019 Transportation Research
Board Planning Applications Conference.
Forecasting the Impossible: The Status Quo of Estimating Traffic Flows with Static Traffic Assignment and the
Future of Dynamic Traffic Assignment. Research in Transportation Business and Management 2018.
Assessing Freeway Expansion Projects with Regional Dynamic Traffic Assignment. Presented at the August 2018
Transportation Research Board Tools of the Trade Conference on Transportation Planning for Small and Medium
Sized Communities.
Vermont Statewide Resilience Modeling. With Joseph Segale, James Sullivan and Roy Schiff. Presented at the
May 2017 Transportation Research Board Planning Applications Conference.
Assessing Freeway Expansion Projects with Regional Dynamic Traffic Assignment. Presented at the May 2017
Transportation Research Board Planning Applications Conference.
Pre-Destination Choice Walk Mode Choice Modeling. Presented at the May 2017 Transportation Research Board
Planning Applications Conference.
A Statistical Model of Regional Traffic Congestion in the United States, presented at the 2016 Annual Meeting of
the Transportation Research Board.
MEMBERSHIPS/AFFILIATIONS
Associate Member, Transportation Research Board (TRB)
Member and Co-Leader Project for Transportation Modeling Reform, Congress for the New Urbanism (CNU)

12

ATTACHMENT D

September 10, 2021

Mr. Kevin T. Carmichael
Attorney
Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo
520 Capitol Mall, Suite 350
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: REVIEW WATER RESOURCES CONDITIONS RELEVANT TO THE FINAL
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, PROPOSED BARTON ROAD LOGISTICS CENTER
Dear Mr. Carmichael:
This letter is provided to summarize the findings of my review of Section 3.13 of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) and Section 2 of the Final Environmental Impact Report
(FEIR) for the Barton Road Logistics Center, City of Colton (City), San Bernardino County,
California (Proposed Project), and publicly available documents related to the findings of impacts
to groundwater and surface water described in the DEIR. My review focused specifically on
potential impacts to groundwater levels (storage) due to the proposed consumptive water use and
changes in storm water runoff as evaluated and described in the DEIR. I have not performed any
independent calculations. I do present a summary and interpretation of the calculations and
analyses either presented in the DEIR or in documents referenced in the DEIR upon which the
findings of impacts to water resources were based. The values, analyses, and calculations described
in the FEIR supporting those findings are the same as those described in the DEIR, unless otherwise
stated.

SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION
The information presented in this letter is largely drawn from the following reports:
1. The DEIR, specifically Section 3.13 (First Carbon Solutions, 2021)
2. Appendix L of the DEIR (Thienes Engineering, 2021)
3. The FEIR dated August 13, 2021, specifically Section 2: Responses to Written Comments (First
Carbon Solutions, 2021)
4. Appendix N – Water Supply Assessment of the FEIR
5. The 2015 San Bernardino Valley Regional Urban Water Management Plan (2015-UWMP) –
Amended June 2017 (Water Systems Consulting Inc [WSC], 2017)
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6. The 2020 Upper Santa Ana River Watershed Integrated Regional Urban Water Management
Plan, Part-1 (2020-IRUWMP-1) (Water Systems Consulting Inc and Woodard & Curran, 2021)
7. The 2020 Upper Santa Ana River Watershed Integrated Regional Urban Water Management
Plan, Part-2 (2020-IRUWMP-2) (WSC, 2021)
8. Historical groundwater level data from monitoring wells (U.S. Geological Survey [USGS], 2021a
through g)

CONSUMPTIVE WATER USE
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)/Final Environmental Impact
Report (FEIR) Finding
The DEIR specifies that the Proposed Project will have a total consumptive use of 64,803 gallons per
day (GPD 1), which equals 72.6 acre-feet per year. 2 The DEIR further specifies that though there
may be some existing consumptive use at the Proposed Project site, that the 64,803 GPD was
considered to be a new water use for the purposes of assessment. The DEIR specified the project’s
consumptive use as a less than significant impact to local water resources based on comparisons of
projected supply and demand for the City described by the 2015-UWMP. 3
The projected total consumptive use for the Proposed Project was revised in the FEIR, from 64,803
GPD to 14,413 GPD. 4 The FEIR described the value listed in the DEIR (64,803 GPD) as an overly
conservative estimate because the value fails to account for water demand from the existing
structures and active uses.4 The FEIR references a Water Supply Assessment (WSA) that was
performed to satisfy the requirements of California Water Code Section 10910 (Senate Bill 610) for
the Barton Road Logistics Center. 5 The WSA provides a smaller estimate of the projected water
demand for the project, 14,413 GPD as an average daily demand and 21,620 GPD as a maximum
daily demand, which were calculated on the basis of square footage at a rate of 0.015 GPD per
square-foot of building space. 6 The FEIR states the lower estimate of net increase in consumption
for the Proposed Project by subtracting the water demands for the existing buildings to be

Section 3.13.6, p. 3.13-11, pdf page 435 of the DEIR
Acre-feet per year = GPD x 365 (days per year) / 325,851 (gallons per acre-foot)
3 Table 3.13-4, p. 3.13-14, pdf page 438 of the DEIR
4 Pdf-page 176 of the FEIR, Response to ABJC-3-6
5 Appendix N – Water Supply Assessment of the FEIR
6 Pdf-page 8 of Appendix N – Water Supply Assessment of the FEIR
1
2
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demolished from the estimate listed in the WSA. Using that approach, the FEIR states that the net
increase in water demand from the City will be 4,521 gpd or 5.1 acre-feet per year. 7

City of Colton (City) - Supply and Demand
The proposed consumptive use will be supplied by the City who, based on a comparison of their
published service area boundaries, appear to have expanded their service area to include the
Proposed Project site (Figures 1 and 2). The City currently derives 100% of its water from
groundwater pumped from three aquifer basins: Bunker Hill (part of the San Bernardino Basin), the
Rialto-Colton, and the Riverside-Arlington (described as the Riverside-North Basin in the 2015UWMP). Actual groundwater consumption increased between 2015 and 2020 by 236 acre-feet
(210,687 GPD), which is a 2.6% increase over the five-year period. 8 Compared to the 2020 value,
groundwater consumption is projected to increase by approximately 6% by 2025 and by 23% by
2045 9. Projected demand for years 2025 through 2040 has, however, decreased by between 20% and
25%, 10 as reported by the 2015-UWMP and 2020-IRUWMP, respectively. The City, in the 2020IRUWMP, attributes this reduction to conservation measures and slower than projected population
growth in the region. The City met its per-capita water use target for 2020, which was defined as
205 gallons per capita per day (GPCD) in the 2015-UWMP, with a stated value of 177. 11
In the 2020-IRUWMP, projected groundwater supply is a function of projected demand wherein
projected supplies are defined as 115% of the projected demand for each of the listed years out to
2045 thereby establishing a 15% reliability factor. 12 In the 2015-UWMP, projected groundwater
supplies range from approximately 9% to 0% more than projected demands for the listed years out
to 2040. In all cases, the City’s projected groundwater supplies are lower in the 2020-IRUWMP-2
than in the 2015-UWMP by between 14% and 16%. 13 Compared to the 2020 actual water supply, the
City projects that their water supply will increase by 21% in 2025 and by 42% in 2045 where the
increased supply is projected to come from a combination of increased pumping from the Bunker

Pdf-pages 176-177 of the FEIR
Table 2-8, p. 2-12, pdf page 17 of the 2020-IRUWMP-2; Table 13-10, p. 13-10, pdf page 302 of the 2015-UWMP
9 Table 2-12, p. 2-15, pdf page 20 of the 2020-IRUWMP-2
10 Table 2-13, p. 2-16, pdf page 21 of the 2020-IRUWMP-2; Table 13-20, p. 13-22, pdf page 315 of the 2015UWMP
11 Table 2-7, p. 2-10, pdf page 15 of the 2020-IRUWMP-2
12 Table 2-12, p. 2-15, pdf page 20 of the 2020-IRUWMP-2
13 Table 2-13, p. 2-16, pdf page 21 of the 2020-IRUWMP-2; Table 13-20, p. 13-22, pdf page 315 of the 2015UWMP
7
8
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Hill aquifer basin and new and increasing amounts of purchased or imported water from the State
Water Project.12
The City lists decreasing per capita water demand as a significant achievement in the 2015-UWMP
and the 2020-IRUWMP. However, the City’s GPCD increased by 1.1% between 2015 and 2020,
from 175 to 177 GPCD indicating that continued lowering of the GPCD will be increasingly
difficult. Their stated targets for 2040, will require a lower GPCD than was reported for 2020 in the
2020-IRUWMP-2. Key values upon which the City’s reported and projected GPCD values were
based are listed in Exhibit 1 below.
Exhibit 1. Actual and Predicted Population and Groundwater Consumption for the City of Colton, California
Groundwater Consumption
Year

Population Served

(acre-feet)

(million gallons
per day)

Target GPCD

Actual GPCD

2015

45,496

9,008

8.04

230

175

2020

46,525 (+2.3%)

9,244 (+2.6%)

8.25

205

177

2040

56,629 (+21.7%)

11,097
(+20.1%)

9.91

175

-

Sources: 2015-UWMP and 2020-IRUWMP-2

The City recognizes that increased demand into the future will have to be met by increased
purchases of imported water. Sources of the City’s groundwater supply in 2020 and for the
predicted supplies in 2025 and 2040 are listed in Exhibit 2 below.
Exhibit 2. Sources of Water Supplies for the City of Colton, California
Existing and Projected Supplies (acre-feet per year)
Groundwater Extraction by Aquifer Basin
Year

Bunker Hill

Rialto-Colton

Riverside-Arlington

Imports from State
Water Plan

Total

2020

2,623

2,899

3,722

0

9,244

2025

4,425

2,800

3,800

197

11,222

2040

5,784

2,801

3,800

377

12,762

Source: 2020-IRUWMP-2
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Regulatory Control
The City’s groundwater supply is subject to regulatory controls on the magnitude of groundwater
extracted from the three aquifer basins specified by the Western Judgement (Superior Court County
of Riverside, 1963). 14
The magnitude of groundwater extracted from the Bunker Hill aquifer basin is controlled by the
allocation of the safe yield for the larger San Bernardino Basin to non-plaintiffs (including the City)
specified by the Western Judgment, which amounts to 64,862 acre-feet per year.14 There is no
specified maximum extraction but the non-plaintiffs are required to provide replenishment water
(artificial recharge) whenever the cumulative extractions exceed the safe yield. 14 Credits are earned
when cumulative extractions are less than the safe yield and debits are tallied when cumulative
extractions are greater than the safe yield.14 Up to 2020, the cumulative extractions have been less
than the cumulative safe yield so the non-plaintiffs have never been required to recharge the
basin.14
Limits on groundwater extractions from the Rialto-Colton and Riverside-Arlington aquifer basins
are determined by groundwater levels in three index wells: Duncan Well, Willow Street Well, and
Boyd Well (Figure 1). 15 When the average of the groundwater levels in those wells falls below
1,002.3 feet relative to mean sea level (msl) but is above 969.7 feet msl, the City is limited to
3,900 acre-feet from the Rialto-Colton aquifer basin.15 When groundwater levels in those wells fall
below 969.7 feet msl, all parties are required to reduce groundwater extractions by 1% per foot
below 969.7 feet msl not to exceed a 50% reduction.15 When groundwater levels in those wells fall
below 822.04 feet msl, the City will be required to recharge both the Rialto-Colton and RiversideArlington aquifer basins.15 As long as groundwater levels in the three index wells remain above
822.04 feet msl, there is no specified limit on extractions from the Riverside-Arlington aquifer
basin.15

Groundwater Levels
Groundwater levels in the three specified index wells were not reported in either the 2020IRUWMP or the 2015-UWMP nor were searchable well names for the historical groundwater level
records publicly available through the USGS. A survey of historical records from 25 wells
surrounding the published locations for the three index wells was performed to evaluate the
sustainability of present and projected groundwater pumping. Sustainable would be indicated by

14
15

Section 3.3.1, p. 3-20, pdf page 88 of the 2020-IRUWMP-1
Sections 3.3.2 and 3.3.3, p. 3-21 – 3-25, pdf pages 89-93, 2020-IRUWMP-1
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either stable groundwater levels over time (no declines in groundwater levels) or oscillations above
and below a particular elevation.
Of 25 surveyed wells, five were located close to the “Duncan” index well (Figure 3a), four were
located close to the “Willow Street” index well (Figure 3b), and five were located close to “Boyd”
index well (Figure 4a). Groundwater levels in all 14 of these wells are currently below the 969.7 feet
msl threshold but above the 822.04 feet msl threshold.
Except for minor upward inflections across short time periods, groundwater levels in all 14 of the
wells proximal to the index well locations have been consistently declining since 2008. Some
indication of flattening in the downward trend is evident in the four wells proximal to the “Boyd”
index well after approximately 2020 (Figure 7a). The remaining ten wells near the “Duncan” and
“Willow Street” index wells display no indication of flattening in the downward trends even over
the most recent three years (Figure 6).
Hydrographs for 11 additional wells completed within the Rialto-Colton aquifer basin northwest of
the City (Figure 1) reveal similar downward trends in groundwater levels since 1997 (Figures 7b
and 8). Some indication of flattening in the downward trend is evident in the hydrographs for 8 of
the 11 wells after approximately late 2019 (Figures 7b and 8). The remaining three wells display no
indication of flattening in the downward trends even over the most recent three years (Figure 8a).

Evaluation of DEIR/FEIR Finding
The DEIR and FEIR finding of less than significant impact to local water resources was based solely
on the projected surplus of available groundwater supplies during a three-year dry period as
presented in the 2015-UWMP. Those projections, as well as the updated projections of surplus
supply during a five-year dry period presented in the 2020-IRUWMP, are based on an assumed
ability to secure more water from a combination of the three aquifer basins and imports from the
State Water Plan such that 110% of the projected increased demand can be met. 16 Neither the 2020IRUWMP or the 2015-UWMP presented data that demonstrates that assumption to be reasonable.
The City’s strategy relies on meeting increased demands with progressively larger extractions from
the Bunker Hill aquifer basin, which isn’t regulated by a specified groundwater level, and
progressively larger imports from the State Water Plan. 17

16
17

Section 2.5.3, p. 2-18 – 2021, pdf pages 23-26, 2020-IRUWMP-2
Table 2-12, p. 2-15, pdf page 20 of the 2020-IRUWMP-2
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Regardless of which estimated consumptive use values is used, it is small compared to the City’s
projected water supplies and within the buffer between projected supply and demand as reported
by the 2020-IRUWMP-2. For context, however, the higher estimated value for the proposed
consumptive use (64,803 GPD), as defined in the DEIR, represents approximately 31% of the
increase in demand that occurred between years 2015 and 2020, which was 210,687 GPD. 18 The
lower estimated value for the proposed consumptive use (14,413 GPD), as defined in the FEIRWSA, represents approximately 6.5% of that value.
The higher of the proposed consumptive use values represents approximately 154% of the yearly
increase in demand experienced between 2015 and 2020. 19 The lower of the proposed consumptive
use values represents approximately 34% of that value, and the estimated net increase in demand of
4,521 gpd that was stated in the FEIR represents 10.7% of that value.
The higher of the proposed consumptive use values is 14.1% of City’s projected increase in water
supply demand by 2025 20 and 37% of the projected amount of purchased or imported water that
will be needed to fulfill the increased demand. 21 The lower of the proposed consumptive use
values represents approximately 3.1% and 8.2% of those values and the estimated net increase in
demand of 4,521 GPD that was stated in the FEIR represents 1% and 2.6% of those values
respectively.

STORMWATER RUNOFF
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) Finding
The DEIR states that the Proposed Project would have less than significant impacts related to
stormwater runoff and would not place a substantial new demand on the City’s drainage system. 22
This conclusion is based on a study and evaluation of the proposed construction performed by
Thienes Engineering. 23

9,244 (Table 2-8 2020-IRUWMP-2) – 9,008 (Table 13-5 2015-UWMP) = 236 x 325,851 / 365 = 210,687 gpd
210,687 gpd / 5 years ~= 42,137 GPD per year
20 64,803 gpd / 459,762 (Table 2-5 2020-IRUWMP-2 converted to GPD)
21 64,803 gpd / 175,870 (Table 2-12 2020-IRUWMP-2 converted to GPD)
22 Section 3.13.6, p. 3.13-11, pdf page 435 of the DEIR
23 DEIR Appendix L
18
19
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Thienes Engineering Calculations
The Thienes Engineering study concludes that onsite detention facilities included in the proposed
construction plan will result in less runoff during a 100-year storm than occurs under present
conditions at the site. Without onsite detention, the proposed construction will result in an increase
in runoff of approximately 26.2 cubic feet per second, all of which will occur in the Building 2 areas.
The results of the Thienes Engineering study are summarized below in Exhibit 3.
Exhibit 3. Summary of Calculated Stormwater Runoff Under Different Site Conditions
Building 1 Areas
Condition of Site

Building 2 Areas

Total Runoff

25-yr

100-yr

25-yr

100-yr

25-yr

100-yr

78

99.3

26.5

35.3

104.5

134.6

Proposed Conditions - No
Mitigation

76.4

97.6

49.8

63.2

126.2

160.8

Change

-1.6

-1.7

23.3

27.9

21.7

26.2

Existing Conditions

Proposed Conditions –
With Mitigation

21.1

9.4

30.5

Change

-76.5

-53.8

-130.3

NOTES:
Flows are in cubic feet per second
25-yr = calculated stormwater flows during a storm with a 25-year recurrence period
100-yr = calculated stormwater flows during a storm with a 100-year recurrence period
Values from Thienes Engineering (2021) 24

Evaluation of DEIR Finding
The DEIR Finding is supported by the calculations performed by Thienes Engineering assuming
that the proposed construction includes the runoff detention facilities described in the Thienes
Engineering report.

CONCLUSIONS
The specific impact to groundwater levels and thus the sustainability of the City’s water supply
cannot be evaluated with the available data. Given the management strategies and alternatives
described in the 2020-IRUWMP, it is unlikely that the proposed consumptive water use, in itself,

24

Pdf pages 14-17 of the DEIR Appendix L
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will change the City’s water supply strategy or result in groundwater levels that trigger additional
controls or mandate additional artificial recharge on the part of the City.
The 2020-IRUWMP-2 does not present sufficient data or analyses to demonstrate that the current or
projected groundwater consumption is sustainable. Groundwater levels in 14 wells associated
spatially with the 3 index wells defined in the Western Judgment have been falling nearly
consistently since 2008 or before. Though flattening in that trend is apparent in some wells, the
available data indicates that groundwater levels in the Rialto-Colton aquifer basin are continuing to
decline. The projected surplus groundwater supplies are not therefore equitable to no adverse
impact on the City’s water resources. Instead, the reported surpluses reflect continued extractions
from the Rialto-Colton and Riverside-Arlington aquifer basins at approximately current levels,
progressively increasing extraction volumes from the Bunker Hill aquifer basin and a progressively
increasing reliance on purchased and imported water from the State Water Plan.
Regardless of which estimate of consumptive use value is applied, the proposed increase in water
consumption will be an appreciable percentage of the City’s projected increase in demand and an
appreciable percentage of the amount of water the City plans to obtain from the State Water Plan.
The values presented in the 2020-IRUWMP-2 are based on an assumed ability to increase supply to
meet demand by relying on externally derived water. My concerns are therefore:
1. That neither the WSA nor the 2020-IRUWMP-2 demonstrate the degree to which the City’s
assumed ability to increase its water supply is reasonable and reliable, and
2. The trends in groundwater levels depicted in the publicly available data (Figures 3 through 8)
indicate that current groundwater consumption levels are not sustainable.
Assuming that the proposed construction includes the detention facilities described in the DEIR,
the result will be an improvement from existing conditions because there will be less runoff
reaching the City’s infrastructure and the San Bernardino River.
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Shannon & Wilson appreciates the opportunity to assist you with this review and we look forward
to working with you again in the future.
Sincerely,

SHANNON & WILSON

Todd Kincaid, PhD
Senior Associate
Hydrogeologist/Hydrogeologic Modeler
TRK:MJH/trk
Enc.
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FIG. 2

A) Five wells closely located to the

(see
Figure 1) which is one of the 3 index wells specified for
the Rialto Colton subbasin and that are presumably the
same wells referenced for the Riverside Arlington
subbasin. Note all are above the specified action
threshold of 822.04 feet above NAVD88 but all show a
continuous downward trend and little to no evidence of
flattening that trend (USGS, 2021b).

B) Four wells closely located to the

Street
(see Figure 1) which is one of the 3 index wells specified for
the Rialto Colton subbasin and that are presumably the same wells referenced for the Riverside Arlington subbasin.
Note all are above the specified action threshold of 822.04 feet above NAVD88 but all show a continuous downward
trend and little to no evidence of flattening that trend (USGS, 2021c).
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FIG. 3

A) Five wells closely located to the

(see
Figure 1) which is one of the 3 index wells specified for
the Rialto Colton subbasin and that are presumably the
same wells referenced for the Riverside Arlington
subbasin. Note all are above the specified action
threshold of 822.04 feet above NAVD88 but all show a
downward or near downward trend (all after ~ March
2019) and little evidence of flattening that trend (USGS,
2021d).

B) Four wells closely located to the point marked as

on Figure 1. Note that all show a downward trend through
Jan 2020 and that only two show evidence of significant flattening in that trend (USGS, 2021e).
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FIG. 4

A) Three wells closely located to the point marked as

on Figure 1. Note that all show a significant downward trend through the end of 2020 and some evidence of

flattening in that trend afterward (USGS, 2021f).

B) Four wells closely located to the point marked as

on Figure 1. Note that all show a downward trend overall
and some evidence of flattening in that trend between roughly July 2019 and July 2020 (USGS, 2021g).
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FIG. 5

A) Period of record for five wells closely located to the
(see Figure 1) which is one of the 3 index
wells specified for the Rialto Colton subbasin and that
are presumably the same wells referenced for the
Riverside Arlington subbasin. Note all are above the
specified action threshold of 822.04 feet above NAVD88
but all show a continuous downward trend and little to
no evidence of flattening that trend (USGS, 2021b).

B) Period of record for four wells closely located to the
Street
(see Figure 1) which is one of the 3
index wells specified for the Rialto Colton subbasin and that are presumably the same wells referenced for the
Riverside Arlington subbasin. Note all are above the specified action threshold of 822.04 feet above NAVD88 but all
show a continuous downward trend and little to no evidence of flattening that trend (USGS, 2021c).
Explanation
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FIG. 6

A) Period of record for five wells closely located to the

(see Figure 1) which is one of the 3 index
wells specified for the Rialto Colton subbasin and that
are presumably the same wells referenced for the
Riverside Arlington subbasin. Note all are above the
specified action threshold of 822.04 feet above NAVD88
but all show a downward and little evidence of
flattening that trend (USGS, 2021d).

B) Period of record for four wells closely located to the point marked on Figure 1. Note that all show a
downward trend through Jan 2020 and only two show evidence of significant flattening in that trend (USGS, 2021e).
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FIG. 7

A) Period of record for three wells closely located to the point marked as

on Figure 1. Note that all show a significant downward trend through the end of 2020 and some

evidence of flattening in that trend afterward (USGS, 2021f).

B) Period of record for four wells closely located to the point on Figure 1. Note that all show a downward trend
overall and some evidence of flattening in that trend between roughly July 2019 and July 2020 (USGS, 2021g).
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FIG. 8

