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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, RIVERSIDE

BERKELEY * DAVIS « IRVINE + LOS ANGELES * RIVERSIDE + SANDIEGO * SAN FRANCISCO SANTA BARBARA + SANTA CRUZ

ACADEMIC PLANNING & BUDGET
RIVERSIDE, CALIFORNIA 92521-0101

NOTICE OF PREPARATION

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Date: December 14, 2001

Project Title: 2002 Long Range Development Plan
(Update to the 1990 Long Range Development Plan)

Project Number:

Lead Agency: University of California Board of Regents
Project Location: University of California, Riverside campus
County: Riverside

Introduction:

The University of California, Riverside proposes to update the campus’ Long Range
Development Plan (LRDP) previously adopted by the University of California Board of Regents
(The Regents) July 20, 1990. The Long Range Development Plan update will be undertaken to
address anticipated growth in student enrollment.

Project¥ocation: :

The University of California, Riverside campus is located at the eastern end of the city of
Riverside in western Riverside County. The 215/Highway 60 Freeway runs southeast to
northwest through the campus and bisects the approximately 1,112-acre campus in half. There
are two pedestrian and vehicle connections between the east side of the campus and the west
side. The northernmost is at University Avenue, a city street, and provides crossing at grade
while the freeway passes overhead. The second connection is to the south via Canyon Crest
Drive as it passes under the freeway below grade. This portion of Canyon Crest Drive is
included in the campus vehicular circulation and is not part of the city street system. The
academic core, housing and student and campus services including childcare are provided on the
east side of the campus. The west side is largely undeveloped and serves primarily as a location
for agricultural teaching and research fields. Other existing uses on the west side include
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University Extension, an office building, housing, parking, and agricultural operation facilities
(primarily south of Martin Luther King Boulevard).

Project Description:

On July 19, 1990, The Regents adopted the 1990 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) for the
University of California, Riverside (UCR), to guide the physical development of the UCR
campus in order to meet the campus’ academic goals and objectives. The 1990 LRDP proposed
approximately 10,134,000 gross square feet (gsf) of building space on campus to support a total
student enrollment of 18,050 students by the year 2005/06. As of the 2000/2001 academic year,
the campus enrolled 12,703 students (three-quarter average headcount) and had a total of
approximately 4,554,700 gross square feet of academic building and related support facilities.

In response to projected increases in higher education enrollment demand over the next decade,
the University of California has begun studying the feasibility of enrollment growth at its various
campuses, including Riverside, over the next 15 years. In January 2000, the President of the
University of California asked each campus to consider the feasibility of enrollment growth, and
UCR has identified a planning target for the UCR campus of approximately 25,000 (headcount)
students by the year 2015. Because this enrollment planning target would exceed the projection
of 18,050 students in the 1990 LRDP, the campus proposes to update the current LRDP and
prepare an Environmental Impact Report, as required by Section 21080.09 of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), to address the long-term and cumulative implications of
that growth.

The LRDP is a comprehensive land use plan, which will guide the physical development of the
UCR campus to 2015 in response to the instruction, research, and public service mission of the
University. The UCR 2002 LRDP will identify the program goals to be achieved during the
planning period, estimate the net new building space required to achieve the goals, articulate
planning principles to guide the physical development process, and suggest potential future uses
of campus land.

Although the 2002 LRDP update is in progress, it is anticipated that the LRDP will generally
preserve existing patterns of campus development. The majority of future campus development
will occur within the eastern portion of the campus (east of the '1-215/SR-60), with most
academic buildings located within or adjacent to the central academic core of the campus.
Residential facilities are proposed to remain within the northeastern portion of the campus.
Some academic, administrative and support facilities, including housing, would be developed on
the western portion of the campus, in the area generally bounded by I-215/SR-60, Martin Luther
King Boulevard, Chicago Avenue, and University Avenue. Recreational and athletic facilities
would be developed in proximity to the housing facilities in the northeastern portion of the
campus and on the western portion of the campus where the majority of undeveloped land is
located. No development is proposed for the area south of Martin Luther King Boulevard,
except for facilities directly related to agricultural research. Parking will primarily be provided
in parking structures, generally located around the perimeter of campus. The 2002 LRDP will
also evaluate and update as appropriate policies related to natural resources.

Notice of Preparation 2 UCRLRDPEIR



The proposed UCR 2002 LRDP estimates that approximately 12,500,000 gsf of academic
buildings, support facilities and student housing are required to support a total future enrollment
of 25,000 students by the year 2015. Compared to current conditions, implementation of the
2002 LRDP would result in an increase of approximately 12,300 students and 8 million gsf of
additional building space including about half a million gross square feet of buildings and
facilities which are currently under construction or in various planning stages.

In addition to the development of new buildings and support facilities, existing on-campus
facilities will continue to be subject to renovation (including seismic retrofit), maintenance
activities, and infrastructure improvements during the planning period from 2002 to 2015.

This Initial Study (attached to this NOP) has been prepared to identify the potential
environmental issues that will be addressed in the EIR on the UCR 2002 LRDP, in accordance
with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970, as amended (Public Resources
Code, §21000-21178), the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 4, Chapter
14, §15000-15387), and the University of California Guidelines for the Implementation of
CEQA

Potential Environmental Effects:

The LRDP EIR will consider the potential environmental effects of the development of the
remaining approximately 5.58 million square feet of space under the 1990 LRDP, for academic,
research, housing, and other uses on campus as well as the anticipated increase of 1.2 million
square feet required for 25,000 students in 2015. The LRDP EIR will serve as a program EIR for
the consideration of subsequent actions consistent with the update to the LRDP. As part of the
environmental analysis for the LRDP update, the University will evaluate all of the mitigation
measures identified in the 1990 LRDP FEIR to determine whether new or modified mitigation
measures are necessary to reduce the potential significant impacts of campus development
through 2015. As appropriate, the analysis will include program-level analysis for the entire
Long Range Development Plan and project-level analysis for potential effects of LRDP
implementation combined with known and reasonably foreseeable future growth in the
surrounding area.

Potential environmental effects anticipated from the increased enrollment growth and related
development include: aesthetics; agriculture resources; air quality; biological resources; cultural
resources; geology and soils; hazards and hazardous materials; hydrology and water quality; land
use and planning; noise; population and housing; public services; recreation; transportation and
traffic; and utilities, energy and service systems. The Initial Study has determined that there has
been no mineral resources identified on the campus since the 1990 LRDP. Since the existing
materials on this subject are sufficient to show that there will be no potential impacts to mineral
resources on the campus due to the anticipated growth, mineral resources will not be addressed
in the EIR. In addition to the above, the Draft LRDP EIR will also include analysis of project
alternatives and cumulative effects.
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Notice and Comments: .
In compliance with the state and University of California guidelines for the implementation of

CEQA, this Notice of Preparation is hereby sent to inform agencies and interested parties of the
LRDP Update and EIR.

This notice is to provide agencies and the public an opportunity to comment in writing on the
scope and content of the EIR. The University will also accept oral comments on the proposed
scope and content of the EIR at a Scoping meeting that will be held on January 8, 2002 from
6:30 to 8:00 PM in the Highland Elementary School multipurpose room, 700 Highlander Drive,

Riverside, CA 92507.

The date and location of the Scoping meeting will be noticed in the local newspaper and by
direct mailing to interested individuals, organizations and associations as well as by posting on
the campus LRDP web site at www.Irdp.ucr.edu.

Requests for noticing and written comments should be directed to Juanita W. Bullock, Campus
Physical Planner, 3637 Canyon Crest Drive, Riverside, CA 92507 and should be received no
later than 5:00 PM on Monday, January 14, 2002. Due to the time limits mandated by state law,
the response must be sent at the earliest possible date, but not later than 30 days after receipt of
this Notice.

After the University of California completes the draft EIR, it will be circulated for public review
and comment for 45 days. At the conclusion of the public comment period, the University of
California will prepare written responses to comments on the draft EIR.

Additional Information
For additional information, please contact:

Juanita W. Bullock AICP, ASLA

UCR Campus Physical Planner

Capital and Physical Planning

3637 Canyon Crest Drive, F-101
=~ Riverside, CA 92507

Phone: (909) 787-7376
Fax: (909) 787-2402
E-mail: nita.bullock@ucr.edu
Attachments: 1 Initial Study
2. Document Transmittal Form
3. Regional Location Map
4 Campus Location Map
5 NOP Distribution List
C: See Attachment 5 above
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM
(Initial Study/Notice of Preparation)

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA DATE: Deacember 14, 2001
CAMPUS: Riverside PROJECT NO.:

L. PROJECT INFORMATION

1. Project title:

UC Riverside 2002 Long Range Development Plan

2. Lead agency name and address:

The Regents of the University of California
1111 Franklin Street, 12th Floor
QOakland. California 94607

Gy

Contact person and phone number:

Juanita W. Bullock, AICP, ASLA, Campus Physical Planner
University of California, Riverside

Capital and Physical Planning

3637 Canyon Crest Drive, F-101

Riverside, California 92507

(909) 787-7576

Nita Bullock ¢ ucr.edu

4. Project location:

University of California. Riverside
Riverside, California 92507

“n

Project sponsor’s name and address:

University of California, Riverside (UCR)
APB—Capital and Physical Planning
3637 Canyvon Crest Drive, F-101
Riverside, CA 92507

Attachment 1
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Environmental Checklist — UCR 2002 LRDP

I1.

Custodian of the administrative record for this Project:
Refer to Section I, [tem 3 (above).

Identification of previous EIRs relied upon for tiering purposes (including all applicable LRDP

and Project EIRs) and address where a copy is available for inspection:

The Final Environmental Impact Report on the 1990 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP Final
EIR, State Clearinghouse Number 900201 14) will be used as a primary source for the
environmental analysis of the proposed UCR 2002 LRDP. The LRDP Final EIR and all materials
referenced herein are available for review during normal business hours at UCR Capital and

Physical Planning, 3637 Canyon Crest Drive, Bannockburn F-101, on the UC Riverside campus.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Description:

On July 19, 1990, The Board of the Regents of the University of California ("The Regents™)
adopted the 1990 Long Ranue Development Plan (LRDP) for the University of California,
Riverside (UCR), to auide the physical development of the UCR campus in order to meet the
campus’ academic goals and objectives. The 1990 LRDP proposed a total of approximately
10.134.000 gross square feet (zsh) of building space on campus to support a total student
enrolliment of 18,050 students by the vear 2003/06. As of the 2000/2001 academic year, the
campus enrolled approximately 12.700 students (based on the average headcount for the three
academic quarters) and had a total of approximately 4,554.700 gross square feet of academic

butlding and related support tacilities.

[n response to projected increases in higher education enrollment demand over the next decade,
the University of California has begun studying the feasibility of enrollment growth at its various
campuiSes. including Riverside. over the next |5 vears. In January 2000, the President of the
University of California asked each campus to consider the feasibility of enrollment growth. The
UCR campus has developed a preliminary enrollment target of approximately 25,000 (headcount)
students by the year 2015. Because this enroliment planning target would exceed the projection of
18.050 students in the 1990 LRDP. the campus proposes to update the current LRDP and prepare
an Environmental Impact Report. as required by Section 21080.09 of the California

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). to address the long-term and cumulative implications of that

arowth.

The LRDP is a comprehensive land use plan which will guide the physical development of the
UCR campus to 2015 in response to the instruction. research, and public service mission of the
University. The UCR 2002 LRDP will identify the program goals to be achieved during the
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Environmental Checklist - UCR 2002 LRDP

planning period, estimate the net new building space required to achieve the goals, articulate
planning principles to guide the physical development process, and suggest potential future uses

of campus land.

Although the 2002 LRDP update is in progress. it is anticipated that the LRDP will generally
preserve existing patterns of campus development. The majority of future campus development
will occur within the eastern portion of the campus (east of the [-215/SR-60), with most academic
buildings located within or adjacent to the central academic core of the campus. Residential
facilities are proposed to remain within the northeastern portion of the campus. Some academic,
administrative and support facilities (including housing) would be developed on the western
portion of the campus. in the area generally bounded by I-215/SR-60. Martin Luther King
Boulevard, Chicago Avenue. and University Avenue. Recreational and athletic facilities would be
developed in proximity to the housing facilities (in the northeastern portion of the campus) and on
the western portion of the campus (where the majority of undeveloped fand is located). No
development is proposed for the area south of Martin Luther King Boulevard. except for facilities
directly related to agricultural research. Parking will primarily be provided in parking structures.
venerally located around the perimeter of campus. The 2002 LRDP will also cvaluate and update

as appropriate policies related to natural resources.

The proposed UCR 2002 LRDP estimates that a total of approximately 12,300,000 gstof
academis buildings. support tacilities and student housing are required to supporta total future
cnrollment of approximately 25.000 students by the vear 2015, Implementation of the 2002
LRDP would result in a student envollment of approximately 12.300 students (over current
enrollment) and approximately 8 million gross square feet of building space (including
approximately half a million gross square feet ot buildings and facilities which are currently under

construction or have already been approved).

[n addition to the development of new buildings and support facilities. existing on-campus
facilities may be subject to expansion. renovation (including seismic retrofit). maintenance

activities, and infrastructure improvemenis during the planning period from 2002 to 2015.

This Initial Study has been prepared to identify the poteniial environmental issues that will be
addressed in the EIR on the UCR 2002 LRDP. in accordance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970. as amended (Public Resources Code, §21000-21178). the CEQA
Guidelines (California Code of Regulations. Title 4. Chapter 14, §15000-15387). and the
University of California Guidelines for the Implementation of CEQA.

2. Surrounding land uses and envirommental seting:

UCR is located in the City of Riverside in western Riverside County. The 1, 112-acre UCR

campus is located three miles east of downtown Riverside and is bisected by the [-215/SR 60

1
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Environmental Checklist— UCR 2002 LRDP

freeway. The 576 acres east of the freeway include the academic core and most of the existing
campus facilities. The western portion of the campus includes parking, office buildings, the
University Extension (UNEX) facility, International Student Housing, and agricultural teaching

and research fields and related facilities.

The land uses surrounding the campus in the City of Riverside are primarily residential, with some
commercial uses along the major streets. To the north of the campus, the area is comprised of
residential uses and a series of community parks. To the east, the adjacent land uses are primarily
residential. The southern border of the campus is partially defined by the [-215/SR-60 freeway
and a line roughly following Le Conte Drive. To the south and west, residential uses are
immediately adjacent to the campus. North of the research fields is a commercial area along
University Avenue and multi-family apartment complexes. North of this area is mixture of other

uses. including residential, public, and industrial uses generally abutting the freeway.

o

Discretionary approvals:

The University will prepare an EIR to address all State, regional. and local government approvals
needed for construction and ‘or implementation of the project, whether or not such actions are
known at this time or are explicitly listed in this Initial Study. UCR seeks the approvals and
regulatory permits for implementation of the proposed revisions to the UC Riverside LRDP.

including. but not limited to. the following:

L C Board of Regents

= Certification of the Environmental Impact Report.

= Approval of the proposed 2002 LRDP.

III. PURPOSE OF THE INITIAL STUDY

CEQA Scction 21080.09 requires that the approval of a campus Long Range Development Plan be
supported by an environmental impact report. Accordingly, the University will be preparing an EIR in
compliance with this requirement. Since a decision has already been made to prepare an EIR, the
purpose ot this initial study checklist is to help focus the EIR and to provide information allowing a
meaningful response on the anticipated scope of the EIR. Specifically, this initial study is intended to:
(1) inform responsible agencies and the public of the nature of the proposed project and its location. (2)
senerally describe the probable environmental impacts of the project, (3) identify impacts that will
clearly be less than significant and therefore will not be discussed in the EIR, and (4) provide a general

description of the topics intended to be addressed in the EIR.

This initial study utilizes the checklist set forth in Appendix G of the CEQA guidelines, and indicates for
each of the environmental topic arcas addressed in that checklist whether the topic will be, or will not be.

analyzed in the EIR. Impacts for which no additional analysis is required include impacts that clearly

4.
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will not be presentaed by the project, as well as impacts that will clearly be less than significant under
CEQA criteria. The impacts to be analyzed include impacts that may be significant and unavoidable,
impacts that are potentially significant but which may be reduced to less than significant levels through
the adoption of mitigation measures, impacts for which further analysis is necessary or desirable before a
determination of significance can be made. and less than significant impacts that the University intends
to include in the document to provide a more comprehensive analysis. As appropriate, the analysis will
include program-level analysis for the entire Long Range Development Plan, project-level analysis for
those issues relevant for tiering of future project-specific analysis, and cumulative-level analysis for
potential effects of LRDP implementation combined with known and reasonably foreseeable future

growth in the surrounding area.

The environmental factors checked below are proposed to be addressed in the EIR. as described in

areater detail in the discussions below:

N | Aesthetics X | Agriculture Resources X | AirQuality

N | Biological Resources X | Culwral Resources X | Geology/Soils

N | Hazards & Hazardous Materials N | Hydroloayv/Water Quality X | Land Use'Planning
Mineral Resources X | Noise N | Population:Housing

X | Public Services X Recreation N | Transportation/Traftic

N | Utilities Service Systems/Energy | X | Mandatory Findings of Significance




Environmental Checklist — UCR 2002 LRDP

IV. DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency)

On the basis of the initial evaluation that follows:

o

[ find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment,
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

[ find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.

[ find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL INMPACT REPORT is required.

[ find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact™ or “potentially
significant unless mitizated ™ impact on the environment. but at least one effect 1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards. and 2) has
been addressed by mitization measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached
sheets. A TIERED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze

only the effects that remain to be addressed.

[ find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR
or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant o applicable standards. and (b) have been avoided
ornitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION. including revisions
or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project. no further environmental

document is required. FINDINGS consistent with this determination will be prepared.

/,2//‘//0/

S 1'gnu/u(_u/ Date

Juanita W. Bullock, AICP, ASLA

Campus Physical Planner

Printed Name Title
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V.EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: :

General Instructions

A.

All answers must take account of the wholz action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as
well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts.

Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached. and other sources used or individuals
contacted should be cited in the discussion.

This is onlv a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats: however, lead agencies
should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project’s environmental effects
in whatever format is selected.

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential
impacts (e.u. zeneral plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside document

should. where appropriate, includz a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

Response Column Heading Definitions

As stated in the general instructions above. lead agencies are free to use different formats in the evaluation of

environmental impacts. This Initial Study serves to identify the potential environmental impacts that will be

addressed in an EIR on the proposed project.  Thus. this document has been modified from the standard format to a

two-column format as tollows:

Impact o he Analyzed applies to those environmental issues, which may or may not be significant. that will be
addressed in the Environmental lmpact Report. As appropriate, the analysis will include program level
analysis. for the entire Long Ranze Development Plan. project-level analysis. for those issues relevant tor
tiering of tuture project-specific analysis: and cumulative-level analysis for potential eftects of LRDP
implementation combined with known and reasonably foreseeable future growth in the surrounding area.

No Additional Analysis Required applies where the proposed LRDP implementation would have no effect on
the particular environmental issue. and no additional analysis, beyond that provided in this Initial Study. is

warranted or required.



Environmental Checklist - UCR 2002 LRDP

IMPACT QUESTIONS :

Impact to Mo
P Additional
be Analyzed )
. ' Analysis
in EIR .
Required

AESTHETICS — Would the project:

B ]

Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

The UCR Campus is located in the eastern portion of the City of Riverside, adjacent to the Box
Springs Mountains. The surrounding area is predominantly urban in character. with the exception of
the mountains to the south and east of the campus. The EIR will analyze the potential for LRDP
implementation to affect scenic vistas including those within the City of Riverside as well as the

campus.

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

The campus is bisected by State Route (SR) 60/1-215. and generally bounded by University Avenue,
Canvon Crest Drive, Blaine Street. Watkins Drive. Valencia Hill Drive. Le Conte Drive and Chicago
Avenue, none of which are oftficially designated. or identitied as eligible for designation. as a state
scenic highway (California Department of Transportation, Office of State Landscape Architecture,
list of California Scenic Routes). Development associated with implementation of the 2002 LRDP

would. therefore, not have a significant impact on any State Scenic Highways.

Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the I.X] D
site and its surroundings?

The proposed UCR 2002 LRDP would designate areas of the campus for future development.
including both additional development within the eastern portion of the campus. where most
development is concentrated. and the western portion of the campus. which is currently occupied
primarily with agricultural fields. Because new development could occur in previously undeveloped
areas and in areas characterized by low development densities. the EIR will analyze whether the

visual quality of those settings could be adversely impacted by future development.

Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would & D
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

Development of new buildings. including at locations around the perimeter of the campus. and in

areas that are currently undeveloped could create new sources of light. from exterior building
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Impact to . No
P Additional
be Analyzed .
. - Analysis
in EIR K
Required

illumination, lighted recreation/athletic facilities, and parking lots or structures, or glare, from
reflective building surfaces or headlights from additional vehicular traffic. The EIR will address
whether these new sources of light or glare could affect day or nighttime views, or adjacent land

LISES.

Result in Other Impacts? @ D

[mplementation of the 2002 LRDP. in conjunction with other reasonably foreseeable development in
the vicinity or region, could result in cumulatively considerable aesthetics effects related to light and
olare, scenic vistas, and development of previously undeveloped areas. The EIR will, therefore,

address the potential for cumulative aesthetic impacts.

AGRICULTURE RESOURCES — In determining whether impacts to
agricultural resources are signiticant environmental effects. lead agencies
may refer to the California Agriculural Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of
Conservation as an optional mode! to use in assessing impacts on
auriculture and farmland. Would the project:

Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of ‘Z] [:]
Statewide Importance (Farmiand), as shown on the maps prepared

pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the

California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?
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b)

No

Impactto 4 4itional
be Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis
Required

The 1990 LRDP Final EIR (page 4.1-7) indicated that due to physical and chemical characteristics of
the soil, the growing season and moisture supply, portions of the western campus area had been
designated by the State of California as Prime Farmland, and Farmland of Statewide Importance.
The EIR will assess whether those prior designations are still appiicable to the agricultural research
fields, which may include utilization of the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment Model. The 1990 LRDP proposed future development on the agricultural research fields
north of Martin Luther King Boulevard, which would result in the conversion of those areas to non-
agricultural use. The 2002 LRDP will propose future campus development within that same area
(north of MLK Blvd.) which would result the conversion of agricultural research fields to non-
agricultural uses. The agricultural research fields south of Martin Luther King Boulevard would
remain designated for agricultural research. Agricultural research that could be displaced from the
western portion of the campus would either be relocated to the fields south of MLK Boulevard, or to
the 340-acre Coachella Valley Agricultural Field Station owned by the University of California and
managed by the UCR College of Natural and Agricultural Sciences. The EIR will analyze potential
impacts that would result from the reduction of the agricultural research fields on the UCR campus.

Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson @ D
Act contract?

The University of California is constitutionally exempt from local zoning and land use plan/element
requirements, and no portion of the campus is under a Williamson Act contract. Portions of the west
campus (north of MLK Blvd.) were designated in the 1990 LRDP for future development. As
discussed in Item 2.a) above, the 2002 LRDP will designate the agricultural research fields located
north of Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard for future development of academic building and related
support<4acilities, which may include student housing. The EIR will evaluate whether development
under the 2002 LRDP would result in conflicts with any applicable land use designations for the

agricultural research fields on the western portion of the campus.

Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their E] D
location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-
agricultural use?
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d)

b)

Impact to No
P Additional
be Analyzed .
in EI-R Analysis
Required

Implementation of the proposed 2002 LRDP would convert a portion of the on-campus agricultural
research fields to non-agricultural uses, as discussed in Item 2.a) above. The portion of the western
campus south of Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard would remain designated for agricultural
research. Because of the urbanized setting of the UCR campus, there is very little farmland
remaining in the vicinity of the campus. The EIR will address the potential for on-campus
development to result in environmental changes which could result in the conversion of off-campus

farmland to non-agricultural use.

Result in Other Impacts ' @ D

The conversion of a portion of the on-campus agricultural research fields to non-agricultural uses, as
discussed in Item 2.a) above, in conjunction with other reasonably foreseeable development that
involves the conversion of farmland in the region to urban uses, could result in a cumulatively
considerable loss of agricultural land. The EIR will, therefore, address the potential for cumulative
impacts to agricultural resources from implementation of the 2002 LRDP in conjunction with known

and reasonably-foreseeable growth in the surrounding area.

AIR QUALITY — Where available, the significance criteria established
by the applicable air quality management or air pollution control district
may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the
project:

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air @ D
quality plan?

Additional on campus development would result in short-term and long-term emission of criteria air
pollutants from both mobile and stationary sources, and those emissions would contribute to the non-
attainment status of the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB).” The EIR will analyze whether
implementation of the 2002 LRDP would conflict with Gt obstruct implementation of the 1997 Air
Quality Management Plan for the SCAB, which outlines émission control strategies and programs
designed to bring the basin into attainment or maintain existing attainment with the state and federal

ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, and particulate matter standards.

Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an X] D
existing or projected air quality violation?

-1l -
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e)

Impact to "No
P Additional
be Analyzed )
in EI.R Analysis
Required

The UCR campus is located in the South Coast Air Basin, a non-attainment zone for ozone, carbon
monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, and particulate matter. Implementation of the 2002 LRDP would result
in additional on-campus development, which would result in the emission of criteria pollutants from
stationary and mobile sources, which would contribute to existing exceedances of federal and state
standards for criteria pollutants. The EIR will characterize exis:ting air quality in the vicinity of the
campus, quantify potential short-term and long-term impacts that would result from the
implementation of the 2002 LRDP, and identify potential mitigation measures to reduce impacts to a

less-than-significant level, to the extent feasible.

Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria @ B
pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an

applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including

releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone

precursors)?

Additional development on the UCR campus, combined with known and reasonably foreseeable
growth in the region, would result in cumulatively considerable emissions for those pollutants for
which the SCAB is non-attainment (ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, and particulate
matter). The EIR will, therefore, analyze whether cumulatively considerable air quality impacts

would occur as a result of implementation of the 2002 LRDP.

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? @ D

Refer to Section Items 3a) and 3b). The EIR will evaluate whether the proposed project would

expose sensitive receptors, including nearby schools, to substantial pollutant concentrations.

Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? @ D

]

Although specific facilities are not proposed under the 2002 LRDP, some facilities associated with
campus uses could produce odors that could affect campus or neighboring uses. The EIR will
analyze whether the implementation of the 2002 LRDP would create objectionable odors affecting a

substantial number of people and determine impacts, if any.

Result in Other Impacts? @ D
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Impact to "No
P Additional
be Analyzed .
in EI'R Analysis
Required

Implementation of the 2002 LRDP would result in development of additional academic buildings
and related support facilities, and the EIR will evaluate the potential impacts that would result from
short-term emission of criteria pollutants from construction and site clearance activities.
Additionally, the 1990 LRDP EIR concluded, on page 4.10-21, that implementation of the LRDP,
combined with regional growth and development, would contribute to continuing exceedances of air
quality standards. Therefore, the EIR will also address the potential for cumulative impacts to air
quality from implementation of the 2002 LRDP in conjunction with known and reasonably-

foreseeable growth in the surrounding area.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES — Would the project:

Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat @ D
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or

special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or

regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

According to the 1990 LRDP (Figure 4.3.1, page 4.3-3) most “semi-natural” areas on-site correspond
with areas with a low development potential, such as those identified in 1990 LRDP Final EIR
(Figure 4.1-1, page 4.1-2) as a slope of 15% or greater, or to areas that are adjacent to drainage
courses. The southeastern portion of the campus. was specifically noted as containing coastal sage
scrub, a sensitive habitat. In 2000, the US Fish and Wildlife Service designated critical habitat
boundaries for the California Gnatcatcher in central Riverside County, and this areas includes the
hills located in the southeastern portion of the campus. Most of the western portion of the campus
was not identified (in the 1990 LRDP) as providing any wildlife habitat, because of the presence of
agriculalral research fields, which generally removed native habitat, except for some areas along the

Box Springs Arroyo (located south of Martin Luther King Boulevard).

As implementation of the LRDP could result in additional infill development in the eastern portion
of the campus, if development was proposed in the area designated as critical habitat for the
California Gnatcatcher, or if development would affect riparian areas or seasonal wetlands (which
may provide habitat for sensitive animal species), development could result in adverse impacts to
sensitive species or habitats. The EIR will evaluate the potential for development to affect sensitive

plant and animal species and habitat on the campus.
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)

Impact to N NO
be Analyzed Addmor}al
in EfR Analysis
Required
Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other (E E]
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans,
policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and
Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service?
Refer to Section 4a), above.
Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as < D

defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal,
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

The riparian habitat in on-campus drainage courses may constitute “Waters of the United States™ as
defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. and may also be protected by the Fish and Game
Code of California. The EIR will identify and map potential wetlands on campus, evaluate potential
impacts to these areas that could result it the future development occurred within or adjacent to those

arcas. and identify potential mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts, to the extent feasible.

Interferc substantially with the movement of any native resident or @ D
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident

or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife

nursery sites?

The 1990 LRDP EIR described the majority of open space on campus as providing limited habitat
value due to landscaping and extensive maintenance activities. These areas tend to include species
tolerant of human activities. Some species could enter the campus via the Box Springs Mountains
and the hills located at the southeastern corner of the campus. However, because the remainder of
the campus is generally surrounded by urbanized areas in the City of Riverside, the campus does not
serve as a wildlife connection between natural areas. The EIR will analyze the potential for
additional on-campus development to interfere with wildlife movement. disturb wildlife corridors or

impede wildlife nursery sites.

Conflict with any local applicable policies protecting biological @ D
resources?

The University of California is constitutionally exempt from local zoning and land use plan/element
requirements. The EIR will analyze whether the proposed project would result in impacts that could

constitute conflicts with applicable policies or ordinances protecting biological resources.

14 -
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a)

Impact to - Mo
mps Additional
be Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis
" Required
Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation % D

Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other applicable
habitat conservation plan?

The UCR Campus is not located within the area designated for any adopted HCP. NCCP, or other
approved habitat conservation plan. However, a Western Riverside County Multi-Species Habitat
Conservation Plan (MSHCP) is currently in development, in conjunction with an update of the
Riverside County General Plan. and this plan will include portions of the Box Springs Mountains,
and may include hills located in the southeastern portion of the campus. To the extent that
mformation is available, the EIR will evaluate whether implementation of the 2002 LRDP would
conflict with the provisions of the Draft MSHCP.

Resultin Other Impacts? @ D

tmpact4.3.13 on page 4.3-24 of the 1990 LRDP EIR determined that development under the 1990
LRDP. in conjunction with surrounding development in the region, could affect the amount of

habitat i the region. Because implementation of the 2002 LRDP, in conjunction with known and
reasonably-foreseeable growth in the surrounding area. could also result in cumulative impacts to

biolouical resources. the EIR will address this potential.

CULTURAL RESOURCES — Would the project:

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical g} [:‘
resource as defined in Section 15064.5?

lmpact 4.4.2 on page 4.4-9 of the 1990 LRDP EIR determined that historic structures could be
affectedeby the placement of new structures nearby. Although the 2002 LRDP proposes no specific
structures, intensitication of development in the east campus may result in similar impacts to historic
structures. The EIR will, theretore, analyze whether the proposed project would cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of historical resources on campus, including campus buildings

which are. or will be, older than 30 years during the period of 2002 to 2015.

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an g] D
archacological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5?
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Impact to “No
p Additional
be Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis
Required

The 1990 LRDP EIR concluded (Impact 4.4.1, on page 4.4-9) that unknown archaeological sites
could be adversely impacted by LRDP development. Because development under the 2002 LRDP
could also potentially affect currently unknown archaeological resources, the EIR will analyze
whether the additional development in the eastern portion of the campus and the introduction of new
structures in the western portion of the campus would result in damage to defined archaeological

resources, and will recommend appropriate mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts.

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or & D
site or unique geologic feature?

Because paleontological resources are generally not apparent until revealed by excavation,
development under the 2002 LRDP has the potential to affect such resources. The EIR will,
therefore. analyze whether the implementation of the 2002 LRDP would destroy defined unique
paleontological resources or unique geologic features, and will recommend appropriate measures, as

necessary.

Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of @ D
formal cemeteries?

Refer to response b), above. Because human remains are a type of archaeological resource, the EIR
will analyze whether the implementation of the 2002 LRDP would disturb any human remains, and

will recommend appropriate measures, as necessary, to avoid or reduce such impacts.

Result in Other Impacts? : & D

As described above, development under the 2002 LRDP could potentially affect a variety of cultural
resources and could, in conjunction with other reasonably foreseeable growth in the surrounding
area, result in cumulative impacts upon cultural resources. The EIR will, therefore, address the
potential for cumulative impacts to cultural resources from implementation of the 2002 LRDP.

B
GEOLOGY AND SOILS — Would the project: '

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

-16 -
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Impact to o
P Additional
be Analyzed .
in EI‘R Analysis
Required

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most @ D
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by
the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and
Geology Special Publication 42.

Branches of the San Andreas, San Jacinto and Whittier-Elsinore faults are located in proximity to
the UCR campus. The EIR will evaluate seismic hazard maps to determine the proximity and
level of potential hazard from these earthquake faults and other known faults.

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? - @ D
As stated above in a)ii), branches of the San Andreas, San Jacinto and Whittier-Elsinore faults
are located in proximity to the UCR campus. The EIR will provide an analysis, based on current
maps delineating faults, and determine soil characteristics and groundshaking susceptibility.

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? @ D
The1990 LRDP EIR concluded that a limited potential for liquefaction exists, based on existing
soil types (generally, consolidated materials and bedrock) and depth of groundwater (60 to 200 ft
below ground). This conclusion will be verified by review of current seismic hazard maps
prepared by the Resources Agency. The EIR will also include a general characterization of soil
tvpes and drainage characteristics in areas where development is likely to occur.

iv) Landslides? E} D
The 1990 LRDP EIR did not address landslides. However, because some slopes surround areas
of the campus in which development could occur under the 2002 LRDP, the EIR analysis will
include a study of available seismic hazard maps, as well as a discussion of potential landslide
hazards. N

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? . X ]

-17-
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d)

Impact to No
P Additional
be Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis
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The 1990 LRDP EIR identified the soils in the northeastern portion of the campus as having a slight
to moderate erosion hazard, but no loss of substantial topsoil was anticipated to occur. Erosion
hazards have been identified as moderate to high in the east-central and southeastern portions of the
campus, but no loss of substantial topsoil is anticipated. A slight to moderate erosion hazard was
identified for the west campus. The EIR will examine the potential loss of topsoil associated with
development of the west campus, as well as the potential for erosion hazards in the east-central and
southeastern portions of the campus, where development is proposed to occur.

Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would [Z} [:]
become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially resultin

on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction

or collapse?

Refer to discussion regarding liquefaction in sections 6a)iii), above, and in 6d). below.

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

The 1990 LRDP EIR states that expansive characteristics of soils in the west, east-central, and
southeastern portions of campus are low; however, shrink-swell characteristics of the northeastern
part of the campus have been identified as moderate, and potential development in that area may
result in a significant impact. The geology discussion in the EIR will verify expansive areas of the

campus, if any, and recommend mitigation measures, as appropriate.

IHave soifs incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks D @
or alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not
available for the disposal of waste water?

The UCR campus is provided sanitary sewer service by the City of Riverside and no septic tanks or

alternative wastewater systems are proposed.

!

Result in Other Impacts? | . X ]

- 18-
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d)

Impact to No
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be Analyzed )
in EI'R Analysis
Required

The 1990 LRDP EIP concluded, on page 4.1-13, that development under the 1990 LRDP would not
result in a significant cumulative impact in terms of geological hazards. However, the EIR will -
freshly address the potential for cumulative impacts to geology and soils from implementation of the

2002 LRDP in conjunction with known and reasonably-foreseeable growth in the surrounding area.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS — Would the project:

Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through @ D
the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

[mplementation of the 2002 LRDP would result in development of additional laboratories and other
research facilities that would use, store, and require the transportation and disposal of hazardous
materials. The EIR will evaluate potential hazards impacts resulting from these activities and

recommend mitigation measures as appropriate.

Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through [E D
reasonably foresceable upset and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the environment?

Refer to Discussion 7a), above.

Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous @ D
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an
existing or proposed school?

Implemestation of the 2002 LRDP would result in development of additional laboratories and other
research facilities that may use or store hazardous materials. The EIR will analyze whether the
proposed project will emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous material

within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school and determine potential impacts, if any.

|

Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials & [:]
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as

a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or the

environment?

-19-
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The campus is listed, pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5, on a list of hazardous materials
sites, due to pesticide disposal pits located in the agricultural teaching and research fields. These
fields are currently undergoing remediation according to an approved plan. The EIR will evaluate
whether development under the 2002 LRDP would create a signif;cant hazard to the public or the

environment with respect to these disposal pits.

For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such D @
a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or

public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for

people residing or working in the project area?

The campus is not located within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, and has not been

included in an airport land use plan.

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the EI g]
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in
the project area?

The campus is not located in the vicinity of a private airstrip.

Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted [E E]
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Development associated with the 2002 LRDP, as well as the construction activities associated with
such development, could potentially affect emergency response or evacuation plans. The EIR will,
therefore, evaluate whether the proposed project would impair implementation of, or physically
interfere with, an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan for the campus or
community.

1

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of lossyinjury or @ D
death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are

adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with

wildlands?

The hills located at the southeastern portion of the campus are subject to wildland fires, because of

the natural vegetation and proximity to the Box Springs Mountains. Additional development in the
southeast portion of the campus could expose people or structures to increased risks associated with
wildland fires. The EIR will evaluate this potential risk.
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Impact to No
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in EIR Analysis
. Required
Result in Other Impacts? @ E}

The 1990 LRDP EIR concluded, on page 4.14-12, that cumulative hazardous materials impacts are
were considered less than significant. Because conditions have changed since preparation of the
1990 LRDP EIR, the 2002 LRDP EIR will address the potential for cumulative impacts to hazards
and hazardous materials from implementation of the 2002 LRDP in conjunction with known and

reasonably-foreseeable growth in the surrounding area.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY — Would the project:

Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge & [_—_\
requirements?

Development under the 2002 LRDP could result in increases of in permeable surface area, which
could produce polluted runoft. Additionally, increased water usage that could result from
implementation of the 2002 LRDP could in turn result in wastewater discharges that exceed
requirements. The EIR will characterize current waste discharge volumes (of the campus) and
wastewater treatment capacity (of the municipal plant operated by the City of Riverside), and
evaluate whether the implementation of the 2002 LRDP would result in a violation of applicable

standards or waste discharge requirements.

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially @ D
with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in

aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundywater table level

(e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to

a leveLwhich would not support existing land uses or planned uses

for which permits have been granted)?

According to the 1990 LRDP EIR, the campus is not considered a significant regional groundwater
recharge area. In general, the soils underlying east camipus are Class D, or the least-permeable soil
type. The west campus is primarily underlain by Class T soils (intermediate permeability).
However, to the extent that the campus draws additional water from the City, which relies on water
from wells, additional on-campus development could result in additional demand on groundwater
supplies. The EIR will quantify anticipated water consumption and system capacity to determine
potential impact on groundwater supplies.
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Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, D

including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in
a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on-
or off-site?

The UCR campus is located at the western edge of the Box Springs Mountains, which are primarily
drained via intermittent streams that emerge from canyons. Four main drainage courses traverse the
campus: 1) the main “University Arroyo™ which generally runs east-west along a line that extends
north of University Avenue to Box Springs Road: 2) the “Botanical Gardens Arroyo” which traverses
the Botanical Garden at the southeastern corner of the campus;3) an unnamed arroyo, which enters
the campus near the intersection of Watkins and Valencia Hills Drives (in the vicinity of the

Pentland Phase 11 housing project currently under construction); and 4) the Box Springs Arroyo,
which traverses the southwestern portion of the campus south of Martin Luther King Boulevard. The
proposed UCR 2002 LRDP would result in additional development within the eastern portion of the
campus. where most development is concentrated. and new development within the western portion
ot the campus, which is currently occupied primarily with agricultural fields. The infill of new
building and facilities (or the replacement of existing facilities) in the eastern portion of the campus
is not anticipated to substantially alter existing drainage patterns in that portion of the campus.
Construction of new academic buildings and related support facilities on the western portion of the
campus (in the area north of Martin Luther King Boulevard) would alter existing drainage patterns.
as runoft currently occurs primarily as sheet flow across the agricultural research fields. Future
development would include drainage improvements at the site of new buildings, which would direct
runoff into existing or future storm drains. The EIR will evaluate the potential for these development
activities and modification of drainage patterns to result in substantial erosion or siltation, or a

substantial increase in runoft.

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, @ D
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or

substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoffin a

manner, which would result in flooding on- or off-site?

Refer to discussion 8c). above.

Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity ‘X} D
of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoft?

Implementation of the 2002 LRDP would result in the development of additional academic buildings

and related support facilities. including parking and student housing. This would increase the extent
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h)

I ctto - No
mpa Additional
be Analyzed )
. EI.R Analysis
" Required

of impervious surfaces on campus, which could result in increased runoff, as discussed in item 8c),
above. The City of Riverside and UCR jointly propose to undertake the University Arroyo Flood
Control and Enhancement Plan, a comprehensive storm drainage improvement project that includes
portions of the UCR campus generally located south and east of Linden Drive and the I-215/SR-60.
The proposed improvements would correct existing drainage problems in the Islander Park area east
of the campus and reduce flooding potential on campus and thereby reducing the extent of the 100-
vear tloodplain on the UCR campus. The EIR will evaluate whether the planned flood control

improvements will accommodate future development proposed under the 2002 LRDP.

Increased development on the campus would result in the introduction of typical urban contaminants
into stormwater runoff. including oil. grease, metals, pesticides/herbicides, and entrained dust. The

EIR will evaluate potential impacts of urban stormwater pollution.

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? @ D

Refer to discussion 8a) and Se¢). above.

Place housing within a 100-vear flood hazard area as mapped on a @ D
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or
other flood hazard delineation map?

According to the 1990 LRDP EIR, portions of the campus are within a 100-year tlood hazard area.
including the area along the Box Springs Arroyo. in the agricultural research fields south of Martin
Luther King Boulevard. and the area along the University Arrovo. that extends north of University
Avenue, North Campus Drive and Box Springs Road. No development is proposed for the portion of
the campus south of Martin Luther King Boulevard. Additional development could occur in the
casteriiportion of the campus. which may include areas adjacent to the University Arroyo. The City
of Riverside and UCR jointly propose to undertake University Arroyo Flood Control and
Enhancement Plan [described in item 8)e above] which would correct existing drainage problems on
and east of the campus and reduce the extent of the 100-year flood hazard area on the UCR campus.
The EIR will evaluate whether the 2002 LRDP would result in the placement of housing within the

current or proposed future 100-vear flood hazard area.

Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures, which would X D
impede or redirect flood flows?

139
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Impact to -No
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be Analyzed .
. Analysis
in EIR -
Required

No development is proposed for the portion of the campus south of Martin Luther King Boulevard,
therefore no structures would be placed within that portion of the campus within the 100-year tlood
hazard area associated with the Box Springs Arroyo. As discussed above in item 8h) above, the
University Arroyo Flood Control and Enhancement Plan would reduce the extent of the 100-vear
flood hazard area on the UCR campus associated with the University Arroyo. The EIR will evaluate
whether the 2002 LRDP would result in the placement of structures within the current or proposed

future 100-year flood hazard area.

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or < D
death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure
of a levee or dam?

No dams are located upstream from campus; and the nearest dam to campus is the Prado Dam,
located on the Santa Ana River downstream from the UCR campus. A 107 diameter water
distribution line (from Lake Silverwood to Lake Perris) of the California State Water Project is
located east of the campus along Watkins Drive. A catastrophic failure of this line could result in
flooding on the UCR campus. The EIR will evaluate the potential for people or structures to be

subject to flooding.

Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? @ D

The UCR campus is located in an inland area, and would therefore not be subject to tsunamis. The
Prado Dam on the Santa Ana River is approximately eighteen miles downstream from the UCR
campus. Several small reservoirs. however, are located on the west campus, including one on the
east campus above parking lot 9. and may represent seiche hazards. In addition. the EIR will analyze
the potgptial for mudflows, particularly related to potential development near the hills located at the

southeastern portion of the campus.

Result in Other Impacts? @ D

Implementation of the 2002 LRDP, in conjunction with known and reasonably-foreseeable growth in
the surrounding area, could result in cumulative impacts to hydrology and water quality The EIR will

address this potential.

LAND USE AND PLANNING — Would the project:

Physically divide an established community? D @

.21
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be Analyzed .
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The Riverside City community has developed around and in response to the campus. It is not
currently anticipated that implementation of the 2002 LRDP would include any development outside
of established campus boundaries. and no incursion into, or division of, the surrounding residential

communities would occur.

Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an @ D
agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited

to the LRDP, general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or

zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating

an environmental effect?

The University of California is constitutionally exempt from local zoning and tand use plan/element
requirements. The EIR will evaluate consistency of current and proposed future land uses, including
open space, building intensity. identify potential contlicts between on-campus land uses and any
potential conflicts with uses in the City, as identified in the existing General Plan for the City of
Riverside and the University Community Plan. The EIR will also evaluate the consistency of the
2002 LRDP with the pending University Community Plan update. to the extent such information is

available.

Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural @ D
community conservation plan?

Reter to the discussion under item 4f) above.

Result in Other Impacts? @ D

[mplementation of the 2002 LRDP could result in land use incompatibilities with adjacent land uses,
and in conjunction with other known and reasonably foreseeable growth in the surrounding area,

could result in cumulative land use impacts. EIR will analyze this potential.

MINERAL RESOURCES — Would the project:

Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that [:] &
would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?

No mineral resources of regional or state-wide importance are known to exist on the UC Riverside

campus, and no such activities have been associated with development of the campus. The majority
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Impact to Mo
P Additional
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of the east campus is already developed; therefore, intensification of land uses in that area would not
constitute a new constraint on access to minerals, even if any mineral resources are present.
Development of existing agricultural research fields on the western portion of the campus would not
result in the loss of the potential availability of known mineral resources.

Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral D @
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific
plan or other land use plan?

No mineral resource recovery activities occur on the UCR campus, and no such sites are delineated
in the General Plan for County and City of Riverside, or the University Community Plan, which
covers the area around the campus. Refer also to discussion 10a), above.

Result in Other Impacts? D X]

Implementation of the 2002 LRDP would not result in any impacts to mineral resource recovery
activities, nor result in the loss of availability of any locally-important mineral recovery sites,
therefore the 2002 LRDP would not contribute to any potential cumulative mineral resource impacts.

NOISE — Would the project result in:

Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of & D
standards established in any applicable plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies?

Increases in traffic, as well as mechanical equipment associated with new structures, could result in
substantel long-term increases in noise levels. Additionally, construction equipment could result in
substantial short-term noise increases. The EIR will use current noise modeling methods to predict
the magnitude of these noise increases, and will evaluate whether the increased noise levels would

exceed applicable standards or ordinances.

|

Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne E} D
vibration or groundborne noise Ievels?

Construction activities, particularly if pile-driving is required, could result in generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels. The EIR will evaluate the potential impacts of

these construction activities.
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12.

Impact to No
Additional
be Analyzed Analysi
in EIR ALysis
Required
A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the @ D
project vicinity above levels existing without the project?
Refer to discussion 11a).
A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels @ D
in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?
Refer to discussion 11a).
For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such D @

a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or
public use airport, would the project expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

The UCR campus is not located within an airport land use plan, nor within two miles of a public

airport or public use airport.

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the D @
project expose people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

The UCR campus is not located within the vicinity of a private atrstrip.

Result in Other Impacts? @ D

The EIR will address the potential for cumulative noise and vibration impacts from implementation
of the 2002 LRDP in conjunction with known and reasonably-foreseeable growth in the surrounding

area.

POPULATION AND HOUSING — Would the projeét:
K

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

The proposed 2002 LRDP would accommodate an increase in enrollment from the current
approximately 12,700 students (three-quarter average headcount) to 25,000 students by the year
2015. The EIR will use utilize projected student growth to estimate increases in faculty and staff
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b)

d)

13.

Impact to No .
P Additional
be Analyzed .
in EI-R Analysis
Required

growth, and estimate the combined demand for short-term and long-term housing within the City of
Riverside and adjacent areas. The EIR will evaluate the potential for this demand to exceed the
projected housing supply in the City and adjacent areas, and whether such growth could result in
demand for additional housing, goods and services, which could induce additional population

growth.

Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the @ D
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

The proposed 2002 LRDP may include redevelopment of the existing Family Student Housing area,
located along the northern edge of the campus. The EIR will evaluate the potential for relocation of
existing residents to an alternative location. No other housing is proposed to be displaced as a result

of LRDP implementation.

Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the & D
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

If displacement is proposed as part of the LRDP Update, the EIR will address the availability of
housing alternatives for displaced students and their families. Also, refer to the discussion for item
11b), above.

Result in Other Impacts? @ D

The 1990 LRDP EIR concluded, on page 4.7-7 (Impact 4.7.3), that development under the previously
proposed LRDP build-out was generally consistent with population and employment projections for
the area. However, the 2002 LRDP proposes substantial growth of the campus population, and the
EIR will address the potential for cumulative population and housing impacts to result from
implementation of the 2002 LRDP, in conjunction with known and reasonably-foreseeable growth in

the surrounding area.
PUBLIC SERVICES

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or physically altered
governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
gsovernmental facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for
any of the public services:
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Impact to ‘NO
P Additional
be Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis
Required

X [

i) Fire protection?

The EIR will evaluate whether implementation of the 2002 LRDP would increase demand for
fire protection services, compare the increased demand with existing and planned equipment and
staffing levels, and recommend mitigation measures, as appropriate. The environmental impacts
of new, expanded or altered facilities to respond to any such demand will also be evaluated in the
EIR.

X [

ii) Police protection?

Police protection services for the UCR campus are provided by the University of California
Police Department. The EIR will evaluate whether implementation of the 2002 LRDP would
increase demand for police protection, compare the increase in demand to existing and planned
equipment and staffing levels, and recommend mitigation measures, as appropriate. The
environmental impacts of new, expanded or altered facilities to respond to any such demand will

also be evaluated in the EIR.

X [

i) Schools?

Increased student enrollment, combined with associated increases in faculty and staff may
increase the number of school-age children that would enroll in local schools. The EIR will
evaluate potential effects of increased enroliment on the capacity of local schools. The
environmental impacts of new, expanded or altered facilities to respond to any such demand will

also be evaluated in the EIR.

y X ]

iv) Parks?

The proposed increase in student enrollment and the campus population would result in
additional demand for recreational space, which may impact the recreational capacity of nearby
parks. The EIR will, therefore, evaluate the environmental impacts of new, expanded, or altered

facilities to respond to any such demand will also be evaluated in the EIR.

-29.
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b)

14.

b)

Impact to ‘No
Additional
be Analyzed Analvsi
in EIR nalysis
Required

X [

v) Other public facilities?

Expansion of the campus population and construction associated with implementation of the
2002 LRDP could increase demand for library services or result in impacts to the campus
telecommunications infrastructure. The EIR will, therefore, evaluate the whether
implementation of the 2002 LRDP would require new, expanded or altered facilities to respond

to any such demand.

Result in Other Impacts? - [E D
Implementation of the LRDP, in conjunction with other known or reasonably foreseeable growth in
the area, could result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to impacts on public services. The
EIR will, therefore, address the potential for cumulative impacts to public services.
RECREATION —

Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and lZ] D
regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial

physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?

The proposed 2002 LRDP wilt include the provision of additional athletic and recreational facilities
for use by students, faculty and staff. The EIR will evaluate whether the increase in campus
population would exceed the capacity of existing or planned neighborhood, community, and regional
parks. The environmental impacts of new, expanded or altered facilities to respond to any such
demandwill also be evaluated in the EIR.

Does the project include recreational facilities or require the El D

construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might have

an adverse physical effect on the environment? |

The campus has an existing shortage of recreational facilities, and the proposed 2002 LRDP will
include additional recreational playing fields and other facilities. The EIR’s evaluation of the
environmental effects of the project would consider these facilities, and their effect on the capacity

of recreational facilities.

-30-
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c)

b)

No

Impactto ., 44itional
be Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis
Required
Does the project affect existing recreational opportunities? {Z} D

Implementation of the 2002 LRDP may result in proposals to displace existing recreational facilities
to provide sites for academic and support facilities that require proximity to other existing academic
or support uses. However, the LRDP Update will also designate areas of the campus to provide new
recreational playing field and facilities, which would replace and augment any existing facilities or
opportunities that may be displaced. Refer also to discussions 14a) and 14b).

Result in Other Impacts? E} D

Implementation of the LRDP, in conjunction with other known or reasonably foreseeable growth in
the area, could result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to the demand for recreational
facilities. The EIR will, therefore, address the potential for cumulative impacts to public services.
The environmental impacts of new, expanded or altered facilities to respond to any such demand will
also be evaluated in the EIR.

. TRANSPORTATION/ TRAFFIC — Would the project:

Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the g] D
existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e.,, resultin a

substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume

to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)?

[mplementation of the proposed 2002 LRDP would increase the amount of on-campus building
space, the on-campus population, and the number of parking spaces on campus, which would result
in increased vehicular traffic on local streets and the adjacent regional highway system. The EIR
will analyze the impact of additional project-related and cumulative traffic on the local street
networks, including intersection capacity, and the regional highway network, including the impact on
the capacity of Congestion Management Program designated roadways and freeway ramps and

adjacent segments.

|

Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service (E D
standard established by the county congestion management agency
for designated roads or highways? '

Refer to discussion 15a), above.

-31-
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)

a)

.No

Impact to L
be Analyzed Addztlor}al
. Analysis
in EIR M
Required
Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase N g

in traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial
safety risks?

Development associated with the 2002 LRDP is not anticipated to affect or contribute air traffic to
existing patterns. The project would, therefore, have a less-than-significant impact on air traffic.

Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp fZ D
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

The 1990 LRDP EIR did not address intersection geometry or incompatible traffic use. Any
proposed circulation system changes proposed under the 2002 LRDP will be evaluated in the EIR for
their potential to increase traffic hazards.

Result in inadequate emergency access? X} D

Construction activities and general development associated with implementation of the 2002 LRDP
could result in impacts to emergency access routes. The EIR will, therefore, evaluate the potential

for impacts regarding emergency access.

Result in inadequate parking capacity? & [j

The 1990 LRDP EIR concluded, on page 4.9-32 (limpact 4.9.2) that implementation of the 1990
LRDP would result in parking impacts. Because the proposed 2002 LRDP would result in an
increas€ in the population of the campus, the EIR will evaluate the adequacy of the proposed campus
parking inventory, based upon projected parking demand, estimates of future campus population, and

the components of a comprehensive transportation demand management program.

’ !
Conflict with applicable policies, plans, or programs supporting @ D

alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?

The proposed 2002 LRDP is anticipated to include policies related to alternative transportation;
however, the EIR will analyze whether the implementation of the 2002 LRDP would conflict with
applicable policies supporting alternative transportation, including a the development of a
comprehensive transportation demand management program for the campus.
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h)

16.

b)

Impact to No
Additional
be Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis
Required
Result in Other Impacts? @ D

Implementation of the 2002 LRDP, in conjunction with known and reasonably-foreseeable growth in
the surrounding area, could result in cumulative traffic impacts. The EIR will, therefore, address the
potential for cumulative traffic and transportation impacts. ‘

UTILITIES/SERVICE SYSTEMS/ENERGY — Would the project:

Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable g D
Regional Water Quality Control Board?

Implementation of the proposed 2002 LRDP could result in increased wastewater generation on the
campus. The EIR will, therefore, characterize current waste discharge volumes and wastewater
treatment capacity, and evaluate whether the implementation of the 2002 LRDP would, in context of
any planned increases in water treatment capacity increases, result in a violation of applicable

standards or requirements.

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

Implementation of the proposed 2002 LRDP would increase the amount of on-campus building space
and the on-campus residential population, which would result in generation and discharge of
additional wastewater, which would require treatment at the municipal treatment facility operated by
the City of Riverside. The EIR will evaluate whether projected increases in wastewater generation
would e=ceed available or planned conveyance and treatment capacity. The environmental impacts
of new, expanded or altered facilities to respond to any such demand will also be evaluated in the
EIR.

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

Refer to discussion 8b), above.
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Impact to No
Additional
be Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis
Required
d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from & D

h)

existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded
entitlements needed?

Implementation of the proposed 2002 LRDP could result in increased campus demand for water
supplies. The EIR will, therefore, characterize current demand and system capacity, and evaluate
whether the implementation of the 2002 LRDP would, in context of any planned increases in water
supply increases, result in the need for new or expanded water entitlements. The EIR will evaluate

the environmental impacts of expanded or altered facilities to respond to any such demand.

Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider ' @ D
which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity

to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s

existing commitments?

Refer to discuss 16b), above.

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

Implementation of the proposed 2002 LRDP could result in an increase in campus solid waste
generation. The EIR will, therefore, evaluate whether existing and planned landfill capacity would
be sufficient to accommodate the potential increases in solid waste generation that would result from
implementation of the 2002 LRDP. The environmental impacts of new, expanded or altered
facilities to respond to any such demand will be evaluated in the EIR.

Comply with applicable federal, state, and local statutes and (E [:]
regulations related to solid waste?

Refer to the discussion for item 16 f), above. The EIR will also evaluate the impact of
implementation of the 2002 LRDP on campus complianc‘g with applicable statutes and regulations

related to solid waste.

Result in wasteful, inefficient or unnecessary consumption of @ D
energy? '

Development of additional building space would result in the consumption of additional energy,
including electricity, natural gas and other fossil fuels. The EIR will quantify the potential increase

234 -
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17.

b)

Impact to No
P Additional
be Analyzed .
in EIR Analysis
Required

in campus-related energy usage and determine whether implementation of the LRPD, in conjunction
with known and reasonably-foreseeable growth in the surrounding area, would result in cumulative

energy impacts.

Result in Other Impacts? ‘ [E D

Implementation of the proposed 2002 LRDP, in conjunction with known and reasonably foreseeable
growth in the area, could result in cumulative impacts to utilities and service systems. The EIR will,
therefore, address the potential for cumulative impacts to utility/service systems and energy from
implementation of the 2002 LRDP.

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE —

Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the X] D
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife

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

sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community,

reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered

plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major

periods of California history or prehistory?

As indicated in the discussions above, implementation of the proposed 2002 LRDP has the potential
to result in significant impacts which could degrade the quality of the environment. Due to the
limited extent of undisturbed land on the UCR campus, the potential for the 2002 LRDP to
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to
drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal is considered low. Although
implementation of the 2002 LRDP could result in modification or loss of some historic resources
(e.g., buildings greater than 50 years old), these potential impacts would not eliminate any important

examples of the major period of California history or p[$l1istory.

Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but X] D
cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means

that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when

viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of

other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects)?

The proposed UCR 2002 LRDP estimates that a total of 12,500,000 gsf of academic buildings,
support facilities and student housing are required to support a total future enrollment of 25,000
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Impact to ~ No
P Additional
be Analyzed )
in EIR Analysis
Required

students by the year 2015. As of the 2000/2001 academic year, the campus enrolled 12,700 students
(three academic quarter average headcount) and had a total of approximately 4,554,700 gross square
feet of academic building and related support facilities. The EIR will evaluate whether the potential
impacts of implementation of the 2002 LRDP, including an increase in enrollment of approximately
12,000 additional students, combined with other current projects-and probable future projects and

projected regional growth in the surrounding area, would be cumulatively considerable.

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause @ [:l
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly? ’

As indicated in the above discussions, implementation of the proposed 2002 LRDP has the potential
to result in significant impacts. The EIR will evaluate whether any of those impacts have the

potential to result in substantial adverse effects on human beings.

VI. REFERENCES

Helix Environmental Planning, Inc, University Arroyo Flood Control and Enhancement Plan, and
Islander Park Improvements Initial Study, August 17, 2001

. Riverside Islander Park/University Arroyo Restoration/Storm Drain Project, Biological
Technical Report, August 17, 2001

Riverside City Planning Department, University Community Plan, December 23, 1986

University 8T California, Riverside, Office of Campus Planning, 1990, Long Range Development Plan,
July

,1990b. Long Range Development Plan Final Environmental Impact Report, State
Clearinghouse No. 90020114, July -

University of California, Riverside, Office of Design and Construction, 2000a, Campus Modular
Building Initial Study, September :

, 2000b, Final Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration for Physical
Sciences No.1, SCH No. 2000111053, December

, 2001, Undergraduate Student Housing Expansion 2 Initial Study, SCH No.
200011163, January
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United State Fish and Wildlife Service, Coastal California Gnatcatcher Final Critical Habitat
Boundary, Unit 10 — Riverside County Central, October 18, 2000
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SCH#

Mail to: State Clearinghouse, PO Box 3044, Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 916/445-0613

Project Title: University of California, Riverside 2002 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) draft EIR

Lead Agency: University of California Board of Regents Contact Person:  Juanita W. Bullock
Street Address: 1111 Franklin Street, 12 Floor Phone: (909) 787-7376
City:  Oakland Zip: 94607 County:  Alameda

Project Location:

County: Riverside City/Nearest Community:  Riverside
Cross Streets: _University Avenue/Canyon Crest Drive  Zip Code: 92507 Total Acres: 1,112
Assessor's Parcel No.  Multiple Section: Twp. Range: Base:
Within 2 Miles: State Hwy #: 215/60/91 Waterways: None .
) Airports:  None Railways: BNSF Schools:  Multiple Elementary, Middle,

Secondary and Private

Document Type:

CEQA: XNOP Z Supplement/Subsequent EIR NEPA: T NOI Other: T~ Joint Document
T Early Cons (Prior SCH No.) 90020114 : C EA ~ Final Document
T Neg Dec Z Other : C Draft EIS Z Other
= Draft EIR Z FONSI

Local Action Type:

= General Plan Update ~ Specific Plan ~ Rezone _ Annexation
~ General Plan Amendment = Master Plan Z Prezone ~ Redevelopment
~ General Plan Element = Planned Unit Development = Use Permit ~ Coastal Permit
~ Community Plan ~ Site Plan ~ Land Division (Subdivision, etc.) X Other - LRDP
Development Type:
~ Residential: Units Acres T Water Facilities: Type MGD
Z Office: Sq.ft. Acres Employees ~ Transportation: Type
~ Commercial:  Sg.ft. Acres Employees T Mining: Mineral
Z Industrial: Sq.ft. Acres Enmployees = Power: Type Watts
X Educational Campus Long Range Development Plan = Waste Treatment:  Type
~ Recreational = Hazardous Waste:  Type
Z Other:
Funding (approx.): Federal $ State $ Total $
Project Issués Discussed in Document:
X Aesthetic/Visual X Flood Plain/Flooding X Schools/Universities X Water Quality
X Agricultural Land X Forest Land/Fire Hazard — Septic Systems X Water Supply/Groundwater
X Air Quality X Geologic/Seismic X Sewer Capacity X Wetland/Riparian
X Archeological/Historical X Minerals X Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading X Wildlife
= Coastal Zone X Noise X Solid Waste X Growth Inducing
X Drainage/Absorption X Population/Housing Balance ~ X Toxic/Hazardous X Land Use
T Economic/Jobs X Public Services/Facilities X Traffic/Circulation X Cumulative Effects
T Fiscal X Recreation/Parks X Vegetation = Other

Project Description: The University of California, Riverside proposes to update the 1990 LRDP previously adopted by The
Regents that anticipated 18,090 students by 2005-06 and a need for 10.1'million gross square feet of facilities. The update will address
anticipated growth in enroliment by approximately 12,300 students in 2015 over the current enroliment of 12,700 (2000-01). The LRDP EIR
will address the environmental impacts this growth will have as the campus moves from 4.3 million existing gross square feet of
development to 12.5 million gross square feet to accommodate the increase in students. The LRDP EIR will incorporate existing LRDP
mitigation measures as appropriate as well as develop new measures to mitigate the increase in enrollment.
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QOakland, CA 94607
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Ms. Juanita W. Bullock
Capital and Physical Planning
University of California

3637 Canyon Crest Dr. F-101
Riverside. CA. 92507

Re: Notice of Preparation

January 15, 2002

Dear Ms. Bullock,

We would like to thank you for the opportunity to review t]
possible impact on the community of Grand Terrace. We believe thd
the possible impact for the surrounding areas and we concur with ity
two concerns that arise from this study that could potentially affect
first concern is the air quality item 3b which addresses the increase in

Community Development
Department

he Notice of Preparation and its
t the study thoroughly examines
preliminary findings. There are
the City of Grand Terrace. The
student population and physical

structures that will inevitably cause an increase in emission from

is a section of the 215 freeway between the 10 and 60 freeways.

impacts will be adequately addressed in the EIR and a full discus

v\é};}ﬁizia Materassi
irector of Community and

Economic Development

PM:IL:JG:jg
WES1\WOL3\USERS\COMDEVUGOLLIHARVettcrs 02\UCRgrowth.wpd

ehicles and stationary facilities

impacting short and long term air quality. The second concem is the/Transportation/Traffic item 15a
which addresses the increased traffic in the area. The area of concern, for the City of Grand Terrace,

is area has become increasing

congested over the last several years and with the projected student population growth this will
increase the number of cars on the local freeways increasing congestion on the north and south bound
traffic and potentially blocking the on and off ramps that lead to th City of Grand Terrace, namely
Barton Road and La Cadena/lowa. We anticipate the possible economic growth that this will also
bring to the outlying areas but have concerns regarding regional traffic impacts. We trust that these

sion of mitigation measures for

potential regional traffic impacts including any needed rail-grade separations. Again we thank you for
allowing us the opportunity to participate in this important project.

22795 Barton Road * Grand Terrace, California 92313-5

295 » (909) 824-6621
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CITY OF RIVERSIDE

"People Serving
People”

January 15, 2002

Juanita W. Bullock, AICP, ASLA
Capital and Physical Planning
University of California

3637 Canyon Crest Drive, R-101
Riverside, CA 92507

RE: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the University of California
Riverside (UCR) 2002 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP)

Dear Ms. Bullock:

Thank you for meeting last week with staff of various City of Riverside departments to discuss issues of concern
to the City of Riverside relative to the above-referenced EIR. We concur in the comprehensive list of issues to be
addressed in the EIR, and request that you consider the specific issues discussed at our meeting. These would
include those concerns and questions listed in the attached e-mail correspondence from the Police Department.

Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please call me at 826-5989 or e-mail me at
caaron(@ci.riverside.ca.us.

Sincerely,

Craig Aaron
Principal Planner

¢: Lieutenant Robert Meier, Police Department
Thomas Boyd, Public Works Director
Andrew Emery, Senior Parks Planner
Perry Halterman, Fire Marshall

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

3900 MAIN STREET © RIVERSIDE, CALIFORNIA 92522 e (909) 826-5371
FAX: (909) 826-5622 @ www.riverside-ca.org
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From: Robert Melsr INYi

To: Asron, Craig

Dste: 110/02 8:17PM @u(ﬂpc[c_

Subjact: UCR Long Range Development Flan

As o result of eur maeting thie moming regarding the Long Range Deveiopment Plan (LRDP) for UCR, the
following are the Police Department'y concems.

1. Student parking in areas afound the campus such as residential areas and business complexes.
2. Increased vehicle treffic in and out of the campus.
3. As the enroliment grows, does UCR PD plan to add officers consistent with thet growth?

4. As the envollment grows, we can snticipate the need 1o provide additonal officers for the University
Neighborhood Enhencemnent Team (UNET). which I6 8 Joint community poticing parinership program
between LUCR PD angd Riverside PD.

5. Wil it be necessary to relocats the UNET office from Universaity Viage, or open 8 second office
elsewhare naar the cBMpUS?

6. Ofi-campus houeing- will there be more muitishousing units off-campus 10 accommodate the increase
in enroltment? -

7. Wil the off-campus housging be locatsd In the area currently patrofied by UCR PD and UNET or will it
be located in areas requiring Riverside PD services?

8. Anlicipatad increases in the number of businesses near the oampus such as resteurants, fast food,

movie heaters, bars, and other types of entertamment ceners will certainly Increase tha number of calls
for police services.

cc: Wilson, Audrey
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University of California, Riverside Y : R
(909) 787-2433  FAX: (909) 787-2402 |} Academic Planmng
and Budget — Capital and

~ Physical Planning

Fax

Mark Horne
To: Charlotte Strem From: Nita Bullock
Michelle Ouellette o - -
Eip B
Company: OP cC:
BB&K , ,
310.268.8175
Fax: 510.987.9757 # Pages. 2 (including cover)
R 909.686.3083 _
Phone: ) ) Date: . 1/28/02 L
RE: Attachment that was missing from the City of Riverside LRDP EIR NOP
L letter
[ ] Urgent [X] For Review [ ] Please Comment || Please Reply

Comments: Finally got a copy of the missing attachment.

3637 Canyon Crest Drive  Bannockburn - F101
Riverside, California 92507






Q Department of Toxic Substances Control
Lo

Edwin F. Lowry, Director
5796 Corporate Avenue

Winston H. Hickox Cypress, California 9063Q Gray Davis

Agency Secretary . Governor
California Environmental-
Protection Agency

January 4, 2002

Ms. Juanita W. Bullock, AICP, ASLA
UCR Campus Physical Planner
Capital and Physical Planning

3637 Canyon Crest Drive, F-101
Riverside, California 92507

NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, RIVERSIDE 2002 LONG RANGE DEVELOPMENT

PLAN (SCH #1990020114)

Dear Ms. Bullock:

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has received your Notice of
Preparation (NOP) of a draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the above-
mentioned project.

Based on the review of the document, DTSC’s comments are as follows:

-1) The draft EIR needs to identify and determine whether current or historic uses at
the Project site have resulted in any release of hazardous wastes/substances at

— the Project area.

2) The draft EIR needs to identify any known or potentially contaminated site within
the proposed Project area. For all identified sites, the ND needs to evaluate
whether conditions at the site pose a threat to human health or the environmepi/.’—\_

3) The draft EIR should identify the mechanism to initiate any required investigation
and/or remediation for any site that may require remediation, and the
government agency to provide appropriate regulatory oversight.

4) The NOP indicates that the project site which is located on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 (due to
pesticide disposal pits located in the agricultural teaching and research fields),
and as a result, would create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment. Therefore, an environmental assessment should be conducted at
the project area to evaluate whether the site is contaminated with hazardous

The energy challenge facing California is real. Every Californian needs to take immediate action to reduce energy consumption.
For a list of simple ways you can reduce demand and cut your energy costs, see our Web-site at www.dtsc.ca.gov.

@ Printed on Recycled Paper






Ms. Juanita W. Bullock, AICP, ASLA
January 4, 2002
Page 2

substances from the potential past and current uses including storage, transport,
generation and disposal of toxic and hazardous waste/materials. ‘

Any hazardous wastes/materials encountered should be remediated in
accordance with local, state, and federal regulations. Prior to initiating any
construction activities, an environmental assessment should be conducted to
determine if a release of hazardous wastes/substances exists at the site. If so,
further studies should be carried out to delineate the nature and extent of the
contamination. Also, it is necessary to estimate the potential threat to public
health and/or the environment posed by the site. It may be necessary to
determine if an expedited response action is required to reduce existing or
potential threats to public heaith or the environment. If no immediate threat
exists, the final remedy should be implemented in compliance with state
regulations and policies rather than excavation of soil prior to any assessments.

All environmental investigation and/or remediation should be conducted under a
Workplan which is approved by a regulatory agency who has jurisdiction to
oversee hazardous waste cleanups. Complete characterization of the soil is
needed prior to any excavation or removal action.

If vegetation or agricultural use occurred on the project site, onsite soils could
contain pesticide residues. The NOP states that due to pesticide disposal pits
located in the agricultural teaching and research fields, the site is on a list of
hazardous materials sites, and the impacts to be analyzed in the EIR. Proper
investigation and remedial actions should be conducted at the site prior to the
new development. As long as the proposed project is for the development of a
ummversity campus, proper environmental studies to be conducted to evaluate the
health risks associated with these chemicals. The NOP again states the impact
to be analyzed and these fields are currently undergoing remediation according
to an approved plan. The draft EIR should mention the government agency to
provide appropriate regulatory oversight and the details of remediation.

The NOP indicates that the academic core, housing and student and campus
services including childcare are provided on the east side of the campus. During
the school property acquisition and/or construction utilizing state funding, it
should be in compliance with the Assembly Bill 387 (Wildman) and Senate Bill
162 (Escutia) which requires a comprehensive environmental review process
and that DTSC's approval is required. DTSC's role in the assessment,
investigation, and cleanup of proposed school sites is to ensure that the selected
properties are free of contamination, and if the property is contaminated, that it is






Ms. Juanita W. Bullock, AICP, ASLA
January 4, 2002
Page 3

9)

10)

11)

12)

cleaned up to a level that is protective of the students and faculty who will
occupy the new school. A study of the site is to be conducted to provide basic
information for determining if there has been a release, or if there is a threatened
release of a hazardous material including agricultural chemicals or if there
maybe a naturally occurring hazardous material present at the site, that may
pose a risk to human health or the environment. Though the proposed childcare
facility may not be a school, but a childcare facility using state fund. The
purpose of the bill is to protect the children who will be attending this childcare
facility. Therefore, proper environmental studies should be conducted to ensure
that a threat to childcare children’s health and the environment does not exist at

the site.

The NOP indicates that in addition to the development of new buildings and
support facilities, existing on-campus facilities will continue to be subject to
renovation. If the proposed project is planning to demolish any old buildings
during the development, investigate the presence of lead paints and asbestos
containing materials (ACMs) in the currently existing building structures. If the
presence of lead or ACMs is suspected, proper precautions should be taken
during any future demolition activities. Additionally, the contaminants should be
remediated in compliance with the California environmental regulations.

The NOP has to describe the adjacent properties of the proposed project. If the
proposed project is within 2,000 feet from a contaminated site, then the
proposed development may fall under the “Border Zone of a Contaminated
Property.” Appropriate precautions should be taken prior to construction if the
proposed project is on a “Border Zone Property.”

The project construction may require soil excavation and/or soil filling in certain
areas. Appropriate sampling is required prior to disposal of the excavated soil. If
the soil is contaminated, properly dispose it rather than placing it in another
location. Land Disposal Restrictions (LDRs) may be applicable to these soils.
Also, if the project is planning to import soil to backfill the areas excavated,
proper sampling should be conducted to make sure that the imported soil is free

of contamination.

If it is determined that hazardous wastes are, or will be, generated by the
proposed project, the wastes must be managed in accordance with the California
Hazardous Waste Control Law (California Health and Safety Code, Division 20,
Chapter 6.5) and the Hazardous Waste Control Regulations (California Code of
Regulations, Title 22, Division 4.5).






Ms. Juanita W. Bullock, AICP, ASLA
January 4, 2002
Page 4

13)

14)

15)

16)
17)

18)

If it is determined that hazardous wastes are or will be generated and the wastes
are (a) stored in tanks or containers for more than ninety days, (b) treated onsite,
or (c) disposed of onsite, then a permit from DTSC may be required. The facility
should contact DTSC at (818) 551-2171 to initiate pre application discussions
and determine the permitting process applicable to the facility.

If it is determined that hazardous wastes will be generated, the facility should
obtain a United States Environmental Protection Agency Identification Number
by contacting (800) 618-6942.

Certain hazardous waste treatment processes may require authorization from
the local Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA). Information about the
requirement for authorization can be obtained by contacting Ms. Martha Bahia,
Riverside County Environmental Health, the CUPA designated agency at

(909) 358-5055.

If the proposed project discharge treated waste water to the sewer, a discharge
permit should be obtained from the Regional Water Quality Control Board.

A groundwater investigation may also be necessary based on the nature of on-
site contaminants and the depth to the groundwater.

If during construction of the project, soil and/or groundwater contamination is
suspected, construction in the area should cease and appropriate Health and
Safety procedures should be implemented. If it is determined that contaminated
soil and/or groundwater exist, the draft EIR should identify how any required
inwestigation and/or remediation will be conducted, and the government agency
to provide appropriate regulatory oversight.

DTSC provides guidance for the Preliminary Endangerment Assessment (PEA)
preparation and cleanup oversight through the Voluntary Cleanup Program (VCP).
Also, DTSC is administering the $85 million Cleanup Loans and Environmental
Assistance to Neighborhoods (CLEAN) program, which provides low-interest loans to
investigate and cleanup hazardous materials at properties where redevelopment is
likely to have a beneficial impact to a community. The CLEAN program consists of two
main components: low interest loans of up to $100,000 to conduct PEAs of
underutilized properties; and loans of up to 2.5 million for the cleanup or removal of
hazardous materials also at underutilized urban properties. These loans are available
to developers, businesses, schools, and local governments.






Ms. Juanita W. Bullock, AICP, ASLA
January 4, 2002
Page 5

For additional information on the VCP of CLEAN program, please visit DTSC’s web site
- at www.dtsc.ca.gov. If you would like to meet/discuss this matter further, please
contact Mr. Johnson P. Abraham, Project Manager at (714) 484-5476.

Sincerely,

[l -'
,4" e J/'(v' S
— [~
e

Haissam Y. Salloum, P.E.

Unit Chief

Southern California Cleanup Operations Branch
Cypress Office

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

Mr. Guenther W. Moskat, Chief

Planning and Environmental Analysis Section
CEQA Tracking Center

Department of Toxic Substances Control
P.O. Box 806

Sacramento, California 95812-0806

Ms. Juanita W. Bullock, AICP, ASLA
UCR Campus Physical Planner
University of California Board of Regents
1111 Franklin Street, 12th Floor
Oakland, California 94607






\"i Department of Toxic Substances Control

Edwin F. Lowry, Director
5796 Corporate Avenue

Winston H. Hickox Cypress, California 90630 Gray Davis

Agency Secretary Governor
California Environmental :
Protection Agency

January 4, 2002

Ms. Juanita W. Bullock, AICP, ASLA
UCR Campus Physical Planner
Capital and Physical Planning

3637 Canyon Crest Drive, F-101
Riverside, California 92507

NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, RIVERSIDE 2002 LONG RANGE DEVELOPMENT
PLAN (SCH #1990020114)

Dear Ms. Bullock:

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has received your Notice of
Preparation (NOP) of a draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the above-
mentioned project.

Based on the review of the document, DTSC’s comments are as follows:

1) The draft EIR needs to identify and determine whether current or historic uses at
the Project site have resulted in any release of hazardous wastes/substances at

the Project area.

2) The draft EIR needs to identify any known or potentially contaminated site within
the proposed Project area. For all identified sites, the ND needs to evaluate
whether conditions at the site pose a threat to human health or the environment.

3) The draft EIR should identify the mechanism to initiate any required investigation
and/or remediation for any site that may require remediation, and the
government agency to provide appropriate regulatory oversight.

4) The NOP indicates that the project site which is located on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 (due to
pesticide disposal pits located in the agricultural teaching and research fields),
and as a result, would create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment. Therefore, an environmental assessment should be conducted at
the project area to evaluate whether the site is contaminated with hazardous

The energy challenge facing California is real. Every Californian needs to take immediate action to reduce energy consumption.
For a list of simple ways you can reduce demand and cut your energy costs, see our Web-site at www.dtsc.ca.gov.
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Ms. Juanita W. Bullock, AICP, ASLA
January 4, 2002
Page 2

5)

7)

8)

substances from the potential past and current uses including storage, transport,
generation and disposal of toxic and hazardous waste/materials.

Any hazardous wastes/materials encountered should be remediated in
accordance with local, state, and federal regulations. Prior to initiating any
construction activities, an environmental assessment should be conducted to
determine if a release of hazardous wastes/substances exists at the site. If so,
further studies should be carried out to delineate the nature and extent of the
contamination. Also, it is necessary to estimate the potential threat to public
health and/or the environment posed by the site. |t may be necessary to
determine if an expedited response action is required to reduce existing or
potential threats to public health or the environment. If no immediate threat
exists, the final remedy should be implemented in compliance with state
regulations and policies rather than excavation of soil prior to any assessments.

All environmental investigation and/or remediation should be conducted under a
Workplan which is approved by a regulatory agency who has jurisdiction to
oversee hazardous waste cleanups. Complete characterization of the soil is
needed prior to any excavation or removal action.

If vegetation or agricultural use occurred on the project site, onsite soils could
contain pesticide residues. The NOP states that due to pesticide disposal pits
located in the agricultural teaching and research fields, the site is on a list of
hazardous materials sites, and the impacts to be analyzed in the EIR. Proper
investigation and remedial actions should be conducted at the site prior to the
new development. As long as the proposed project is for the development of a
ugiversity campus, proper environmental studies to be conducted to evaluate the
health risks associated with these chemicals. The NOP again states the impact
to be analyzed and these fields are currently undergoing remediation according
to an approved plan. The draft EIR should mention the government agency to
provide appropriate regulatory oversight and the details of remediation.

The NOP indicates that the academic core, housing and student and campus
services including childcare are provided on the east side of the campus. During
the school property acquisition and/or construction utilizing state funding, it
should be in compliance with the Assembly Bill 387 (Wildman) and Senate Bill
162 (Escutia) which requires a comprehensive environmental review process
and that DTSC’s approval is required. DTSC's role in the assessment,
investigation, and cleanup of proposed school sites is to ensure that the selected
properties are free of contamination, and if the property is contaminated, that it is






Ms. Juanita W. Bullock, AICP, ASLA
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9)

10)

11)

12)

cleaned up to a level that is protective of the students and faculty who will
occupy the new school. A study of the site is to be conducted to provide basic
information for determining if there has been a release, or if there is a threatened
release of a hazardous material including agricultural chemicals or if there
maybe a naturally occurring hazardous material present at the site, that may
pose a risk to human health or the environment. Though the proposed childcare
facility may not be a school, but a childcare facility using state fund. The
purpose of the bill is to protect the children who will be attending this childcare
facility. Therefore, proper environmental studies should be conducted to ensure
that a threat to childcare children’s health and the environment does not exist at
the site.

The NOP indicates that in addition to the development of new buildings and
support facilities, existing on-campus facilities will continue to be subject to
renovation. If the proposed project is planning to demolish any old buildings
during the development, investigate the presence of lead paints and asbestos
containing materials (ACMs) in the currently existing building structures. If the
presence of lead or ACMs is suspected, proper precautions should be taken
during any future demolition activities. Additionally, the contaminants should be
remediated in compliance with the California environmental regulations.

The NOP has to describe the adjacent properties of the proposed project. If the
proposed project is within 2,000 feet from a contaminated site, then the
proposed development may fall under the “Border Zone of a Contaminated
Property.” Appropriate precautions should be taken prior to construction if the
proposed project is on a “Border Zone Property.”

The project construction may require soil excavation and/or soil filling in certain
areas. Appropriate sampling is required prior to disposal of the excavated soil. If
the soil is contaminated, properly dispose it rather than placing it in another
location. Land Disposal Restrictions (LDRs) may be applicable to these soils.
Also, if the project is planning to import soil to backfill the areas excavated,
proper sampling should be conducted to make sure that the imported soil is free

of contamination.

If it is determined that hazardous wastes are, or will be, generated by the
proposed project, the wastes must be managed in accordance with the California
Hazardous Waste Control Law (California Health and Safety Code, Division 20,
Chapter 6.5) and the Hazardous Waste Control Regulations (California Code of

Regulations, Title 22, Division 4.5).
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13)

14)

15)

16)

17)

18)

If it is determined that hazardous wastes are or will be generated and the wastes
are (a) stored in tanks or containers for more than ninety days, (b) treated onsite,
or (c) disposed of onsite, then a permit from DTSC may be required. The facility
should contact DTSC at (818) 551-2171 to initiate pre application discussions
and determine the permitting process applicable to the facility.

If it is determined that hazardous wastes will be generated, the facility should
obtain a United States Environmental Protection Agency Identification Number
by contacting (800) 618-6942.

Certain hazardous waste treatment processes may require authorization from
the local Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA). Information about the
requirement for authorization can be obtained by contacting Ms. Martha Bahia,
Riverside County Environmental Health, the CUPA designated agency at
(909) 358-5055.

If the proposed project discharge treated waste water to the sewer, a discharge
permit should be obtained from the Regional Water Quality Control Board.

A groundwater investigation may also be necessary based on the nature of on-
site contaminants and the depth to the groundwater.

If during construction of the project, soil and/or groundwater contamination is
suspected, construction in the area should cease and appropriate Health and
Safety procedures should be implemented. If it is determined that contaminated
soil and/or groundwater exist, the draft EIR should identify how any required
investigation and/or remediation will be conducted, and the government agency
to provide appropriate regulatory oversight.

DTSC provides guidance for the Preliminary Endangerment Assessment (PEA)
preparation and cleanup oversight through the Voluntary Cleanup Program (VCP).
Also, DTSC is administering the $85 million Cleanup Loans and Environmental
Assistance to Neighborhoods (CLEAN) program, which provides low-interest loans to
investigate and cleanup hazardous materials at properties where redevelopment is
likely to have a beneficial impact to a community. The CLEAN program consists of two
main components: low interest loans of up to $100,000 to conduct PEAs of
underutilized properties; and loans of up to 2.5 million for the cleanup or removal of
hazardous materials also at underutilized urban properties. These loans are available
to developers, businesses, schools, and local governments.
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For additional information on the VCP of CLEAN program, please visit DTSC's web site
at www.dtsc.ca.gov. If you would like to meet/discuss this matter further, please
contact Mr. Johnson P. Abraham, Project Manager at (714) 484-5476.

Sincerely,

Haissam Y. Salloum, P.E.

Unit Chief

Southern California Cleanup Operations Branch
Cypress Office

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

Mr. Guenther W. Moskat, Chief

Planning and Environmental Analysis Section
CEQA Tracking Center

Department of Toxic Substances Control
P.0O. Box 806

Sacramento, California 95812-0806

Ms. Juanita W. Bullock, AICP, ASLA
UCR Campus Physical Planner
University of California Board of Regents
1111 Franklin Street, 12th Floor
Oakland, California 94607
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Notice of Preparation

December 18, 2001

To: Reviewing Agencies

Re: University of California, Riverside 2002 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) Draft EIR
SCH# 1990020114

Attached for your review and comment is the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the University of California, Riverside
2002 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) Draft EIR draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

Responsible agencies must transmit their comments on the scope and content of the NOP, focusing on specific
information related to their own statutory responsibility, within 30 days of receipt of the NOP from the Lead Agency.
This is a courtesy notice provided by the State Clearinghouse with a reminder for you to comment in a timely
manner. We encourage other agencics to also respond to this notice and express their concerns early in the
environmental review process.

Pleasc direct your comments 10:

Juanita W. Bullock

University of California Board of Regents
1111 Franklin Street, 12th. Floor
Oakland, CA 94607

with a copy to the State Clearinghouse in the Office of Planning and Research. Please refer to the SCH number
noted above in all correspondence concerning this project.

1i you have any questions sbout the envirenmental documnent review process, piease call the State Ciearinghousc at
(916) 445-0613.

Scotnt Post-It™ brand fax transmittal memo 7671 l#of.pages ’

Projecf Analyst, Statc Clearinghouse
§ Y _To—'/y[} W From /} W
Co. Co.
chments D ﬂ /}Q/ L
(& e Agency AP o 570) 7B 7Dl
(30787 F557 " Vom> 387 0755

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044

916-445-0613 FAX 916-323-3018 W .OPR.CA.GOVICLEARINGHOUSE MTML
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Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

1990020114

P.yer 83

SCH#
Project Title  University of California, Riverside 2002 Long Range Development Pian (LRDP) Draft ERR
Lead Agency University of California, Regents of the
Type NOP Notice of Preparation
Description  The University of California, Riverside proposes to update the 1990 LRDP previously adopted by The
Regents that anticipated 18,090 students by 2005-06 and a need for 10.1 million gross square feet of
facilities. The update will address anticipated growth in enroliment by approximately 12,300 students
in 2015 over the current enraliment of 12,700 (2000-01). The LRDP EIR will address the
environmental impacts this growth will have as the campus moves from 4.5 million existing gross
square feet of development to 12.5 million gross sf to accommodate the increase in students. The
LRDP EIR will incorporate existing LRDP mitigation measures as appropriate as well as develop new
measures to mitigate the increase in enroliment.
Lead Agency Contact
Name Juanita W, Bullock
Agehcy University of California Board of Regents
Phone (909) 787-7376 Fax
email .
Address 1111 Franklin Street, 12th. Floor
City Oakland State CA  Zip 94607
Project Location
County Riverside
City Riverside
Region
Cross Streets  University Avenue/Canyon Crest Drive
Parcel No.
Township Range Section Base

Proximity to:

Highways
Airports
Railways
Waterways
Schools
Land Use

215/60/91
BNSF

Multiple Elementary, Middle, Secondary & Private
institution

Project Issues

——

Aesthetic/Visual; Agricultural Land; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Drainage/Absorption; Flood
Plain/Flooding; Forest Land/Fire Hazard, Geologic/Seismic; Growth Inducing; Landuse; Wildlife:
Wetland/Riparian; Water Supply; Water Quality; Vegetation; Traffic/Circulation; Toxic/Hazardous: Solid
Waste; Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Sewer Capacity; Schools/Universities; Recreation/Parks;
Public Services; Populaﬁbn/l—lousing Balance: Noise; Minerals; Cumnulative Effects

Reviewing
Agencles

Resources Agency; Department of Conservation; Office of Historic Preservation; Department of Health
Services; Department of Fish and Game, Regicn 6; Native American Heritage Commission; State
Lands Commission: Office of Emergency Services; Caltrans, District 8: State Water Resources Control
Board, Clean Water Program; Department of Toxic Substances Control; Regional Water Quaiity
Controf Board, Region 7; Deparntment of Parks and Recreation

Date Received

12/18/2001 Start of Review 12/18/2001 End of Review 01/16/2002

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA Gray Davis, Govemor

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
915 CAPITOL MALL, ROOM 364

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

(916) 653-4082

(916) 657-5390 - Fax

January 4, 2002

Juanita W. Bullock

University of California Board of Regents
111Franklin Street, 12" Floor

Qakland, CA 94607

RE: SCH# 1990020114 - University of California, Riverside 2002 Long Range Development Plan Draft EIR

Dear Ms. Buliock:

The Native American Heritage Commission has reviewed the above mentioned NOP. To adequately
assess and mitigate project-related impacts on archaeological resources, the Commission recommends the
following actions be required:

v Contact the appropriate Information Center for a record search. The record search will determine:
= If a part or all of the area of project effect (APE) has been previously surveyed for cultural
resources.
= If any known cultural resources have already been recorded on or adjacent to the APE.
» If the probability is low, moderate, or high that cultural resources are located in the APE,
= If a survey is required to determine whether previously unrecorded cultural resources are present.
v If an archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report
detailing the findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey.
= The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measurers should be
submitted immediately to the planning department. All information regarding site locations, Native
American human remains, and associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential
addendum, and not be made available for pubic disclosure.
= The final written report should be submitted within 3 months after work has been completed to the
appropriate regional archaeological Information Center.
¥v' Contact the Native American Heritage Commission for:
= A Sacred Lands File Check.
= A list of appropriate Native American Contacts for consultation concerning the project site and to
assist in the mitigation measures.
v Lack of surface evidence of archeological resources does not preclude their subsurface existence.
= |ead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the identification and evaluation
of accidentally discovered archeological resources, per California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
§15064.5 (f). In areas of identified archaeological sensitivity, a certified archaeologist and a
culttrally affiliated Native American, with knowledge in cultural resources, should monitor all
ground-disturbing activities.
= Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the disposition of recovered
artifacts, in consultation with culturally affiliated Native Americans.
= Lead agencies should include provisions for discovery of Native American human remains in their
mitigation plan. Health and Safety Code §7050.5, CEQA §15064.5 (e), and Public Resources Code
§5097.98 mandates the process to be followed in the event of an accidental discovery of any human
remains in a location other than a dedicated cemetery.

Sincerely,

N H ; L .
N Wz

Rob Wood

Environmental Specialist III

(916) 653-4040

CC: State Clearinghouse

C 5164






3560 University Avenue Suite 100 ¢ Riverside, California 92501
phone: (909)787-7141 « fax: (909)787-7920 www.rcte.org

¥4 #

fi‘ansportation Commission

January 10, 2002

Ms. Juanita Bullock

Capital and Physical Planning
University of California

3637 Canyon Crest Drive, F-101
Riverside, CA 92507

Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental impact Report- UCR Long Range
Development Plan

Dear Ms. Bullock:

We received the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for
the University of California Riverside (UCR) Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) on January
17, 2002 and are providing you with the following comments:

1) As you are aware RCTC is working with Caltrans to develop and fund transportation
improvements in the Interstate 215 Corridor adjacent to the UCR Campus. RCTC is also
responsible for the development of Metro Link Commuter Rail Service in Riverside to and
from Los Angeles and Orange County. In these capacities we are concerned about the
projected increase in the UCR student-body expected in the LDRP and how more students
might affect 1-215 main-line traffic and access to the UCR campus, as well as increased
passenger demand on Metro Link. Please evaluate these potential impacts in the proposed

DEIR.

2) As mentioned above RCTC is working with Caltrans on the 1-215 Corridor. In addition
RCTC works with other agencies such as the City of Riverside, County of Riverside, City
of Moreno Valley and the Riverside Transit Agency (RTA) in the development and funding
of transportation programs. These agencies may have similar concerns about the
projected increase in student enrollment at UCR. Please ensure they are given the
opportunity to comment on your proposed DEIR.

Thank you for giving RCTC the opportunity to comment on your proposed DEIR. We look
forward to working with you in the preparation of the DEIR and LDRP.

Sincerely,

o =L

Eric Haley, Executive Director RCTC
Riverside County Transportation Commission






By

CEQA: California Environmental Quality Act

NOTICE OF PREPARATION

To:

Riverside County Transportation
Commission

3560 University Avenue, Suite 100
Riverside, CA 92501

From: Juanita W. Bullock AICP, ASLA
Capital and Physical Planning
University of California
3637 Canyon Crest Drive, F-101
Riverside, CA 92507

Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report

University of California Board of Regents will be the Lead Agency and will prepare an environmental impact report
for the project identified below. We need to know the views of your agency as to the scope and content of the
environmental information that is germane to your agency's statutory responsibilities in connection with the
proposed project. Your agency will need to use the EIR prepared by our agency when considering your permit or

other approval for the project.

The project description, location. and the potential environmental eftects are contained in the attached materials. A

copy of the Initial Study (X is O is not) attached.

Due to the time limits mandated by State law, your response must be sent at the earliest possible date, but not later

than 30 days after the receipt of this notice.

Please send your response to Juanita W. Bullock, Campus Physical Planner at the address shown above. We will

need the name of a contact person in your agency.

Project Title: University of California. Riverside 2002 Long Range Development Plan

Project Applicant, if any: Academic Planning and Budget — Capital and Physical Planning, University of

California. Riverside

Date: December 14, 2001

Reference: Calitornia Code of Regufations. Title 14, (CEQA Guidelines). Scction 13082(a). 15105, 133

N
Signature M‘/w—l/é\—

e —-
e~ T,
2\ ’ >,

Title L//(?amptls Physical Plan

Telephone
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o South Coast
Air Quality Management District

g 21865 E. Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182
m (909) 396-2000 - http://www.agmd.gov

January 2, 2002

Ms. Juanita W. Bullock, AICP, ASLA
Capital and Physical Planning
University of California

3637 Canyon Crest Drive, F-101
Riverside, CA 92507

Dear Ms. Bullock:

Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for

2002 Long Range Development Plan

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) appreciates the opportunity to
comment on the above-mentioned document. The AQMD’s comments are recommendations
regarding the analysis of potential air quality impacts from the proposed project that should be
included in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR),

Air Quality Analysis

The AQMD adopted its California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Air Quality Handbook in
1993 to assist other public agencies with the preparation of air quality analyses. The AQMD
recommends that the Lead Agency use this Handbook as guidance when preparing its air quality
analysis. Copies of the Handbook are available from the AQMD’s Subscription Services
Department by calling (909) 396-3720.

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






*Ms. Juanita W. Bullock -2- January 2, 2002

Mitigation Measures

In the event that the project generates significant adverse air quality impacts, CEQA requires that
all feasible mitigation measures be utilized during project construction and operation to minimize
or eliminate significant adverse air quality impacts. To assist the Lead Agency with identifying
possible mitigation measures for the project, please refer to Chapter 11 of the AQMD CEQA Air
Quality Handbook for sample air quality mitigation measures. Additionally, AQMD’s Rule 403
— Fugitive Dust, and the Implementation Handbook contain numerous measures for controlling
construction-related emissions that should be considered for use as CEQA mitigation if not
otherwise required. Pursuant to state CEQA Guidelines §15126.4 (a)(1)(D), any impacts
resulting from mitigation measures must also be discussed.

Data Sources

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

The AQMD is willing to work with the Lead Agency to ensure that project-related emissions are
accurately identified, categorized, and evaluated. Please call Dr. Charles Blankson,
Transportation Specialist, CEQA Section, at (909) 396-3304 if you have any questions regarding
this letter.

Sincerely,

Stae Sdh

Steve Smith, Ph.D.
Program Supervisor, CEQA Section
Planning, Rule Development and Area Sources

SS:CB:li

e

RVC011220-01LI
Control Number







South Coast
Air Quality Management District

== 21865 E. Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182
m (909) 396-2000 + http://www.agqmd.gov

December 20, 2001

Ms. Juanita W. Bullock, AICP, ASLA
Capital and Physical Planning
University of California

3637 Canyon Crest Drive, F-101
Riverside, CA 92507

Dear Ms. Bullock:

Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for
2002 Long Range Development Plan

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) appreciates the opportunity to
comment on the above-mentioned document. The AQMD’s comments are recommendations
regarding the analysis of potential air quality impacts from the proposed project that should be
included in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

Air Quality Analysis

The AQMD adopted its California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Air Quality Handbook in
1993 to assist other public agencies with the preparation of air quality analyses. The AQMD
recommends that the Lead Agency use this Handbook as guidance when preparing its air quality
analysis. Copies of the Handbook are available from the AQMD’s Subscription Services
Department by calling (909) 396-3720.

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

In the event that the project generates significant adverse air quality impacts, CEQA requires that
all feasible mitigation measures be utilized during project construction and operation to minimize
or eliminate significant adverse air quality impacts. To assist the Lead Agency with identifying
possible mitigation measures for the project, please refer to Chapter 11 of the AQMD CEQA Air
Quality Handbook for sample air quality mitigation measures, Additionally, AQMD’s Rule 403
— Fugitive Dust, and the Implementation Handbook contain numerous measures for controlling
construction-related emissions that should be considered for use as CEQA mitigation if not
otherwise required. Pursuant to state CEQA Guidelines §15126.4 (a)(1)(D), any impacts
resulting from mitigation measures must also be discussed.

Data Sources

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

The AQMD is willing to work with the Lead Agency to ensure that project-related emissions are
accurately identified, categorized, and evaluated. Please call Dr, Charles Blankson,
Transportation Specialist, CEQA Section, at (909) 396-3304 if you have any questions regarding
this letter.

Sincerely,

Store Tomh

Steve Smith, Ph.D.
Program Supervisor, CEQA Section
Planning, Rule Development and Area Sources

SS:CB:li

-

LACO011218-04L1
Control Number
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January 10, 2002

Ms. Juanita W. Bullock

Campus Physical Planner

Office of Capital and Physical Planning
University of California, Riverside
3637 Canyon Crest Drive, F-101
Riverside, CA 92507

RE: Comments on the Notice of Preparation for a Draft Environmental
Impact Report for UC Riverside 2002 Long Range Development Plan -
SCAG No. | 20010700

Dear Ms. Bullock:

Thank you for submitting the Notice of Preparation for a Draft Environmental
Impact Report for UC Riverside 2002 Long Range Development Plan to SCAG for
review and comment. As areawide clearinghouse for regionally significant projects,
SCAG reviews the consistency of local plans, projects, and programs with regional
plans. This activity is based on SCAG's responsibilities as a regional planning
organization pursuant to state and federal laws and regulations. Guidance
provided by these reviews is intended to assist local agencies and project
sponsors to take actions that contribute to the attainment of regional goals and
policies.

In addition, The Califomia Environmental Quality Act requires that EIRs discuss any
inconsistencies between the proposed project and. the applicable general plans and
regional plans (Section 15125 [d]). If there are inconsistencies, an explanation and
rationalization for such inconsistencies should be provided.

Policies of SCAG's Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide and Regional
Transportation Plan, which may be applicable to your project, are outlined in the
attachment. We expect the DEIR to specifically cite the appropriate SCAG
policies and address the manner in which the Project is consistent with
applicable core policies or supportive of applicable ancillary policies. Please
use our policy numbers to refer to them in your DEIR. Also, we would
encourage you to use a side-by-side comparison of SCAG policies with a
discussion of the consistency or support of the policy with the Proposed
Project.

Please provide a minimum of 45 days for SCAG to review the DEIR when this
document is available. [f you have any questions regarding the attached comments,
please contact me at (213) 236-1867. Thank you.

0. S

. SMITH, AICP
Senior Planner
Intergovernmental Review
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COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSAL TO DEVELOP A
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
FOR
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, RIVERSIDE
LONG RANGE DEVELOPMENT PLAN
SCAG NO. 1 20010700

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed Project considers the update of the University of California, Riverside Long
Range Development Plan.

CONSISTENCY WITH REGIONAL COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND GUIDE POLICIES

The Growth Management Chapter (GMC) of the Regional Comprehensive Plan and
Guide (RCPG) contains the following policies that are particularly applicable and should
be addressed in the Draft EIR for University of California, Riverside Long Range
Development Plan.

3.01 The population, housing, and jobs forecasts, which are adopted by SCAG's
Regional Council and that reflect local plans and policies, shall be used by SCAG
in all phases of implementation and review.

Regional Growth Forecasts

The Draft EIR should reflect the most current SCAG forecasts which are the 2001 RTP
(April 2001) Population, Household and Employment forecasts for the Western Riverside
Council of Governments (WRCOG) subregion and the City of Riverside forecasts follow:

WRCOG

Subregional

Forecasts 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020
Population 1,199,215 1,416,994 1,690,774 1,761,652 1,993,534
Households 385,843 439,974 503,954 565,229 640,467

Employment 371,430 484,774 601,920 671,185 734,503
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City of

Riverside

Forecasts 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020
Population 259,807 292,272 302,507 312,571 326,226
Households 82,397 88,373 93,245 97,910 103,638
Employment 125,999 154,003 182,943 200,058 215,701

3.03 The timing, financing, and location of public facilities, utility systems, and
transportation systems shall be used by SCAG to implement the region’s growth
policies.

The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) also has goals, objectives, policies and
actions pertinent to this proposed project. This RTP links the goal of sustaining mobility
with the goals of fostering economic development, enhancing the environment, reducing
energy consumption, promoting transportation-friendly development patterns, and
encouraging fair and equitable access to residents affected by socio-economic,
geographic and commercial limitations. Among the relevant goals, objectives, policies and
actions of the RTP are the following:

Core Regional Transportation Plan Policies

4.01 Transportation investments shall be based on SCAG’s adopted Regional
Performance Indicators:

Mobility - Transportation Systems should meet the public need for improved
access, and for safe, comfortable, convenient, faster and economical movements
of people and goods.

o Average Work Trip Travel Time in Minutes — 25 minutes (Auto)

o PM Peak Freeway Travel Speed — 45 minutes (Transit)

o PM Peak Non-Freeway Travel Speed _

o Percent of PM Peak Travel in Delay (Fwy)

e Percent of PM Peak Travel in Delay (Non-Fwy)

Accessibility - Transportation system should ensure the ease with which
opportunities are reached. Transportation and land use measures should be
employed to ensure minimal time and cost.

o Work Opportunities within 45 Minutes door to door travel time (Mode Neutral)

o Average transit access time






January 10, 2002
Ms. Juanita W. Bullock

Page 4

4.02

4.04

4.16

Environment - Transportation system should sustain development and

preservation of the existing system and the environment. (All Trips)

« CO, ROG, NOx, PM10, PM2.5 — Meet the applicable SIP Emission Budget and
the Transportation Conformity requirements

Reliability — Transportation system should have reasonable and dependable levels
of service by mode. (All Trips)

o Transit— 63%

o Highway — 76%

Safety - Transportation systems should provide minimal accident, death and injury.
(All Trips)

o Fatalities Per Million Passenger Miles — 0

e Injury Accidents -0

Equity/Environmental Justice - The benefits of transportation investments should

be equitably distributed among all ethnic, age and income groups. (All trips)

o By Income Groups Share of Net Benefits — Equitable Distribution of Benefits
among all Income Quintiles

Cost-Effectiveness - Maximize return on transportation investment (All Trips). Air
Quality, Mobility, Accessibility and Safety
o Retumn on Total Investment — Optimize return on Transportation Investments

Transportation investments shall mitigate environmental impacts to an acceptable
level.

Transportation Control Measures shall be a priority.

Maintaining and operating the existing transportation system will be a prionity over
expanding capacity.

GMC POLICIES RELATED TO THE RCPG GOAL TO IMPROVE THE REGIONAL

STANDARD OF LIVING

The Growth Management goals to develop urban forms that enable individuals to spend
less income on housing cost, that minimize public and private development costs, and
that enable firms to be more competitive, strengthen the regional strategic goal to
stimulate the regional economy. The evaluation of the proposed project in relation to the
following policies would be intended to guide efforts toward achievement of such goals
and does not infer regional interference with local land use powers.
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3.05

3.09

3.10

Encourage patterns of urban development and land use, which reduce costs on
infrastructure construction and make better use of existing facilities.

Support local jurisdictions’ efforts to minimize the cost of infrastructure and public
service delivery, and efforts to seek new sources of funding for development and
the provision of services.

Support local jurisdictions’ actions to minimize red tape and expedite the permitting
process to maintain economic vitality and competitiveness.

GMC POLICIES RELATED TO THE RCPG GOAL TO IMPROVE THE REGIONAL

QUALITY OF LIFE

The Growth Management goals to attain mobility and clean air goals and to develop
urban forms that enhance quality of life, that accommodate a diversity of life styles, that
preserve open space and natural resources, and that are aesthetically pleasing and
preserve the character of communities, enhance the regional strategic goal of maintaining
the regional quality of life. The evaluation of the proposed project in relation to the
following policies would be intended to provide direction for plan implementation, and
does not allude to regional mandates.

3.12

3.13

3.14

3.16

3.18

Encourage existing or proposed local jurisdictions' programs aimed at designing
land uses which encourage the use of transit and thus reduce the need for
roadway expansion, reduce the number of auto trips and vehicle miles traveled,
and create opportunities for residents to walk and bike.

Encourage local jurisdictions' plans that maximize the use of existing urbanized
areas accessible to transit through infill and redevelopment.

Support local plans to increase density of future development located at strategic
points along the regional commuter rail, transit systems, and activity centers.

Encourage developments in and around activity centers, transportation corridors,
underutilized infrastructure systems, and areas needing recycling and
redevelopment.

Encourage planned development in locations least likely to cause environmental
impact.
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3.20 Support the protection of vital resources such as wetlands, groundwater recharge
areas, woodlands, production lands, and land containing unique and endangered
plants and animals.

3.21 Encourage the implementation of measures aimed at the preservation and
protection of recorded and unrecorded cultural resources and archaeological sites.

3.22 Discourage development, or encourage the use of special design requirements, in
areas with steep slopes, high fire, flood, and seismic hazards.

3.23 Encourage mitigation measures that reduce noise in certain locations, measures
aimed at preservation of biological and ecological resources, measures that would
reduce exposure to seismic hazards, minimize earthquake damage, and to
develop emergency response and recovery plans.

GMC POLICIES RELATED TO THE RCPG GOAL TO PROVIDE SOCIAL, POLITICAL,
AND CULTURAL EQUITY

The Growth Management Goal to develop urban forms that avoid economic and social
polarization promotes the regional strategic goal of minimizing social and geographic
disparities and of reaching equity among all segments of society. The evaluation of the
proposed project in relation to the policy stated below is intended guide direction for the
accomplishment of this goal, and does not infer regional mandates and interference with
local land use powers.

3.24 Encourage efforts of local jurisdictions in the implementation of programs that
increase the supply and quality of housing and provide affordable housing as
gyaluated in the Regional Housing Needs Assessment.

3.27 Support local jurisdictions and other service providers in their efforts to develop
sustainable communities and provide, equally to all members of society,
accessible and effective services such as: public education, housing, health care,
social services, recreational facilities, law enforcement, and fire protection.

AIR QUALITY CHAPTER CORE ACTIONS

The Air Quality Chapter core actions related to the proposed project includes:

5.07 Determine specific programs and associated actions needed (e.g., indirect source
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rules, enhanced use of telecommunications, provision of community based shuttle
services, provision of demand management based programs, or vehicle-miles-
traveled/emission fees) so that options to command and control regulations can be
assessed.

5.11 Through the environmental document review process, ensure that plans at all
levels of government (regional, air basin, county, subregional and local) consider
air quality, land use, transportation and economic relationships to ensure
consistency and minimize conflicts.

WATER QUALITY CHAPTER RECOMMENDATIONS AND POLICY OPTIONS

The Water Quality Chapter core recommendations and policy options relate to the two
water quality goals: to restore and maintain the chemical, physical and biological integrity
of the nation's water; and, to achieve and maintain water quality objectives that are
necessary to protect all beneficial uses of all waters.

11.07 Encourage water reclamation throughout the region where it is cost-effective,
feasible, and appropriate to reduce reliance on imported water and wastewater
discharges. Current administrative impediments to increased use of wastewater
should be addressed.

CONCLUSIONS

All feasible measures needed to mitigate any potentially negative regional impacts
associated with the proposed project should be implemented and monitored, as required
by CEQA.
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS
Roles and Authorities

THE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS (SCAG) is a Joint Powers Agency established
under California Government Code Section 6502 et seq. Under federal and state law, SCAG is designated as a Council
of Governments (COG), a Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA), and a Metropolitan Planning Organization
(MPO). SCAG's mandated roles and responsibilities include the following:

SCAG is designated by the federal government as the Region's Metropolitan Planning Organization and mandated to
maintain a continuing, cooperative, and comprehensive transportation planning process resulting in a Regional
Transportation Plan and a Regional Transportation Improvement Program pursuant to 23 U.S.C. '134, 49 U.S.C. '5301
et seq., 23 C.F.R. '450, and 49 C.F.R. '613. SCAG is also the designated Regional Transportation Planning Agency,
and as such is responsible for both preparation of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Regional Transportation
Improvement Program (RTIP) under California Government Code Section 65080 and 65082 respectively.

SCAG is responsible for developing the demographic projections and the integrated land use, housing, employment,
and transportation programs, measures, and strategies portions of the South Coast Air Quality Management Plan,
pursuant to California Health and Safety Code Section 40460(b)-(c). SCAG is also designated under 42 U.S.C. '7504(a)
as a Co-Lead Agency for air quality planning for the Central Coast and Southeast Desert Air Basin District.

SCAG is responsible under the Federal Clean Air Act for determining Conformity of Projects, Plans and Programs to
the State Implementation Plan, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. '75086.

Pursuant to California Government Code Section 65089.2, SCAG is responsible for reviewing all Congestion
Management Plans (CMPs) for consistency with regional transportation plans required by Section 85080 of the
Government Code. SCAG must also evaluate the consistency and compatibility of such programs within the region.

SCAG is the authorized regional agency for Inter-Governmental Review of Programs proposed for federal financial
assistance and direct development activities, pursuant to Presidential Executive Order 12,372 (replacing A-95 Review).

SCAG reviews, pursuant to Public Resources Code Sections 21083 and 21087, Environmental Impacts Reports of
projects of regional significance for consistency with regional plans [California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines
Sections 15206 and 15125(b)}.

Pursuant to 33 U.S.C. '1288(a)(2) (Section 208 of the Federal Water Pollution Contral Act), SCAG is the authorized
AreawideWaste Treatment Management Planning Agency.

SCAG is responsible for preparation of the Regional Housing Needs Assessment, pursuant to California Government
Code Section 65584(a).

SCAG is responsible (with the Association of Bay Area Govemments, the Sacramento Area Council of Governments,
and the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments) for preparing the Southern California Hazardous Waste
Management Plan pursuant to California Health and Safety Code Section 25135.3.

Revised July 2001






Southern California

Gas Company

1981 W. Lugonia Avenue
Redlands, GA 92374-9720
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(cias ! Mailing Address:
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Rediands, CA 92373-0306

P
A (& Sempra Energy”company

December 31, 2001 Gas Co. Reference No. 01-609 OK

University of California, Riverside
3637 Canyon Crest Drive, F-101
Riverside, CA 92507

Attention: Juanita W. Bullock

Re: Draft EIR — 2002 Long Range Development Plan.

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the above-referenced project. Please note
that Southern California Gas Company has facilities in the area where the above named
project is proposed. Gas service to the project could be provided without any significant
impact on the environment. The service would be in accordance with the Company's
policies and extension rules on file with the California Public Utilities Commission at the
time contractual arrangements are made.

You should be aware that this letter is not to be interpreted as a contractual
commitment to serve the proposed project, but only as an informational service. The
availability of natural gas service, as set forth in this letter, is based upon present
conditions of gas supply and regulatory policies. As a public utility, The Southern
California Gas Company is under the jurisdiction of the California Public Utilities
Commission. We can also be affected by actions of federal regulatory agencies.
Should these agencies take any action, which affects gas supply, or the conditions
under which service is available, gas service will be provided in accordance with revised
conditions.

~ Typical demand use for:

a. Residential (System Area Average/Use Per Meter) Yearly

Single Family 799 therms/year dwelling unit
Multi-Family 4 or less units 482 therms/year dwelling unit
Multi-Family 5 or more units 483 therms/year dwelling unit

These averages are based on total gas consumption in residential units served by
Southern California Gas Company, and it should not be implied that any particular
home, apartment or tract of homes will use these amounts of energy.

Chl161






b. Commercial

Due to the fact that construction varies so widely (a glass building vs. a heavily
insulated building) and there is such a wide variation in types of materials and
equipment used, a typical demand figure is not available for this type of
construction. Calculations would need to be made after the building has been
designed.

We have Demand Side Management programs available to commercial/industrial
customers to provide assistance in selecting the most effective applications of energy
conservation techniques for a particular project. If you desire further information on any
of our energy conservation programs, please contact our Commercial/lndustrial Support
Center at 1-800-GAS-2000.

Sincergly,

Stéve Duniviri
Technical Supervisor






' STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

Eastern Sierra - Inland Deserts Region
4775 Bird Farm Road @
Chino Hills, California 91709’

(909) 597-5043

January 14, 2002

Ms. Juanita W. Bullock, AICP, ASLA, Campus Physical Planner

University of California, Riverside

Capital and Physical Planning

3637 Canyon Crest Drive, F-101

Riverside, California 92507

Phone (909) 787-7376 -
Fax (909) 787-2402

Re: Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the
UC Riverside 2002 Long Range Development Plan

Dear Ms. Bullock:

The Department of Fish and Game (Department) appreciates this opportunity to comment
on the above-referenced project with regards to impacts to biological resources. The proposed
project is to update the campus’ Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) previously adopted by
the University of California Board of Regents July 20, 1990. The Long Range Development Plan
will be undertaken to address anticipated growth in student enroliment. The proposed project is
located at the eastern end of the City of Riverside, in western Riverside County, California.

The Department is responding as a Trustee Agency pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 16386, and as a Responsible Agency
regarding any discretionary actions pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15381. The Department,
as a Trustee Agency, has jurisdiction by law over natural resources affected by a project which
are held in trust for the people of the State of California. The Department, as a Responsible
Agency, is required to actively participate in the CEQA process and review and use the Lead
Agency’'s CEQA documents when making a decision on the project (CEQA Guidelines Sec.
15096).

A review of records from the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) and other area
resources indicate that many sensitive species and sensitive habitat types occur in the project
vicinity and may be affected by the proposed project. These species include; coastal California
gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica; FT, CSC"), tricolored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor,
CSC), Stephen's kangaroo rat (Dipodomys stephensi; FE, ST), Los Angeles pocket mouse

lCSC=C:—.ﬂifomia Special Concern Species; SE=State listed as Endangered; ST=State listed as Threatened;FE=Federally
listed as Endangered; FT=Federally listed as Threatened; List X =California Native Plant Society (CNPS) inventory list
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(Perognathus longimembris brevinasus, CSC), northwestern San Diego pocket mouse
(Chaetodipus (=perognathus) fallax fallax, CSC), San Diego horned lizard (Phrynosoma
coronatum blainvillei; CSC), orange-throated whiptail (Cnemidophorus hyperythrus; CSC), coastal
western whiptail (Cnemidophorus tigris multiscutatus; CSC), northern red-diamond rattlesnake
(Crotalus ruber ruber, CSC), western spadefoot (Scaphiopus hammondii, CSC), Robinson’s
pepper-grass (Lepidium virginicum var robinsonii, List 1B), marsh sandwort (Arenaria paludicola;
FE, SE, List 1B), Parry’s spineflower (Chorizanthe parryi var parryi, List 3), slender-horned
spineflower (Dodecahema leptoceras; FE, SE, List 1B), Parish’s desert-thorn (Lycium Parishii, List
3), smooth tarplant (Centromadia pungens ssp laevis; List 1B), and Southern Sycamore Alder
Riparian Woodland. Although many of the above-mentioned species are not listed as threatened
or endangered, they are considered sensitive and may become listed in the future. Impacts to
sensitive species, regardless of listing status, may be considered significant under CEQA and
require appropriate avoidance, minimization, and compensation measures. The DEpartment
requests that the potential direct and indirect impacts to sensitive species (including those listed
above) be analyzed in the DEIR. The identification of sensitive species potentially occurring in the
area and may be impacted by the proposed project should not be limited to a search of the
CNDDB.

This particular project has the potential to have significant environmental impacts on
sensitive fauna resources, including State and Federally listed threatened and endangered
species. Therefore, critical aspects of the DEIR should include an alternatives analysis which
focuses on environmental resources and mitigation measures for impacts identified as significant.
To enable Department staff to adequately review and comment on the proposed project, we
suggest that updated biological studies be conducted prior to any environmental or discretionary
approvals. The following information should be included in any focused biological report or
supplemental environmental report:

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

a. Conduct an updated (within the last 2 years) general biological study of the site to
determine if any sensitive species or habitat (including those mentioned above)
may be potentially impacted by the proposed project. A complete assessment of
sensitive fish, wildlife, reptile, and amphibian species should be included in the
DEIR. Seasonal variations in use of the project area should also be addressed;

b. If appropriate habitat for any listed species occurs on the site, including waters
potentially containing any fish, have a qualified biologist conduct focused surveys
according to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and/or Department protocol;

C. Have a qualified botanist conduct a focused rare plant survey during the
appropriate time of year following USFWS and/or Department protocols;

d. The Department’s California Natural Diversity Data Base in Sacramento should be
contacted at (916) 327-5960 to obtain current information on any previously
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reported sensitive species and habitat, including Significant Natural Areas identified
under Chapter 12 of the Fish and Game Code.

If any listed species will potentially be impacted by the proposed project,
consultation with the Department and/or the USFWS will be required to establish
appropriate avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures. An incidental take
permit may be required pursuant to Fish and Game Code Section 2080 et seq
and/or Section 7 or 10 of the Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA). Early

consultation with the Department is recommended, since modification of the
proposed project may be required to avoid or reduce impacts to listed species.
Please refer to ltem 4 below for more detailed information regarding compliance
with the California Endangered Species Act (CESA).

The Department requests that impacts to State and Federal listed species and
potential avoidance, alternative and mitigation measures be addressed in the
CEQA document and not solely in subsequent negotiations between the applicant
and the agencies.

A thorough discussion of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts expected to adversely

affect biological resources, with specific measures to offset such impacts.

a.

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

Project impacts should be analyzed relative to their effects on off-site habitats.
Specifically, this should include nearby river, streams, or lakes located downstream
of the project, public lands, open space, adjacent natural habitats, and riparian
ecosystems. Impacts to and maintenance of wildlife corridor/movement areas,
including access to undisturbed habitat in adjacent areas, should be fully evaluated

and provided.

The zoning of areas for development projects or other uses that are nearby or
adjacent to natural areas may inadvertently contribute to wildlife-human
interactions. A discussion of possible conflicts and mitigation measures to reduce
these conflicts should be included in the environmental document.

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

The DEIR should include an analysis of the effect that the project may have on
completion and implementation of regional and/or subregional conservation
programs. Under 2800-2840 of the Fish and Game Code, the Department, through
the Natural Communities Conservation Planning (NCCP) program is coordinating
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with local jurisdictions, landowners, and the Federal Government to preserve local
and regional biological diversity. Coastal sage scrub is the first natural community
to be planned for under the NCCP program. The Department recommends that the
lead agency ensure that the development of this and other proposed projects does
not preclude long-term preserve planning options and that projects conform with
other requirements of the NCCP program. Jurisdictions participating in the NCCP
should assess specific projects for consistency with the NCCP Conservation
Guidelines.

3. A range of alternatives should be analyzed to ensure that alternatives to the proposed
project are fully considered and evaluated. A range of alternatives which avoid or
otherwise minimize impacts to sensitive biological resources should be included. Specific
alternative locations should also be evaluated in areas with lower resource “Sensitivity
where appropriate.

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

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

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

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

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

b.. A Department-approved Mitigation Agreement and Mitigation Plan are required for
plants listed as rare under the Native Plant Protection Act.
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5. The Department opposes the elimination of watercourses and/or their channelization or
conversion to subsurface drains. All wetlands and watercourses, whether intermittent or
perennial, should be retained and provided with substantial setbacks which preserve the
riparian and aquatic values and maintain their value to on-site and off-site wildlife

populations.

a.

Under Section 1600 et seq of the Fish and Game Code, the Department requires
the project applicant to notify the Department of any activity that will divert, obstruct
or change the natural flow or the bed, channel, or bank (which includes associated
riparian resources) of a river, stream or lake, or use material from a streambed prior
to the applicant’'s commencement of the activity. Streams include, but are not
limited to, intermittent and ephemeral streams, rivers, creeks, dry washes, sloughs,
blue-line streams, and watercourses with subsurface flow. The Department’s
issuance of a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement for a project that is
subject to CEQA will require CEQA compliance actions by the Department as a
responsible agency. The Department, as a responsible agency under CEQA, may
consider the local jurisdiction’s (lead agency) Negative Declaration or EIR for the
project. However, if the CEQA document does not fully identify potential impacts
to lakes, streams, and associated habitat (e.g. riparian and alluvial fan sage scrub
habitat) and provide adequate avoidance, mitigation, monitoring and reporting
commitments, additional CEQA documentation will be required prior to execution

" (signing) of the Streambed Alteration Agreement. In order to avoid delays or

repetition of the CEQA process, potential impacts to a lake or stream, as well as
avoidance and mitigation measures need to be discussed within this CEQA
document. The Department recommends the following measures to avoid
subsequent CEQA documentation and project delays:

(1 Incorporate all information regarding impacts to lakes, streams and
associated habitat within the DEIR. Information that needs to be included
within this document includes: (a) a delineation of lakes, streams, and
associated habitat that will be directly or indirectly impacted by the
proposed project; (b) details on the biological resources (flora and fauna)
associated with the lakes and/or streams; (c) identification of the presence
or absence of sensitive plants, animals, or natural communities; (d) a
discussion of environmental alternatives; (e) a discussion of avoidance
measures to reduce project impacts; and (f) a discussion of potential
mitigation measures required to reduce the project impacts to a level of
insignificance. The applicant and lead agency should keep in mind that the
State also has a policy of no net loss of wetlands.

(2) Include in the DEIR a discussion of potential adverse impacts from any
increased runoff, sedimentation, soil erosion, and/or urban pollutants on
streams and watercourses on or near the project site, with mitigation
measures proposed to alleviate such impacts must be included.

(3) The Department recommends that the project applicant and/or lead agency
consult with the Department to discuss potential project impacts and
avoidance and mitigation measures. Early consultation with the Department
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is recommended, since modification of the proposed project may be
required to avoid or reduce impacts to fish and wildlife resources. Pre-
project meetings are held every week at the Department’s Chino Hills office.
To schedule a pre-project meeting or to obtain a Streambed Alteration
Agreement Notification package, please call (562) 590-5880.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. Questions regarding this letter and further
coordination on these issues should be directed to Ms. Leslie MacNair, Staff Environmental
Scientist at (949) 458-1754.

Sincerely,

Jeff Drongesen
Senior Environmental Scientist - Supervisor
Habitat Conservation - Southwest

Region 6

cc: Jeff Newman, USFWS, Carlsbad
State Clearinghouse, Sacramento






AVTTACHMENT 4

State of California

THE RESOURCES AGENCY
Departrent of Fish and Game
May 4, 1984

GUIDELINES FOR ASSESSING THE EFFECTS OF PROPOSED
DEVELOIPMENTS ON RARE AND ENDANGERED PLANTS AND PLANT COMMUNITIES

The following recornmendations are intended to help those who prepare and review environmental documents determine
when a botanical survey is needed, who should be considered qualified to conduct such surveys, how field surveys should
be conducted and \vhat information should be contained in the survey report.

Botanical surveys that are conducted to determine the environmental effects of a proposed development should be
directed to all rare and endangered plants and plant communities. Rare and endangered plants are not necessarily
limited to tt.use species which have been “listed" by state and federal agencies but should Include any spedes that,
based on all available data, can be shown to be rare and/or endangered under the following definitions.

A speciss, subspecies or variety of plant is "endangered” when the prospects of its survival and reproduction are in
immediate ieopardy form one or mors causes, including loss of habitat, change in habitat, over-exploitation,
predation, competition or disease. A plantis "rare” when, although not presently threatened with extinction, the
species, subspecies or variely is found in such small nuinbers throughout its range that it may be endangered if its
environment worsens.

Rare plant communities are those communities that are of highly limited distribution. These communities may or
may not co 1tain rare or endangered species. The most current version of the California Naturay Diversity Data
Base's Outline of Terrestrial Communities in California may be used as a guide to the names of communities.

ltis approp.iate to conduct a botanical field suivey to determine if, or the extent that, rare plants will be affected by

2
proposed project when:

a. Ba:sed on an initial biological assessment, it appears that the project may darmage potential rare plant
habitat;
b. Ra e plants have historically been identified on the project site, but adequate information of impact

astessment is lacking; or

c. No initial biological assessment has been conducted and it is unknown whether or not rare plants or their
) habitat exist on the site.

Botanical consultants should be selected on the basis of possession of the following qualifications (in order of
importancei:

a. Experience as a botanical field investigator with experience In fisld sampling design and field methods:
b. Tayonomic expetience and a knowledge of plant ecology;

C. Farniliarity with the plants of the area, including rare species; and

d. Farniliarity with the appropriate state and federal statutes related to rare plants and plant coliecting.

Field surveys should be conducted in a manner that will locate any rare or endangered spedcies that may be
present. Specifically, rare or endangered plant surveys should be:

a. .Conducted at the proper time of year when rare or endangered species are both "evident" and identifiable.
- Fie'd surveys should be scheduled (1) to coincide with known flowering periods, and/or (2) during periods of






pheno ogical development that are necessary to identify the plant species of concern.

Floristic: in nature. "Predictive surveys” (which predict the occurrence of rare species based on the
occurre nce of habitat or other physical features rather than actual field inspection) should be reseived for
ecologizal studies, not for impact assessment. Every species noted In the field should be identified to the
extent r.ecessary to determine whether it Is rare or endangered.

Conducted in a manner that is consistent with conservation ethics. Collsction of rare or suspected rare
species (voucher specimens) should be made only when such actions would not Jeopardize the continued
existence of the population and in accordance with applicable state and federal permit regulations.
Voucher specimens should be deposited at recognized public herbaria for future reference. Photography
should he used to document plant identification and habitat whenever possible, but especially when the
population cannot withstand collection of voucher specimens.

Conducted using systematic field techniques in all habltats of the slte to ensure a reasonably thorough
coverage of potential impact areas.

Well do:;umented. When a rare or endangered plant (or rare plant Communily) Is located, a California
Native €pocies (or Community) Field Survey Form or equivalent written form should be completed and
submitte d to the Natural Diverslty Data Base.

Reports of botarical field surveys should be included in or with snvironmental assessments, negative declarations,
EIR’s and EIS's, should contain the following information;

a.

b.

Project description, Including a detailed map of the project location and study area.

A written description of biological setting referencing the community nomenclature used and a vegetation
map.

Detailed description of survey methodology.
Dates of field surveys,

Results of survey (including detailed maps).
An assessment of potentlal impacts.

Discussion of the importance of rare plant populations with consideration of nearby populations and total
species cistribution.

Recomniended mitigation measures to reduce or avold impacts.

Ust of all species identified.

Copies ot alf California Native Species Field Survey Forms or Natural Community Field Survey Forms.
Name of field investigator(s).

Referencas cited, persons contacted, herbaria visited, and disposition of voucher specimens.






ATTACHMENT 2

SENSITIVITY OF TOP PRIORITY RARE NATURAL

COMMUNITIES IN SOUTHERN CALIFORNiA* -
Sensitivity rankings are: determined by the Department of Fish and Game, Califarnia Natura} Diversity Data Base and based on either
number of known occurrences (locations) and/or amount of habitat remaining (acreage). The three rankings used for these top priority
rare natural communities are as follows:

The number to the right of the decimal point after the ranking refers to the de

S1.-  Lessthan 6 known locations and/or on less than 2,000 acres of habitat remalning.
S2.-  Occursin 6-20 known locations and/or 2,000-10,000 acres of habitat remaining.
83.-

the ranking. For exam ple:

Rank Community Name

S1.4 Mojave Rlpa:ian Forest Southern Dune Scrub
Sonoran Cottonwood Willow Riparian Southern Coastal Biuff Scrub
Mesquite Bosque Maritime Succulent Scrub

- Elephant Tree Woodland Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub

Crucifedon Thorn Woodland Southern Maritime Chaparral
Allthorn Woc dland Valley Needlegrass Grassland
Arizonan Weodland Great Basin Grassland
Southern Ca ifornla Walnut Forest Mojave Desert Grassland
Malnland Charry Forest Pebble Flalns
Southern Bighop Pine Forest Southern Sedge Bog
Torrey Pine Forest Clsmontanae AlkaliMarsh
Desert Mountain White Fir Forest

$1.2  Southern Fo edunes
Mono Pumics Flat
Sautharn Intarior Basalt F1. Vernal Pool

$2.1  Venturan Coastal Sage Scrub Coastal and Valley Freshwater Marsh
Dlegan Coastal Sage Scrub 8. Arroyo Willow Riparian Forest
Riversidian U'pland Coastal Sage Southern Willow Scrub

Scrub
.Riversidian Cissert Sage Scrub Modoc-G. Bas. Cottonwood Wilow Rip.
Sagsbrush Siteppe Modoc-Great Basin Ripatlan Scrub
Desert Sink :3crub Mojave Desert Wash Scrub
Mafic Southorn Mixed Chaparral Engelmann Oak Woodland
San Dlego Mesa Hardpan Vernal P, Open Engelmann Oak Woodland
San Dlego Mesa Claypan Vernal P. Closed Engelmann Oak Woodland
Alkall Meadcw Island lronwood Forest
. Southern Ccastal Salt Marsh Island Chemy Forest

Coastal Brackish Marsh S. Interior Cypress Forest
Trensmonta 1e Alkall Marsh Bigcone Spruce-Canyon Oak Forest

S22 Active Coas'al Dunes White Mountalns Fellileld

Oct urs in 21-100 known locations and/or 10,000-50,000 acres of habitat remalning. -

S1.1 = verythreatened
82.2 = ihreatened

S3.3 = no current threats known

Active Dese!t Dunes .
Stab. and P:art. Steb. Desert Dunes
Stab. and Part, Stab. Desest Sandfield
Mojave Mixad Steppe

Trensmontz ne Freshwater Marsh
Coulter Ping Forest ’
8. Californlz. Fellflsld

v

Sensltivity Rankings (February 1492)

Sz23

2 E

Bristiecons Plhe Forest
Limber Pine Forest

gree of threat posed to the natura) community regardiess of






NDDB rare communities R-5 Feb. 1992 -

Page 1
Top Priotity Rare Natural Communities
From Region Five
Code Numbar Lacation Few Records Name
S1.1 Rank
21330 Cis Southern Dune Scrub
31200 Cls Saouthern Coastal Scrub
32400 Cls Maritime Succulent Scrub
32720 Cls Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub
37030 Cls Y Southern Maritime Chaparral
42110 Cis Valley Needlegrass Grassland
43000 Des Y Great Basin Grassland
43777 Des Y Mojave Desert Grassland
47000 Cls Pebble Plains
51177 Cis Y Southern Sedge Bog
52310 Cls Cismontane Alkali Marsh
61700 Des Mojave Riparian Forest
61810 Des Sonoran Cottonwood Willow Riparian
61820 Des Mesquite Bosque
75100 Des Y Elephant Tree Woodland
75200 Des Y Crucifixion Thorn Woodland
75300 Des Y Alithern Woodland
75400 Des Y Arzonan Woodland
81600 Cis Southern California Walnut Forest
81820 Cis Y Mainland Chenry Forest
83122 Cls Y Southern Bishop Plne Forest
83140 Cis Torrey Pina Forest
85330 Des Y " Desert Mountaln White Fir Forest
S12 Rank:
21230 Cls Southern Foredunes
35410 Des Mono Pumice Flat
- 44310 Cis Southern Intetior Basalt F1. Vernal Pool
S2.1 Rank:
32300 Cis Y Venturan Coastal Sage Scrub
32500 Cis Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub
32710 i Cis Y Riversidian Upland Coastal Sage Ser.
32730 Cis Y Riversidian Desert Sage Scrub
35300 Des Y Sagebrush Steppe
35120 Des Y Desert Slnk Scrub
37122 Cls Y Mafic Southern Mixed Chaparral
44321 Cis San Diego Mesa Hardpan Vernal P.
44322 Cis : San Dlego Mesa Claypan Vernal P.
45310 Des Alkall Meadow
52120 ' Cls Southern Coastal Salt Marsh
52320 Cls Coastal Brackish Marsh
52410 Des Transmontane Alkali Marsh

Coded as ¢ither cis (for cismontane) or des (for desert)






NDDB rare communities R-5 Feb. 1992
page 2

Code Number Lacation Few Records Name

52410 Cis Coastal and Valley Freshwater Marsh
61320 Cis S. Arroyo Willow Riparian Forest
63320 Cis Southern Willow Scrub

61610 Des Modoc-G Bas Cottenwood Willow Rip.
63600 Des Y Modoc-Great Basin Riparian Scrub
63700 Des Y Mcjave Desert Wash Scrub

71180 Cis Y Engelmann Oak Wood

71181 Cis Y Open Engelmann Ozk Wood

71182 Cls Y Closed Engelmann Oak Woodlantt
71180 Cis Y Istand Oak Waodlznd

71210 Cis California Walnut Woodland

81700 Cis Y Island lrenwood Forest

81810 Cis Island Cherry Forest”

83230 Cis S. Interior Cypress Forest

84150 Cis Y Bigcone Spruce-Canyon Oak F orest
$2.2 Rank

21100 Cis Y Active Coasta! Dunas

224100 Des Active Desert Dunes

22200 Des Stab. and Part Stab, Desert Dunes
22300 Des Y Stab. and Part Stab, Desert Sandfield
34220 Des Y Mojave Mixed Steppe '

52420 Des Y Transmontane Freshwater Marsh
84140 Cis Y Coulter Pine Farest

81130 Cis Y 8. California Felffield

81140 Des Y White Mountains Felifield

S2.3 Rank:

86400 Des Bristlecone Pine Forest

86700 Des Y Limber Pine Forest







ELEMENT RANKING

GLOBAL RANKING
The global rank (G-rank) is a reflection of the overall condition of an clement throughout its global range.
SPECIES OR NATURAL COMMUNITY LEVEL
Gl Less than 6 viable element occurrences (EOs) OR less than 1,000 individuals OR less than 2,000 acres.
6-20 EOs OR 1,000-3,000 individoals OR 2,000-10,000 acres.
21-100 EOs OR 3,000-10,000 individuals OR 10,000-50,000 acres.
Apparently sccure; this rank is clearly lower than G3 but factors exist o cause some concern; ic., there is some

threat, or somewhat narrow habiat.
Population or stand demonstrably secure to incradicable due to being commonly found in the world.

[

8 2o

]

SUBSPECIES LEVEL

Subspecies receive a T-rank attached to the G-rank. With the subspecies, the G-rank reflects the condition of the entire
species, whereas the T-rank reflects the global situation of just the subspecies or variety.

For example: Chorizanthe robusta var. harswegii. This plant is ranked G2TI. The Grank refers to the whole species range
L.e., Chorizanthe robusia. ‘The T-rank refers only to the global condition of var. hartwegii.

STATE RANKING -

Thc.rlalerank(s-rank)isanignedmuchthesamcmyumegbbalnnk,cxncptstxtcranksinCalifomiaofkcna]soconmina
threat designation attached to the S-rank.

S1 =  Less than 6 EOs OR less than 1,000 individuals OR less than 2,000 acres
S1.1 = very threatened
S1.2 = threatened
S$1.3 = no current threats known
S2 = 620EO0sOR 1,000-3,000 individuals OR 2,000-10,000 acres
§2.1 = very threatened
S22 = threatened
$2 3 = no current threats known
S8 = 21-100EO0s or 3,000-10,000 individuals OR 10,000-50,000 acres
S3.1 = very threatened
S3.2 = threatened
- 83.3 = no current threats known
S4 =  Appareatly secure within California; this rank is clearly lower than S3 but factors exist to cause some concern; i.e.
there is some threat, or somewhat parrow habitat. NO THREAT RANK.

85 =  Demonstrably secure to ineradicable in California. NO THREAT RANK.

Notes:
1. Other considerations used when ranking a specics or 3. Other symbols
natural community include the pattern of distribution
of the clement on the landscape, fragmentation of the GH  All sites are historical; the element has not
population/stands, and historical extent as compared beea seen for at least 20 years, but suitable
to its modern range. It is important to take a bird's habitat still exists (SH = All California sites
€ye or aerial view when ranking sensitive clements are historical).
rather than simply counting EOs. GX  All sites are extirpated; this element is
extinct in the wild (SX = All California sites
2. Uncertainty about the rank of an element is are extirpated).
cxpressed in two major ways: GXC Extinct in the wild; exists in cultivation.
_ G1Q The element is very rare, but there are
By expressing the rank as a range of values: taxonomic qoestions associated with it.
¢-g., S283 means the rank is somewhere between 52

and S3.

Byaddinga:?tothcmnk: c.g., S2? This represents
morceenaintythansm,bmlss_ﬂmnsz.
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‘ STATE OF CALIFORNIA—BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DISTRICT 8

464 W Fourth Street, 6" Floor MS 726
San Bernardino, CA 92401-1400
PHONE (909) 383-6327

FAX (909) 383-6890

January 15, 2002

08-Riv-215-40.336/41.488
SCH # 1990020114

Ms. Juanita W. Bullock AICP, ASLA
Capital and Physical Planning
University of California

3637 Canyon Crest Drive, F-101
Riverside, CA 92507

Dear Ms Bullock:

Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report, University of California,
Riverside 2002 Long Range Development Plan, Ms. Juanita Bullock, Applicant

We have received the above referenced notice related to the University’s 2002 Long Range
Development Plan (LRDP). This 2002 LRDP is intended to serve as an update to the 1990
LRDP previously adopted by the University Regents. The corresponding Draft EIR is being
prepared to address newly identified impacts affecting this campus. Located at the eastern end of
the City of Riverside, this university campus immediately abuts a one-mile segment of the
Interstate-215/State Route 60 corridor.

The proposed UCR 2000 LRDP estimates an increased student population of 25,000 total

students by year 2015. An additional 8 million square feet (gross) of new buildings, support
facilities and housing facilities are anticipated to support this future enrollment.

We believe this projected growth will result in potentially significant impacts to the existing
State trapsportation facilities. In particular, with regard to drainage runoff and increased traffic

volumes along the I-215/SR60 right-of-way.
To address traffic impacts associated with this proj ected increase in student enrollment, we
recommend updating the previously approved 1990 LRDP/EIR traffic analysis to reflect the

higher traffic volumes now anticipated. This revised analysis should be consistent with the
recently developed Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies, dated January

2001. Copies of this guide may be made available upon request.

As for other environmental issues, our Environmental Studies Branch has the following

questions and comments:

1. NOP, Page 1, Project Location: The west side is developed as agricultural fields is not
considered largely undeveloped.

2. Environmental Checklist, Page 4, Surrounding land uses and environmental setting: Will the
UCR Specific Plan be updated as a result of LRDP?






Ms. Juanita W. Bullock
January 15, 2002
Page 2

3. Environmental Checklist, Page 14, Section 4d: The City of Riverside has designated Quail
Run open space as a wildlife corridor and connectivity from Box Springs Canyon Park and
should be analyzed in the EIR (see Dr. Len Nunny, Conservation Biology, UCR). The EIR
should also discuss invasive species (EO 13112).

4. Environmental Checklist, Page 25, Section 9: Will the LDRP conform to UCR Specific Plan?

When available, please forward copies of the Draft EIR for the 2002 LRDP to us for further
review and comment.

Thank you for providing us this Notice of Preparation and the opportunity to offer our
preliminary comments. If you have any questions regarding this letter, or require other
information, please contact Mr. Kee T. Ooi at (909) 383-4149 for assistance.

Sincerely,
Original signed by Linda Grimes

LINDA GRIMES, Chief
Office of Forecasting/IGR-CEQA Review
Transportation Planning Division

cc: A. Colburn, Environmental Planning
S. Morgan, State Clearinghouse

D:IGR_PROJECTS\UCR LRDP 2002\respond 1.doc






Mary V. Price

2540 Thayer Court
Riverside, CA 92507
(909) 686-5436

and

Department of Biology
University of California
Riverside CA 92521
(909) 787-3292

Juanita W. Bullock, AICP, ASLA, Campus Physical Planner

University of California, Riverside

Capital and Physical Planning

3637 Canyon Crest Drive, F-101

Riverside, California 92507 12 January 2002

Dear Ms Bullock,

I thank you for providing the opportunity to participate in the scoping process for UCR’s
2002 LRDP (I attended the neighborhood meeting on 8 January 2002). Since 19791
have been a member of the UCR faculty and a homeowner in the neighborhood northeast
of UCR. 1 ‘commute’ to work by foot or bicycle virtually all the time. The proposed
massive scale and rate of campus growth have great potential to destroy the unique
aspects of UCR that have made me enjoy living in Riverside and proud to be a member
of the UCR community. I urge that the following issues be addressed in the EIR and
more broadly in the planning process.

1) Virtually all of the potentially detrimental impacts of growth to the quality of
UCR’s programs and to its internal and the regional community and environment are
cxcacerbated by the pace and total amount of growth. [ urge UCR io carefully evaluate
projecied goals for growth, and 10 consider planning for smaller eventual size or slower
or phased growth 1o ensure that quality is maintained. Many important things cannol be
restored once they are destroyed.

2) Do not plan in a piecemeal fashion. The quality of UCR’s programs depends on
the quality and sense of community of its people — students, faculty, and staff — as well as
on the physical plant. EIR checklists tend to focus thinking on individual components of
environmental issues. It is important to transcend this piecemeal thinking, and to
evaluate the cumulative impact of individual planning decisions on the critical
assessment variable: UCR’s ability to attract talented people (students and staff alike)
and to foster commitment of their creative energy to furthering UCR’s programs.
Quality-of-life and quality-of-community issues (including the broader Riverside
community) are central here.

3) The UCR community extends beyond the limits of the campus proper. UCR
personnel live off as well as on campus, their children attend local schools, they recreate
off as well as on campus, they travel off-campus, and they shop and use services off
campus. Hence, quality-of-life issucs integrally involve the neighborhoods in the vicinity






of UCR. Do not limit planning 1o the area of the campus proper; explicitly consider
off-site opportunities and needs for mitigating effects of growth on UCR’s conmunity.

4) Please assess the effects of growth on the need for and use of recreational
opportunities outside of developed recreational facilities on the campus. Include forms
of recreation in undeveloped wildland parks, such as Box Springs or Sycamore Canyon
parks. How will the increased use of these lands by UCR people impact these parks? For
example, how does the frequency of wildfire vary with the intensity of human
recreational use?

5) At present the UCR campus, with its “park-like” open space, provides a very
important recreational resource for UCR people as well as the local neighborhood. Not
only do people regularly walk or jog around campus, but they also utilize the open spaces
in the married student housing and the undeveloped lands at the northeast edge of campus
for recreational purposes. Please assess carefully the impacts of loss of campus open
spaces on open-space-dependent recreational opportunities in the vicinity of UCR.

Please think creatively about how this loss might be mitigated by creating new parks or
improving existing parks in the neighborhoods around UCR (there aren’t many!), and by
designing biking or walking routes through the campus. Also please assess the impact of
the character of UCR’s boundaries (i.e., open and green, vs. bounded by huge obstructing
buildings) on how welcoming the campus seems to the Riverside community. Finally,
please evaluate and mitigate the detrimental impacts of off-site flood control retention
basins on off-campus recreation.

6) Please assess impacts of growth on traffic patterns around UCR and on-campus,
and plan creatively to foster safe pedestrian and bicycle travel both in the vicinity of
campus, and on campus itself. UCR will never be successful in implenting an effective
alternative transportation program unless this is done.

UCR’s record to date is not particularly good in this regard. For example, many
people in neighborhoods to the northeast of campus walk or bicycle to campus by a route
that goes through the Blaine-Watkins intersection. The most direct route from there to
the center of campus is through married student housing, along Aberdeen Drive, and then
to the intersection with north campus drive. One used to be able to walk or bicycle
straight south from this intersection to the central mall of campus. Bourns Hall now
blocks that traffic, and people (students and commuters alike) have to go around it, either
negotiating parking lot 19 (and loading areas for Boumns, Geology, and Physics) to the
east or steep steps to the west of Bourns. In a similar fashion, the new Science library has
made it far harder and more dangerous for a cyclist entering campus from Big Springs
Road. There used to be a gentle uphill path that went directly from the intersection of
Big Springs and Campus Drive into campus. Now a cyclist must negotiate a complex
zig-zag route through the congestion at the library entrance. And I won’t even mention
the horror of the extremely dangerous freeway underpass at the Martin Luther King
entrance to campus.

Similarly, while the new stop signs along Watkins do a good job of slowing
traffic there, at the same time a lane for parking was added to this popular cycle route,
thus increasing the hazard of crashing into a suddenly opened car door.






And finally, getting around campus, and particularly getting from east to west
sides of the freeway on a bicycle is a challenge, to say the least. Planning for efficient
circulation within campus, and planning for a cycle-friendly campus, needs to be done.

7) Please assess, and mitigate, the real impacts that campus growth will have on
biological resources and wildlife movement corridors. Coastal sage scrub (CSS) habitat
both in the Box Springs and on Coyote Hill and the botanical garden on campus is a
highly threatened habitat type in California. Loss of CSS has prompted listing of a
number of species as threatened, endangered, or species of special concern by the Federal
government or the State of California. Currently undeveloped lands on campus contain
habitat that is home to a number of these species. 1 am familiar with several small
mammal species of state concern, including: San Diego pocket mouse (Chaetodipus
Jallax fallax), Los Angeles pocket mouse (Perognathus longimembris Drevinasus), San
Diego descrt woodral (Neotoma lepida intermedia). 1t is well understood that effective
conservation of threatened species depends on preserving habitat area, maintaining
habitat quality, and preserving corridors among habitat fragments. The latter two are
related, because often habitat quality is affected by the entire community of wildlife
species that occur on an area. Coyotes, for example, indirectly help mouse populations
by preying on domestic cats and foxes that are more effective mouse predators than are
coyotes.

There is currently a wildlife corridor known to be used by carnivores from the
Box Springs Mountains, across Watkins Drive, onto the natural areas and the botanic
garden area of campus. And culverts under the freeway connect all of this to Sycamore
Canyon Park. I urge UCR 1o preserve existing coastal sage scrub habitat on campus and
to make every effort 1o maintain its quality by keeping open and improving the existing
wildlife movement corridor. Not only is such habitat a biological resource, but it also is
an important educational resourcefor ucr students in environmental sciences and
conservation biology.

8) UCR is unique among UC campuses in having nearby suburban neighborhoods
with housing that is affordable for staff, faculty, and student groups. This has added
greatly to UCR’s strong sense of community and represents an important resource for the
campus community. Please analyse the effects of growth on housing economics and
qualiry-of-life in these important resources for the campus. Analyse impacts on traffic,
parking, noise, glare, and safety. Consider ways in which upgrading the two small
shopping areas on Blaine and Watkins/Big Springs road (including promoting a grocery
store) could help to revitalize these areas and improve student life in dormitories on
campus.

Thank you once again for this opportunity to participate in the scoping process.

Sincerely,

Mary V. Price
Professor of Biology






Mary Price, 09:00 AM 1/14/02 -0800, Re: UCR 2002 LRDP scoping

To: Mary Price <mary.price@ucr.edu>
From: Nita Bullock <nita.bullock@ucr.edu>
Subject: Re: UCR 2002 LRDP scoping
Cc:

Bec:

Attached:

Thank you for your comments. | will enter them into the record.

At 01:59 PM 1/13/02 -0800, you wrote:
Dear Ms Bullock,
Please accept the attached scoping comments for UCR's 2002 LRDP

scoping process. ltis in microsoft word format; | am also sending a hard
copy via campus mail.

Sincerely,
Mary Price

dkkkkhhkkhkhkhkhhkkhkhrrhkhdhhkdhdhhhhkkhhhhdhkhdhhhkhihrr

Mary V. Price
Department of Biology
University of California
Riverside, CA 92521

mary.price@ucr.edu

Office: (909) 787-3292

Fax: (909) 787-4286
http://cnas.ucr.edu/~bio/faculty/Price.htm

dkkkkdkhkhkhkkhhkkAkkkFr Ak hhhkdhhhdhhkhkhkhhhdhdhikkhrhhd

Printed for Nita Bullock <nita.bullock@ucr.edu>






Mary V. Price

2540 Thayer Court
Riverside, CA 92507
(909) 686-5436

and

Department of Biology
University of California
Riverside CA 92521
(909) 787-3292

Juanita W. Bullock, AICP, ASLA, Campus Physical Planner

University of California, Riverside

Capital and Physical Planning

3637 Canyon Crest Drive, F-101

Riverside, California 92507 12 January 2002

Dear Ms Bullock,

| thank you for providing the opportunity to participate in the scoping process for UCR’s
2002 LRDP (I attended the neighborhood meeting on 8 January 2002). Since 19791
have been a member of the UCR faculty and a homeowner in the neighborhood northeast
of UCR. I ‘commute’ to work by foot or bicycle virtually all the time. The proposed
massive scale and rate of campus growth have great potential to destroy the unique
aspects of UCR that have made me enjoy living in Riverside and proud to be a member
of the UCR community. I urge that the following issues be addressed in the EIR and
more broadly in the planning process.

1) Virtually all of the potentially detrimental impacts of growth to the quality of
UCR’s programs and to its internal and the regional community and environment are
excacerbated by the pace and total amount of growth. [ urge UCR to carefully evaluate
projected goals for growth. and to consider planning for smaller eventual size or slower
or phased growth to ensure that quality is maintained. Many important things cannot be
restored once they are destroyed.

2) Do not plan in a piecemeal fashion. The quality of UCR’s programs depends on
the quality and sense of community of its people — students, faculty, and staff — as well as
on the physical plant. EIR checklists tend to focus thinking on individual components of
environmental issues. It is important to transcend this piecemeal thinking, and to
evaluate the cumulative impact of individual planning decisions on the critical
assessment variable: UCR’s ability to attract talented people (students and staff alike)
and to foster commitment of their creative energy to furthering UCR’s programs.
Quality-of-life and quality-of-community issues (including the broader Riverside
community) are central here.

3) The UCR community extends beyond the limits of the campus proper. UCR
personnel live off as well as on campus, their children attend local schools, they recreate
off as well as on campus, they travel off-campus, and they shop and use services off
campus. Hence, quality-of-life issues integrally involve the neighborhoods in the vicinity






of UCR. Do not limit planning to the area of the campus proper; expliciily consider
off-site opportunities and needs for mitigating effects of growth on UCR’s community.

4) Please assess the effects of growth on the need for and use of recreational
opportunities outside of developed recreational facilities on the campus. Include forms
of recreation in undeveloped wildland parks, such as Box Springs or Sycamore Canyon
parks. How will the increased use of these lands by UCR people impact these parks? For
example, how does the frequency of wildfire vary with the intensity of human
recreational use?

5) At present the UCR campus, with its “park-like” open space, provides a very
important recreational resource for UCR people as well as the local neighborhood. Not
only do people regularly walk or jog around campus, but they also utilize the open spaces
in the married student housing and the undeveloped lands at the northeast edge of campus
for recreational purposes. Please assess carefully the impacts of loss of campus open
spaces on open-space-dependent recreational opportunities in the vicinity of UCR.

Please think creatively about how this loss might be mitigated by creating new parks or
improving existing parks in the neighborhoods around UCR (there aren’t many!), and by
designing biking or walking routes through the campus. Also please assess the impact of
the character of UCR’s boundaries (i.e., open and green, vs. bounded by huge obstructing
buildings) on how welcoming the campus seems to the Riverside community. Finally,
please evaluate and mitigate the detrimental impacts of off-site flood control retention
basins on off-campus recreation.

6) Please assess impacts of growth on traffic patterns around UCR and on-campus,
and plan creatively to foster safe pedestrian and bicycle travel both in the vicinity of
campus. and on campus itself. UCR will never be successful in implenting an effective
alternative transportation program unless this is done.

UCR’s record to date is not particularly good in this regard. For example, many
people in neighborhoods to the northeast of campus walk or bicycle to campus by a route
that goes through the Blaine-Watkins intersection. The most direct route from there to
the center of campus is through married student housing, along Aberdeen Drive, and then
to the intersection with north campus drive. One used to be able to walk or bicycle
straight south from this intersection to the central mall of campus. Bourns Hall now
blocks that traffic, and people (students and commuters alike) have to go around it, either
negotating parking lot 19 (and loading areas for Bourns, Geology, and Physics) to the
east or steep steps to the west of Bourns. In a similar fashion, the new Science library has
made it far harder and more dangerous for a cyclist entering campus from Big Springs
Road. There used to be a gentle uphill path that went directly from the intersection of
Big Springs and Campus Drive into campus. Now a cyclist must negotiate a complex
zig-zag route through the congestion at the library entrance. And I won’t even mention
the horror of the extremely dangerous freeway underpass at the Martin Luther King
entrance to campus.

Similarly, while the new stop signs along Watkins do a good job of slowing

traffic there, at the same time a lane for parking was added to this popular cycle route,
thus increasing the hazard of crashing into a suddenly opened car door.






And finally, getting around campus, and particularly getting from east to west
sides of the freeway on a bicycle is a challenge, to say the least. Planning for efficient
circulation within campus, and planning for a cycle-friendly campus, needs to be done.

7) Please assess, and mitigate, the real impacts that campus growth will have on
biological resources and wildlife movement corridors. Coastal sage scrub (CSS) habitat
both in the Box Springs and on Coyote Hill and the botanical garden on campus is a
highly threatened habitat type in California. Loss of CSS has prompted listing of a
number of species as threatened, endangered, or species of special concern by the Federal
government or the State of California. Currently undeveloped lands on campus contain
habitat that is home to a number of these species. I am familiar with several small
mammal species of state concern, including: San Diego pocket mouse (Chaetodipus
fallax fallax), Los Angeles pocket mouse (Perognathus longimembris brevinasus), San
Diego desert woodrat (Neotoma lepida intermedia). It is well understood that effective
conservation of threatened species depends on preserving habitat area, maintaining
habitat quality, and preserving corridors among habitat fragments. The latter two are
related, because often habitat quality is affected by the entire community of wildlife
species that occur on an area. Coyotes, for example, indirectly help mouse populations
by preying on domestic cats and foxes that are more effective mouse predators than are

coyotes.

There is currently a wildlife corridor known to be used by carnivores from the
Box Springs Mountains, across Watkins Drive, onto the natural areas and the botanic
garden area of campus. And culverts under the freeway connect all of this to Sycamore
Canyon Park. I urge UCR to preserve existing coastal sage scrub habitat on campus and
to make every effort to maintain its quality by keeping open and improving the existing
wildlife movement corridor. Not only is such habitat a biological resource, but it also is
an important educational resourcefor ucr students in environmental sciences and
conservation biology.

8) UCR is unique among UC campuses in having nearby suburban neighborhoods
with housing that is affordable for staff, faculty. and student groups. This has added
greatly to UCR’s strong sense of community and represents an important resource for the
campus community. Please analyse the effects of grovwth on housing economics and
quality-of-life in these important resources for the campus. Analyse impacts on traffic,
parkigg, noise, glare, and safety. Consider ways in which upgrading the two small
shopping areas on Blaine and Watkins/Big Springs road (including promoting a grocery
store) could help to revitalize these areas and improve student life in dormitories on
campus.

Thank you once again for this opportunity to participate in the scoping process.

Sincerely,

Mary V. Price
Professor of Biology






Marek Chrobak, 08:41 AM 1/14/02 -0800, Re: comments for EIR for LRDP

To: Marek Chrobak <marek@cs.ucr.edu>
From: Nita Bullock <nita.bullock@ucr.edu>
Subject: Re: comments for EIR for LRDP
Cc:

Bec:

Attached:

Thank you for your comments. | will enter them into the record.
At 05:36 PM 1/11/02 -0800, you wrote:

Hello. I've heard that you are the person to whom we can
send comments for issues to be addressed in the EIR for LRDP.

Here are my comments.

| find UCR to be one of the most bicycle-hostile campuses
| have ever been to. This is quite ironic, given that in our
climate cycling is viable year round.

In particular, there is no safe way to enter or leave the
campus in the downtown direction. Leaving the campus via
the University Avenue, we have the exit from Fwy 60, with
cars going 30-40 mph on the exit ramp merging into the
traffic on University. Entering the campus is not much
better, since cyclists need to cross left into the bike

lane, while the cars going towards the freeway entrance
change into the leftmost lane.

The Canyon Crest Drive entrance is extremely dangerous,
especially when entering the campus. Here, there is no
bike lane. It's a little better now than before thanks

to speed bumps, but the traffic there is still fast and

there is no room for cyclists.

-

The ideal solution would be a network of designated bicycle
paths (these can be also used by pedestrians, roller-skaters,
etc). In addition to commuting, these paths would also be
useful for recreation (especially if they can be create a
connection downtown, or to the underutilized river-bottom

bike path near Mt. Rubidoux.)

Marek Chrobak

Marek Chrobak marek@cs.ucr.edu
Department of Computer Science and Engineering  (909)787-3769

Printed for Nita Bullock <nita.bullock@ucr.edu>
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Marek Chrobak, 08:41 AM 1/14/02 -0800, Re: comments for EIR for LRDP

University of California, Riverside, CA 92521 fax (909)787-4643

Printed for Nita Bullock <nita.bullock@ucr.edu>






2540 Thayer Court
Riverside CA 92521
January 14, 2002

Juanita W. Bullock AICP, ASLA
UCR Campus Physical Planner
Capital and Physical Planning
3637 Canyon Crest Drive, F-101
Riverside, CA 92507

Dear Ms. Bullock
I would like to add some comments to the 2002 Long Range Development Plan for UCR.

Since I arrived at UCR in 1979, I have worked myself up the faculty ranks to Full
Professor Step V. I have seen a lot of change at UCR in nearly 25 years, some for the
better and some not. In short: change and growth are not automatically good, and will
not automatically make UCR more "vibrant", to use the term one commonly hears from
our Administration.

To make UCR truly more vibrant, the LRDP process must be creative and bold in some
ways while being properly cautious in others. Otherwise we will end up with a larger
campus but with a diminished community, with lower morale in students, staff and
faculty, and lower quality of life.

The first question in planning at this point should be to ask whether further growth in the
size of the campus community is actually in UCR's best interest. This best interest is
balanced against others, such as UC's obligation to teach future generations of students,
but we should alsways be asking where the balance lies. rather than assuming that growth
to a very large "buildout" point of 25,000 students is a given.

Insofar as we face at least some period of further growth in the coming years, I want to
raise a few specific issues that have not been at all satistactorily included in growth to
date.

R

(1) Establishment of a campus that is friendly to alternative transportation. 1 personally
use alternative transportation by walking or bicycling to campus from its northeast side.
My route takes me through the intersection of Blaine St. and Watkins Drive, which is a
very dangerous one. Next comes a series of makeshift routes around obstacles on
campus, such as married student housing and the Bournes Engineering building. Some of
these obstacles are new; for example Bournes was built with absolutely no provision for
the bicycle and walking path it replaced. The situation is as bad or worse when one
approaches campus from other directions. Hence I urge the LRDP to reverse this
unfortunate trend and to immediately add explicit planning for alternative
transportation onto and through campus to future projects, and to retroactively






identify logical existing routes of travel and create adequate bicycle and walking
paths, and other amenities, to improve those routes. .

(2) Encouragement of a "college town" atmosphere around the campus. I've had the

luck to work in the past at some truly vibrant university campuses. One feature that kept
students, faculty and staff on campus more, and allowed them to mingle more, was the
presence of more opportunities for relaxing and carrying out the normal tasks of the day
close by or on campus, i.e., the presence of coffee shops, cafes, small stores, and other
businesses. In contrast the main part of the UCR campus is bordered by a freeway on one
side and by moribund or semi-moribund business locations on the other sides. The
University Village and other projects on University Avenue are not enough to change
this. I urge the LRDP to "think outside the envelope' and to look beyond the
campus proper. UCR needs to team with the City or with other entities to seize
opportunites to foster an immediate surrounding for the campus that is attractive,
stimulating and varied. Surely for example the University and its allies could find
ways to rejuvenate the largely vacant shopping center near Blaine and Watkins, and
to revitalize the one on Watkins and Big Springs. With proper incentives these
areas could be repopulated with businesses that serve many needs of the campus
community and reflect its diversity.

(3) Encouragement of other improvements in areas near to campus. An expanded
campus community will need expanded opportunities of other kinds off campus. For
example, there are good potential opportunities for students and others to enjoy outdoor
recreation in the areas near campus, but the potential needs to be better realized. Hence I
urge the LRDP to include a plan for UCR to collaborate with the City and County
to expand and improve urban and wildland parks near the campus, and their
amenities. New urban parks can be created. Dedicated paths for hikers, runners
and mountain bikers can be developed and maintained.

In short, the impact of UCR does not stop at its campus boundaries, and the vision of this
planning process should not either. I urge you to take this opportunity to plan
inclusively, in cooperation with the University's surroundings. Without this we will have
a larger campus community, but not a well-functioning or vibrant one.

Sincerely,

Nickolas M. Waser
Professor of Biology






LetitiaPepper@cs.com, 10:27 AM 1/7/02 -0800, Re: January 8 scoping meeting announcement

To: LetitiaPepper@cs.com

From: Nita Bullock <nita.bullock@ucr.edu>

Subject: Re: January 8 scoping meeting announcement

Cc: Mark Horne <mhorne@EIPAssociates.com>

Bcc: Charlotte Strem <Charlotte. Strem@ucop.edu>, tricia Thrasher <Tricia@ucrac1.ucr.edu>

Attached:

This is a scoping meeting for the proposed EIR which has not been drafted at this point. Still
collecting information. The scoping meeting will take comment and concerns on the Initial Study
and pending EIR. ltis anticipated that the draft LRDP and draft EIR will be ready for public
review sometime in April or May.
At 12:50 AM 1/5/02 -0500, you wrote: -
Hi Nita,
| got this announcement about the scoping meeting. | have a question.
I've heard that by law, a scoping meeting is now (as of January 1, 2002)
required before the preparation of an EIR. Yet it seems like the EIR has
already been prepared, because this message is soliciting comments on the
proposed EIR at the January 8 meeting.
So -- | think either the meeting should be for comments on the EIR, or it
should be a scoping meeting for comments to be incorporated into the
preparation of the EIR. Which is it?
Thanks -- and I'll share your response with the UCRNA e-mail list.

LY

Printed for Nita Bullock <nita.bullock@ucr.edu>






Letiti=Fepper@cs.com, 08:39 AM 1/11/02 -0800, Re: Additional comments re scope of EIR

To: LetitiaPepper@cs.com

From: Nita Bullock <nita.bullock@ucr.edu>

Subject: Re: Additional comments re scope of EIR

Cc:

Bce: Mark Horne <mhorne@EIPAssociates.com>, MOuellette@bbklaw.com,
TEAntonucci@bbklaw.com

Attached:

Please send me a copy of the comment letter with the handwritten notes - all the copies were
taken at the meeting. You didn't indicate that the copy you handed me at the meeting was
different then the copy you sent via e-mail so it wound up being taken as well.

At 10:51 AM 1/11/02 -0500, you wrote:
Juanita Bullock, Campus Physical Planner
UCR, Capital and Physical Planning
3637 Canyon Crest Drive, F-101
Riverside, CA 92507
By E-mall

January 11, 2002

Re: More Comments on the Initial Study for the UC Riverside 2002
Long Range Development Plan (UCR 2002 LRDP)

Dear Ms. Bullock:

Here are some additional comments on the UCR 2002 LRDP, which occurred to
me after the January 8 scoping meeting and the comments made at it.

According to Mark Horne, UCR is not required to engage in such a large
and rapid growth spurt; rather, this is something that was up to the
discretion of each campus's administration. Thus, for example, according to
Mr. Horne, UC Santa Barbara decided not to add any additional student
population when asked by the Regents to consider the issue of growth.

Therefore, I'm interested to know the basis or rationale, if any, upon
which UCRa ™s administration decided to engage in the particular amount and
speed of growth on which the 2002 LRDP is based.

Also, 1&8 ™d like to see the EIR include, as alternatives, a few models
showing a project with less growth and growth at a slower pace.

Also, at the scoping meeting Mr. Horne mentioned that the city is looking
at using redevelopment to create housing for students. The EIR should show
an alternative in which the city doesn't come up with redevelopment as an
answer to UCRa ™s growth. Courts are beginning to get stricter about the use
of redevelopment as a way to handle things that aren't really blight. |

Printed for Nita Bullock <nita.bullock@ucr.edu>






LetitiaP_epper@cs.com, 08:39 AM 1/11/02 -0800, Re: Additional comments re scope of EIR

don't know if UCR can count on any and all redevelopment projects to be
feasible; so, how will it handle the housing issue if 100 percent of any
redevelopment projects proposed by the City are not legally feasible?

Also, please note that the hard copy of my January 8 comments, which |
gave you at the January 8 meeting, had some handwritten notations that are
not on the copy | sent by e-mail.

Sincerely,
Letitia Pepper

503 Highlander Drive
Riverside, CA 92507-3131

Printed for Nita Bullock <nita.bullock@ucr.edu>






LetitiaPepper@cs.com, 01:07 AM 1/12/02 -0500, Re: Additional comments re scope of EIR

From: LetitiaPepper@cs.com

X-PH: V4.4@blue

Date: Sat, 12 Jan 2002 01:07:04 EST

Subject: Re: Additional comments re scope of EIR
To: nita.bullock@ucr.edu

X-Mailer: CompuServe 2000 32-bit sub 107

Too bad. The reason | handed you your own copy was so you would have one
before people took the rest. Actually, there were several left at the end.
When | make changes to the copy on my computer, I'll sned you one with a
comment that it has no same changes in it as in the one | gave you at the

meeting.
I'l send you yet a third letter with more comments in a few minutes.

Printed for Nita Bullock <nita.bullock@ucr.edu>






LetitiaPepper@cs.com, 08:51 AM 1/14/02 -0800, Re: Third letter with comments re scope of UCR

To: LetitiaPepper@cs.com

From: Nita Bullock <nita.bullock@ucr.edu>

Subject: Re: Third letter with comments re scope of UCR's 2002 LRDP
Cc:

Bec:

Attached:

| will enter your comments into the record.

At 01:20 AM 1/12/02 -0500, you wrote:
Juanita Bullock, Senior Physical Planner
UCR

January 11, 2001
By E-mail

Re: Further Additional Comments re Scope of UCR's 2002 LRDP
(third letter with comments)

Dear Ms. Bullock:

After attending the scooping meeting on January 8, 2002, and
hearing the comments by yourself and Mr. Horne, I've thought of some
additional areas on which the EIR should touch.

First, it was stated the UCR's LRDP (prepared in about 1990)
planned for further expansion westward, not eastward. According to
Mr. Horne, however, the campus has ignored that plan, because everyone
wanted to "stay with the Mother Ship,” which necessitates doing infill
building on the east side of campus.

If the original LRDP called for westward, not eastward, expansion,
it seems odd that a mere desire by staff to "stay with the Mother
Ship," would have derailed a carefully researched, discussed, and
planned LRDP, complete with all that environmental work. In addition,
UCR has expanded, and is still planning to expand, to the west, as

witness

the University Village project, the International Village, the
extension offices, and the planned downtown arts building, all of
which are to the west of the existing campus. Furthermore, according
to yourself and Mr. Horne, the City of Riverside is looking at
entering into redevelopment projects to house student to the west of
campus, between the main campus and downtown.

Given these westward projections away from the main campus, | think
the EIR should discuss as an alternative to the apparent infill plan
~simply following the westward concept of the 1990 LRDP.

Printed for Nita Bullock <nita.bullock@ucr.edu> 1






LetitiaPepper@cs.com, 08:51 AM 1/14/02 -0800, Re: Third letter with comments re scope of UCR

Another issue raised was the "phantom stadium" issue. It was
stated that there had been discussion of a stadium on UCR property, at
Chicago and Martin Luther King, but for various reasons that stadium
is not a viable project at present. However, things do change,
sometimes rather quickly. And there have actually been one or more
articles in the paper about UCR's desire to attract sports teams to
this area for training seasons -- which would require a location for a
training facility. | think an ice-skating rink was even on the table

at one point.

With this in mind, it seems to me that any long-range EIR that is

going to be the basis for subsequent project level EIRs should

identify and consider the environmental impact of the potential areas ~
where a stadium, training program, rink or similar, non-curricular

project might be located. | think this is particularly so, given the

fact that the stadium plan is real enough to have caused the City's

head librarian to question whether the city can locate a library in

that same area.

Also, my sports aficionado friends tell me that a Division One school
MUST have

a stadium. Of course, UCR just recently became a Division One school. Is
it

possible that there are no plans, even conceptual in nature, for a
stadium of

some kind? If there are, they should be included in the 2002 LRDP, and,

of

course, in the EIR for the 2002 LRDP. A stadium would have significant
impacts

on the environment in terms of obvious things like traffic, parking,
light pollution,

air pollution, and, depending on is location, loss of agricultural land
or other open

space. Furthermore, the impact of all these items should be considered
now, when the EIR for the 2002 LRDP is looking at the cumulative impact of
the

planned future growth of UCR.

Therefore, in terms of the proposed EIR's scope, | ask that it

include a consideration and discussion of the feasibility of the

original plan, that did not require infill, as well as a discussion

and consideration of such long-range potential projects as a stadium,

training program, rink or similar, non-curricular project and such
amenities' potential locations, as well as the cumulative impact of such
facilities in addition

to the other planned aspects of the proposed growth.

Printed for Nita Bullock <nita.bullock@ucr.edu> 2
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LetitiaPepper@cs.com, 08:51 AM 1/14/02 -0800, Re: Third letter with comments re scope of UCR

Sincerely,

Letitia Pepper
503 Highlander Drive
Riverside, CA 92507-3131

Printed for Nita Bullock <nita.bullock@ucr.edu> 3






Juanita Bullock, Campus Physical Planner

UCR

Capital and Physical Planning
3637 Canyon Crest Drive, F-101
Riverside, CA 92507

BY HAND DELIVERY

January 14, 2002

Re: Copies of comments on the Initial Study for the UCR 2002
Long Range Development Plan (UCR 2002 LRDP)

Dear Ms. Bullock: -

I am hand-delivering to your office copies of the following letters from me,
most of which were already sent to you by e-mail. I attempted to send you the
corrected version of the January 8, 2002 letter by e-mail but was unable to either
on the 13th or this morning, the 14th, although I was able to send messages by e-
mail to other people.’ I mention this because perhaps other people were unable to
reach you by e-mail yesterday and today.

They are:
(1) an 8-page long letter dated January 8, 2002

(2) a two-page letter entitled “Further Additional Comments, etc.

(3) a one-page letter entitled “More Comments, etc.”

Sincerely,
Pt e =
Il

Letitia Pepper
503 Highlander Drive
Riverside, CA 92507-3131

! The inability to send these documents by e-mail was accompanied by the following message: “A
request to the host has taken longer than expected. Please select Okay to acknowledge this message. If
the problem continues, be select Go: System Response to Report the problem.”






Juanita Bullock, Campus Physical Planner
UCR

Capital and Physical Planning

3637 Canyon Crest Drive, F-101
Riverside, CA 92507

January 8, 2002

Re: Comments on the Initial Study for the UC Riverside 2002 Long
Range Development Plan (UCR 2002 LRDP) [this version contains the
handwritten-and-now-typed corrections made in hand writing on the
copy I handed you at the January 8, 2002 meeting, but which you
misplaced thereafter] -

Dear Ms. Bullock:

Here are my comments on the UCR 2002 LRDP.

Procedural Issues

First, the primary source for the environmental analysis of the proposed UCR 2002
LRDP is the LRDP Final EIR. According to the Initial Study (IS), the LRDP Final EIR is
available “during normal business hours™ at your office, the UCR Capital and Physical
Planning, 3637 Canyon Crest Drive, Bannockburn F-101, on the Riverside campus.

To be truly available, the LRDP Final EIR and its supporting documents should be
available (1) on UCR’s website, just as is the Initial Study, (2) as a hard copy (with
supporting documents) at UCR’s libraries, where people without a computer can go after
work hours and on weekends if they want to review it. (3) copies available for purchase
(so people can annotate it with comments). The reason for this is obvious: not everyone
is able to go to your office during normal working hours for the time needed to study the
LRDP Final EIR.

For the same reason, the proposed UCR 2002 LRDP, when it is ready for
comments should also be made available on UCR’s website, in its libraries, and be
available for purchase.

Substantive Issues re Scope of the EIR

UCR has stated in writing that it will prepare an EIR, not a Negative Declaration'.
Thus, the purpose of these pre-draft EIR comments is to point out deficiencies in the

! See Initial Study, “Purpose of the Initial Study; . . . Accordingly, the University will be preparing an EIR,
.- . Since a decision has already been made to prepare an EIR, the purpose of this initial study checklist is to help
focus the EIR and to provide information allowing a meaningful response on the anticipated scope of the EIR.”






planned scope of the still-to-be-prepared EIR. Here are some apparent deficiencies in the
planned scope as set forth in the IS, as well as in the project description.
Project Description Deficiencies

Under ¥ 2, “Surrounding land uses and environmental setting,” the IS describes
the area to the north of campus as “residential uses and a series of community parks.” 1
am unaware of anything in the area to the north of the campus that could be characterized
as a “series of community parks.” To the north and north-east of campus there is Islander
Park, a natural, community park (as to which there is pending litigation over whether it
will still be a community park if it is tumed into a 2002 LRDP-related flood control
project). There is also Highland Park, a developed neighborhood park, and Mt. Vernon,
an undeveloped neighborhood park (much of which has already been sold off by the city
for development as a church). In other words, there is no series of community parks in

this area. -

(1) Under “IMPACT QUESTION,” Aesthetics, § (a), the area surrounding the
UCR Campus is described as “Predominantly urban in character, with the exception of
the mountains to the south and east of the campus.” The area to the north and north east
is not urban -- it is, at most, suburban, and even is zoned as a residential conservation

Zone.

(2) Under “Hydrology and Water Quality, 4 (e),” “create or contribute run-off
water,” as well as in other sections of the IS, the IS refers to correcting “existing drainage
problems on and east of the campus.” As far as I can tell, the “existing drainage
problem” is the natural drainage, which is only a problem to the extent that UCR wants to
build on the natural flood plain. This is not a drainage problem, it is a proposed
development problem, and should be defined accordingly.

(3) Under “Hydrology and Water Quality, 9 (g),” “place housing within a 100-
year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map,” as well as in other sections of the IS, the IS refers to evaluating
whether the 2002 LRDP would result in the placement of housing within the current or
proposed future 100-year flood hazard area.” The EIR must deal with things as they are,
not as they might be. Accordingly, the EIR should address the existing 100-year flood

hazard area.

Deficiencies in the Proposed Scope of the EIR

According to the “General Instructions, § A,” “All answers must take account of
the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well as
project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts.”
However, in many areas, as discussed below, the proposed scope for the EIR ignores off-






campus effects, or inappropriately limits its consideration of issues based on political,
rather than environmental and geographic, boundaries.

(1) Under “IMPACT QUESTION,” Aesthetics, 9§ (a), “The EIR will analyze the
potential for LRDP implementation to affect scenic vistas including those within the City
of Riverside as well as the campus.” The scenic vistas to be affected also include those
outside the City of Riverside’s boundaries, in other words, in the County of Riverside,
but which scenic vistas are still visible from the City and from the campus.

(2) Under “4. Biological Resources, ¢ a: “The EIR will evaluate the potential for
development to affect sensitive plant and animal species and habitat on campus.
According to the “General Instructions, § A,” “All answers must take account of the
whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well a¥ project-
level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts.” Thus,
limiting this evaluation to affects on campus is inappropriate, and contrary to the General
Instructions.

(3) Under “4. Biological Resources,  d, the IS states “Some species [of “any
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species] could enter the campus via the Box
Springs Mountains and the hills located at the southeastern corner of the campus.
However, because the remainder of the campus is generally surrounded by urbanized
areas in the City of Riverside, the campus does not serve as a wildlife connection
between natural areas. The EIR will analyze the potential for additional on-campus
development to interfere with wildlife movement, disturb wildlife corridors or impede
wildlife nursery sites.”

There are a number of reasons why this description improperly narrows the scope
of the proposed EIR. First, the area to the north and north-east of campus is not an
“urbanized area.” It is a suburban area, in part zoned residential conservation, and also
includes the Islander Park, a natural, community park, that provides a wildlife connection
with the Box Springs Mountains (BSM), BSM preserve area, and the campus botanical
gardens. Furthermore, even a suburban area provides an area in which wildlife lives,
moves, and raises its young. I personally know where foxes have had their dens and
raised young in the backyards of suburban homes, and where foxes have raised their
young in a den on the UCR campus. Coyotes are also frequent visitors to the campus and
to our suburban area. Ihave also personally seen a bobcat and jackrabbits in the
botanical gardens, and a friend of mine also saw a bobcat there.

Furthermore, the above-noted comment in the IS ignores the fact that one issue is
migratory birds, not only animals that are limited to travel on the ground. The campus
provides a stop-over location for migratory birds, such as cedar waxwings and mountain
bluebirds (which I have personally observed on campus), and certain species of
hummingbirds. Thus, even if'the campus were surrounded by an urbanized area, which it






is not, this would have no impact on the use of the campus, and non-campus areas subject
to impact from the proposed 2002 LRDP, by migratory birds.

Furthermore, according to the “General Instructions, § A,” “All answers must take
account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as
well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational
impacts.” The LRDP contemplates ofi-site changes, e.g., the flood control project in
Islander Park. To the extent the scope of the proposed EIR appears to exclude any
consideration of the impact of this flood control project on the potential for interfere with
wildlife movement, disturbance of wildlife corridors or impeding of wildlife nursery

sites, the scope is too narrow.

(4) “8. Hydrology and Water Quality, § (b),” the IS says that “to the extent that
the campus draws additional water fro the City, . . . Additional on-campus development
could result in additional demand on groundwater supplies.” By limiting consideration to
only on-campus development, the proposed scope of the EIR is too narrow. According to
the “General Instructions, § A,” “All answers must take account of the whole action
involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect
as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts.”

At an earlier meeting with UCR personnel, we (the community) were told that, at
best, only about 1/3 of the anticipated new students will be housed on campus. Thus, the
EIR must consider the off~campus development necessary to supply these students with
housing, and must also consider the additional demand on water supplies of students

house off-campus.

(5) “8. Hydrology and Water Quality, 9 (c),” states that “The infill of new
building and facilities . . . in the eastern portion of the campus is not anticipated to
substantially alter existing drainage patterns in that portion of the campus.” According to
the “General Instructions, § A,” “All answers must take account of the whole action
involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect
as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts.” The proposed LRDP
contemplates off-site changes, e.g., the flood control project in Islander Park (as to which
there is pending litigation over whether it will still be a community park if it is turned into
a 2002 LRDP-related flood control project, and whether the project is legal under various
state laws). To the extent the scope of the proposed EIR appears to exclude any
consideration of the impact of this flood control project on the potential to alter existing
drainage patterns, the scope is too narrow.

(6) “8. Hydrology and Water Quality, 9 (d) and (e),” see comment immediately above.
(7) “8. Hydrology and Water Quality, 9 (g). This section of the IS apparently

contemplates only looking at whether the 2002 LRDP would result in the placement of
housing within the current or proposed future 100-year flood hazard area” on campus.






According to the “General Instructions, 9 A,” “All answers must take account of the
whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well as project-
level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts. Thus,
the scope of the EIR must include looking at whether housing off~campus will needs be
placed in the 100 year flood plain.

(8) “LAND USE AND PLANNING, ¢ (b), “conflict with any applicable land use
plan, policy, [etc.]” The IS says that UCR is constitutionally exempt from local zoning
and land use plan/element requirements. (Obviously, that is true only of land it itself
owns as part of its campus.) It then says the EIR will evaluate consistency of current and
proposed future land uses, and identify potential conflicts between “on-campus land uses
and any potential conflicts with uses in the City, [etc.]” This is too narrow a scope. For
example, the University is a proponent of the flood control project at Islander Park, so
that it can build on the 100-year flood plain on campus. Thus, the 2002 LRDP must
evaluate conflicts between off-campus land uses and any potential conflicts with local
land use ordinances and laws, e.g., the City’s General Plan.

(9) “LAND USE AND PLANNING, ¢ (¢), “Conflict with any applicable habitat
conservation plan or natural community conservation plan,” see (8), (b) above; see
also City’s residential conservation zoning ordinances.

(10) MINERAL RESOURCES, (a), “loss of availability of known mineral resource of
value to the region, etc.” According to this section of the IS, “No mineral resources of
regional or state-wide importance are known to exist on the UC Riverside campus, and no
such activities have been associated with the development of the campus.” Again, the
scope is too narrow. How will the 20002 LRDP affect off-~campus mineral resources?
Also, the 2002 LRDP requires the completion of the Islander Park project, which entails
mining the park for fill dirt, which is a mineral resource. The mining of minerals is, in
fact, associated with the proposed development of the campus.

(11) POPULATION AND HOUSING, (a) Induce substantial population growth in an
area, etc.” According to this portion of the IS, the EIR will evaluate the potential for this
demand [for housing] to exceed the projected housing supply in the City and adjacent
areas, . . .” This is both too broad a scope and too narrow a scope.

The EIR needs to look at the projected housing supply not just in the city as a
whole, but in the area around UCR, and it must look at the issue in terms of the rental
cost of the projected housing supply as well as the rental cost of the housing being
impacted by the growth. In other words, for example, if the increased student population
causes rental prices in the surrounding area to rise from $400 per month to $600 per
month, the issue of non-rental housing in the La Sierra area is irrelevant to the population
being displaced by UCR’s growth. However, in addition, the EIR must look at the
cumulative, city-wide impact of the rapid increase of a transient student population on the






availability and cost of rentals city-wide, in other words, at the cumulative effect of the
UCR growth combined with that in other universities and colleges. In the past two years,
I have heard from several families that I know that their housing costs have gone up
quickly and dramatically, because of the increased student population, the willingness of
students to live in more cramped conditions than do families, and landlords’ decisions to
take advantage of this by raising rents. Tow of these families have been forced to move
out of the area of UCR because of this trend.

(12) HOUSING, (c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?” and (d) “Result in other impacts?”
This section states that if displacement is proposed as part of the LRDP Update, the EIR
will address the availability of housing alternatives for displaced students and their
families. ” This is much too narrow a scope for the EIR. First, even if displacement isn’t
proposed, but will result, the EIR must address the issue of displacement. (See comment
directly above about increased rents causing displacement.)

Second, it must address the issue of the displacement of non-students, not just
students and their families. One of the problems with the increase number of students in
this area is that the price of rental units has gone up significantly; this is something of
which I have personal knowledge. And this is happening in other areas within the city
near colleges and universities, e.g., near the area of California Baptist. There is a
cumulative effect in terms of the displacement of residents who need low and lower
income housing as a result of an increased demand by persons with more money, e.g.,
students who are willing to live in arrangements with a number of other students, share
rooms and thus afford to pay more rent per square foot.

(13) POPULATION AND HOUSING, generally. In terms of the housing issue, one of
the on-going issues created by UCR’s presence near a suburban area is the movement of
students into that single-family residential area, and the impact of groups of students
living in single family homes. Some of the problems associated with this have been
increased noise levels due to large and loud parties, increased cars that need parking
spaces, and which, because single family homes were not designed to house four or five
adults, each with his or her own car, parking problems such as cars being parked on
lawns, or many cars parked at the curb, which has a negative aesthetic effect (many
“nicer” communities require cars to be parked in driveways or garages, not at curbs, in
residential areas, and forbid cars parked at curbs overnight). This influx of students also
creates a need for increased police and code enforcement services.

(14) PUBLIC SERVICES, (a) (ii) Police protection. The scope is too narrow; it only
looks at service for UCR campus. AN increase in students who will be living off-campus
will mean an increased need for off-campus police services. (iv) Parks. The IS says
increased student enrollment will result in additional demand for recreational space, and
that therefore the EIR will evaluate the environmental impacts of “new, expanded, or






altered to respond to any such demand.” This is too narrow a scope. The EIR needs to
address Jost facilities, too, particularly in light of the pending litigation over Islander Park
as a flood control project, and in light of the plan for UCR to close the Riverside Sports

Complex to city residents.

(15) PUBLIC SERVICES, generally. To the extent this section implicitly seems to be
concerned with the need for additional services only on campus, it is too narrow. It must
take into account and evaluate the effect of the increased student population living off-
campus as well as on-campus.

(16) RECREATION. The IS says that the proposed 2002 LRDP will include the
provision of additional athletic and recreational facilities for “students, faculty and staff.”
In the past, the community has been able to use on-campus facilities for recreatithal
purposes, e.g., the track for jogging and walking, and the Riverside Sports Complex.
Growth at UCR has already resulted in a loss to local residents of the use of the track;
changes under the 2002 LRDP may result in the further unavailability of such resources
to the non-campus population; also, e.g., Islander Park. The impact of this loss of use
must be included in the EIR.

In addition, the City of Riverside is currently embarked on a reassessment of its
General Plan’s Open Space and Park Element; changes resulting from such reassessment
must be considered so that the cumulative effect of the planned growth of UCR
population can be accurately assessed.

The IS says that “[i]Jmplementation of the 2002 LRDP may result in proposals to
displace existing recreational facilities to provide sites for academic and support facilities
that require proximity to other existing academic or support uses.” This appears to refer
to the plan to build structures on the existing playing fields near the corner of Canyon
Crest and University, which in turn relates to the pending litigation in the Islander Flood
Control case (Save Islander Park v. City of Riverside, et al) “May” result seems to be
inaccurate, since this choice of this particular area for buildings wi// result in such
displacement. In addition, to say that this siting choice is because proximity is
“require[d]” assumes a fact that is neither established by a rule of physics, nature, or
otherwise, and which ignores competing considerations. .

Playing fields are a perfect use of a flood plain area on a large campus. Leaving
them where they are and building in another area of campus would negate the alleged
need for the Islander Park flood control project, and would mean no loss of that
recreational area and no displacement of existing on-campus playing fields. Thus, one
issue which should be reviewed in the EIR is an alternative to this particular siting plan.

(17) TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Generally, this entire section has too narrow a
scope. It is directed at on-campus issues, but must also address off-campus issues. For
example, the IS says the EIR will evaluate the adequacy of the proposed campus parking
inventory, This growth will result in additional cars off-campus; what about the






adequacy of parking for them. The lack of off-campus parking is already becoming more
and more apparent, €.g., the cars parked across from the apartments at Spruce and
Watkins Drive and all along the curbs of near-by streets at Blaine and Canyon Crest
(which primarily house UCR students (witness the Highland Hauler that picks up and
drops off at both locations).

In addition, section (g) mentions the issue of whether the 2002 LRDP would
conflict with policies, plans or programs supporting alternative transportation. The
proposed Islander Flood Control project (which is the basis for pending litigation, Save
Islander Park v. City of Riverside, et al.) is an example of how the proposed growth
conflicts with a county plan for a Metrolink line in the same area as the proposed basins.
This issue must be addressed in the EIR. Also, the scope proposed is too narrow, to the
extent it appears to be concerned only with on-campus traffic and parking issues.

(18) UTILITY/SERVICES SYSTEMS/ENERGY Again, the scope is too narrow. IT
indicates the EIR will be concerned with “the on-campus residential population.”
Obviously, students, faculty and support staff who live off-campus will also require
utilities, services systems, and energy. The issue of available water, especially under a
new state law that requires planning for adequate water supplies, is particularly important
, yet the IS indicates the EIR will be concerned only with “increased campus demand for
water supplies.” The same is true of landfill capacity; the IS indicates the EIR will be
concerned only with “an increase in campus solid waste generation.” The large
population increase of people living off-campus requires that that off-campus
population’s increased need for water and generation of solid waste be looked at as part
of the environmental consequences of the 2002 LRDP.

Sincerely,
Letitia Pepper

503 Highlander Drive
Riverside, CA 92507-3131






Juanita Bullock, Senior Physical Planner
UCR

January 11, 2001
By E-Mail

Re: Further Additional Comments re Scope of UCR’s 2002 LRDP (third
letter with comments)

Dear Ms. Bullock:

After attending the scooping meeting on January 8, 2002, and hearing the
comments by yourself and Mr. Horne, I’ve thought of some additional areas on which the
EIR should touch.

First, it was stated the UCR’s LRDP (prepared in about 1990) planned for further
expansion westward, not eastward. According to Mr. Horne, however, the campus has
ignored that plan, because everyone wanted to “stay with the Mother Ship,” which
necessitates doing infill building on the east side of campus.

If the original LRDP called for eastward, not eastward, expansion, it seems odd
that a mere desire by staff to “stay with the Mother Ship,” would have derailed a
carefully researched, discussed, and planned LRDP, complete with all that environmental
work. In addition, UCR has expanded, and is planning to expand, to the west, as witness
the University Village project, the International Village, the extension offices, and the
planned downtown arts building, all of which are to the west of the existing campus.
Furthermore, according to yourself and Mr. Horne, the City of Riverside is looking at
entering into redevelopment projects to house student to the west of campus, between the
main campus and downtown.

Given these westward projections away from the main campus, I think the EIR
should discuss as an alternative to the apparent in-fill plan simply following the westward
concept of the 1990 LRDP.

Another issue raised was the “phantom stadium” issue. It was stated that there had
been discussion of a stadium on UCR property, at Chicago and Martin Luther King, but
for various reasons that stadium is not a viable project at present. However, things do
change, sometimes rather quickly. And there have actually been one or more articles in
the paper about UCR’s desire to attract sports teams to this area for training seasons —
which would require a location for a training facility. I think an ice-skating rink was
even on the table at one point.

With this in mind, it seems to me that any long-range EIR that is going to be the
basis for subsequent project level EIRs, should identify and consider the environmental
impact of the potential areas where a stadium, training program, rink or similar, non-
curricular project might be located. I think this is particularly so, given the fact that the
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stadium plan is real enough to have caused the City’s head librarian to question whether
the city can locate a library in that same area.

Therefore, in terms of the proposed EIR’s scope, I ask that it include a
consideration and discussion of the feasibility of the original plan, that did not require in-
fill, as well as a discussion and consideration of such long-range potential projects as a
stadium, training program, rink or similar, non-curricular project and their location.

Sincerely,
Y
gl €y
Letitia Pepper -

503 Highlander Drive
Riverside, CA 92507-3131






Juanita Bullock, Campus Physical Planner
UCR, Capital and Physical Planning

3637 Canyon Crest Drive, F-101
Riverside, CA 92507

By E-Mail

January 11, 2002

Re: More Comments on the Initial Study for the UC Riverside 2002
Long Range Development Plan (UCR 2002 LRDP)

Dear Ms. Bullock:

Here are some additional comments on the UCR 2002 LRDP, which occurred to
me after the January 8 scoping meeting and the comments made at it.

According to Mark Horne, UCR is not required to engage in such a large and
rapid growth spurt; rather, this is something that was up to the discretion of each
campus’s administration. Thus, for example, according to Mr. Horne, UC Santa Barbara
decided not to add any additional student population when asked by the Regents to
consider the issue of growth.

Therefore, I’m interested to know the basis or rationale, if any, upon which UCR’s
administration decided to engage in the particular amount and speed of growth on which
the 2002 LRDP is based.

Also, I’d like to see the EIR include, as alternatives, a few models showing a
project with less growth and growth at a slower pace.

Also, at the scoping meeting Mr. Horne mentioned that the city is looking at using
redevelopment to create housing for students. The EIR should show an alternative in
which the city doesn’t come up with redevelopment as an answer to UCR’s growth.
Courts are beginning to get stricter about the use of redevelopment as a way to handle
things that aren’t really blight. I don’t know if UCR can count on any and all
redevelopment projects to be feasible; so, how will it handle the housing issue if 100
percent of any redevelopment projects proposed by the City are not legally feasible?

Also, please note that the hard copy of my January 8 comments, which I gave you
at the January 8 meeting, had some hand-written notations that are not on the copy I sent

by e-mail.
Sincerely, /ﬁ /é:\/ / éy/ ¢n

Letitia Pepper
503 Highlander Drive
Riverside, CA 92507-3131
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LetitiaPepper@cs.com, 08:35 AM 1/15/02 -0800, Re: Third letter with comments re scope of UCR

To: LetitiaPepper@cs.com

From: Nita Bullock <nita.bullock@ucr.edu>

Subject: Re: Third letter with comments re scope of UCR's 2002 LRDP
Cc:

Bcc:

Attached:

| received the packet and will enter it into the record.

At 02:45 AM 1/15/02 -0500, you wrote:
Thanks. You should have received a letter from me today. At 9:30 a.m.,
I handed Donna, the receptionist in your office, a packet consisting of a
cover letter and attached to it the three letter of comments ['ve previously
handed or E-mailed you, so they are all in one package, in a hard copy for
your files.

Printed for Nita Bullock <nita.bullock@ucr.edu> 1
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LetitiaPepper@cs.com, 11:07 AM 1/8/02 -0500, Comments re scope of proposed UCR 2002 LRD

From: LetitiaPepper@cs.com

X-PH: V4.4@blue

Date: Tue, 8 Jan 2002 11:07:45 EST

Subject: Comments re scope of proposed UCR 2002 LRDP
To: nita.bullock@ucr.edu

X-Mailer: CompuServe 2000 32-bit sub 107

Attached is a file with the letter with my comments on the scope of UCR's

proposed 2002 LRDP. To summarize, the scope is too narrow, and does not
adequately address all off-campus effects.

LRDPSCOP.DOC

Printed for Nita Bullock <nita.bullock@ucr.edu> 1
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Juanita Bullock, Campus Physical Planner
UCR

Capital and Physical Planning

3637 Canyon Crest Drive, F-101
Riverside, CA 92507

January 8, 2002

Re: Comments on the Initial Study for the UC Riverside 2002 Long
Range Development Plan (UCR 2002 LRDP)

Dear Ms. Bullock:

Here are my comments on the UCR 2002 LRDP.

Procedural Issues

First, the primary source for the environmental analysis of the proposed
UCR 2002 LRDP is the LRDP Final EIR. According to the Initial Study (IS), the
LRDP Final EIR is available “during normal business hours™ at your office, the
UCR Capital and Physical Planning, 3637 Canyon Crest Drive, Bannockburn F-
101, on the Riverside campus.

To be truly available, the LRDP Final EIR and its supporting documents
should be available (1) on UCR’s website, just as is the Initial Study, (2) as a hard
copy (with supporting documents) at UCR’s libraries, where people without a
computer can go after work hours and on weekends if they want to review it. (3)
copies available for purchase (so people can annotate it with comments). The
reason for this is obvious: not everyone is able to go to your office during normal
working hours for the time needed to study the LRDP Final EIR.

For the same reason, the proposed UCR 2002 LRDP, when it is ready for
comments should also be made available on UCR’s website, in its libraries, and be
available for purchase.

Substantive Issues re Scope of the EIR

UCR has stated in writing that it will prepare an EIR, not a Negative
Declarationl. Thus, the purpose of these pre-draft EIR comments is to point out

! See Initial Study, “Purpose of the Initial Study; . . . Accordingly, the University will be preparing
an EIR, . . . Since a decision has already been made to prepare an EIR, the purpose of this initial study
checklist is to help focus the EIR and to provide information allowing a meaningful response on the
anticipated scope of the EIR.”






deficiencies in the planned scope of the still-to-be-prepared EIR. Here are some
apparent deficiencies in the planned scope as set forth in the IS, as well as in the

project description.
Project Description Deficiencies

Under § 2, “Surrounding land uses and environmental setting,” the IS
describes the area to the north of campus as “residential uses and a series of
community parks.” 1 am unaware of anything in the area to the north of the
campus that could be characterized as a “series of community parks.” To the north
and north-east of campus there is Islander Park, a natural, community park (as to
which there is pending litigation over whether it will still be a community park if it
is turned into a 2002 LRDP-related flood control project). There is also Highland
Park, a developed neighborhood park, and Mt. Vernon, an undeveloped
neighborhood park (much of which has already been sold off by the city for -
development as a church). In other words. there is no series of community parks

in this area.

(1) Under “IMPACT QUESTION,” Aesthetics, § (a), the area
surrounding the UCR Campus is described as “Predominantly urban in character,
with the exception of the mountains to the south and east of the campus.” The area
to the north and north east is not urban -- it is, at most, suburban, and even is zoned
as a residential conservation zone.

(2) Under “Hydrology and Water Quality, 9 (e),” “create or contribute
run-off water,” as well as in other sections of the IS, the IS refers to correcting
“existing drainage problems on and east of the campus.” As far as [ can tell, the
“existing drainage problem™ is the natural drainage, which is only a problem to the
extent that UCR wants to build on the natural flood plain. This is not a drainage
problem, it is a proposed development problem, and should be defined

accordingly.

(3) Under “Hydrology and Water Quality, 9 (g),” “place housing within
a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary
or Flood Insurance Rate Map,” as well as in other sections of the IS, the IS
refers to evaluating whether the 2002 LRDP would result in the placement of
housing within the current or proposed future 100-year flood hazard area.” The
EIR must deal with things as they are, not as they might be. Accordingly, the EIR
should address the existing 100-year flood hazard area.

Deficiencies in the Proposed Scope of the EIR







According to the “General Instructions, § A,” “All answers must take
account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site,
cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as
well as operational impacts.” However, in many areas, as discussed below, the
proposed scope for the EIR ignores off-campus effects, or inappropriately limits its
consideration of issues based on political, rather than environmental and
geographic, boundaries.

(1) Under “IMPACT QUESTION,” Aesthetics, § (a), “The EIR will
analyze the potential for LRDP implementation to affect scenic vistas including
those within the City of Riverside as well as the campus.” The scenic vistas to be
affected also include those outside the City of Riverside’s boundaries, in other
words, in the County of Riverside, but which scenic vistas are still visible froff the
Coati and from the campus.

(2) Under “4. Biological Resources, 9 a: “The EIR will evaluate the
potential for development to affect sensitive plant and animal species and habitat
on campus. According to the “General Instructions. § A,” “All answers must take
account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site,
cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as
well as operational impacts.” Thus, limiting this evaluation to affects on campus
is inappropriate, and contrary to the General Instructions.

(3) Under “4. Biological Resources, 4 d, the IS states “Some species [of
“any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species] could enter the campus
via the Box Springs Mountains and the hills located at the southeastern corner of
the campus. However, because the remainder of the campus is generally
surrounded by urbanized areas in the City of Riverside, the campus does not serve
as a wildlife connection between natural areas. The EIR will analyze the potential
for additional on-campus development to interfere with wildlife movement,
disturb wildlife corridors or impede wildlife nursery sites.”

There are a number of reasons why this description improperly narrows the
scope of the proposed EIR. First, the area to the north and north-east of campus is
not an “urbanized area.” It is a suburban area, in part zoned residential
conservation, and also includes the Islander Park, a natural, community park, that
provides a wildlife connection with the Box Springs Mountains (BSM), BSM
preserve area, and the campus botanical gardens. Furthermore, even a suburban
area provides an area in which wildlife lives, moves, and raises its young. I
personally know where foxes have had their dens and raised young in the
backyards of suburban homes, and where foxes have raised their young in a den on
the UCR campus. Coyotes are also frequent visitors to the campus and to our






suburban area. I have also personally seen a bobcat and jackrabbits in the
botanical gardens, and a friend of mine also saw a bobcat there..

Furthermore, the above-noted comment in the IS ignores the fact that one
issue is migratory birds, not only animals that are limited to travel on the ground.
The campus provides a stop-over location for migratory birds, such as cedar
waxwings and mountain bluebirds (which I have personally observed on campus),
and certain species of hummingbirds. Thus, even if the campus were surrounded
by an urbanized area, which it is not, this would have no impact on the use of the
campus by migratory birds.

Furthermore, according to the “General Instructions, q A,” “All answers
must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-
site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and
construction as well as operational impacts.” The LRDP contemplates off-site
changes, e.g., the flood control project in Islander Park. To the extent the scope of
the proposed EIR appears to exclude any consideration of the impact of this flood
control project on the potential for interfere with wildlife movement, disturbance
of wildlife corridors or impeding of wildlife nursery sites, the scope is too
narrow.

(4) “8. Hydrology and Water Quality, § (b),” the IS says that “to the
extent that the campus draws additional water fro the City, . . . Additional on-
campus development could result in additional demand on groundwater supplies.”
By limiting consideration to only on-campus development, the proposed scope of
the EIR is too narrow. According to the “General Instructions, 9 A,” “All answers
must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-
site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and
construction as well as operational impacts.”

At an earlier meeting with UCR personnel, we (the community) were told
that, at best, only about 1/3 of the anticipated new students will be housed on
campus. Thus, the EIR must consider the off-campus development necessary to
supply these students with housing, and must also consider the additional demand
on water supplies of students house off-campus.

(5) “8. Hydrology and Water Quality, § (c),” states that “The infill of new
building and facilities . . . in the eastern portion of the campus is not anticipated to
substantially alter existing drainage patterns in that portion of the campus.”
According to the “General Instructions, § A,” “All answers must take account of
the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well
as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational
impacts.” The proposed LRDP contemplates off-site changes, e.g., the flood
control project in Islander Park (as to which there is pending litigation over






whether it will still be a community park if it is turned into a 2002 LRDP-related
flood control project, and whether the project is legal under various state laws). To
the extent the scope of the proposed EIR appears to exclude any consideration of
the impact of this flood control project on the potential to alter existing drainage
patterns, the scope is too narrow. _

(6) “8. Hydrology and Water Quality, 9 (d) and (e),” see comment immediately
above.

(7) “8. Hydrology and Water Quality, 9 (g). This section of the IS apparently
contemplates only looking at whether the 2002 LRDP would result in the
placement of housing within the current or proposed future 100-year flood hazard
area” on campus. According to the “General Instructions, § A,” “All answersmust
take account of the whole action involved. including off-site as well as on-site,
cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as
well as operational impacts. Thus, the scope of the EIR must include looking at
whether housing off~campus will needs be placed in the 100 year flood plain.

(8) “LAND USE AND PLANNING, ¢ (b), “conflict with any applicable land
use plan, policy, [etc.]” The IS says that UCR is constitutionally exempt from
local zoning and land use plan/element requirements. (Obviously, that is true only
of land it itself owns as part of its campus.) It then says the EIR will evaluate
consistency of current and proposed future land uses, and identify potential
conflicts between “on-campus land uses and any potential conflicts with uses in
the City, [etc.]” This is too narrow a scope. For example, the University is a
proponent of the flood control project at Islander Park, so that it can build on the
100-year flood plain on campus. Thus, the 2002 LRDP must evaluate conflicts
between off-campus land uses and any potential conflicts with local land use
ordinances and laws, e.g., the City’s General Plan.

(9) “LAND USE AND PLANNING, 9 (¢c), “Conflict with any applicable
habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan,” see (8),
(b) above; see also City’s residential conservation zoning ordinances.

(10) MINERAL RESOURCES, (a), “loss of availability of known mineral
resource of value to the region, etc.” According to this section of the IS, “No
mineral resources of regional or state-wide importance are known to exist on the
UC Riverside campus, and no such activities have been associated with the
development of the campus.” Again, the scope is too narrow. How will the 20002
LRDP affect off-campus mineral resources? Also, the 2002 LRDP requires the
completion of the Islander Park project, which entails mining the park for fill dirt,






which is a mineral resource. , the mining of minerals is, in fact, associated with the
proposed development of the campus.

(11) POPULATION AND HOUSING, (a) Induce substantial population
growth in an area, etc.” According to this portion of the IS, the EIR will evaluate
the potential for this demand [for housing] to exceed the projected housing supply
in the City and adjacent areas, . . .” This is both too broad a scope and too narrow
a scope.

The EIR needs to look at the projected housing supply not just in the city as
a whole, but in the area around UCR, and it must look at the issue in terms of the
rental cost of the projected housing supply as well as the rental cost of the housing
being impacted by the growth. In other words, for example, if the increased
student population causes rental prices in the surrounding area to rise from $4U0
per month to $600 per month, the issue of non-rental housing in the La Sierra area
is irrelevant to the population being displaced by UCR’s growth. However, in
addition, the EIR must look at the cumulative, city-wide impact of the rapid
increase of a transient student population on the availability and cost of rentals
city-wide, in other words, at the cumulative effect of the UCR growth combined
with that in other universities and colleges. In the past two years, I have heard
from several families that I know that their housing costs have gone up quickly and
dramatically, because of the increased student population, the willingness of
students to live in more cramped conditions than do families, and landlords’
decisions to take advantage of this by raising rents. Tow of these families have
been forced to move out of the area of UCR because of this trend.

(12) HOUSING, (c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?” and (d) “Result in other
impacts?” This section states that if displacement is proposed as part of the
LRDP Update, the EIR will address the availability of housing alternatives for
displaced students and their families. ” This is much too narrow a scope for the
EIR. First, even if displacement isn’t proposed, but will result, the EIR must
address the issue of displacement. (See comment directly above about increased
rents causing displacement.)

Second, it must address the issue of the displacement of nonstudents, not
just students and their families. One of the problems with the increase number of
students in this area is that the price of rental units has gone up significantly; this is
something of which I have personal knowledge. And this is happening in other
areas within the city near colleges and universities, €.g., near the area of California
Baptist. ,there is a cumulative effect in terms of the displacement of residents who
need low and lower income housing as a result of an increased demand by persons
with more money, e.g., students who are willing to live in arrangements with a






number of other students, share rooms and thus afford to pay more rent per square
foot.

(13) POPULATION AND HOUSING, generally. In terms of the housing issue,
one of the on-going issues created by UCR’s presence near a suburban area is the
movement of students into that single-family residential area, and the impact of
groups of students living in single family homes. Some of the problems associated
with this have been increased noise levels due to large and loud parties, increased
cars that need parking spaces, and which, because single family homes were not
designed to house four or five adults, each with his or her own car, parking
problems such as cars being parked on lawns, or many cars parked at the curb,
which has a negative aesthetic effect (many “nicer’” communities require cars to be
parked in driveways or garages, not at curbs, in residential areas, and forbid cars
parked at curbs overnight).

(14) PUBLIC SERVICES, (a) (ii) Police protection. The scope is too narrow; it
only looks at service for UCR campus. AN increase in students who will be living
off-campus will mean an increased need for off-campus police services. (iv)
Parks. The IS says increased student enrollment will result in additional demand
for recreational space, and that therefore the EIR will evaluate the environmental
impacts of “new, expanded, or altered to respond to any such demand.” This is too
narrow a scope. The EIR needs to address /ost facilities, too, particularly in light
of the pending litigation over Islander Park as a flood control project, and in light
of the plan for UCR to close the Riverside Sports Complex to city residents.

(15) PUBLIC SERVICES, generally. To the extent this section implicitly seems
to be concerned with the need for additional services only on campus, it is t00
narrow. It must take into account and evaluate the effect of the increased student
population living off-campus as well as on-campus.

(16) RECREATION. The IS says that the proposed 2002 LRDP will include the
provision of additional athletic and recreational facilities for “students, faculty and
staff.”” In the past, the community has been able to use on-campus facilities for
recreational purposes, e.g., the track for jogging and walking, and the Riverside
Sports Complex. Growth at UCR has already resulted in a loss to local residents
of the use of the track; changes under the 2002 LRDP may result in the further
unavailability of such resources to the non-campus population; also, e.g., Islander
Park. The impact of this loss of use must be included in the EIR.

In addition, the City of Riverside is currently embarked on a reassessment
of its General Plan’s Open Space and Park Element; changes resulting from such






reassessment must be considered so that the cumulative effect of the planned
growth of UCR population can be accurately assessed.

The IS says that “[iJmplementation of the 2002 LRDP may result in
proposals to displace existing recreational facilities to provide sites for academic
and support facilities that require proximity to other existing academic or support
uses.” This appears to refer to the plan to build structures on the existing playing
fields near the corner of Canyon Crest and University, which in turn relates to the
pending litigation in the Islander Flood Control case (Save Islander Park v. City of
Riverside, et al) “May” result seems to be inaccurate, since this choice of this
particular area for buildings wi// result in such displacement. In addition, to say
that this siting choice is because proximity is “require/d/” assumes a fact that is
neither established by a rule of physics, nature, or otherwise, and which ignores
competing considerations. . -

Playing fields are a perfect use of a flood plain area on a large campus.
Leaving them where they are and building in another area of campus would negate
the alleged need for the Islander Park flood control project, and would mean no
loss of that recreational area and no displacement of existing on-campus playing
fields. Thus, one issue which should be reviewed in the EIR is an alternative to
this particular siting plan.

(17) TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Generally. this entire section has too
narrow a scope. It is directed at on-campus issues, but must also address off-
campus issues. For example, the IS says the EIR will evaluate the adequacy of the
proposed campus parking inventory. This growth will result in additional cars off-
campus, what about the adequacy of parking for them. The lack of off-campus
parking is already becoming more and more apparent, e.g., the cars parked across
from the apartments at Spruce and Watkins Drive and all along the curbs of near-
by streets at Blaine and Canyon Crest (which primarily house UCR students
(witness the Highland Hauler that picks up and drops off at both locations).

In addition, section (g) mentions the issue of whether the 2002 LRDP
would conflict with policies, plans or programs supporting alternative
transportation. The proposed Islander Flood Control project (which is the basis for
pending litigation, Save Islander Park v. City of Riverside, et al.) is an example of
how the proposed growth conflicts with a county plan for a Metrolink line in the
same area as the proposed basins. This issue must be addressed in the EIR. Also,
the scope proposed is too narrow, to the extent it appears to be concerned only
with on-campus traffic and parking issues.

(18) UTILITY/SERVICES SYSTEMS/ENERGY Again, the scope is too
narrow. IT indicates the EIR will be concerned with “the on-campus residential
population.” Obviously, students, faculty and support staff who live off-campus






will also require utilities, services systems, and energy. The issue of available
water, especially under a new state law that requires planning for adequate water
supplies, is particularly important , yet the IS indicates the EIR will be concerned
only with “increased campus demand for water supplies.” The same is true of
landfill capacity; the IS indicates the EIR will be concerned only with “an increase
in campus solid waste generation.” The large population increase of people living
off-campus requires that that off-campus population’s increased need for water and
generation of solid waste be looked at as part of the environmental consequences
of the 2002 LRDP.

Sincerely,
Letitia Pepper

503 Highlander Drive
Riverside, CA 92507-3131
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The Notice of Preparation, which includes the Initial Study, for the 2002 LRDP EIR is
available for review at the Capital & Physical Planning Office, 3637 Canyon Crest Drive,
Riverside CA, 92507 or on the internet at www.lrdp.ucr.edu. Additional information may be
obtained by calling Nita Bullock, Campus Physical Planner, at (909) 787 -7376. Written
comments should be sent by January 14, 2002.
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available for review at the Capital & Physical Planning Office, 3637 Canyon Crest Drive,
Riverside CA, 92507 or on the internet at www.lrdp.ucr.edu. Additional information may be
obtained by calling Nita Bullock, Campus Physical Planner, at (909) 787 -7376. Written
comments should be sent by January 14, 2002.
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obtained by calling Nita Bullock, Campus Physical Planner, at (909) 787 -7376. Written
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January 16, 2002

To: Nita Bullock, UCR Capital Planning
From: Mark Hotne, EIP Associates

Re: UCR LRDP EIR
Agency Scoping Meetings

In response to the Notice of Preparation filed by the UCR campus on the preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report for the proposed 2002 LRDP, EIP Associates scheduled
scoping meetings with the following agencies: California Department of Fish and Game, the
County of Riverside (Planning Department); the City of Riverside; the South Coast Air
Quality Management District, and the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board.
Based on Michelle Ouelette’s contact with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, we are waiting
to see their response to the NOP to determine whether a meeting is warranted. This memo
summarizes the meetings held to date.

California Department of Fish and Game

On Tuesday, January 8, 2002, Mark Horne and Christy Loper of EIP Associates met with
Juan Hernandez, Environmental Specialist III with the California Department of Fish and
Game (CDFG), who is responsible for stream alternation agreements in Riverside County.

The UCR campus has several drainages that may be impacted by the implementation of the
LRDP. CDFG requested that the EIR state which drainages are functional and which are
ephemeral. CDFG advocates avoidance of on-site water features to minimize impacts to
fish and wildlife. Impacts to fish and wildlife associated with water features would require

mitigation.

Per Sections 1601 and 1603 of the California Fish and Game Code, any project that will
impact a tiver, stream, or lake requires a Notification of Lake or Streambed Alteration.
Depending on the extent of proposed activity, a Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement
may be required. This Agreement would be required in addition to a federal permit from
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The Agreement
would include mitigation measures to lessen project impacts to fish and wildlife. Mr.
Hernandez indicated the modification of ephemeral drainages (e.g., along the edges of the
Southeast Hills) would also require mitigation.
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Juan Hernandez explained that CDFG would prefer that any impacts to on-site drainages be
mitigated on-site. This could include riparian restoration and enhancement, implementation
of a riparian buffer zone, and/or implementation of a ripatian conservation easement. The
CDFG recommends 100 foot buffer zone from the edge of ripatian vegetation (although the
buffer width is negotiable). Educational tools such as interpretive signs could also be
provided. Mr. Hernandez cited the California State University at Chico as a model for
ripatian conservation on a college campus.

Mr. Hernandez expressed concern regarding on-site habitat for the Least Bell’s Vireo and
the Southwestern Willow Flycatcher, in addition to other special status species, and
recommended that the LRDP EIR include the results of such studies. When the need for
future projects to conduct subsequent project-specific analyses, he agreed that detailed
studies could be deferred until specific projects were proposed. He also recommended
consultation with a CDFG botanist regarding potential impacts to plants. On-site California
Gnatcatcher habitat falls under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and Mr.
Hernandez recommended consultation with that agency.

County of Riverside, Planning Department

On Wednesday, January 9, 2002 Mark Horne of EIP Associates met with Aleta Lawrence,
Ditector of Planning for the County of Riverside.

Ms. Lawrence expressed concern about the impact of campus growth on the 60 freeway, as
well as on air quality. She noted the many air quality research programs conducted by the
campus. Another concern is the impact of campus development on sensitive species.

Ms. Lawrence noted that a Draft General Plan for the County (and a Draft EIR) was due to
be released at the end of January, or perhaps in February. (I requested a copy of the EIR for
reference, and Ms. Lawrence indicated she would forward my request.) Two companion
plans are also in process, but will follow the General Plan by one or more months: a Multi-
Species Habitat Plan and a Transportation Plan (CTAP?).

Because of the jurisdictions involved in the habitat plan, release of the plan and the approval
process is likely to take some time. Ms. Lawrence suggested we contact Kristi Lovelady at
the County for information on the MSHCP. She noted that concerns for habitat not only
include protection of land, but the need to preserve or protect habitat corridors. One
example cited was the Highgrove Specific Plan, which dealt with potential connections
between the Box Springs Mountains and the Santa Ana River.

The county is also concerned about the loss of agricultural lands, but acknowledges the
potential for relocation of agricultural research programs to the Coachella Valley field

station.

Ms. Lawrence also expressed interest in campus plans for alternative transportation, and
noted the need for coordination with the Riverside Transit Authority. She discussed the
concept of transportation nodes (which will be discussed in the Transportation Plan), but
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UC Riverside will not be identified as one in the forthcoming plan. She suggested we
contact Ed Studor in the Transportation Department for information regarding the plan.

South Coast Air Quality Management District

On Wednesday, January 9, 2002 Mark Horne and Michael Brown of EIP Associates met
with Steve Smith, Program Supervisor of the CEQA Section.

Mr. Smith indicated that the AQMD had already sent a standard letter to the campus
regarding the EIR scope. In general the AQMD relies upon the new source review process
for stationary sources, and therefore does not review or comment on the majority of EIRs.
The letter will note the general requirements for mitigation, including the potential for use of
alternative fuel construction vehicles, and particulate traps on equipment. He also suggested
consideration of a new commercial product (Purinox) which is an additive which reduces
particulate and NOX emissions from diesel engines.

Mr. Smith also noted the probability that the campus would be subject to fleet vehicle rules,
and the AQMD’s interest in alternative fuel vehicles for future campus shuttle systems.
(Apparently the size of a bus effects whether the vehicle is covered by the fleet rules.) The
AQMD would be very interested in campus alternative transportation programs, and
requested that the campus consider dedicated lanes for transit vehicles.

We discussed the concept of establishing thresholds for types of construction (e.g, the size
of a building, below which significant construction emissions are unlikely to occur). Mr.
Smith indicated the district is wary of establishing broad thresholds, but would be willing to
review and comment on such thresholds, and recommended that they cover different types
of construction (e.g., wood frame vs steel frame, or parking structures).

Mr. Smith noted that the long-awaited Draft CEQA Handbook (updating the 1994
handbook) could be released as early as March. We discussed the need for the LRDP EIR
to use any new methodologies, and he acknowledged that the handbook would grandfather
any project for which an NOP had been filed prior to the adoption of the handbook. The
handbook is going to simplify emissions calculations methodologies, and take out some of
the more problematic sections of the current handbook (which will probably include
construction screening thresholds). Problems with the URBEMIS air quality model were
discussed, which Mr. Smith advises against using at this time because of outdated emission
factors. No changes in significance thresholds are anticipated.

A minor update of the South Coast AQMP is scheduled to be released this year, which will
incorporate changes in the California State Plan.

City of Riverside

On Thursday, January 10, 2002, Mark Horne of EIP Associates, Bob Davis of Wilbur Smith
Associates, and Nita Bullock of UCR met with Craig Aaron (Planning), James Walters, and
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Brian May (Police Department); Perry Halterman (Fire Department), Andy Emery (Parks
and Recreation); and Tom Boyd (Public Works) of the City of Riverside.

The representatives of the police department noted the existence of the UNET program,
and expressed a desire for continued participation in the program, which provides law
enforcement services in the vicinity of the campus, with equal participation of UCR and City
police staffs. They expressed concern for the impact of off-campus housing, increases in
traffic (related to congestion, accidents and traffic enforcement), parking around the campus
(including management of off-campus lots, such as the parking structure in University
Village), and the potential for increase businesses in the area (at which students may
congregate). They had been briefed by Director Whylde (Planning) about the potential for
“major” changes along University Avenue. As for the design of the campus edge, they were
interested in whether the campus would use the CPTED concepts (Crime Prevention
Through Environmental Design) for landscaping and lighting design.

Mr. Emery expressed interest in the potential impact of off-campus housing on parks in the
neighborhood, including North Park, the Bobby Bonds Recreation Center, Highland Park,
Islander Park and the Sports Complex. After discussing the extent of potential on-campus
recreational facilities, Mr. Emery indicated the primary concern was not a spillover of
demand, but demand associated with persons that reside off-campus (e.g., from new housing
that might be provided in the vicinity of the campus), and whether this may result in demand
for additional services in parks (e.g., restrooms). He was also interested in expansion of
trails and bike paths, but couldn’t provide any details about the concept of a bike trial along
the Gage Canal.

Mr. Halterman expressed concern about the impact of false (fire) alarms from the campus.
Because UC is not subject to local fees, the City cannot be reimbursed for the cost of
responding to false alarms on the campus. Concern was also expressed about a perceived
desire of the campus fire marshal to provide fire prevention featutres that exceed code
requirements (with the implication that these features increase the potential for false alarms
— e.g., student floor wardens reporting burnt toast). Nita Bullock asked for data on the
number of false alarms. Mr. Halterman acknowledged that the Fite Department had no
concerns regarding adherence to code requirements with respect to campus buildings.

Director Boyd (Public Works) said traffic was his main concern. The city would prefer that
campus related traffic be directed to arterial roads (e.g., Martin Luther King) and be kept off
local streets. The city is interested in whether the campus will mitigate the direct impacts of
the LRPD, but does not expect the campus to mitigate the effects of third-party
development (which might serve campus-related housing demand). When asked about what
assumptions should be made about the extent of off-campus growth (related to the
University Community Plan, University Avenue, the Marketplace and Downtown), it was
suggested that we contact Director Whyld. (A separate meeting is being scheduled to
discuss assignment of SGAG traffic data to local streets.)

Sewer transport was acknowledged as another concern. The city is not clear on the previous
agreement (and apparently no one cutrently has located a copy of the agreement). The City
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is in the process of completing a sewer capacity study, which won’t be completed for several
months. The City typically relies on hook-up fees to make improvements, and since UC is
not subject to those fees, they would like to devise a mechanism for UC to contribute.
Treatment capacity was acknowledged as being sufficient “for now.”

Storm drain capacity was noted as another issue, apparently due to the uncertain prospects
for the Arroyo project, which we learned was to be the subject of litigation over the City’s
approval of the project. For the west side of the campus, no specific drainage concerns were
noted, however it was suggested that Sandy Caldwell (of Public Works?) might have more
information. Mr. Boyd noted that there were no other utility concerns from the City.

Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board:

On January 12, 2001, Mark Horne and Terrance Wong of EIP Associates met with David
Woelfel of the Planning Division of the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board.

Mr. Woelfel suggested that the campus should consider incorporation of Best Management
Practices to reduce runoff. He suggested that an EPA website had some useful examples.
Concerns of the SARWQCB would relate to the loss of riparian areas and groundwater
recharge, which could affect water quality and supply. The potential for increased
stormwater runoff, and urban contaminants in that runoff was another concern. They
would prefer to see no net increase in runoff from the portion of the campus that is west of
the freeway, which would require the used of grassed swales and other BMPs.

Mr. Woelfel suggested we contact either Mike Roth (909-320-2027) or Maria Macario (909-
321-4582) regarding specifics regarding future requirements for stormwater mitigation. Mr.
Woelfel also indicated it was unlikely that TMDLs would be adopted for the portion of the
Santa Ana River to which the campus drains.
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To:  Nita Bullock, UCR Capital and Physical Planning
From: Mark Horne, EIP Associates

Re:  Issues raised at LRDP EIR Public Scoping Meeting

The following list summarizes issues raised in at the Public Scoping Meeting held January 8,
2002, based upon a review of the tape recording of the meeting, and the written comment

sheets distributed at the meeting.

AESTHETICS
= Citrus groves represent the history of University and City. Development along MLK should

allow for some citrus trees to be preserved.
= Should provide buffer between high-density housing, buildings and especially parking structures.
=  Concern about potential loss of open-space and greenbelts. Much open and green space has
been lost over the past 10 years.
s Parking structure on Lot 13:

s There are houses 15-20 ft. above the parking lot and lights can be seen. These houses are
especially vulnerable to the degradation a parking structure would cause. A structure is
inappropriate at this area. Visual, noise, and compatibility of such a use next to homes is not
acceptable. Why not return to old plan of building tennis courts in the open land that is now

Lot 13?
= Why can’t the parking structure be located farther west, nearer to campus buildings?

AIR QUALITY

= Concern of impact associated with increased traffic.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
*  An existing wildlife corridor does exist on campus that must be addressed in EIR: Botanic

Gardens (nature preserve), University Hill, Picnic Hill and Coyote Hill.

*  Lots of wildlife on campus, including sensitive species. Need to coordinate with Riverside
County MSHCP.

® Increased development has resulted in an increased problem with wildlife predation on pets.

s  Important connection between Botanic Gardens to Box Springs Mountains Park & Sycamore
Canyon Park.

»  What will happen to riparian area between Canyon Crest & the freeway (the Gage basin)?

»  As part of the 1990 LRDP, the main drainage through the campus was proposed to be restored
as a recreational riparian corridor. I believe the benefits of doing so would far outweigh the

costs.
®  Must look at impact on species off-campus as well as on-campus. Even suburban land uses may

support species.






Ms. Nita Bullock
February 20, 2002
Page 2 of 4

GEOLOGY & SOILS

Destruction of natural land formations

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

EIR needs to address the impact of increased runoff due to increase in buildings and associated

lots. Should use green space to decrease runoff.
Area to east of campus is a flood plain, and should not be defined as a drainage problem! More

of a development problem.
Under CEQA, EIR must deal with existing floodplain, not with proposed future 100-year

floodplain.

LAND USE AND PLANNING

How much acteage is needed for a campus of 25,000 students. Should look and study other
campuses and their conditions.

Land facing Big Springs Rd. slated for future student housing. Should conserve some open
space.

Any proposals for acquisition of lands west of Chicago?

Loss of green/open space

More student housing should be planned on the west so students can take advantage of the
proximity to the University Avenue businesses.

Any truth to the rumor of a Multi-level parking structure at end of Parking Lot 132 How many
levels? Public can not communicate and participate meaningfully if details of the structure are so
vague. This particular structure will be most sensitive because it is contiguous with residential
housing, and should demand special attention in the EIR. Lot 13 is incompatible with single-
family homes.

(Structure on Lot 13) Visual, noise, and compatibility of such a use next to homes is not
acceptable.

UCLA does not have parking structures adjacent to homes.

Area to the north of campus is described as residential and a series of community parks. This 1s
not true

Area to east & northeast is suburban, not urban

NOISE

Noise pollution
(Structure on Lot 13) Visual, noise, and compatibility of such a use next to homes is not

acceptable.

POPULATION AND HOUSING

With new family student housing to be located west of freeway, what happens to existing family
housing? :
Any possibility of buying existing high-density housing east of UCR around Big Springs Rd. &

Watkins Dr.?
Are UCR & City going to be partners to acquire land for housing? .

PUBLIC SERVICES

Effects of increased population on law enforcement

Safety issues with people walking to campus.

The previously-identified location of a future arena is located in an area that the community has
identified as a possible location for a branch City library, which is needed to address the absence

of a branch library in the area.
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RECREATION

* Loss of public recreational opportunities —closing the track to public use and the corner lot used
for soccer. What will University give back to the public? Will any of this growth be available to
those people who live in the neighborhood?

*  Loss of parkland to the City.

* Campus needs to manage use of recreational resources with both the City & County. Should
work towards developing/expanding parks in nearby neighborhoods and in the Box Springs
Mountains. Students will use the Box Springs Mountains for recreation in the future.

*  Corner of Watkins Drive and Valencia Hills is used by the community as open space.

*  With the student use of the local parks, and specifically the Box Springs Mountains Park, what
will happen to the riparian area between Canyon Crest and the freeway (the Gage basin)?

* Planning can not stop at the boundaries of the campus. Need to coordinate with City (e.g. use
of city parks for recreation). Need to be thinking beyond University Avenue.

TRANSPORTATION & TRAFFIC

General

* Potential placement of a Metrolink Station will be impacted by (Arroyo Project) plan to change
floodplain, and will have to be addressed in EIR.

= Need entrances to campus that are NOT through neighborhoods.

*  Excessive disturbance caused by trucks (noise, air pollution, traffic) ‘

*  How will congestion, daytime parking on city streets, increased danger to pedestrians, etc. be
handled?

#  No parking in neighborhoods.

Traffic
=  Concern about increased traffic & building of multi-level parking structures.

= Increased traffic on 60 FWY will have a profound effect on the quality of life on the

campus.
Bicycles

= Travel by bicycle must play a big role.

= Public safety issues of increased pedestrian and bike traffic need to be addressed.

*  University needs to provide bike paths and safe bike parking.

*  Bicycle & walking access has gotten worse! We need dedicated safe routes along paths of
major traffic onto campus. This should be coordinated with a comprehensive alternative
transportation plan for the expanded campus.

Alternative Transportation
* EIR needs to address the development of environmentally friendly transit alternatives

(pedestrian walkways, bikeways, shuttles)

®  University should have constantly moving shuttles throughout the campus, parking lots, and on
University Ave. and Canyon Crest.

= Is there a cooperative effort between the University and Riverside Transit? Is it being proposed?
For example, students at UC Santa Cruz have a pass to travel anywhere by bus. The students
would love it!

*  One side of campus is part of a county alternative transportation plan to get people on bikes and
to walk, while the other side closes off all the easy access. Campus needs to be more aggressive
and experience what it is really like to walk and bike along campus.

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
= 25,000 students will be using the City’s sewer system for which citizens get billed for!
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®=  Too narrow of a scope to only look at demand for water & electricity on-campus, since students
will be residing off-campus as well.

ALTERNATIVES

*  Why is target set at 25,0007 Would like to see analysis of impact of lower target for growth as
well as analysis of impact of rate of growth from 13k to 25k.

=  Analysis needed for a slower phase growth in addition to a lower enrollment target at UCR.

OTHERS

»  Students need something to do off-campus. Need some place other than Starbucks.

= Existing infrastructure (shops, gas stations) inadequate for influx of students.

=  University must cooperate with City and County in attempt to recreate once thriving businesses.

= Is there space allowed for a Law School & Medical School? Need a veterinary school of
medicine.

= Must look at off-campus mineral resources too. University will eventually need some of these
resources to raise areas where they will be doing development.

s Proposed scope ignores many off-campus effects. Scope based on political rather than
environmental & geographical boundaries.
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Executive Summary

Natural Resources Assessment, Inc. (NRA, Inc.) was contacted to conduct a general biological evaluation
of the Long-Range Development Plan (LRDP) being prepared by the University of California for its
Riverside campus. The purpose of the LRDP is to address the needs and demands for expansion of
university facilities and capacities, while minimizing conflicts with other campus resources, including
biological resources.

The University of California, Riverside (UCR) campus is located in the eastern section of Riverside, near
the Box Springs Mountains. The campus is an existing facility, extending into the commercial and
residential clusters along University Avenue, Chicago Avenue, Canyon Crest Drive and Blaine Street, as
well as into downtown Riverside. NRA, Inc., confined their evaluation to the main campus, and further,
to the natural, semi-natural and agricultural areas, with some landscape areas also included as
appropriate.

NRA, Inc. reviewed available information on the known sensitive resources in the area as well as other
available technical information on the biological resources of the campus. We used the information to
focus our survey effort in the field. The field survey consisted of a site overview of the biological
resources of the campus, including natural, semi-natural, agricultural and landscape habitats. NRA, Inc.
evaluated these sites using both driving and walking surveys, as appropriate. Areas of potential high
sensitivity such as drainages and native plant communities, were evaluated on foot. During the survey,
notes were made on the plant and animal species observed, the surface characteristics and topography of
the campus area, the habitats on site and the overall condition of on site habitats.

The California Natural Diversity Data Base identified 40 sensitive biological resources of concern found in
the vicinity of the university. In addition, NRA, Inc. identified additional resources that may be present
on or around the campus.

The information provided in evaluating the proposed LRDP and impacts to biological resources include a
proposed development plan map, a general project description and information on potential biological
resources on campus. There are several areas designated as open space/pedestrian linkages. Detailed
information on proposed improvements in open space/pedestrian linkages areas was not available for
review; therefore, only general impacts can be assessed. Proposed mitigation measures are similarly

general in scope.

The campus can be divided into four types of biological habitats based on the mix of native and non-
native plant species. The landscape habitat makes up the bulk of the academic core and includes the lawn,
tree and shrub areas that are heavily manicured. This habitat is found mainly on the central campus area
and the residential units. The second type is agricultural areas, limited almost entirely to the west campus
area. The third common habitat type is natural, and occurs primarily in the hills of the Botanic Gardens as
well as the south campus area. There are also smaller isolated pockets of natural habitat scattered on the
campus. The fourth and least common type of habitat is semi-natural, and is generally confined to smaller
scattered localities around the campus where landscaping and manicuring treatments are less rigorous.

In general, the campus landscape plant communities are dominated by non-native lawn grasses, shrubs
and trees. For the most part, the lawns dominant the campus, and trees and shrubs are clustered along
buildings, parking medians and the edges of walkways and roadways. There are islands of shrubs and
trees, such as occur within the married student housing area and near the administration.

January 1, 2002 BMS01-101 53



Natural Resources Assessment, Inc.

The agricultural fields north of Martin Luther King Boulevard (known as Pennsylvania Avenue in 1989)
are dominated by sub-tropical tree projects. The southern teaching and research fields are dominated by a
mix of student and faculty experimental plots.

Semi-natural habitats include areas that contain cultivated species (usually trees) but are relatively
unmaintained. These habitats include the swale near the Aberdeen-Inverness residence halls, the open
space at the base of the Veitch Student Center and the area around Picnic Hill. These areas provide food
and cover for wildlife that are less tolerant of human activity than those species found in the landscape
and agricultural habitats. The semi-natural habitats also provide roosting and perching sites for migratory
bird species.

These habitats undergo some regular maintenance, including lawn maintenance and some tree
maintenance (primarily limb removal and leaf cleanup), but most of the shrubs and trees have been left
unmanicured.

Natural habitats include ruderal, annual grasslands, coastal sage scrub and riparian plant communities.
These communities exist in the currently undeveloped areas of the campus, primarily on the north and
south campus.

The analysis of impacts in the open space/pedestrian linkages areas will depend upon the amount and
type of development proposed for these areas. In general, impacts will include:

Degradation and loss of ruderal habitat

Degradation and loss of annual grasslands.

Degradation and loss of native scrub and riparian habitats.
Degradation and loss of drainages.

Degradation and loss of raptor foraging habitat.

Loss or disruption of wildlife movement

Impacts to sensitive species.

NOoasE N =

The degradation and loss of ruderal habitat in the vicinity of the campus are not considered to be
significant, since this habitat is common and does not have a high biological value.

The degradation and loss of annual grassland habitat is not considered to be significant, since this habitat
is common. The loss of raptor foraging habitat as a result of the loss of annual grasslands on campus is

not considered to be significant, since annual grassland habitat is limited in extent on the campus.

The loss of coastal sage scrub and riparian habitat is considered to be significant, since both of these
habitats are in decline throughout southern California.

The loss of drainages and riparian habitat is significant and will need to be addressed under the
provisions of Section 1600 et al of the CDFG Code.

Impacts to wildlife movement are not considered to be significant, since surrounding development has
effectively eliminated long-range movement between the campus and other habitats.
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Impacts to some sensitive species may be significant depending upon the species of concern and the
degree of impact. The California Environmental Quality Act provides for the protection of sensitive
species that are not listed but still meet the criteria for listing.

Impacts to listed species are significant, since they are protected under the California Environmental
Quality Act and are protected by one or both of the California Endangered Species Act and the Federal
Endangered Species Act.

The cumulative loss of ruderal and annual grassland is not considered to be significant, since these
habitats are common in southern California. However, the cumulative loss of raptor foraging habitat
provided by annual grasslands is considered to be significant.

Cumulative impacts to coastal sage scrub and riparian habitats are considered to be significant. These
habitats are in decline in the vicinity of the campus and the greater San Bernardino and Riverside county
areas as a result of the conversion of open space to development. In addition, riparian habitat is protected
under the provisions of Section 1600 et al of the CDFG Code.

Cumulative impacts to drainages are considered to be significant, since drainages are rapidly
disappearing both in the vicinity of the campus and in the greater San Bernardino and Riverside county
areas as a result of the conversion of open space to development. In addition, drainages are protected
under the provisions of Section 1600 et al of the CDFG Code.

Cumulative impacts to wildlife movement are not considered to be significant, since these impacts have
already occurred in this area of Riverside County.

Cumulative impacts to sensitive species are considered to be significant; however, the regional impacts to
sensitive species is generally out of the scope of any one project. Regional impacts to specific species or
species groups are generally addressed as part of regional management or habitat conservation plan.

The preservation of drainages in the central and south campus areas, as well as the preservation of the
open space areas around the Botanic Gardens, offset some of the individual and cumulative impacts of
the LRDP. Decisions regarding the preservation or development of open space/pedestrian linkages
should evaluate the need to preserve native habitats for general and sensitive species.
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Introduction

Natural Resources Assessment, Inc. (NRA, Inc.) was contacted to conduct a general biological evaluation
of the Long-Range Development Plan (LRDP) being prepared by the University of California for its
Riverside campus. The purpose of the LRDP is to address the needs and demands for expansion of
university facilities and capacities, while minimizing conflicts with other campus resources, including
biological resources.

Project Location and Description

The University of California, Riverside (UCR) campus is located in the eastern section of Riverside, near
the Box Springs Mountains. It extends from south of Martin Luther King Boulevard north to just beyond
Blaine Street, and from Chicago Avenue east to Valencia Hill Drive. It includes the house of the
Chancellor on Watkins Drive (Figure 1). The campus is located between commercial use areas west of the
campus, mainly residential areas to the east and north, and a mix of residential and open space areas to
the south.

The campus is an existing facility, extending into the commercial and residential clusters along University
Avenue, Chicago Avenue, Canyon Crest Drive and Blaine Street, as well as into downtown Riverside. For
purposes of this evaluation, the affected area is confined to the main campus, and further, to the natural,
semi-natural and agricultural areas, with some landscape areas also included as appropriate.

The University area lies in Sections 19, 20, 29 and 30, Township 2 south, Range 4 west on the Riverside
East 7.5& USGS quadrangle, San Bernardino baseline and meridian (Figure 2).

Methods

Research
NRA, Inc. reviewed available information on the known sensitive resources in the area. The literature
review included a review of standard field guides and texts on sensitive and non-sensitive biological
resources, as well as the following sources:

o List of sensitive biological resources provided by the California Natural Diversity Data Base

0 General texts and other documents identifying potential resources on the campus.

0 Previous studies conducted on the campus and campus facilities.

NRA, Inc. also reviewed other available technical information on the biological resources of the campus.
We used the information to focus our survey effort in the field.

Field Surveys

NRA, Inc. conducted a site overview of the biological resources of the campus, including natural, semi-
natural, agricultural and landscape habitats. Their survey included the open spaces in the eastern and
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southern areas of the campus, internal open spaces containing some non-formal landscaping and the

agricultural fields.

NRA, Inc. evaluated these sites using both driving and walking surveys, as appropriate. Areas of
potential high sensitivity such as drainages and native plant communities, were evaluated on foot. During
the survey, notes were made on the plant and animal species observed, the surface characteristics and
topography of the campus area, the habitats on site and the overall condition of on site habitats.

It should be noted that the work was intended as a general evaluation of the biological resources of the
site, including the potential presence of sensitive species. Detailed walkover surveys were not conducted
over the entire campus, nor were focused surveys for sensitive species conducted. Instead, NRA, Inc.
made general notes on species observed, as well as noting those habitats that may support other species
not recorded during the survey.

Results
Research

The California Natural Diversity Data Base identified 40 sensitive biological resources of concern found in
the vicinity of the university. In addition, NRA, Inc. identified additional resources that may be present
on or around the campus. The resources, their habitat preferences, status, seasonal distribution and
probability of occurrence are identified in Table 1, Appendix C.

The LRDP was originally evaluated in 1989 by LSA Associates At that
time, the campus had more open space than at present. Most of the bsubsequent building on campus has
been in the landscaped areas and has not resulted in the loss of natural or semi-natural habitats. Notable
exceptions include the large open space and drainages near the student residential halls, the drainage
extending from the eastern campus hills just north of the Botanic Gardens, the hilltop just north of the
Botanic Gardens and the Box Springs Arroyo. Other small additional impacts resulted from the
construction of a Thermal Energy Storage System in the hills south of the Botanic Gardens (University of
California, Riverside 1993).

Field Surveys

The campus can be divided both in terms of a geopolitical division based on land use and road layouts,
and on the basis of biological habitats. Geopolitically, the campus divides into the west campus, central
campus, south campus and north campus.

Geopolitical Divisions

The west campus is that area of the campus west of Interstate 215 (I-215), and is comprised of mainly
- agricultural fields south of University Avenue and a mix of commercial, residential and teaching facilities
clustered along University and Chicago Avenues.

The central campus (east of I-215) comprises the academic core of the research and teaching facilities, and
is dominated by landscape habitats. There are some areas of natural and semi-natural habitats in this
area.
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The south campus is the large open space south of the campus buildings and the cultivated areas of the
Botanic Gardens. It includes the uncultivated areas of the Botanic Gardens and areas immediately to the
east.

The north campus includes the areas north of Linden and east of the student residential areas.

Biological Habitats

The campus can be divided into four types of biological habitats based on the mix of native and non-
native plant species. The landscape habitat makes up the bulk of the academic core and includes the lawn,
tree and shrub areas that are heavily manicured. This habitat is found mainly on the central campus area
and the residential units. The second type is agricultural areas, limited almost entirely to the west campus
area. The third common habitat type is natural, and occurs primarily in the hills of the Botanic Gardens as
well as the south campus area. There are also smaller isolated pockets of natural habitat scattered on the
campus. The fourth and least common type of habitat is semi-natural, and is generally confined to smaller
scattered localities around the campus where landscaping and manicuring treatments are less rigorous.

Habitat Descriptions

Landscape

In general, the campus landscape plant communities are biologically sterile for native species, dominated
by non-native lawn grasses, shrubs and trees. For the most part, the lawns dominant the campus, and
trees and shrubs are clustered along buildings, parking medians and the edges of walkways and
roadways. There are islands of shrubs and trees, such as occur within the married student housing area
and near the administration building, but these islands are small and generally located in areas of high
human activity. As a result, wildlife use of these areas tends to be limited to those species tolerant of
humans and human activity.

Agricultural Fields

In 1989, the bulk of the west campus was in teaching and research agricultural fields. Since that time,
portions of the fields have been converted to either parking areas or additional buildings. A large student
parking lot has been constructed on the eastern quarter of the northern fields. Current construction of
new buildings is taking place in the south central quarter of the southern fields.

The remaining fields north of Martin Luther King Boulevard (known as Pennsylvania Avenue in 1989) are

dominated by sub-tropical tree projects. The remaining southern teaching and research fields are
dominated by a mix of student and faculty experimental plots.
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The Box Springs Arroyo is a major drainage that runs east to west along the southern section of the
teaching and research fields. This drainage was described as modified and channelized in 1989, providing
very little native habitat. There are extensive stand of eucalyptus trees along the Box Springs Arroyo that
provide perching, roosting and occasionally nesting habitats for raptors, as well as smaller bird species.
Some mammals may also use these stands.

The northern fields undergo periodic disturbance as a result of weed control, citrus harvesting and other
activities associated with teaching and research work. The southern fields, consisting of a variety of
seasonal experimental plots, undergo different and irregular types of impacts. Some sections of these
fields have permanent groves and crops that undergo regular maintenance, while others are replanted
from year to year with different crops. As a result, these areas are disturbed in different ways both within
and between years.

Semi-natural

Semi-natural habitats include areas that contain cultivated species (usually trees) but are relatively
unmaintained. These habitats include the swale near the Aberdeen-Inverness residence halls, the open
space at the base of the Veitch Student Center and the area around Picnic Hill. These areas provide food
and cover for wildlife that are less tolerant of human activity than those species found in the landscape
and agricultural habitats. The semi-natural habitats also provide roosting and perching sites for migratory
bird species.

These habitats undergo some regular maintenance, including lawn maintenance and some tree
maintenance (primarily limb removal and leaf cleanup), but most of the shrubs and trees have been left
unmanicured.

Natural

Natural habitats include ruderal, annual grasslands, coastal sage scrub and riparian plant communities.
These communities exist in the currently undeveloped areas of the campus, primarily on the north and
south campus.

Ruderal

The ruderal plant community is also known as a weedy plant community. It is characterized by periodic
or constant disturbances such as weed control, heavy vehicle use, disking, controlled or uncontrolled
burning and similar disruptive activities. Ruderal plant communities are generally found in flat open
areas, with the plant species dominated by weedy natural and introduced weed species highly adapted to
disturbance. Plant species found in the ruderal plant communities on campus include Mediterranean
grass (Schismus barbatus), short-podded mustard (Hirschfeldia incana), red brome (Bromus madritensis),
horehound (Marrubium vulgare) and in areas with denser soils, fiddleneck (Amsinckia menziesii).
Wildflowers are limited in this habitat, mostly confined to sow thistle (Sonchus oleraceus), red-stemmed
filaree (Erodium cicutarium) and other weedy wildflower species.
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On the campus, this plant community is frequently found along the edges of developed areas, such as
around parking lots and outlying buildings. It is found throughout the agricultural fields at the edges of
dirt roads and cultivated plots. It is the dominant plant community in the large open area east of the
student residence dorms. Much of the plant community in this area has been reduced in size since 1989 by
the construction of additional residence dorms, the children/s education center and associated parking
lots. There was also an area of ruderal habitat on a vacant lot at the northwest corner of Canyon Crest
Drive and Blaine Street, but that habitat was lost due to the construction of student housing.

Annual Grassland

The annual grassland plant community occurs primarily on heavy soils and generally flat topography. It
is a invasive plant community, replacing the native grasslands formerly found in California. As an
invasive plant community, it is tolerant of disturbance, and is generally found in areas that are similar to
ruderal habitats but that are undergoing less disturbance. Dominant species in this plant community
include slender wild oats (Avena barbata), red brome, ripgut grass (Bromus diandrus), and occasionally
cheatgrass (Bromus mollis). Wildflowers that can occur in this plant community include fiddleneck
(Amsinckia intermedia), golden stars (Bloomeria crocea), baby-blue eyes (Nemophila menziesii) and croton
(Croton californica).

Annual grassland forms a mixed plant community with coastal sage scrub. It forms the understory plant
community in areas where frequent fires have burned the scrub cover and slowed the recovery of native
scrub species.

Annual grassland is found primarily in the hills in the south campus area. There is also a small stand
along the southern bank at the eastern end of the Box Springs Arroyo.

Coastal Sage Scrub

Coastal sage scrub is characterized by drought deciduous shrubs forming an open canopy. Coastal sage
scrub in southern California can be divided into distinct types depending upon the geographic location.
Each type is made up of a different mix of plant species. In the Riverside area, the coastal sage scrub type
is known as Riversidean coastal sage scrub. The dominant species in the Riversidean coastal sage scrub
include desert brittlebush (Encelia farinosa), California sagebrush (Artemisia californica), flat-topped
buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum) and black sage (Salvia mellifera). The Riversidean coastal sage scrub
can be further subdivided depending upon the slope aspect. On south facing slopes, the dominant scrub
species is desert brittlebush. On north facing slopes, the dominant species include California sagebrush,
flat-topped buckwheat and black sage. Herbaceous dicots in this plant community include corethrogyne
(Corethrogyne filaginifolia) and everlasting (Gnaphalium spp.).

Depending upon the slope aspect, soils and degree of shrub cover, the understory includes annual
grasslands and native wildflowers. In more moist soils, wildflower species in addition to those found in
annual grasslands include tidy-tips (Layia platyglossa), cream cups (Platystemon californicus) and California
poppy (Eschscholzia californica). In more open areas, plantain (Plantago ovata), Mariposa lily (Calochortus
splendens) and blue dicks (Dichelostema pulchellum) are common.

In western Riverside, the coastal sage scrub habitat includes granitic rock outcroppings. These outcrops
provide topographic variety and also a source of greater moisture. There are certain plant species that are
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associated with these rock outcrops that are not found elsewhere. These include California snapdragon
(Scrophularia californica) and bricklebush (Brickellia californica).

Coastal sage scrub is the dominant native habitat on campus. It is confined almost entirely to the steep
hillsides and drainages of the south campus, extending into the Botanic Gardens and the adjacent
hillsides to the north. A small stand also exists in the southeastern agricultural fields, along the northern
bank of the Box Springs Arroyo.

Riparian

The riparian plant community is found along drainage courses. The mix of plant species found in this
plant community on campus varies depending upon the available water, soils, and disturbance activities.
Some of the drainages are dry watercourses with no surface water, upland soils and a high degree of
'disturbance. Other drainages have moist soils or surface water, and have remained relatively undisturbed
over time.

Starting at the northern campus, there were two drainages that began in the flat fields east of the student
residence halls and drained southwest around either side of the hill occupied by the Veitch Student
Center buildings. Since that time, most of the northern drainage has been filled in and channelized to
accommodate the construction of the new student residence halls. The south drainage and the remaining
section of the north drainage near Aberdeen-Inverness are still relatively intact. The upper portion of the
south drainage supports a degraded stand of FremontZs cottonwood (Populus fremontii) and mulefat
(Baccharis salicifolia), along with cocklebur (Xanthium strumarium) and tree tobacco (Nicotiana glauca). This
plant community changes in the vicinity of the Veitch Student Center and the residence halls, with
California walnut (Juglans californica) being the dominant native and Peruvian pepper tree (Schinus molle),
bottlebrush (species unknown) and other landscape shrubs forming the canopy species in both the north
and south drainages. The understory is predominately non-native lawn grasses, but the line of drainage
persists throughout for both the north and south drainage.

The next cluster of four drainages is at the northern boundary of the Botanic Gardens. The first drainage
starts east of Parking Lot 13 and has been significantly impacted by the expansion of the parking lot and
the construction of the road to the Salinity Lab facility. This drainage formerly ran from the hills at the
extreme eastern edge of the campus south to the flat, broad drainage area occupied by Parking Lot 13,
turning west to continue down the broader drainage. This drainage now terminates at Parking Lot 13.
Plant species in this drainage include mulefat, Peruvian pepper tree on the bottom of the drainage, with
coastal sage scrub species on the banks.

“The second drainage was described in 1989 as a somewhat artificial gully woodland containing native
riparian species such as arroyo willow, Fremont cottonwood, mulefat and Mexican elderberry (Sambucus
mexicana), and non-native species such as Peruvian pepper tree, common fig (Ficus palmata) and others.
This gully is apparently fed by runoff from the teaching and research orchards upstream; ordinarily, this
small cutting would probably support only coastal sage scrub species.

The third drainage starts at the entrance to the Botanic Gardens (itself situated on a former drainage

course) and extends from the entrance down to the visitor&s parking lot adjacent to Parking Lot 13.
Mulefat and California walnut are the dominant species in this drainage.
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The fourth drainage starts up in the hills between the Botanic Gardens and the greenhouse area. It
extends down to the Botanic Gardens parking lot, where it joins the main drainage. This drainage
contains some mulefat in its lower portions, while the upper portion is dry and supports primarily coastal
sage scrub species.

The next area is the Box Springs Arroyo in the west campus. This is the large east-west drainage crossing
through the teaching and research fields south of Martin Luther King Boulevard. The Arroyo has been
severely altered by past practices, including channelization, disking and grading. The eastern half of the
Arroyo is essentially a flat, broad and dry wash. Further downstream it becomes a grassy swale. The
western half is a dry drainage that is bordered by the eucalyptus stands mentioned earlier.

The Box Springs Arroyo is interrupted by the Gage Canal, an artificial gravity fed channel running north
to south across the agricultural, teaching and research fields. The Gage Canal is a concrete lined canal that
is well maintained and kept free of any wetland growth by the canal operator. The Canal does not
provide any wetland habitat value.

One part of the Arroyo is occupied by old fish ponds and reservoirs, evidently set up for malarial
experiments. At the time of the survey, a great egret was observed hunting for fish in these ponds Other
water dependent species, such as mallard and horned grebe, were observed diving for pond vegetation
on one of the larger reservoirs.

The final drainage occurs in the central campus, running between University Avenue and Bannockburn.
This drainage provides the highest quality riparian habitat on campus, forming a dense stand of arroyo
willow, Fremont cottonwood, sycamore (Platanus racemosa), sedge (Carex sp.) and mulefat. There was
surface water present at the time of the survey.

Wildlife Communities

Wildlife communities on campus can easily be divided into two types: artificially created habitats suitable
for use only by the most tolerant of wildlife species, and semi-natural or natural habitats suitable for most
native species as well as those species tolerant of some human activity.

In general, the central campus, west campus and north campus contain mostly artificially created habitats
that are of little to no use to most native wildlife species. In addition to limited food and water sources,
these areas are strongly impacted by human and vehicle activity. Tree and scrub habitats are used
primarily by common bird species such as the northern mockingbird, house finch, house sparrow, scrub
jay and AnnaZis hummingbird. Amphibian species are probably absent, and reptile species would likely
be limited to the side-blotched lizard and alligator lizard. Mammal species would include the non-native
Norway rat and house mouse, as well as the native BottaZs gopher and Beechey ground squirrel.

Exceptions to these habitats include the drainage alongside Bannockburn and the remaining drainages,
riparian habitat and open fields east of the student residence halls. The Bannockburn drainage provides
suitable riparian foraging and nesting habitat for species groups such as warblers, sparrows, hawks, owls
and jays, as well as smaller mammals such as the opossum. The remaining drainages provide some plant
cover and a temporary source of water for birds, reptiles and mammals species, while the associated
riparian habitat also provides some cover, foraging and nesting habitat for native species. The open fields
provide foraging habitat for mourning dove, house finch, and some raptor species.
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The south campus area, including the drainages and hills north of the Botanic Gardens, includes the
largest extent of native habitats on the campus. The relatively large stand of undisturbed coastal sage
scrub mixed with annual grasslands provides important habitat for native wildlife, including sensitive
species such as the orange-throated whiptail, burrowing owl, California gnatcatcher and Stephens
kangaroo rat. The drainages provide water and foraging habitat for other species such as sparrows,
warblers, hawks and owls.

Sensitive Biological Resources

Table A in Appendix C provides a discussion of the species likely to be present on the campus, and what
habitats they are likely to occupy. Based on the current development plans (2001), most of the habitats
preferred by the sensitive species will be set aside as open space.

Habitat Fragmentation and Wildlife Movement

Habitat fragmentation and wildlife movement are closely related issues, with wildlife movement as an
important factor to be considered in discussions of habitat fragmentation. Habitat fragmentation is
isolation of one area of habitat from a larger area that provides a more complete and functional system.

A concept that is related to the issue of fragmentation is that of wildlife corridors or linkages. These
essentially counteract the effects of fragmentation (although not always completely). Corridors serve to
connect areas of large habitat that may otherwise be separated. Corridors serve to interconnect water,
food, and cover availability, spatially linking these three resources with wildlife in different areas.

Long-Range Development Plan Area

Large movement corridors no longer exist within the Long-Range Development Plan area. The presence
of suburban and urban development around the university have effectively cut off most wildlife
movement to areas outside of the campus boundaries. Within the campus, small corridors exist along the
drainages around the student residential areas and in the Botanic Gardens, however, these corridors do
not function to connect isolated habitats or habitat resources.

Habitat fragmentation both in and around the campus has already occurred and is ongoing as a result of
the current development activity.
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Drainages and Streambeds
Army Corps of Engineers

The Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) regulates discharges of dredged or fill material into waters of the
United States. These waters include wetlands and non-wetland bodies of water that meet specific criteria.
Corps regulatory jurisdiction pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act is founded on a connection
or nexus between the water body in question and interstate commerce. This connection may be direct,
through a tributary system linking a stream channel with traditional navigable waters used in interstate
or foreign commerce, or may be indirect, through a nexus identified in the Corps regulations.

California Department of Fish and Game

The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), through provisions of the State of California
Administrative Code, is empowered to issue agreements for any alteration of a river, stream or lake
where fish or wildlife resources may adversely be affected. Streams (and rivers) are defined by the
presence of a channel bed and banks, and at least an intermittent flow of water. CDFG regulates wetland
areas only to the extent that those wetlands are part of a river, stream or lake as defined by CDFG.

Determining the limits of wetlands is not typically done in obtaining CDFG Agreements. The reason for
this is that CDFG generally includes, within the jurisdictional limits of streams and lakes, any riparian
habitat present. Riparian habitat includes willows, mulefat and other vegetation typically associated with
the banks of a stream or lake shoreline. In most situations, wetlands associated with a stream or lake
would fall within the limits of riparian habitat. Thus, defining the limits of CDFG jurisdiction based on
riparian habitat will automatically include any wetland areas.

Long-Range Development Plan Area

With the exception of the Box Springs Arroyo, all of the drainages within the LRDP will probably come
under the jurisdiction of the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). All the drainages have a
definable bed and bank for at least a portion of their length. The presence of a bed and banks defines the
jurisdictional limits of the CDFG in the absence of riparian habitat. In drainages with extensive riparian
habitat (such as the Bannockburn drainage), the CDFGZs jurisdiction extends outside the bed and banks
to the furthest outer extent of the riparian cover.

The Box Springs Arroyo does not have a definable bed or bank, nor does it support riparian or wetland
habitat. Therefore, it does not come under the jurisdiction of the CDFG.

None of the drainages come under the jurisdiction of the Corps, since none connect with waters of the
Us.

Discussion
The information provided in evaluating the proposed LRDP and impacts to biological resources include a
proposed development plan map, a general project description and information on potential biological

resources on campus. There are several areas designated as open space/pedestrian linkages. Detailed
information on proposed improvements in open space/pedestrian linkages areas was not available for
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review; therefore, only general impacts can be assessed. Proposed mitigation measures are similarly
general in scope.

The proposed land use designations are as follows:
1 West campus.
11 The teaching and research fields south of Martin Luther King Boulevard are designated as
open space/ pedestrian linkages.
12 Most of the agricultural fields north of Martin Luther King Boulevard are designated as
various uses other than open space/pedestrian linkages. Only a small portion near
Interstate 215 are designated as in open space/ pedestrian linkages.

1 Central campus.
11 Areas within the academic core will be further developed.
12 Open space/pedestrian linkages areas will be maintained and expanded, in some cases
replacing existing roads.
13 The drainages along the student residential halls are designated as open space/pedestrian
linkages.

1 South campus.
11 The large natural open space areas north and south of the Botanic Gardens is designated as
open space/ pedestrian linkages.
12 The Botanic Gardens are designated as open space/ pedestrian linkages.
13 The drainages are designated as open space/pedestrian linkages.

1 North campus.
11 Most of the open fields in this area are designated as support and residential areas.
12 The main southern drainage is designated as open space/pedestrian linkages.

West Campus

The conversion of the agricultural fields north of Martin Luther King Boulevard and the increase in
human activity that will occur will result in the loss of potential raptor foraging habitat. This area is
already disturbed on a regular basis, and human activity is ongoing. Therefore, this loss is not considered
to be significant.

Preservation of the teaching and research fields south of Martin Luther King Boulevard as they currently
exist will protect the semi-natural habitats and water resources of this area. Depending upon the future
uses proposed in this area, potential impacts include:

Loss of ruderal habitat.

Loss of the eucalyptus stands.

Additional degradation and loss of the Box Springs Arroyo.
Loss of foraging habitat for raptors.

Loss of mosquito ponds used by water and shore birds.
Loss of annual grasslands.

Loss of coastal sage scrub habitat.

N OO W
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With the exception of the coastal sage scrub habitat, none of the habitats within the teaching and research
tields are native, and most of the area is highly disturbed due to the presence of experimental plots. Due
to the disturbed nature of the teaching and agricultural fields, the relatively small size of the semi-natural
habitats, these impacts are not considered to be significant.

The loss of raptor foraging habitat is not considered to be significant, since the amount of suitable
foraging habitat is small in this area.

The loss of the mosquito ponds and other reservoirs is not considered to be significant, since these waters
are not natural and are relatively small in extent.

The coastal sage scrub habitat along the eastern section of the Box Springs Arroyo is small and somewhat
degraded. It is also isolated from other stands of coastal sage scrub habitat. However, the stand may be
sufficiently extensive to provide potential foraging habitat for the California gnatcatcher. Loss of this
potential foraging habitat, if used by the California gnatcatcher, would be considered significant.

Central Campus

Preservation of the drainages near the residential halls as they currently exist will minimize impacts to
resident and migratory species that use the semi-natural and natural habitats in these areas. Depending
upon the future development of these areas (designated as open space/pedestrian linkages) potential
impacts include:

1 Degradation of semi-natural and natural habitats around the Veitch Student Center and Aberdeen
Inverness Hall due to increased pedestrian use.

2 Reduction in numbers of wildlife using the semi-natural and natural habitats due to increased
student presence along the drainages and adjacent areas.

3 Loss of foraging and roosting habitat for raptors and migratory species.

Loss of riparian habitat along the drainages due to the development of pedestrian pathways.

5 Impacts to drainages under the jurisdiction of the CDFG.

S

The loss of foraging, nesting and roosting habitat, as well as the reduction in wildlife activity, are not
considered to be significant due to the current level of human activity within these habitats.

The loss of riparian habitat and drainages is significant and will need to be addressed through the 1600

process with the CDFG. Any mitigation required for loss of habitat will have to be developed as part of
that process.
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North Campus

The development of the open space in the north campus area will result in the loss of ruderal habitat and
raptor foraging habitat. The degradation and loss of ruderal habitat in the vicinity of the campus are not
considered to be significant, since this habitat is common in southern California and does not have a high
biological value.

The loss of raptor foraging habitat is not considered to be significant, since the amount of suitable
foraging habitat is small in this area.

South Campus

Preservation of the open space around the Botanic Gardens will minimize impacts to resident sensitive
biological resources. Depending upon the proposed uses within the open space/ pedestrian linkage areas,
potential impacts include:

1 Loss or degradation of plant communities and associated wildlife habitat due to increased human
use of these areas.

2 Reduction in wildlife use of the site due to potential increased pedestrian use.

3 Loss or degradation of drainages and riparian habitat.

Due to the overall high quality of habitat in most of this area, impacts to plant communities, wildlife
habitat and wildlife use may be considered significant.

Impacts to some sensitive species may be significant depending upon the species of concern and the
degree of impact. The California Environmental Quality Act provides for the protection of sensitive
species that are not listed but still meet the criteria for listing.

Impacts to listed species are significant, since they are protected under the California Environmental
Quality Act and are protected by one or both of the California Endangered Species Act and the Federal
Endangered Species Act.

Mitigation for the loss of plant communities and wildlife habitat would require replacement or
preservation elsewhere. The loss of riparian habitat and drainages is significant and will need to be
addressed through the 1600 process with the CDFG. Any mitigation for loss or impacts to the drainages
and riparian habitat will have to be developed as part of that process.

Recommendations
In the absence of detailed project plans, the following measures are recommended:

Preserve, enhance and restore coastal sage scrub areas.

Preserve and enhance the uncultivated sections of the Botanic Gardens and around Picnic Hill.
Preserve, enhance, restore and expand riparian areas.

Preserve existing landscape trees and shrubs along the drainages and in semi-natural habitats.
Avoid degradation of natural scrub and riparian habitats. This includes excluding and minimizing
human presence in the large open spaces around the Botanic Gardens and along drainage courses.

U o W N e
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6 Implement standard controls during construction to avoid direct and indirect impacts to natural
and semi-natural habitats. These include:
61  Prohibit access to areas outside of designated construction limits.
62  Use existing access roads where possible.
63  Minimize removal of plant cover.
64  Prohibit parking, driving, dumping of materials and all other activities in drainages.
65  All access across drainages should be at right angles. No access up or down drainages will

be allowed.

66  Water from construction projects is generally contaminated and should not be sent down
drainages.

67  Harassment of wildlife, including shooting, throwing rocks, teasing, etc. should be
prohibited.

68  No construction should take place near sensitive habitats during the breeding season for
any listed species present, except as approved by the wildlife agencies.

Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative impacts address the loss of campus habitats in conjunction with surrounding development
may include the following:

Degradation and loss of ruderal habitat

Degradation and loss of annual grasslands.

Degradation and loss of native scrub and riparian habitats.
Degradation and loss of drainages.

Degradation and loss of raptor foraging habitat.

Impacts to sensitive species.

AN

Cumulative losses of ruderal habitat in the vicinity of the campus are not considered to be significant,
since this habitat is common in southern California and does not have a high biological value.

Cumulative losses of annual grassland habitat is not considered to be significant; however, the loss of
raptor foraging habitat associated with this habitat type is considered to be significant.

Cumulative losses of coastal sage scrub and riparian habitat is considered to be significant, since both of
these habitats are in decline in the vicinity of the campus and the greater San Bernardino and Riverside
county areas as a result of the conversion of open space to development. In addition, riparian habitat is
protected under the provisions of Section 1600 et al of the CDFG Code.

Cumulative losses of drainages are considered to be significant, since drainages are rapidly disappearing
both in the vicinity of the campus and in the greater San Bernardino and Riverside county areas as a
result of the conversion of open space to development. In addition, drainages are protected under the
provisions of Section 1600 et al of the CDFG Code.

Cumulative impacts to wildlife movement are not considered to be significant, since cumulative impacts
have already occurred in this area of Riverside County.
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Cumulative impacts to sensitive species are considered to be significant; however, the regional impacts to
sensitive species is generally out of the scope of any one project. Regional impacts to specific species or
species groups are generally addressed as part of regional management or habitat conservation plan.

The preservation of drainages in the central and south campus areas, as well as the preservation of the
open space areas around the Botanic Gardens, offset some of the cumulative impacts of the LRDP.
Decisions regarding the preservation or development of open space/pedestrian linkages should evaluate
the need to preserve native habitats for general and sensitive species.
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Natural Resources Assessment, Inc.

Legend
FED: Federal Classifications
END Taxa listed as endangered
THR Taxa listed as threatened
PE Taxa proposed to be listed as endangered
PT Taxa proposed to be listed as threatened

C2* - The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has recently revised its classifications

of candidate taxa (species, subspecies, and other taxonomic designations). Species
formerly designated as "Category 1 Candidate for listing" are now known simply as
"Candidate”. The former designation of "Category 2 Candidate for listing” has been

discontinued. The USFWS will continue to assess the need for protection of these taxa and
may, in the future, designate such taxa as Candidates. NRA, Inc. has noted the change in

species status by marking with an asterisk (*) those C2 candidates that were removed from

the list.

c Candidate for listing. Refers to taxa for which the USFWS has sufficient
information to support a proposal to list as Endangered or Threatened and issuance of the
proposal is anticipated but precluded at this time.

ND Not designated as a sensitive species
STATE: State Classifications

END Taxa listed as endangered

THR Taxa listed as threatened

CE Candidate for endangered listing

CT Candidate for threatened listing

CFP California Fully Protected. Species legally protected under special legislation
enacted prior to the California Endangered Species Act.

cse California Species of Special Concern. Taxa with populations declining seriously or
that are otherwise highly vulnerable to human development.

SA Special Animal. Taxa of concern to the California Natural Diversity Data Base
regardless of their current legal or protected status.
ND Not designated as a sensitive species

CNPS: California Native Plant Society Classifications

1A Plants presumed by CNPS to be extinct in California

1B Plants considered by CNPS to be rare or endangered in California and elsewhere

2 Plants considered by CNPS to be rare, threatened or endangered in California, but
which are more common elsewhere

3 Review list of plants suggested by CNPS for consideration as endangered but about
which more information is needed.

4 Watch list of plants of limited distribution whose status should be monitored

January 1, 2002 BMS01-101 A-24



Appendix C Air Quality Data




SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 8.0

Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 4.3

Persistence Factor: 0.6

Analysis Year: 2002

Roadway Data

Intersection: X
Analysis Condition: Existing Traffic Volumes
No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes AM. P.M.

North-South Roadway: X At Grade 2 10 10
East-West Roadway: X At Grade 2 10 10
A.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes

N N

0 0 Y 0 0 [+

w < v > E w < v > E

oA ¢} QA A 0

0 < 0 0> < 0

Ov 0 0 0

< A > < A >
0 0 0 0 0 0

S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)

N-8 Road: 0 N-S Road: 0

E-W Road: 0 E-W Road: 0
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000"

Ay A, A, B C
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations

Roadway 25 Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 76 5.7 4.0 0 18.24 0.00 0.00 0.00
East-West Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 0 18.24 0.00 0.00 0.00
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 76 5.7 4.0 0 18.24 0.00 0.00 0.00
East-West Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 0 18.24 0.00 0.00 0.00

1 Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.0 9.0 43
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.0 9.0 4.3
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.0 9.0 4.3

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

New CALINE4 Simpiified EIP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO; Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 9.0
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 4.3

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2002
Roadway Data
Intersection: 3rd St/Kansas Ave.
Analysis Condition: Existing Traffic Volumes
No.of __Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Kansas Ave. At Grade 2 20 20
East-West Roadway: 3rd Street At Grade 4 20 20
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N : N
32 67 60 43 174 116
W < \ > E w < v > E
40 » A 114 82 ~ A 67
336 > < 505 622 > < 484
32 v v 47 103 v v 66
< A > < A >
46 98 52 62 100 41
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 411 N-S Road: 582
E-W Road: 1,114 E-W Road: 1,396
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000"
Ay A, A, B C
Reference CO Concentrations ~ Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 22 1.7 411 9.33 0.10 0.08 0.07
East-West Road 7.0 54 38 1,114 9.33 0.73 0.56 0.40
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 582 9.33 0.15 0.12 0.09
East-West Road 7.0 54 38 1,396 9.33 0.91 0.70 0.50

1 Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.8 10.1 4.9
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.6 9.8 4.8
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 95 9.6 4.7

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

1 3rd Street & Kansas Ave, EiP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 9.0

Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 4.3

Persistence Factor: 0.6

Analysis Year: 2002

Roadway Data

Intersection: 3rd St/Chicago Ave.
Analysis Condition: Existing Traffic Volumes
No. of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Chicago Ave. At Grade 4 20 20
East-West Roadway: 3rd Street At Grade 4 20 20
A.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
60 259 135 110 639 139
W < v > E w < v > E
53 A A 249 87 ~ A 91
284 > 557 483 > < 434
49 v 140 133 v v 207
< A > < A~ >
148 607 147 78 367 90
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 1,363 N-S Road: 1,514
E-W Road: 1,512 E-W Road: 1,444
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000"
A1 Az Aa B C
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet
A.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.6 22 1.7 1,363 9.33 0.33 0.28 0.22
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 1,512 9.33 0.99 0.76 0.54
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.0 54 38 1,514 9.33 0.99 0.76 0.54
East-West Road 2.6 22 17 1,444 9.33 0.35 0.30 0.23

! Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 10.3 103 5.1
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 10.0 10.1 4.9
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.8 9.8 4.8

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

2 3rd Street & Chicago Ave. EIP Associates

4/18/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00

Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO:
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm):
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm):
Persistence Factor:

Analysis Year:

Riverside-Rubidoux
9.0

43

0.6

2002

Roadway Data

Intersection:
Analysis Condition:

3rd SYSR-60 SBR
Existing Traffic Volumes

No. of __ Average Speed

Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: SR-60 SBR At Grade 2 20 20
East-West Roadway: 3rd Street At Grade 4 20 20
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
280 440 257 231
W < > E w < v > E
04 A 0 [V 0
490 > 671 496 > < 642
259 v 37 271 v v 51
< A > < A >
0 0 0 0 0 0
S s
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 720 N-S Road: 492
E-W Road: 1,700 E-W Road: 1,666
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000’
A1 Az A3 B C
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100Fest Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Fest
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 720 9.33 0.18 0.15 0.1
East-West Road 7.0 54 38 1,700 9.33 1.11 0.86 0.60
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 27 2.2 1.7 492 9.33 0.12 0.10 0.08
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 1,666 9.33 1.09 0.84 0.59

1 Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 10.3 10.2 5.1
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 10.0 9.9 4.9
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.7 9.7 4.7

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

3 3rd Street & SR-60 SBR

ElP Associates

4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux

Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 9.0
Background 8-hour CO Concentration {ppm): 4.3
Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2002

Roadway Data

Blaine St/SR-60 NBR
Existing Traffic Volumes

Intersection:
Analysis Condition:

No. of _ Average Speed

Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: SR-60 NBR At Grade 2 20 20
East-West Roadway: 3rd Street At Grade 4 20 20
A.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
0 0 0 0 0 0
W < v > E w < v > E
128 A A 111 147 » ~ 268
907 > < 407 574 > < 510
Ov v 0 Ov v 0
< A > < A >
240 0 187 263 0 80
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 427 N-S Road: 415
E-W Road: 1,682 E-W Road: 1,494
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000'
Ay A; As B (o}
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet  50Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50 Fest 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 27 22 1.7 427 9.33 0.11 0.09 0.07
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 1,682 9.33 1.10 0.85 0.60
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 27 22 1.7 415 9.33 0.10 0.09 0.07
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 1,494 9.33 0.98 0.75 0.53

* Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?

8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Congcentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration®

25 Feet from Roadway Edge
50 Feet from Roadway Edge
100 Feet from Roadway Edge

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

4 Biaine Street & SR-60 NBR

AM. P.M.

Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
10.2 10.1 5.0
9.9 9.8 4.9
9.7 9.6 4.7

EIP Associates

4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside .LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO:  Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 8.0

Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 4.3

Persistence Factor: 0.6

Analysis Year: 2002

Roadway Data

Blaine St./lowa Ave.
Existing Traffic Volumes

Intersection:
Analysis Condition:

No.of __ Average Speed

Roadway Type  Lanes AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: lowa Ave. At Grade 4 15 15
East-West Roadway: Blaine St. At Grade 4 15 15
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
193 419 50 156 832 196
W < v > E w < v > E
339 ~ A 93 3117 A 115
359 > < 448 431 > < 311
120 v v 67 144 v v 104
< A > < A >
127 601 55 154 591 60
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 1,695 N-S Road: 2,201
E-W Road: 1,586 E-W Road: 1,507
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (Ax B x C) / 100,000"
Ay A, As B C
Reference CO Concentrations ~ Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.0 54 3.8 1,695 1231 1.46 1.13 0.78
East-West Road 26 22 1.7 1586  12.31 0.51 043 0.33
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.0 5.4 3.8 2,201 12.31 1.90 1.46 1.03
East-West Road 2.6 2.2 1.7 1,507 12.31 0.48 0.41 0.32

¥ Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 11.0 1.4 5.7
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 10.6 10.9 54
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 10.1 10.3 5.1

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

5 Blaine Street & lowa Ave EIP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00

Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO:

Riverside-Rubidoux

Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 9.0
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 4.3
Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2002

Roadway Data

Intersection:
Analysis Condition:

Biaine St./Canyon Crest Dr.
Existing Traffic Volumes

No.of __Average Speed

Roadway Type  Lanes AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Canyon Crest Dr. At Grade 2 20 15
East-West Roadway: Blaine St. At Grade 4 20 15
A.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
80 21 54 189 129 191
w < > E wW < v > E
135 » A 147 111 4 A 160
442 > < 262 327 > < 448
10 v 16 18 v v 51
] < A > < A >
10 89 41 14 110 42
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 526 N-S Road: 890
E-W Road: 962 E-W Road: 1,219
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000’
Ay Az As B (o]
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet
A.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 526 9.33 0.13 0.11 0.08
East-West Road 7.0 54 38 962 9.33 0.63 0.48 0.34
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 22 1.7 890 12.31 0.30 0.24 0.19
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 1,218 1231 1.05 0.81 0.57

! Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.8 10.3 5.1
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.6 10.4 4.9
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 94 98 4.8

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

6 Blaine Street & Canyon Crest Dr. EIP Associates



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux

Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 9.0

Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 4.3
0

Persistence Factor: .6
Analysis Year: 2002
Roadway Data
Intersection: Blaine St./Watkins Dr.
Analysis Condition: Existing Traffic Volumes
No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Watkins Dr. At Grade 2 20 15
East-West Roadway: Blaine St. At Grade 2 20 15
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
22 131 10 26 509 68
W < v > E W < v > E
54 A 40 16 » ~ 34
145 > < 320 269 > < 211
161 v v 43 293 v v 51
< A > < A >
210 354 29 167 187 58
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 928 N-S Road: 1,265
E-W Road: 863 E-W Road: 982
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000'
Ay Az Ay B C
Reference CO Concentrations ~ Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25 Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Fest 50 Fest 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.6 57 4.0 928 9.33 0.66 0.49 0.35
East-West Road 2.7 22 1.7 863 933 0.22 0.18 0.14
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.6 5.7 4.0 1265 1231 1.18 0.89 0.62
East-West Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 982 12.31 0.33 0.27 0.21

! Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration®

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.9 105 52
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.7 10.2 5.0
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 95 9.8 4.8

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

7 Blaine Street & Watkins Dr, EIP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00

Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO:
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm):

Riverside-Rubidoux
9.0

Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 4.3
Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2002
Roadway Data

Intersection: Linden St./Chicago Ave

Analysis Condition:

Existing Traffic Volumes

No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Chicago Ave. At Grade 4 20 20
East-West Roadway: Blaine St. At Grade 2 20 20
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
23 329 94 65 924 82
W < v > E w < v > E
38~ A 117 54 » ~ 95
118 > < 104 61 > < 96
22 v v 139 43 v v 99
< A > < A >
18 776 128 54 527 111
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 1,412 N-S Road: 1,758
E-W Road: 700 E-W Road: 544
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000
Ai Az A3 B C
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Fest
A.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.0 54 3.8 1,412 9.33 0.92 0.71 0.50
East-West Road 27 22 1.7 700 9.33 0.18 0.14 0.1
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.0 54 3.8 1,758 9.33 1.15 0.89 0.62
East-West Road 27 22 17 544 9.33 0.14 0.1 0.09

! Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations

Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®

8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration

25 Feet from Roadway Edge
50 Feet from Roadway Edge
100 Feet from Roadway Edge

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1986).

8 Linden Street & Chicago Ave

2

AM. P.M.

Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
10.1 10.3 5.1
9.9 10.0 49
9.6 9.7 4.7

EiP Associates

4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux

Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 9.0
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 4.3
Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2002

Roadway Data

Linden St./lowa Ave.
Existing Traffic Volumes

Intersection:
Analysis Condition:

No.of _ Average Speed

Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: lowa Ave. At Grade 4 20 20
East-West Roadway: Linden St. At Grade 2 20 20
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
151 395 58 67 912 92
W < v > E w < v > E
74~ 41 82 A 92
112 > < 172 124 > < 121
38 v v 99 88 v v 170
< A > < A >
179 613 108 37 628 151
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 1,432 N-S Road: 1,986
E-W Road: 726 E-W Road: 750
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000'
A1 Az A3 B C
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.0 54 3.8 1,432 9.33 0.94 0.72 0.51
East-West Road 27 22 1.7 726 9.33 0.18 0.15 0.12
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.0 54 3.8 1,986 9.33 1.30 1.00 0.70
East-West Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 750 9.33 0.19 0.15 0.12

' Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration®

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 101 10.5 5.2
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.9 10.2 5.0
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.6 9.8 4.8

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

9 Linden St & lowa Ave EIP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 9.0
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 4.3

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2002
Roadway Data
Intersection: Linden St./Canyon Crest Dr.
Analysis Condition: Existing Traffic Volumes
No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Canyon Crest Dr. At Grade 4 20 15
East-West Roadway: Linden St. At Grade 2 20 15
A.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P .M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
36 204 95 41 229 72
W < v > E w < v > E
35 A A 35 76 A A 94
111 > < 121 115 > < 200
101 v \ 60 129 v v 197
< A > < A >
58 93 139 112 306 163
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 655 N-S Road: 1,136
E-W Road: 561 E-W Road: 841
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (Ax B x C) / 100,000"
Ay A; A B C
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.0 54 3.8 6§55 9.33 0.43 0.33 0.23
East-West Road 27 2.2 1.7 561 9.33 0.14 0.12 0.09
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.0 54 3.8 1,136 12.31 0.98 0.75 0.53
East-West Road 27 2.2 1.7 841 12.31 0.28 0.23 0.18

¥ Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 96 103 51
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.4 10.0 4.9
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 93 9.7 4.7

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

10 Linden St. & Canyon Crest Dr. EIP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00

Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO:
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm):
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm):
Persistence Factor:

Analysis Year:

Riverside-Rubidoux
9.0

43

0.6

2002

Roadway Data

Intersection:
Analysis Condition:

University Ave./Kansas Ave.
Existing Traffic Volumes

No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Kansas Ave At Grade 2 20 20
East-West Roadway: Kansas Ave. At Grade 4 20 20
A.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
82 88 31 85 195 90
W < v > E w < v > E
66 * 31 83 A A 41
510 > < 818 985 > < 711
34 v v 16 48 v v 29
| < A > < A >
35 86 23 23 103 38
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 384 N-S Road: 5987
E-W Road: 1,545 E-W Road: 1,935
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions =(AxBxC)/ 100,000'
Ay Ay Ay B o3
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet
A.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 22 1.7 384 9.33 0.10 0.08 0.06
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 1,545 9.33 1.01 0.78 0.55
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 22 1.7 597 9.33 0.15 0.12 0.09
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 1,935 9.33 1.26 0.98 0.69

' Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations

Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration®

AM. PM.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 10.1 104 51
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.9 10.1 5.0
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.6 9.8 4.8

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

11 University Ave. & Kansas Ave

EIP Associates



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00

Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO:
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm):

Riverside-Rubidoux
9.0

Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 4.3
Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2002
Roadway Data

Intersection: University Ave./Chicago Ave.

Analysis Condition:

Existing Traffic Volumes

No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Chicago Ave. At Grade 4 20 20
East-West Roadway: University Ave. At Grade 4 20 20
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
122 320 86 106 815 131
W < v > E W < v > E
171 ~ A 75 131 4 A 56
304 > < 458 720 > < 421
92 v v 155 273 v v 284
< A > < A >
158 619 122 185 431 180
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 1,466 N-S Road: 2,168
E-W Road: 1,305 E-W Road: 1,836
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000’
Ay Ay As B C
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet
A.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.0 54 3.8 1,466 9.33 0.96 0.74 0.52
East-West Road 26 2.2 1.7 1,305 9.33 0.32 0.27 0.21
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.0 54 3.8 2,168 9.33 1.42 1.09 0.77
East-West Road 2.6 22 17 1,836 9.33 0.45 0.38 0.29

1 Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations

Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

25 Feet from Roadway Edge
50 Feet from Roadway Edge
100 Feet from Roadway Edge

AM. P.M.

Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
103 109 5.4
100 10.5 52
9.7 10.1 4.9

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

12 University Ave & Chicago Ave

EtP Associates



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux

Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 9.0
Background 8-hour CO Concentration {(ppm): 4.3
Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year:; 2002

Roadway Data

University Ave./lowa Ave,
Existing Traffic Volumes

Intersection:
Analysis Condition:

No. of _ Average Speed

Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: lowa Ave. At Grade 20 15
East-West Roadway: University Ave. At Grade 4 20 15
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
113 269 161 212 684 214
W v > E w < v > E
119 A 180 230 A A 78
308 > < 400 566 > < 400
24 v v 72 148 v v 194
A > < A >
85 542 101 94 354 102
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 1,384 N-S Road: 1,772
E-W Road: 1,222 E-W Road: 1,650
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000
Ay Az As B c
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Fest 100 Feet
A M. Peak Traffic Hour
Nonh-South Road 7.0 54 3.8 1,384 9.33 0.90 0.70 0.49
East-West Road 2.6 22 1.7 1,222 9.33 0.30 0.25 0.19
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.0 54 38 1,772 1231 1.53 1.18 0.83
East-West Road 26 2.2 1.7 1,650 12.31 0.53 0.45 0.35

! Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 102 11.1 55
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.9 10.6 53
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.7 10.2 5.0

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

13 University Ave & lowa Ave EIP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 9.0
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 4.3

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2002
Roadway Data
Intersection: University Ave./SR-60 SBR
Analysis Condition: Existing Traffic Volumes
No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: SR-60 SBR At Grade 2 20 20
East-West Roadway: University Ave. At Grade 4 20 20
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
192 0 290 149 7 73
w < v > E w < v > E
O A A O 0 A A 0
356 > < 685 519 > < 733
263 v v 33 504 v v 94
< A > < A >
0 0 0 0 0 0
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 482 N-S Road: 605
E-W Road: 1,496 E-W Road: 1,905
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (AxBxC)/ 100,000'
Ay Az As B C
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 482 9.33 0.12 0.10 0.08
East-West Road 7.0 5.4 38 1,496 9.33 0.98 0.75 0.53
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 2.2 17 605 9.33 0.15 0.12 0.10
East-West Road 7.0 5.4 3.8 1,905 9.33 1.24 0.96 0.68

¥ Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Congcentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ({(Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 10.1 10.4 5.1
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.9 10.1 5.0
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.6 9.8 4.8

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

14 University Ave & SR-60 SBR EIP Associates 4/18/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO:  Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 9.0
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 4.3

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2002
Roadway Data
Intersection: University Ave /SR-60 NBR
Analysis Condition: Existing Traffic Volumes
No. of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: SR-60 NBR At Grade 2 15 20
East-West Roadway: University Ave. At Grade 4 15 20
A.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
546 0 97 337 0 49
W < v > E w < v > E
116 A A 69 114 » A 201
540 > < 188 441 > < 489
ov v 0 Ov v 0
< A > < A >
0 0 0 0 0 0
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 828 N-S Road: 701
E-W Road: 1,390 E-W Road: 1,381
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000’
A1 Az A3 B C
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic Emission Estimated GO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Fest 50Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 22 1.7 828 12.31 0.28 0.22 0.17
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 1,390 1231 1.20 0.92 0.65
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 22 1.7 701 9.33 0.18 0.14 0.1
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 1,381 9.33 0.90 0.70 0.49

' Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 105 10.1 52
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 10.1 9.8 5.0
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.8 9.6 4.8

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

15 University Ave & SR-60 NBR EIP Associates 4/18/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux

Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2
Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2002

Roadway Data

Intersection:
Analysis Condition:

University Ave./Campus Dr.
Existing Traffic Volumes

No.of _ Average Speed

Roadway Type  Lanes AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Campus Dr. At Grade 2 20 20
East-West Roadway: University Ave. At Grade 4 20 20
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
0 0 0 0 0
W < v > E W < v > E
' 0 [ A 0
323 > < 146 349 > < 363
304 v v 179 147 v v 221
< A > < A >
91 0 84 303 0 236
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 658 N-S Road: 907
E-W Road: 864 E-W Road: 1,169
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000’
Ay Az As B C
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet
A.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 27 2.2 1.7 658 9.33 0.17 0.14 0.10
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 864 9.33 0.56 0.44 0.31
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 22 1.7 907 9.33 0.23 0.19 0.14
East-West Road 7.0 5.4 3.8 1,169 9.33 0.76 0.59 0.41

* Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration®

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 5.8 6.1 3.8
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 57 59 3.7
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 55 5.7 35

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

16 University Ave & Campus Dr EIP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO:  Riverside-Rubidoux

Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2
Persistence Factor: 06
Analysis Year: 2002

Roadway Data

Martin Luther King Bivd./Chicago Ave.
Existing Traffic Volumes

Intersection:
Analysis Condition:

No.of _ Average Speed

Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Chicago Ave. At Grade 4 20 15
East-West Roadway: Martin Luther King Blvd. At Grade 4 20 15
A.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
104 211 54 209 813 187
W < v > E W < v > E
122 » A 188 164 » A 98
428 > < 848 817 > < 640
95 v v 51 570 v v 185
< A > < A >
395 678 154 166 336 60
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 1,584 N-S Road: 2,130
E-W Road: 1,992 E-W Road: 2,566
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000’
AI Az A3 B C
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors’ 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.6 22 17 1,584 9.33 0.38 0.33 0.25
East-West Road 7.0 5.4 38 1,992 9.33 1.30 1.00 0.71
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.6 22 1.7 2,130 1231 0.68 0.58 0.45
East-West Road 7.0 5.4 38 2,566 1231 2.21 1.71 1.20

1 Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.8 8.0 4.9
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.4 7.4 4.6
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.1 6.7 4.2

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

17 Martin Luther King Blvd & Chicago Ave EIP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO:  Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 9.0
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 4.3

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2002
Roadway Data
Intersection: Martin Luther King Blvd./lowa Ave.
Analysis Condition: Existing Traffic Volumes
No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: lowa Ave. At Grade 2 20 20
East-West Roadway: Martin Luther King Bivd. At Grade 4 20 20
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
113 159 0 160 723 0
W < v > E W < v > E
224 » A 568 208 A A 322
420 > < 1,097 888 > < 608
Ov v 0 Ov v 0
< A > < A >
0 0 0 0 0 0
S S

Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)

N-S Road: 1,064 N-S Road: 1,413
E-W Road: 2,085 E-W Road: 1,864

Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000’

Ay Ay A B C

Reference CO Concentrations ~ Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Fest
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 22 1.7 1,064 9.33 0.27 0.22 0.17
East-West Road 7.0 54 38 2,085 9.33 1.36 1.05 0.74
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 1,413 9.33 0.36 0.29 0.22
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 1,864 9.33 1.22 0.94 0.66

1 Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration®

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 10.6 10.6 53
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 103 10.2 5.1
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.9 9.9 4.8

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

18 Martin Luther King Blvd & lowa Ave ElP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux

Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 9.0

Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 4.3
0

Persistence Factor: .6
Analysis Year: 2002
Roadway Data
Intersection: Martin Luther King Blvd./Canyon Crest Dr.
Analysis Condition: Existing Traffic Volumes
No.of __Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Canyon Crest Dr. At Grade 2 15 15
East-West Roadway: Martin Luther King Bivd. At Grade 4 15 15
A.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
21 31 8 148 443 47
W < v > E W < v > E
174 » A 223 74 A 32
202 > 875 620 > < 381
151 v \ 85 801 v \ 205
< A > < A >
689 315 8 304 178 8
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 1,279 N-S Road: 1,939
E-W Road: 2,112 E-W Road: 2,328
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x Bx C) / 100,000’
Ay Az Ay B Cc
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 1279 1231 0.42 0.35 0.27
East-West Road 7.0 54 38 21412 1231 1.82 1.40 0.99
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 1,939 1231 0.64 0.52 0.41
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 2,328 1231 2.01 1.55 1.08

' Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Congcentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 1.2 116 59
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 10.7 11.1 55
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 10.3 10.5 52

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

19 Martin Luther King Bivd & Canyon Crest Dr EIP Associates 4/18/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO:  Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 9.0
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 4.3

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2002
Roadway Data
Intersection: Central Ave./Chicago Ave.
Analysis Condition: Existing Traffic Volumes
No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Chicago Ave. At Grade 4 20 15
East-West Roadway: Central Ave. At Grade 2 20 15
A M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
2 236 59 0 844 668
W < v > E w < v > E
04 A 443 0~ A 116
0> < 1] 0> < 0
Ov v 652 Ov v 514
< A > < A >
1 748 365 7 348 761
S S

Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)

N-S Road: 2,002 N-S Road: 2,474
E-W Road: 1,519 E-W Road: 2,059

Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000’

Ay A, Az B (o]

Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50 Feet 100Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.0 5.4 3.8 2,002 9.33 1.31 1.01 0.71
Fast-West Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 1,519 9.33 0.38 0.31 0.24
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
Nonth-South Road 7.0 54 3.8 2,474 12.31 2143 1.64 1.16
East-West Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 2,059 12.31 0.68 0.56 0.43

' Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 107 11.8 6.0
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 10.3 1.2 56
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 10.0 106 53

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

20 Central Ave & Chicago Ave EiP Associates

4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 9.0
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 4.3

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2002
Roadway Data
Intersection: Central Ave./Canyon Crest Dr.
Analysis Condition: Existing Traffic Volumes
No. of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Canyon Crest Dr. At Grade 4 15 10
East-West Roadway: Central Ave. At Grade 4 15 10
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
27 151 70 23 873 522
W < v > E W < v > E
48 ~ A 146 34~ A 93
288 > 683 1,153 > < 380
61 v 92 161 v v 102
< A > < A >
235 870 189 134 253 149
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 1,598 N-S Road: 1,798
E-W Road: 1,468 E-W Road: 2,389
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000'
Ay Ay Az B C
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Fest
A.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.0 5.4 3.8 1,598  12.31 1.38 1.06 0.75
East-West Road 2.6 22 17 1,468 12.31 0.47 0.40 0.31
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.6 2.2 1.7 1,798  18.24 0.85 0.72 0.56
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 2,399 1824 3.06 2.36 1.66

! Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ({(Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration®

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 10.8 129 6.6
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 105 121 6.2
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 10.1 11.2 56

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

21 Central Ave & Canyon Crest Dr EiP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00

Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO:
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm):
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm):
Persistence Factor:

Analysis Year:

Riverside-Rubidoux
9.0

4.3

0.6

2002

Roadway Data

Intersection:
Analysis Condition:

Central Ave./Box Springs Bivd
Existing Traffic Volumes

No.of _ Average Speed

Roadway Type  Lanes AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Box Springs Blvd At Grade 2 20 10
East-West Roadway: Central Ave. At Grade 4 20 10
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
5 57 18 25 516 30
W < v > E w < v > E
o~ ~ 6 04 A 11
506 > < 230 446 > < 321
98 v v 59 353 v v 264
< A > < A >
215 255 222 118 56 74
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 906 N-S Road: 1,381
E-W Road: 1,054 E-W Road: 1,263
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000"
Ay Az Az B C
Reference CO Concentrations ~ Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 27 22 1.7 906 9.33 0.23 0.19 0.14
East-West Road 7.0 5.4 3.8 1,054 9.33 0.69 0.53 0.37
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.6 57 4.0 1,381 18.24 1.9 1.44 1.01
East-West Road 26 22 1.7 1,263  18.24 0.60 0.51 0.39

* Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations

Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration®

25 Feet from Roadway Edge
50 Feet from Roadway Edge
100 Feet from Roadway Edge

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

22 Central Ave & Box Springs Bivd

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour
9.9 115
9.7 10.9
9.5 10.4

EIP Associates

4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 9.0
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 4.3

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2002
Roadway Data
Intersection: Big Springs Rd/Watkins Dr
Analysis Condition: Existing Traffic Volumes
No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Watkins Dr At Grade 2 15 10
East-West Roadway: Big Springs Rd. At Grade 2 15 10
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
30 194 35 13 558 66
w < v > E W < v > E
6~ » 77 514 46
11 > < 30 31 > < 16
20 v \ 35 236 v v 142
< A > < A >
159 478 30 38 284 19
S S

Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)

N-S Road: 916 N-S Road: 1,277
E-W Road: 256 E-W Road: 385

Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000"

Ay A; Ay B C

Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 76 57 4.0 916 12.31 0.86 0.64 0.45
East-West Road 2.7 22 17 256 12.31 0.09 0.07 0.05
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.6 5.7 4.0 1,277 18.24 1.77 1.33 0.93
East-West Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 385 18.24 0.19 0.15 0.12

! Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration®

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.9 11.0 55
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.7 105 5.2
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 95 10.1 4.9

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

23 Big Springs Rd & Watkins Dr EIP Associates

4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 9.0
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 4.3

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2002
Roadway Data
Intersection: Martin Luther King Bivd/SR-60SBR
Analysis Condition: Existing Traffic Volumes
No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: SR-60 SBR At Grade 2 10 20
East-West Roadway: Martin Luther King Blvd At Grade 2 10 20
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
203 0 4 219 0 50
w < v > E w < v > E
0 A 0 0~ A 0
243 > < __ 1,080 546 > < 392
Ov v 0 Ov v 0
< A > < A >
0 0 0 0 0 0
S S

Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)

N-S Road: 207 N-S Road: 269
E-W Road: 1,526 E-W Road: 1,157

Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x Bx C) / 100,000

Ay A, Az B (3

Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50 Feet 100Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet
A M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 207 18.24 0.10 0.08 0.06
East-West Road 7.6 57 4.0 1,526 18.24 2.12 1.59 1.11
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 22 1.7 269 9.33 0.07 0.06 0.04
East-West Road 76 5.7 4.0 1,157 9.33 0.82 0.62 0.43

* Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration®

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 11.2 9.9 56
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 10.7 8.7 53
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 10.2 9.5 5.0

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

24 Martin Luther King Blvd & SR-60 SBR EIP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 9.0
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 4.3

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2002
Roadway Data

Le Conte Dr/Chicago Ave
Existing Traffic Volumes

Intersection:
Analysis Condition:

No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.

Chicago Ave At Grade 4 15 20
Le Conte Ave At Grade 2 15 20

North-South Roadway:
East-West Roadway:

A.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes

N N
0 286 24 0 1,527 169
W < v E W < v > E
04 » 108 04 54
0> < 0 0> < 0
Ov v 17 Ov v 9
< A < A >
0 1,250 3 0 478 9
S )
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 1,668 N-S Road: 2,228
E-W Road: 152 E-W Road: 241
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (Ax Bx C) / 100,000’
Ay A B c

Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations

Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100Feet Volume Factors' 25Fest 50Feet 100 Feet
A.M. Peak Traffic Hour

North-South Road 54 3.8 1,668  12.31 1.44 1.11 0.78
East-West Road 2.2 17 152 12.31 0.05 0.04 0.03
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour

North-South Road 54 3.8 2,228 9.33 1.46 1.12 0.79
East-West Road 22 1.7 241 9.33 0.06 0.05 0.04

1 Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations

Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration®

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 105 10.5 52
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 10.1 102 5.0
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.8 9.8 4.8

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

25 Le Conte Dr & Chicago Ave

EIP Associates

4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration {ppm): 9.0
Background 8-hour CO Congcentration {ppm): 4.3

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2002
Roadway Data
Intersection: El Cerrito Dr/Sycamore Canyon Blvd
Analysis Condition: Existing Traffic Volumes
No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Sycamore Canyon Bivd At Grade 2 10 10
East-West Roadway: Le Conte Ave At Grade 2 10 10
A.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
2 225 7 12 658 5
W < v > E W < v > E
7A A 726 34 A 383
181 > < 44 68 > < 90
35y v 3 223 v v 6
< A~ > < A >
45 287 27 24 84 10
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 1,254 N-S Road: 1,145
E-W Road: 988 E-W Road: 562
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000"
Aq Ay Az B C
Reference CO Concentrations ~ Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Fest
A.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 76 5.7 4.0 1254 18.24 1.74 1.30 0.92
East-West Road 2.7 22 1.7 988 18.24 0.49 0.40 0.31
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.6 5.7 4.0 1,145 18.24 1.59 1.19 0.84
East-West Road 27 2.2 1.7 562 18.24 0.28 0.23 0.17

¥ Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?

8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 1.2 10.9 56
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 10.7 10.4 53
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 10.2 10.0 5.0

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

26 El Cerrito Dr & Sycamore Canyon EIP Associates

4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 9.0

Background 8-hour CO Concentration {ppm): 4.3

Persistence Factor: 0.6

Analysis Year: 2002

Roadway Data

Intersection: Central Ave/SR-60 SBR
Analysis Condition: Existing Traffic Volumes
No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: SR-60 SBR At Grade 2 20 20
East-West Roadway: Central Ave At Grade 2 20 20
A.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
10 0 6 40 0 1
w < v > E W < v > E
O A A 0 0 A A 0
538 > < 279 236 > < 575
200 v v 77 330 v v 435
< A > < A >
0 0 0 0 0 0
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 277 N-S Road: 765
E-W Road: 1,027 E-W Road: 1.247
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000'
A1 Az A3 B C
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 277 9.33 0.07 0.06 0.04
East-West Road 76 57 4.0 1,027 9.33 0.73 0.55 0.38
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 27 22 1.7 765 9.33 0.18 0.16 0.12
East-West Road 76 5.7 4.0 1,247 9.33 0.88 0.66 0.47

¥ Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration®

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.8 101 4.9
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.6 9.8 4.8
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.4 9.6 4.7

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

27 Central Ave & SR-60 SBR EIP Associates 4/18/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO:  Riverside-Rubidoux

Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 9.0
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 4.3
Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2002

Roadway Data

Intersection:
Analysis Condition:

Central Ave/SR-60 NBR
Existing Traffic Volumes

No.of _ Average Speed

Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
Nonth-South Roadway: SR-60 NBR At Grade 2 20 10
East-West Roadway: Central Ave At Grade 2 20 10
A.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
0 0 0 0 0 0
w < v > E W < v > E
0 A A 0 O A A 0
557 > < 233 269 > 915
Ov v 0 Qv 0
< A > < A >
165 0 320 183 0 206
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 485 N-8 Road: 389
E-W Road: 1,110 E-W Road: 1,390
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000
Ay Ay A B C
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet
A.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 485 9.33 0.12 0.10 0.08
East-West Road 7.6 5.7 4.0 1,110 9.33 0.79 0.59 0.41
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 27 22 17 389 18.24 0.19 0.16 0.12
East-West Road 76 5.7 4.0 1,390 18.24 1.93 1.45 1.01

1 Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1998).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Congentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.9 11.1 5.6
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.7 10.6 53
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 95 10.1 5.0

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

28 Central Ave & SR-60 NBR EIP Associates

4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 9.0
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 4.3

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2002
Roadway Data
Intersection: Linden St/Aberdeen Dr
Analysis Condition: Existing Traffic Volumes
No. of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type Lanes AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Aberdeen Dr At Grade 2 20 20
East-West Roadway: Linden St At Grade 2 20 20
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
0 0 0 0 0 Y
w < v > E W < v > E
0 A A 0 O A A O
51 > < 41 53 > < 61
301 v v 55 282 v v 20
< A > < A >
175 0 34 376 0 22
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 565 N-S Road: 700
E-W Road: 568 E-W Road: 772
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000'
Ay Ay Ay B C
Reference CO Concentrations ~ Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25 Feet 50 Feet 100Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet
A.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 22 1.7 565 9.33 0.14 0.12 0.09
East-West Road 7.6 57 4.0 568 9.33 0.40 0.30 0.21
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 22 1.7 700 9.33 0.18 0.14 0.1
East-West Road 76 57 4.0 772 9.33 0.55 0.41 0.29

1 Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®

8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 95 9.7 4.7
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 94 9.6 46
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.3 9.4 45

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

29 Linden St & Aberdeen Dr EIP Associates

4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 9.0
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 4.3

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2002
Roadway Data
Intersection: Carmnpus Dr/Aberdeen Dr
Analysis Condition: Existing Traffic Volumes
No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Aberdeen Dr At Grade 2 10 10
East-West Roadway: Campus Dr At Grade 2 10 10
A.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
64 0 304 68 0 217
W < v > E W < v > E
17 » A 132 64 A 345
22 > < 20 40 > < 30
Ov v 0 Ov v 0
< A > < A >
0 0 0 0 0 0
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 517 N-S Road: 694
E-W Road: 478 E-W Road: 632
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x Bx C) / 100,000"
A1 Az Aa B C
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100Feet Volume Factors’ 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet
A.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.6 57 4.0 517 18.24 0.72 0.54 0.38
East-West Road 2.7 22 1.7 478 18.24 0.24 0.19 0.15
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 76 57 4.0 694 18.24 0.96 0.72 0.51
East-West Road 2.7 22 1.7 632 18.24 0.31 0.25 0.20

' Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration®

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 10.0 10.3 5.1
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.7 10.0 4.9
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.5 9.7 4.7

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

30 Campus Dr & Aberdeen Dr EIP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 9.0
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 4.3

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2002
Roadway Data
Intersection: Big Springs Rd/Campus Dr
Analysis Condition: Existing Traffic Volumes
No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Big Springs Rd At Grade 2 10 10
East-West Roadway: Campus Dr At Grade 2 10 10
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
0 120 83 0 138 126
w < v > E w < v > E
[ A 93 04 A 176
0> 0 0> < 0
Ov v 82 Ov v 61
< A > < A >
0 71 20 0 154 127
S S

Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)

N-S Road: 367 N-S Road: 594
E-W Road: 278 E-W Road: 490

Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000"

Ay Ay Az B C

Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
Nonth-South Road 7.6 57 4.0 367 18.24 0.51 0.38 0.27
East-West Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 278 18.24 0.14 0.11 0.09
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.6 5.7 4.0 594 18.24 0.82 0.62 0.43
East-West Road 2.7 2.2 17 430 18.24 0.24 0.20 0.15

' Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration®

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.6 10.1 4.9
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.5 9.8 4.8
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 94 9.6 4.7

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

31 Big Springs Rd & Campus Dr EIP Associates 4/18/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO:  Riverside-Rubidoux

Background 1-hour CO Concentration {ppm): 9.0
Background 8-hour CO Concentration {ppm): 4.3
Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2002

Roadway Data

Intersection:
Analysis Condition:

Parking Lot 1/campus Dr
Existing Traffic Volumes

No.of __Average Speed

Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Campus Dr. At Grade 2 10 10
East-West Roadway: Parking Access At Grade 2 10 10
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
130 363 0 26 423 0
W < v > E w < v > E
4+ A 0 70 ” 0
0> 0 0> < 0
3v 0 7v v 0
< A > < A >
2 170 0 7 517 0
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 667 N-S Road: 1,036
E-W Road: 139 E-W Road: 110
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000"
A1 Az A3 B C
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet
A.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.6 5.7 4.0 667 18.24 0.92 0.69 0.49
East-West Road 2.7 22 1.7 139 18.24 0.07 0.06 0.04
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 786 57 4.0 1,036 18.24 1.44 1.08 0.76
East-West Road 2.7 22 1.7 110 18.24 0.05 0.04 0.03

' Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 10.0 10.5 52
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.7 10.1 5.0
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.5 9.8 4.8

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

32 Parking Lot 1 & Campus Dr EIP Associates

4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00

Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO:
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm):
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm):
Persistence Factor:

Analysis Year:

Riverside-Rubidoux
9.0

43

0.6

2002

Roadway Data

Intersection:
Analysis Condition:

Campus Dr/Canyon Crest Dr
Existing Traffic Volumes

No.of _ Average Speed

Roadway Type Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Canyon Crest Dr At Grade 2 10 10
East-West Roadway: Campus Dr At Grade 2 10 10
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
0 0 0 0 0 0
W < v > E W < v > E
0+ 0 143 » 0
206 > < 55 0> < 243
85 v v 42 204 v v 318
< A > < A >
186 0 452 190 0 140
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 745 N-S Road: 852
E-W Road: 755 E-W Road: 780
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x Bx C) / 100,000
AI Az A3 B C
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100Fest Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 745 18.24 0.37 0.30 0.23
Fast-West Road 76 57 4.0 755 18.24 1.05 0.79 0.55
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.6 57 4.0 852 18.24 1.18 0.89 0.62
East-West Road 27 22 1.7 780 18.24 0.38 0.31 0.24

7 Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations

Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 104 10.6 52
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 10.1 10.2 5.0
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.8 9.9 4.8

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quatity Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

33 Campus Dr & Canyon Crest Dr

EIP Associates



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 9.0
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 4.3

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2002
Roadway Data
Intersection: Campus Di/Citrus Dr
Analysis Condition: Existing Traffic Volumes
No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Citrus Dr At Grade 2 10 10
East-West Roadway: Campus Dr At Grade 2 20 20
A.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
25 0 6 56 0 12
W < v > E W < v > E
65 A A 6 51 ~ A 9
227 > < 91 148 > < 248
Ov 0 Ov v 0
| < A > < A >
0 0 0 0 0 0
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 102 N-S Road: 128
E-W Road: 408 E-W Road: 503
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000'
Ay A; As B (o]
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 102 18.24 0.05 0.04 0.03
East-West Road 76 57 4.0 408 9.33 0.29 0.22 0.15
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 22 1.7 128 18.24 0.06 0.05 0.04
East-West Road 7.6 57 4.0 503 9.33 0.36 0.27 0.19

! Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 8.3 9.4 46
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 93 9.3 45
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.2 92 4.4

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

34 Campus Dr & Citrus Dr EIP Associates

4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00

Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO:
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm):

Riverside-Rubidoux
9.0

Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 4.3
Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2002
Roadway Data

Intersection: Eucalyptus Dr/Campus Dr

Analysis Condition:

Existing Traffic Volumes

No.of  Average Speed

Roadway Type  Lanes AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Campus Dr At Grade 2 20 20
East-West Roadway: Campus Dr At Grade 2 10 10

P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes

A.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes

N N
42 117 0 32 305
W < v > E w < v > E
22 A 0 28 0
0> < o 0> 0
3v 0 5 0
< A > < A >
4 155 0 2 172
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 336 N-S Road: 537
E-W Road: 71 E-W Road: 67
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (AxBx C)/ 100,000"
Ay Az A B C
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
Nonth-South Road 7.6 5.7 4.0 336 9.33 0.24 0.18 0.13
East-West Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 71 18.24 0.03 0.03 0.02
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.6 57 4.0 537 9.33 0.38 0.29 0.20
East-West Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 67 18.24 0.03 0.03 0.02

' Methadology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.3 9.4 45
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.2 9.3 45
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.1 9.2 4.4

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

35 Eucalyptus Dr & Campus Dr

EIP Associates



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2010
Roadway Data
Intersection: 3rd St/Kansas Ave.
Analysis Condition: Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (2-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)
No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Kansas Ave. At Grade 2 20 20
East-West Roadway: 3rd Street At Grade 4 20 20
A.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
x| 105 99 54 234 162
w < v > E w < v > E
514 A 151 104 ~ A 108
437 > < 662 820 > < 642
59 v \ 60 163 v v 84
< A > < A >
84 130 66 112 149 52
S S

Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicies per Hour)

N-S Road: 577 N-S Road: 811
E-W Road: 1,475 E-W Road: 1,895

Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000"

Ay Az As B Cc

Reference CO Concentrations ~ Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet
A M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 22 1.7 577 5.52 0.09 0.07 0.05
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 1,475 5.52 0.57 0.44 0.31
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 22 1.7 811 5.52 0.12 0.10 0.08
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 1,885 5.52 0.73 0.56 0.40

1 Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 5.8 6.0 3.7
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 5.6 58 3.6
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 55 56 35

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

1 3rd Street & Kansas Ave. EiP Associates



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2010
Roadway Data
Intersection: 3rd St/Chicago Ave.
Analysis Condition: Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (2-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)
No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Chicago Ave. At Grade 4 15 10
East-West Roadway: 3rd Street At Grade 4 15 10
A.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
76 346 271 139 851 250
W < v > E W < v > E
67 A A 324 110 A A 236
411 > < 713 594 > < 575
46 v v 206 233 v v 511
< A > < A >
210 826 312 125 512 188
S )
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 1,946 N-S Road: 2,420
E-W Road: 2,237 E-W Road: 2,354
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x Bx C) / 100,000’
A1 Az A3 B C
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.6 2.2 1.7 1,946 7.30 0.37 0.31 0.24
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 2,237 7.30 1.14 0.88 0.62
P .M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.0 54 38 2,420 10.78 1.83 1.41 0.99
East-West Road 286 22 1.7 2,354 10.78 0.66 0.56 0.43

1 Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration®

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.6 76 4.7
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.3 71 4.4
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.0 6.5 4.1

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

2 3rd Street & Chicago Ave. EIP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1

Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.9

Persistence Factor: 0.6

Analysis Year: 2010

Roadway Data

3rd St/SR-60 SBR
Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (2-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)

Intersection:
Analysis Condition:

No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: SR-60 SBR At Grade 2 20 20
East-West Roadway: 3rd Street At Grade 4 20 20
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
354 694 325 384
W < v > E W < v > E
oA 0 [ A 0
899 > < 897 761 > < 1216
329 v v 93 362 v v 344
< A > < A >
0 0 0 0 0 0
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 1,048 N-S Road: 708
E-W Road: 2,583 E-W Road: 2,705
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (AxBxC)/ 100,000’
Ay Az As B o]
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Fest
A.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 27 22 1.7 1,048 5.52 0.16 0.13 0.10
East-West Road 70 54 3.8 2,583 5.52 1.00 0.77 0.54
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 709 552 0.11 0.09 0.07
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 2,705 552 1.05 0.81 0.57

! Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.3 6.3 4.6
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.0 6.0 4.4
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 57 5.7 43

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

3 3rd Street & SR-60 SBR EIP Associates 4/18/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2010
Roadway Data
Intersection: Blaine St./SR-60 NBR
Analysis Condition: Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (2-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)
No. of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: SR-60 NBR At Grade 2 20 20
East-West Roadway: Blaine St. At Grade 4 20 20
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
0 0 0 0 0 0
w < \% > E W < v > £
162 » A 180 186 * A 488
1,564 > < 587 937 > < 1,115
Ov v 0 Ov v 0
< A > < A >
327 0 445 341 0 271
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 772 N-S Road: 674
E-W Road: 2,776 E-W Road: 2,811
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000
Ay Az A B Cc
Reference CO Concentrations ~ Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50 Feet 100Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 772 552 0.12 0.09 0.07
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 2,776 552 1.07 0.83 0.58
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 674 552 0.10 0.08 0.06
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 2,811 5.52 1.09 0.84 0.59

1 Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.3 6.3 3.9
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.0 6.0 3.8
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 5.8 58 3.6

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

4 Blaine Street & SR-60 NBR EIP Associates

4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00

Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO:
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm):
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm):
Persistence Faclor:

Analysis Year:

Riverside-Rubidoux
5.1

3.2

0.6

2010

Roadway Data

Intersection:
Analysis Condition:

Blaine St./lowa Ave.
Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (2-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)

No.of _ Average Speed

Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: lowa Ave. At Grade 4 15 10
East-West Roadway: Blaine St. At Grade 4 15 10
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
244 613 151 366 1,023 329
W < v > E W < v > E
463 ~ A 148 441 A 268
1,003 > 718 930 > < 1,047
192 v 107 131 v v 136
< A > < A >
120 839 93 195 834 107
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 2,458 N-S Road: 3,261
E-W Road: 2,740 E-W Road: 3,110
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000"
Ay Ay A; B C
Reference CO Concentrations ~ Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50 Feet 100Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.6 22 1.7 2,458 7.30 0.47 0.39 0.31
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 2,740 7.30 1.40 1.08 0.76
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.0 54 38 3,261 10.78 2.46 1.90 1.34
East-West Road 26 2.2 1.7 3,110  10.78 0.87 0.74 0.57

" Methaodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations

Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

25 Feet from Roadway Edge
50 Feet from Roadway Edge
100 Feet from Roadway Edge

AM. P.M.

Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
7.0 8.4 5.2
6.6 77 4.8
6.2 7.0 43

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

5 Blaine Street & lowa Ave

EIP Associates

4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO:  Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2010
Roadway Data
Intersection: Blaine St./Canyon Crest Dr.
Analysis Condition: Future Plus Project (2-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)
No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type Lanes AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Canyon Crest Dr. At Grade 2 20 15
East-West Roadway: Blaine St. At Grade 4 20 15
A.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
101 27 68 239 163 242
W < v > E w < v > E
171 7 A 186 141 ~ A 203
924 > < 479 720 > < 1,013
52 v v 153 76 v v 323
< A > < A >
32 113 221 86 139 272
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 666 N-S Road: 1,127
E-W Road: 2,031 E-W Road: 2,773
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000’
A1 Az A3 B C
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 22 1.7 666 552 0.10 0.08 0.08
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 2,031 552 0.78 0.61 0.43
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 27 22 1.7 1,127 7.30 0.22 0.18 0.14
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 2,773 7.30 1.42 1.09 0.77

* Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.0 6.7 4.2
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 58 6.4 4.0
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 5.6 6.0 3.7

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

6 Blaine Street & Canyon Crest Dr. EIP Associates 4/18/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number:

10537-00

Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background information

Nearest Air Monitoring Statiol

n measuring CO:

Riverside-Rubidoux

Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2
Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2010
Roadway Data

Intersection: Blaine St./Watkins Dr.

Analysis Condition:

Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (2-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)

No.of  Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
Nonth-South Roadway: Watkins Dr. At Grade 2 15
East-West Roadway: Blaine St. At Grade 2 15
A.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
92 172 13 77 648 86
w < v > E W < v E
26 » A 51 88 » A 43
220 > < 456 412 > < 326
287 v v 60 471 v v 73
< A > < A
325 450 42 333 244 82
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 1,336 N-S Road: 1,851
E-W Road: 1,406 E-W Road: 1,707
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000"
Ay A, As B Cc
Reference CO Concentrations ~ Traffic Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors’ 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 22 1.7 1,336 5.52 0.20 0.16 0.13
East-West Road 786 57 4.0 1,406 5.52 0.59 0.44 0.31
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.6 57 4.0 1,851 7.30 1.03 0.77 0.54
East-West Road 2.7 22 1.7 1,707 7.30 0.34 0.27 0.21

' Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Congcentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 5.8 6.5 4.0
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 57 6.1 3.8
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 55 58 3.7

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

7 Blaine Street & Watkins Dr. EIP Associates

4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2010
Roadway Data
Intersection: Linden St./Chicago Ave
Analysis Condition: Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (2-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)
No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Chicago Ave. At Grade 4 20 20
East-West Roadway: Linden St. At Grade 2 20 20
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
39 434 124 118 1,461 133
w < v > E w < v > E
80 ~ A 177 92 A A 135
189 > < 149 107 > < 166
28 v v 215 55 v v 246
< A > < " >
24 1128 273 69 776 227
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 2,102 N-S Road: 2,834
E-W Road: 1,127 E-W Road: 1,014
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000'
Ay Ay Ay B C
Reference CO Concentrations ~ Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet  50Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Fest
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.0 5.4 38 2,102 5.52 0.81 0.63 0.44
East-West Road 27 22 17 1,127 552 0.17 0.14 0.1
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.0 54 3.8 2,834 5.52 1.10 0.84 0.59
East-West Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 1,014 5.52 0.15 0.12 0.10

¥ Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration®

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.1 6.3 3.9
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 5.9 6.1 3.8
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 5.6 5.8 3.6

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

8 Linden Street & Chicago Ave EIP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO:  Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2010
Roadway Data
Intersection: Linden St./lowa Ave.
Analysis Condition: Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes
No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: lowa Ave. At Grade 4 20 20
East-West Roadway: Linden St. At Grade 2 20 20
A.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
191 645 73 185 978 116
W < v > E w < v > E
173 » " 52 151 » A 116
185 > 223 176 > < 182
82 v 148 158 v v 240
< A > < r >
51 971 132 97 865 217
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)}
N-S Road: 2,105 N-S Road: 2,555
E-W Road: 905 E-W Road: 1,047
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000'
Ay Az A; B o]
Reference CO Concentrations ~ Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet  50Feet 100Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.0 54 3.8 2,105 5.52 0.81 0.63 0.44
East-West Road 2.7 22 1.7 905 552 0.13 0.1 0.08
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.0 54 38 2,555 5.52 0.99 0.76 0.54
East-West Road 2.7 22 1.7 1,047 552 0.16 0.13 0.10

1 Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.0 6.2 39
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 58 6.0 3.7
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 56 57 3.6

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

9 Linden St & lowa Ave EIP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2010
Roadway Data
Intersection: Linden St./Canyon Crest Dr.
Analysis Condition: Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (2-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)
No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type Lanes AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Canyon Crest Dr. At Grade 4 20 20
East-West Roadway: Linden St. At Grade 2 20 20
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
56 412 103 91 510 123
w < v > E w < v > E
81~ A 50 119 4 A 170
123 > < 124 128 > < 219
151 v v 101 179 v v 354
< A > < A >
79 254 167 167 574 278
S S

Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)

N-S Road: 1,164 N-S Road: 2,062
E-W Road: 668 E-W Road: 1,272

Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x Bx C) / 100,000'

A Ay As B C

Reference CO Concentrations ~ Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50 Feet 100Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet
A.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.0 5.4 3.8 1,164 5.52 0.45 0.35 0.24
East-West Road 2.7 2.2 17 668 552 0.10 0.08 0.06
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.0 54 3.8 2,062 5.52 0.80 0.61 0.43
East-West Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 1,272 5.52 0.19 0.15 0.12

" Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 5.6 6.1 3.8
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 55 5.9 3.7
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 54 5.7 35

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

10 Linden St. & Canyon Crest Dr. EIP Associates 4/18/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1

Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2

Persistence Factor: 0.6

Analysis Year: 2010

Roadway Data

Intersection: University Ave./Kansas Ave.
Analysis Condition: Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (2-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)
No.of  Average Speed
Roadway Type Lanes AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Kansas Ave, At Grade 2 20 20
East-West Roadway: University Ave. At Grade 4 20 20
A.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
104 134 55 108 267 141
W < v > E w < v > E
84 A A 59 105 » A 82
726 > < 1,097 1,345 > < 1,014
=Y v 85 61 v v 139
< A > < A >
44 120 92 29 156 148
S S

Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)

N-S Road: 556 N-S Road: 859
E-W Road: 2,114 E-W Road: 2,869

Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000'

Ay Ay As B o]

Reference CO Concentrations ~ Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Fest
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 22 1.7 556 5.52 0.08 0.07 0.05
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 2,114 5.52 0.82 0.63 0.44
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 859 5.52 0.13 0.10 0.08
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 2,869 5.52 1.1 0.86 0.60

¥ Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration®

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.0 6.3 39
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 5.8 6.1 3.8
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 56 58 3.6

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

11 University Ave. & Kansas Ave EIP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO:  Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2010
Roadway Data
Intersection: University Ave./Chicago Ave.
Analysis Condition: Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (2-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)
No. of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Chicago Ave. At Grade 4 20 10
East-West Roadway: University Ave. At Grade 4 20 10
A.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
154 454 116 135 1436 174
w < v > E W < v > E
216 ~ A 102 167 » A 80
545 > 725 1,052 > < 724
122 v 225 440 v v 724
< A > < A >
276 1,036 393 301 731 349
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 2,506 N-S Road: 3,981
E-W Road: 2,106 E-W Road: 3,103
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000"
Aq Az Az B C
Reference CO Concentrations ~ Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25 Feet 50Feet 100Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.0 54 3.8 2,506 5.52 0.97 0.75 0.53
East-West Road 2.6 22 1.7 2,106 552 0.30 0.26 0.20
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.0 5.4 3.8 3,981 10.78 3.00 2.32 1.63
East-West Road 26 2.2 1.7 3,103  10.78 0.87 0.74 0.57

! Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.4 9.0 55
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.1 8.2 5.0
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 58 7.3 45

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

12 University Ave & Chicago Ave EIP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO:  Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2010
Roadway Data
Intersection: University Ave./lowa Ave.
Analysis Condition: Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (2-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)
No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: lowa Ave. At Grade 4 15 10
East-West Roadway: University Ave. At Grade 4 15 10
A.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
261 480 323 451 528 386
wW < v > E w < v > E
299 A A 318 463 ~ A 304
617 > < 549 927 > < 1,116
58 v Y 115 122 v v 176
< A > < 8 >
82 474 106 136 472 124
S S

Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicies per Hour)

N-$ Road: 2,155 N-S Road: 2,604
E-W Road: 2,028 E-W Road: 3,215

Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000’

AI A2 A3 B C

Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.0 54 3.8 2,155 7.30 1.10 0.85 0.60
East-West Road 26 22 1.7 2,028 7.30 0.38 0.33 0.25
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 26 2.2 1.7 2,604 10.78 0.73 0.62 0.48
East-West Road 7.0 5.4 3.8 3,215 10.78 2.43 1.87 1.32

! Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®

8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration®

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.6 8.3 5.1
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.3 7.6 4.7
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 59 6.9 43

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

13 University Ave & lowa Ave EIP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2010
Roadway Data
Intersection: University Ave./SR-60 SBR
Analysis Condition: Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (2-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)
No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: SR-60 SBR At Grade 2 20 15
East-West Roadway: University Ave. At Grade 4 20 15
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
463 0 409 414 0 123
W < v > E W < v > E
0 0 04 A 0
537 > < 989 759 > < 1,134
553 v v 142 1,010 v v 471
< A > < ] >
0 0 0 0 [¢] 0
S S

Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)

N-S Road: 872 N-S Road: 1,481
E-W Road: 2,542 E-W Road: 3,317

Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000'

Ay Ay Ay B (o]

Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Fest 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 872 5.52 0.13 0.11 0.08
East-West Road 7.0 54 38 2,542 5.52 0.98 0.76 0.53
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 27 22 1.7 1,481 7.30 0.29 0.24 0.18
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 3,317 7.30 1.69 1.31 0.92

1 Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Congentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.2 741 4.4
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.0 6.6 4.1
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 5.7 6.2 3.9

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

14 University Ave & SR-60 SBR EIP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO:

Riverside-Rubidoux

Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1

Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2
Persistence Factor: 06
Analysis Year: 2010

Roadway Data

Intersection:
Analysis Condition:

University Ave /SR-60 NBR
Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (2-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)

No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: SR-60 NBR At Grade 2 20 15
East-West Roadway: University Ave. At Grade 4 20 15
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
833 359 573 0 292
W < v > E w < \ > E
176 » 99 225 ~ A 300
783 > < 318 646 > < 1,030
0v \ 0 Oov \ 0
< A > < A >
0 0 0 0 0 0
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 1,467 N-S Road: 1,380
E-W Road: 2,110 E-W Road: 2,474
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000'
Ay Az A; B C
Reference CO Concentrations ~ Traffic Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Fest 50 Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 1,467 5.52 0.22 0.18 0.14
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 2,110 5.52 0.82 0.63 0.44
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 27 2.2 1.7 1,390 7.30 0.27 0.22 0.17
East-West Road 7.0 5.4 3.8 2,474 7.30 1.26 0.98 0.69

! Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration®

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.1 6.6 4.1
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 5.9 6.3 3.9
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 57 6.0 3.7

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

15 University Ave & SR-60 NBR EIP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 9.0
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 4.3

Persistence Factor: 06
Analysis Year: 2010
Roadway Data
Intersection: University Ave./Campus Dr.
Analysis Condition: Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (2-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)
No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Campus Dr. At Grade 2 10 10
East-West Roadway: University Ave. At Grade 4 20 20
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
0 [¢] 0 0 0 0
w < v > E wW < v > E
O A n 0 o A A 0
812 > < 363 811 > < 1,052
236 v v 161 61 v v 115
< A > < A >
5 0 11 168 0 162
S S

Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)

N-S Road: 413 N-S Road: 506
E-WRoad: 1,416 E-W Road: 2,140

Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x Bx C) / 100,000'

Ay Az As B C

Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 2.2 17 413 10.78 0.12 0.10 0.08
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 1,416 5.52 0.55 0.42 0.30
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 506 10.78 0.15 0.12 0.09
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 2,140 552 0.83 0.64 0.45

1 Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.7 10.0 4.9
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.5 9.8 4.8
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.4 95 4.6

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

16 University Ave & Campus Dr EIP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO:  Riverside-Rubidoux

Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 9.0
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 4.3
Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2010

Roadway Data

Intersection:
Analysis Condition:

Martin Luther King Blvd./Chicago Ave.
Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (2-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)

No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Chicago Ave. At Grade 4 10 10
East-West Roadway: Martin Luther King Bivd. At Grade 4 10 10
A.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
167 313 66 520 1,141 736
W < v E wW < v > E
359 ~ 519 379 * ~ 246
556 > < 1,181 1,098 > < 852
123 v v 103 732 v v 253
< A > < A >
508 945 186 216 506 120
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 2,369 N-S Road: 3,528
E-W Road: 2,895 E-W Road: 3,797
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000*
Ay A, As B c
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 26 2.2 1.7 2,369  10.78 0.66 0.56 043
East-West Road 7.0 54 38 2,895  10.78 2.18 1.69 1.19
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 26 2.2 1.7 3,528 10.78 0.99 0.84 0.65
East-West Road 7.0 54 338 3,797 10.78 2.87 2.21 1.56

* Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration®

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 11.8 12.8 6.6
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 11.2 12.0 6.1
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 10.6 112 56

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

17 Martin Luther King Blvd & Chicago Ave EIP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO:

Riverside-Rubidoux

Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1

Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2
Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2010

Roadway Data

intersection:
Analysis Condition:

Martin Luther King Blvd./iowa Ave.
Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (2-L.ane lowa Avenue Scenario)

No. of _ Average Speed

Roadway Type  Lanes AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: lowa Ave. At Grade 2 20 20
East-West Roadway: Martin Luther King Blvd. At Grade 4 25 25
A.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
206 0 442 176 0 632
w < v > E w < v > E
224 » A 580 277 » A 531
566 > < 1,701 1,679 > < 941
Ov v 0 Ov v 0
< A > < A >
0 Y 0 0 4] 0
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 1,452 N-S Road: 1,616
E-W Road: 3,289 E-W Road: 3,783
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000"
A‘l Az A3 B C
Reference CO Concentrations ~ Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 22 1.7 1,452 5.52 0.22 0.18 0.14
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 3,289 4.46 1.03 0.79 0.56
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 22 1.7 1,616 5.52 0.24 0.20 0.15
East-West Road 7.0 5.4 3.8 3,783 4.46 1.18 0.91 0.64

¥ Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration®

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.3 6.5 41
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.1 6.2 3.9
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 5.8 5.9 3.7

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

18 Martin Luther King Blvd & lowa Ave EIP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 9.0

Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 4.3

Persistence Factor: 0.6

Analysis Year: 2010

Roadway Data

Intersection: Martin Luther King Blvd./Canyon Crest Dr.
Analysis Condition: Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (2-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)

No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type Lanes AM. P.M.

North-South Roadway: Canyon Crest Dr. At Grade 2 15 10
East-West Roadway: Martin Luther King Blvd. At Grade 4 15 10
A.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
15 13 29 247 448 131
W < v > E W < v > E
320 A 299 128 » A 87
TTERE s <7181 752 > < 647
355 v v 230 1,043 v v 889
< A > < A >
971 555 550 509 236 355
S S

Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)

N-S Road: 2,674 N-S Road: 3,480
E-W Road: 3,177 E-W Road: 3,326

Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000'

Ay A, As B c

Reference CO Concentrations ~ Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Fecet 50 Feet 100Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Fest
A.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 22 1.7 2,674 7.30 0.53 0.43 0.33
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 3,177 7.30 1.62 125 0.88
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.6 57 4.0 3,480 10.78 285 2.14 1.50
East-West Road 2.6 2.2 1.7 3,326 10.78 0.93 0.79 0.61

1 Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration®

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 11.2 12.8 6.6
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 10.7 119 6.1
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 102 11.1 56

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

19 Martin Luther King Bl & Canyon Crest EIP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2010
Roadway Data
Intersection: Central Ave./Chicago Ave.
Analysis Condition: Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (2-L.ane lowa Avenue Scenario)
No. of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.

North-South Roadway: Chicago Ave. At Grade 4 20 15
East-West Roadway: Central Ave. At Grade 4 25 15
A.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes

N N

0 331 77 0 1117 852

W < v > E W < v > E

04 565 04 A 152

0 0 0> < 0

Ov 831 Ov v 655

< A > < A~ >
0 991 464 0 529 971

S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)

N-S Road: 2,617 N-S Road: 3,272

E-W Road: 1,937 E-W Road: 2,630
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000'

A( Az A3 B C
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic Emission Estimated CO Concentrations

Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.0 54 3.8 2,617 5.52 1.01 0.78 0.55
East-West Road 26 22 1.7 1,937 4.46 0.22 0.19 0.15
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.0 54 3.8 3,272 7.30 1.67 1.29 0.91
East-West Road 26 22 1.7 2,630 7.30 0.50 0.42 033

' Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.3 73 45
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.1 6.8 42
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 5.8 6.3 3.9

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

20 Central Ave & Chicago Ave EIP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2010
Roadway Data
Intersection: Central Ave./Canyon Crest Dr.
Analysis Condition: Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (2-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)
No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Canyon Crest Dr. At Grade 4 15 10
East-West Roadway: Central Ave. At Grade 4 15 10
A.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
42 232 99 42 1,218 673
W < v > E w < v > E
YR A 190 55 A A 131
386 > < 876 1477 > < 506
78 v v 119 206 v v 141
< a > < A >
298 1,199 250 173 400 196
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 2,176 N-S Road: 2,519
E-W Road: 1,920 E-W Road: 3,124
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000
A1 Az A3 B C
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet
A.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.0 54 3.8 2,176 7.30 1.11 0.86 0.60
East-West Road 26 22 1.7 1,920 7.30 0.36 0.31 0.24
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 26 22 1.7 2,519 10.78 0.71 0.60 0.46
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 3,124  10.78 2.36 1.82 1.28

1 Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Congcentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration®

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.6 8.2 5.0
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.3 75 4.6
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 5.9 6.8 42

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

21 Central Ave & Canyon Crest Dr EIP Associates 471572005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2010
Roadway Data
Intersection: Central Ave./Box Springs Blvd
Analysis Condition: Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (2-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)
No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Box Springs Blvd At Grade 2 20 10
East-West Roadway: Central Ave. At Grade 4 25 10
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
12 72 91 36 653 73
W < v > E w < v > E
2 A 51 16 194
671 > < 301 586 > < 442
124 v v 75 447 v v 334
< A > < A >
272 323 281 149 71 94
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 1,147 N-S Road: 1,748
E-W Road: 1,470 E-WRoad: 1,723
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000"
Ay Az As B o]
Reference CO Concentrations ~ Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet  50Feet 100Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 22 1.7 1,147 5.52 0.17 0.14 0.1
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 1,470 4.46 0.46 0.35 0.25
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.6 5.7 4.0 1,748  10.78 1.43 1.07 0.75
East-West Road 2.6 22 1.7 1,723 10.78 0.48 0.41 0.32

¥ Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Congcentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration®

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 57 7.0 4.3
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 5.6 6.6 41
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 55 6.2 3.8

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

22 Central Ave & Box Springs Blvd EIP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2010
Roadway Data
Intersection: Big Springs Rd/Watkins Dr
Analysis Condition: Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (2-L.ane lowa Avenue Scenario)
No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Watkins Dr At Grade 2 10 10
East-West Roadway: Big Springs Rd. At Grade 2 10 10
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
115 248 52 89 711 116
w < v > E w < v > E
40 ~ ” 126 165 A 78
16 > < 46 47 > < 27
43 v v 44 312 v v 180
< A > < A >
213 609 38 90 363 24
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 1,195 N-S Road: 1,680
E-W Road: 473 E-W Road: 730
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000’
Ay Ay As B C
Reference CO Concentrations ~ Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet
A.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.6 5.7 4.0 1,195 10.78 0.98 0.73 0.52
East-West Road 2.7 22 1.7 473 10.78 0.14 0.1 0.09
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 76 5.7 4.0 1,680 10.78 1.38 1.03 0.72
East-West Road 2.7 22 1.7 730 10.78 0.21 0.17 0.13

1 Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.2 6.7 42
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 59 6.3 3.9
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 5.7 6.0 3.7

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

23 Big Springs Rd & Watkins Dr ElP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2010
Roadway Data
Intersection: Martin Luther King Blvd/SR-60SBR
Analysis Condition: Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (2-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)
No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: SR-60 SBR At Grade 2 20 15
East-West Roadway: Martin Luther King Bivd At Grade 2 20 15
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
439 0 0 897 0 0
w < v > E w < v > E
0 A A 0 0 A A 0
561 > < 1,010 415 > < 1211
397 v v [1] 806 v v 0
< A > < A >
0 0 0 0 0 0
S S

Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)

N-S Road: 439 N-S Road: 897
E-W Road: 2,407 E-W Road: 3,329

Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000’

Ay A Ay B C

Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet
A M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 439 5.52 0.07 0.05 0.04
East-West Road 76 5.7 4.0 2,407 5.52 1.01 0.76 0.53
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 27 22 17 897 7.30 0.18 0.14 0.1
East-West Road 76 57 4.0 3,329 7.30 1.85 1.39 0.97

1 Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?

8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.2 7.1 4.4
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 5.9 6.6 4.1
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 5.7 6.2 3.9

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

24 Martin Luther King Blvd & SR-60 SBR EIP Associates

4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO:  Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2010
Roadway Data
Intersection: Martin Luther King Blvd/SR-60 NBR
Analysis Condition: Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (2-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)
No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: SR-60 SBR At Grade 2 20 20
East-West Roadway: Martin Luther King Bivd At Grade 2 20 20
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
0 0 0 0 0 0
w < v > E W < v > E
561 A A 0 415 » 0
0> < 0 0> < 0
Ov 0 Ov 0
< A > < A >
1,010 0 0 715 0 0
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 1,010 N-S Road: 715
E-W Road: 1,571 E-W Road: 1,130
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000'
A1 Az A3 B C
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Fest
A.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 1,010 5.52 0.15 0.12 0.09
East-West Road 76 57 4.0 1,571 5.52 0.66 0.49 0.35
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 22 1.7 715 552 0.11 0.09 0.07
East-West Road 7.6 5.7 4.0 1,130 5.52 0.47 0.36 0.25

' Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration®

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 59 5.7 3.7
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 5.7 55 3.6
100 Feet from Roadway Edge §5 5.4 35

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

25 Martin Luther King Blvd & SR-60 NBR EIP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2010
Roadway Data
Intersection: Le Conte Dr/Chicago Ave
Analysis Condition: Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (2-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)
No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Chicago Ave At Grade 4 10 15
East-West Roadway: Le Conte Ave At Grade 2 10 15
A.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
0 419 30 0 2,041 214
w < v > E W < v > E
[ A 137 [ A 81
0 0 0> < 0
0 22 0 v 11
< A > < A >
0 1,658 4 0 697 11
S S

Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)

N-S Road: 2,244 N-S Road: 3,033
E-W Road: 193 E-W Road: 317

Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000"

Ay Az As B [of

Reference CO Concentrations ~ Traffic Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Fest 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.0 54 3.8 2,244 10.78 1.69 1.31 0.92
East-West Road 2.7 22 17 193 10.78 0.06 0.05 0.04
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.0 54 3.8 3,033 7.30 1.55 1.20 0.84
East-West Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 317 7.30 0.06 0.05 0.04

* Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.8 6.7 4.2
80 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.5 6.3 4.0
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.1 6.0 3.8

? Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

26 Le Conte Dr & Chicago Ave EiP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00

Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO:
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm):
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm):

Persistence Factor:
Analysis Year:

Riverside-Rubidoux
5.1

3.2

0.6

2010

Roadway Data

Intersection:
Analysis Condition:

El Cerrito Dr/Sycamore Canyon Blvd
Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (2-L.ane lowa Avenue Scenario)

No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Sycamore Canyon Blvd At Grade 2 20 20
East-West Roadway: El Cerrito Dr. At Grade 2 20 20
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
3 15 0
W < v E W v > E
g A 0 44 4]
28 > 83 97 > 53
44 v 0 282 v 0
< A A >
420 0 0 137 Y 0
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 464 N-S Road: 418
E-W Road: 587 E-W Road: 588
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000
Aq Ay As B Cc
Reference CO Concentrations ~ Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 22 1.7 464 5.52 0.07 0.06 0.04
East-West Road 7.6 57 40 587 5.52 0.25 0.18 0.13
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 22 1.7 419 5.52 0.06 0.05 0.04
East-West Road 76 57 4.0 588 5.52 0.25 0.19 0.13

1 Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 54 54 34
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 53 5.3 3.3
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 53 53 33

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQVD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

27 El Cerrito Dr & Sycamore Canyon EIP Associates

4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO:  Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2010
Roadway Data
Intersection: Central Ave/SR-60 SBR
Analysis Condition: Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (2-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)
No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: SR-60 SBR At Grade 2 20 20
East-West Roadway: Central Ave At Grade 4 20 20
A.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
13 0 8 51 0 1
W < v > E w < v > £
[ 0 04 A 0
697 > < 375 311 > < 804
301 v v 116 449 v v 612
< A > < A >
0 8] 0 0 4} 0
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 417 N-S Road: 1,061
E-W Road: 1,386 E-W Road: 1,728
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000"
Ay Az As B C
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25 Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors’ 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 22 1.7 417 5.52 0.06 0.05 0.04
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 1,386 5.52 0.54 0.41 0.29
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 1,061 5.52 0.16 0.13 0.10
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 1,728 5.52 0.67 0.52 0.36

* Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration®

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 5.7 5.9 3.7
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 5.6 5.7 3.6
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 54 5.6 35

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

28 Central Ave & SR-60 SBR EIP Associates

4/19/2006



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2010
Roadway Data
Intersection: Central Ave/SR-60 NBR
Analysis Condition: Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (2-Lane lowa Avene Scenario)
No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: SR-60 NBR At Grade 2 10 10
East-West Roadway: Central Ave At Grade 2 10 10
A.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
0 0 0 0 0 0
w < v > E 'Y < v > E
0 A A O 0 A A O
721 > < 320 353 > < 1,239
Ov 0 Ov 0
< n > < A >
226 0 446 288 0 304
S S

Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)

N-S Road: 672 N-8 Road: 592
E-W Road: 1,487 E-W Road: 1,896

Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000"

Ay Ay As B o]

Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet  50Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet
A.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 27 2.2 17 672 10.78 0.20 0.16 0.12
East-West Road 7.6 5.7 4.0 1,487 10.78 1.22 0.91 0.64
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 22 1.7 592 10.78 0.17 0.14 0.1
East-West Road 76 5.7 4.0 1,896 10.78 1.55 117 0.82

' Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration®

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.5 6.8 42
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.2 6.4 4.0
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 59 6.0 3.8

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

29 Central Ave & SR-60 NBR EIP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1

Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2

Persistence Factor: 0.6

Analysis Year: 2010

Roadway Data

Intersection: Linden St/Aberdeen Dr
Analysis Condition: Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (2-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)
No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Aberdeen Dr At Grade 2 20 10
East-West Roadway: Linden St At Grade 2 20 10
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
0 0 0 118 0 0
W < v > E w < v > E
[V 0 89 # A 0
51 > < 45 53 > < 61
375 v v 55 408 v v 20
< A > < A >
267 0 34 547 0 22
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 731 N-S Road: 997
E-W Road: 738 E-W Road: 1,276
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000'
Ay Az A B C
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 731 5.52 0.11 0.09 0.07
East-West Road 76 5.7 4.0 738 5.52 0.31 0.23 0.16
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 997 10.78 0.29 0.24 0.18
East-West Road 76 5.7 4.0 1,276  10.78 1.05 0.78 0.55

T Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 55 6.4 4.0
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 54 6.1 3.8
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 5.3 5.8 3.6

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

30 Linden St & Aberdeen Dr EIP Associates

4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2010
Roadway Data
Intersection: Campus Dr/Aberdeen Dr
Analysis Condition: Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (2-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)
No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Aberdeen Dr At Grade 2 10 10
East-West Roadway: Campus Dr At Grade 2 10 10
A.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
64 0 378 68 0 343
w < v > E w < v > | E
17~ A 224 64 ~ A 516
22 > < 20 40 > < 30
0v v 0 Ov v 0
1 < A > < A >
0 0 0 0 0 0
S S

Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)

N-S Road: 683 N-S Road: 991
E-W Road: 644 E-W Road: 929

Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x Bx C) / 100,000'

Ay Az As B o]

Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50 Feet 100Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 76 57 4.0 683 10.78 0.56 0.42 0.29
East-West Road 2.7 2.2 17 644 10.78 0.19 0.15 0.12
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.6 5.7 4.0 991 10.78 0.81 0.61 0.43
East-West Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 929 10.78 0.27 0.22 0.17

¥ Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 5.8 6.2 3.8
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 57 5.9 3.7
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 55 57 36

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

31 Campus Dr & Aberdeen Dr EIP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00

Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO:
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm):
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm):

Riverside-Rubidoux
5.1
3.2

Persistence Factor:
Analysis Year:

0.6
2010

Roadway Data

Intersection:
Analysis Condition:

North-South Roadway:

Big Springs Rd/Campus Dr
Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (2-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)

No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes AM. P.M.

Big Springs Rd At Grade 2 10 10

East-West Roadway: Campus Dr

A.M., Peak Hour Traffic Volumes

At Grade 2

10

P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes

10

N N
0 193 100 0 247 138

w < v > E W < v > E

oA 09 [V A 196

0> < 0 0> < 0

0Ov v 106 Ov v 135

< A > < A >
0 147 65 0 317 179

S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)

N-S Road: 5398 N-S Road: 898

E-W Road: 370 E-W Road: 648
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000"

Ay A; A, B c
Reference CO Concentrations ~ Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations

Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet
A.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 76 5.7 4.0 539 10.78 0.44 0.33 0.23
East-West Road 2.7 22 1.7 370 10.78 0.1 0.09 0.07
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.6 57 4.0 898 10.78 0.74 0.55 0.39
East-West Road 27 22 1.7 648 10.78 0.19 0.15 0.12

! Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations

Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

25 Feet from Roadway Edge
50 Feet from Roadway Edge
100 Feet from Roadway Edge

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

32 Big Springs Rd & Campus Dr

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour
5.6 6.0
55 58
5.4 5.6

EIP Associates

4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2010
Roadway Data
Intersection: Parking Lot t/campus Dr
Analysis Condition: Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (2-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)
No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Campus Dr. At Grade 2 10 10
East-West Roadway: Parking Access At Grade 2 10 10
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
307 101 0 145 112 4]
W < \ > E W < v > E
54 ~ 0 263 ~ A 0
0> < 0 0> < 0
16 v 0 55 v 0
| < A > < A >
46 28 0 37 116 0
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 480 N-S Road: 636
E-W Road: 423 E-W Road: 500
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000’
Ay A, A B ]
Reference CO Concentrations ~ Traffic Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet  50Feet 100Feet Volume Factors’' 25Feet 50Fest 100 Feet
A M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 76 5.7 4.0 430 10.78 0.40 0.30 0.21
East-West Road 27 2.2 1.7 423 10.78 0.12 0.10 0.08
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 76 57 4.0 636 10.78 0.52 0.39 0.27
East-West Road 2.7 22 1.7 500 10.78 0.15 0.12 0.09

' Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 56 58 3.6
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 55 5.6 35
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 5.4 55 34

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

33 Parking Lot 1 & Campus Dr EIP Associates

4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO:  Riverside-Rubidoux

Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2
Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2010

Roadway Data

Intersection:
Analysis Condition:

Campus Dr/Canyon Crest Dr
Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (2-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)

No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Canyon Crest Dr At Grade 2 20 20
East-West Roadway: Campus Dr At Grade 2 10 10
A.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
0 0 0 0 0
w < v > E W < v > E
O A A 0 0 A A O
5 > 2 1 > <15
16 v 30 73 v v 311
< A > < A >
72 0 433 47 0 187
S s
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 551 N-S Road: 618
E-W Road: 473 E-W Road: 524
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000'
A1 Az A3 B C
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 76 57 4.0 551 5.52 0.23 0.17 0.12
East-West Road 2.7 22 1.7 473 10.78 0.14 0.1 0.09
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 76 5.7 4.0 618 5.52 0.26 0.19 0.14
East-West Road 2.7 22 17 524 10.78 0.15 0.12 0.10

! Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 55 55 34
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 54 5.4 34
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 53 53 33

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

34 Campus Dr & Canyon Crest Dr EIP Associates

4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2010
Roadway Data
Intersection: Campus Dr/Citrus Dr
Analysis Condition: Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (2-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)
No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Citrus Dr At Grade 2 10 10
East-West Roadway: Campus Dr At Grade 2 20 20
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
25 0 6 56 0 12
w < v > E W < v > E
65 ~ A 6 514 A 9
257 > < 101 217 > < 284
Ov 0 Ov \ 0
< A > < A >
0 0 0 0 0 0
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 102 N-S Road: 128
E-W Road: 448 E-W Road: 608
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (Ax B x C) / 100,000'
Ay Az As B C
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet
A.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 102 10.78 0.03 0.02 0.02
East-West Road 76 5.7 4.0 448 5.52 0.19 0.14 0.10
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 22 1.7 128 10.78 0.04 0.03 0.02
East-West Road 76 57 4.0 608 552 0.26 0.19 0.13

1 Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 53 54 3.4
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 53 53 33
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 52 53 3.3

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQVMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

35 Campus Dr & Citrus Dr EIP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2010
Roadway Data
Intersection: Eucalyptus Dr/Campus Dr
Analysis Condition: Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (2-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)
No. of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Campus Dr At Grade 2 10 10
East-West Roadway: #REF! At Grade 2 10 10
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
35 220 0 28 492 0
W < v > E W < v > E
20 ~ A 0 21 0
0> < 0 0 0
3v 0 5v 0
< A > < A >
4 278 0 2 394 0
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 553 N-S Road: 935
E-W Road: 62 E-W Road: 56
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000"
Aq Az Ay B ]
Reference CO Concentrations ~ Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25 Feet 50 Feet 100Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.6 57 4.0 553 10.78 0.45 0.34 0.24
East-West Road 2.7 22 1.7 62 10.78 0.02 0.01 0.01
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.6 5.7 4.0 935 10.78 0.77 0.57 0.40
East-West Road 27 22 1.7 56 10.78 0.02 0.01 0.01

' Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Congcentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration®

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 586 59 3.7
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 55 5.7 3.6
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 53 55 3.4

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

36 Eucalyptus Dr & Campus Dr EIP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00

Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO:
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm):
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm):

Persistence Factor:
Analysis Year:

Riverside-Rubidoux
5.1

3.2

0.6

2010

Roadway Data

Intersection:
Analysis Condition:

3rd St/Kansas Ave.
Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes 4-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)

No.of _ Average Speed

Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Kansas Ave. At Grade 2 20 20
East-West Roadway: 3rd Street At Grade 4 20 20
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
41 105 99 54 234 162
W < £ W < v > E
51~ 151 104 ~ A 108
437 > < 662 820 > < 642
59 v v 60 163 v v 84
< < A >
84 130 66 112 149 52
s S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 577 N-S Road: 811
E-W Road: 1,475 E-W Road: 1,895
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (Ax Bx C) / 100,000"
A1 Az A3 B C
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet
A M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 577 5.52 0.09 0.07 0.05
East-West Road 7.0 5.4 3.8 1,475 5.52 0.57 0.44 0.31
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 811 552 0.12 0.10 0.08
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 1,895 5.52 0.73 0.56 0.40

' Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 5.8 6.0 3.7
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 5.6 58 3.6
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 55 5.6 35

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

1 3rd Street & Kansas Ave. EiP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2010
Roadway Data
Intersection: 3rd St/Chicago Ave.
Analysis Condition: Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (4-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)
No.of __ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Chicago Ave. At Grade 4 15 15
East-West Roadway: 3rd Street At Grade 4 15 15
A.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
76 346 271 139 851 250
wW < v > E W < v > E
67 A A 348 110 4 A 236
411 > < 723 653 > < 613
46 v 206 174 v v 369
< r > < A >
200 802 278 87 512 181
S s
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 1,910 N-S Road: 2,174
E-W Road: 2,237 E-W Road: 2,302
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000’
Ay Az As B Cc
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
Nonth-South Road 26 2.2 1.7 1,910 7.30 0.36 0.31 0.24
Fast-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 2,237 7.30 1.14 0.88 0.62
P .M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 26 22 1.7 2,174 7.30 0.41 0.35 0.27
East-West Road 7.0 54 38 2,302 7.30 1.18 091 0.64

¥ Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.6 6.7 4.2
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.3 6.4 4.0
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.0 6.0 3.7

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

2 3rd Street & Chicago Ave. EIP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00

Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO:

Riverside-Rubidoux

Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.9
Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2010

Roadway Data

Intersection: 3rd S/SR-60 SBR

Analysis Condition:

Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes 4-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)

No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: SR-60 SBR At Grade 2 20 20
East-West Roadway: 3rd Street At Grade 4 20 20
A.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
354 0 694 325 0 384
W < v > E W < v > E
0 A A 0 O A A 0
865 > < 931 813 > < 1,112
329 v v 93 347 v v 243
< A > < A >
0 0 0 0 0 0
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-§ Road: 1,048 N-S Road: 709
E-W Road: 2,583 E-W Road: 2,597
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x Bx C) / 100,000’
Ay Ay As B o]
Reference CO Concentrations ~ Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25 Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet
A.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 22 1.7 1,048 5.52 0.16 0.13 0.10
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 2,583 5.52 1.00 0.77 0.54
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 22 17 709 5.52 0.1 0.09 0.07
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 2,597 5.52 1.00 0.77 0.54

! Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1998).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.3 6.2 4.6
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.0 6.0 4.4
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 57 5.7 43

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

3 3rd Street & SR-60 SBR EIP Associates



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2010
Roadway Data
Intersection: Blaine St/SR-60 NBR
Analysis Condition: Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (4-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)
No. of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: SR-60 NBR At Grade 2 20 20
East-West Roadway: Blaine St. At Grade 4 20 20
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
0 0 0 0 0 0
W < v > E w < v > E
162 » A 180 186 A 488
1,530 > < 643 1,004 > < 1,115
Ov v 0 Ov v 0
< A > < A >
305 0 400 341 0 211
S S

Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)

N-S Road: 705 N-S Road: 674
E-W Road: 2,753 E-W Road: 2,818

Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x Bx C) / 100,000'

Ay Az A; B (o]

Reference CO Concentrations ~ Traffic Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 705 5.52 0.1 0.09 0.07
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 2,753 5.52 1.06 0.82 0.58
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 22 1.7 674 5.52 0.10 0.08 0.06
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 2,818 5.52 1.09 0.84 0.59

! Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration®

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.3 6.3 3.9
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.0 6.0 38
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 57 58 3.6

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

4 Blaine Street & SR-60 NBR EIP Associates 4/18/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1

Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2

Persistence Factor: 0.6

Analysis Year: 2010

Roadway Data

Intersection: Blaine St./lowa Ave.
Analysis Condition: Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (4-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)
No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: lowa Ave. At Grade 4 15 10
East-West Roadway: Blaine St. At Grade 4 15 10
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
244 613 151 197 1,192 329
w < v > E W < v > E
429 ~ A 148 394 ~ A 268
958 > < 718 910 > < 973
192 v v 107 205 v v 210
< ~ > < A >
176 873 138 233 881 127
S S

Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)

N-S Road: 2,458 N-S Road: 3,261
E-W Road: 2,717 E-W Road: 2,912

Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000

Ay Ay As B o}

Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25 Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors’ 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.6 2.2 1.7 2,458 7.30 0.47 0.39 0.31
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 2,717 7.30 1.39 1.07 0.75
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.0 54 38 3,261 10.78 2.46 1.80 1.34
East-West Road 2.6 2.2 1.7 2,912 10.78 0.82 0.69 0.53

i Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration®

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 7.0 8.4 5.2
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.6 7.7 4.8
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.2 7.0 43

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

5 Blaine Street & lowa Ave EIP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2010
Roadway Data
Intersection: Blaine St./Canyon Crest Dr.
Analysis Condition: Future Plus Project (4-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)
No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: | Canyon Crest Dr. At Grade 2 20 15
East-West Roadway: Blaine St. At Grade 4 20 15
A.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
101 27 68 239 163 242
w < v > E W < v > | E
171 A A 186 141 4 A 203
924 > < 479 720 > < 1,013
52 v v 153 76 v v 323
< A > < A >
32 113 221 86 139 272
S B
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 666 N-S Road: 1,127
E-W Road: 2,031 E-W Road: 2,773
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x Bx C) / 100,000'
Ay Az A B o]
Reference CO Concentrations ~ Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 22 1.7 666 5.52 0.10 0.08 0.06
East-West Road 7.0 54 338 2,031 5.52 0.78 0.61 0.43
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 22 1.7 1,127 7.30 0.22 0.18 0.14
East-West Road 7.0 54 38 2,773 7.30 1.42 1.09 0.77

1 Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1998).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration®

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.0 6.7 42
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 58 6.4 4.0
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 5.6 6.0 3.7

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

6 Blaine Street & Canyon Crest Dr. EIP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO:  Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2010
Roadway Data
Intersection: Blaine St./\Watkins Dr.
Analysis Condition: Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (4-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)
No. of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Watkins Dr. At Grade 2 20 15
East-West Roadway: Biaine St. At Grade 2 20 15
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
92 172 13 77 648 86
w < v > E W < v > E
26 A A 51 88 » ~ 43
220 > < 456 412 > < 326
287 v v 60 471 v v 73
< A > < A >
325 450 42 333 244 82
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 1,336 N-S Road: 1,851
E-W Road: 1,406 E-W Road: 1,707
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x Bx C) / 100,000"
Ay Az Az B c
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100Feet Volume Factors' 25Feest 50Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 22 1.7 1,336 5.52 0.20 0.16 0.13
East-West Road 76 57 4.0 1,406 5.52 0.59 0.44 0.31
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 76 57 4.0 1,851 7.30 1.03 0.77 0.54
East-West Road 2.7 22 1.7 1,707 7.30 0.34 0.27 0.21

! Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration®

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 59 6.5 4.0
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 57 6.1 3.8
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 55 5.9 37

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

7 Blaine Street & Watkins Dr. EIP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO:  Riverside-Rubidoux

Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2
Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2010

Roadway Data

Linden St./Chicago Ave
Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (4-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)

Intersection:
Analysis Condition:

No. of __Average Speed

Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Chicago Ave. At Grade 4 20 20
East-West Roadway: Linden St. At Grade 2 20 20
A.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
39 434 124 118 1,260 133
W < v E w < v > E
80 A » 177 92 A A 135
189 > < 149 107 > < 166
28 v v 215 55 v v 146
< A < A >
24 1,080 171 69 731 180
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 1,932 N-S Road: 2,469
E-W Road: 1,025 E-W Road: 867
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000'
Ay Az A; B (o}
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.0 54 38 1,932 5.52 0.75 0.58 0.41
East-West Road 27 22 1.7 1,025 5.52 0.15 0.12 0.10
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.0 54 3.8 2,469 5.52 0.95 0.74 0.52
East-West Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 867 552 0.13 0.1 0.08

 Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Congcentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration®

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.0 6.2 3.8
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 5.8 59 3.7
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 56 5.7 3.6

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

8 Linden Street & Chicago Ave EIP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux

Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm); 5.1
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2
Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2010

Roadway Data

Linden St.flowa Ave.
Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (4-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)

Intersection:
Analysis Condition:

No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: lowa Ave. At Grade 4 20 20
East-West Roadway: Linden St. At Grade 2 20 20
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
191 645 73 85 1,395 116
W < v > E W < v > E
94 A ~ 52 104 ~ A 116
162 > 223 176 > < 182
82v 148 158 v v 240
< A > < A >
265 971 155 97 1,017 217
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 2,266 N-S Road: 3,124
E-W Road: 1,017 E-W Road: 1,047
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x Bx C) / 100,000"
Ay Ay As B C
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.0 54 3.8 2,266 5.52 0.88 0.68 0.48
East-West Road 2.7 22 1.7 1,017 5.52 0.15 0.12 0.10
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.0 5.4 3.8 3,124 5.52 1.21 0.93 0.66
East-West Road 2.7 22 1.7 1,047 552 0.16 0.13 0.10

! Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations

Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.1 6.5 4.0
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 5.9 6.2 38
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 57 59 3.7

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

9 Linden St & lowa Ave

EIP Associates

4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1

Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2

Persistence Factor: 0.6

Analysis Year: 2010

Roadway Data

Intersection: Linden St./Canyon Crest Dr.
Analysis Condition: Fulure Plus Project Traffic Volumes (4-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)
No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Canyon Crest Dr. At Grade 4 20 20
East-West Roadway: Linden St. At Grade 2 20 20
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
56 412 103 91 510 123
w < v > E W < v > E
81 ~ A 50 119 A 170
123 > < 124 128 > < 219
151 v 101 179 v v 354
< A > < A >
79 254 167 167 574 278
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 1,164 N-S Road: 2,062
E-W Road: 668 E-W Road: 1,272
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000’
Ay Az As B ]
Reference CO Concentrations ~ Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet  50Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.0 54 3.8 1,164 5.52 0.45 0.35 0.24
East-West Road 2.7 22 1.7 668 5.52 0.10 0.08 0.06
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.0 54 38 2,062 5.52 0.80 0.61 0.43
East-West Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 1,272 552 0.19 0.15 0.12

! Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®

8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration®

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 56 6.1 3.8
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 55 59 3.7
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 54 5.7 3.5

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

10 Linden St. & Canyon Crest Dr. EiP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2010
Roadway Data
Intersection: University Ave./Kansas Ave.
Analysis Condition: Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (4-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)
No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Kansas Ave. At Grade 2 20 20
East-West Roadway: University Ave. At Grade 4 20 20
A M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
104 134 55 108 267 141
W < v > E W < v > E
84 A A 59 105 ~ A 82
726 > < 1,097 1,345 > < 1,014
43 v v 85 61v v 139
| < A > < A >
44 120 92 29 156 148
S S

Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)

N-S Road: 556 N-S Road: 859
E-W Road: 2,114 E-W Road: 2,869

Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000

Ay A, As B c

Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Fcet 50Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 556 5.52 0.08 0.07 0.05
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 2,114 5.52 0.82 0.63 0.44
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 859 5.52 0.13 0.10 0.08
East-West Road 7.0 5.4 3.8 2,869 5.52 1.1 0.86 0.60

' Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration?

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.0 6.3 3.9
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 58 6.1 3.8
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 5.6 5.8 3.6

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

11 University Ave. & Kansas Ave EiP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO:  Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2010
Roadway Data
Intersection: University Ave./Chicago Ave.
Analysis Condition: Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (4-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)
No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Chicago Ave. At Grade 4 20 15
East-West Roadway: University Ave. At Grade 4 20 15
A.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
154 454 116 135 1,135 174
W < v > E w < v > E
216 » A 102 167 A A 80
545 > 725 1,133 > < 782
122 v 225 359 v v 431
< A > < A >
207 866 202 243 639 284
S S

Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)

N-S Road: 2,076 N-S Road: 3,091
E-W Road: 1,969 E-W Road: 2,884

Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000'

Ay Az As B (o]

Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Fest
A.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.0 54 38 2,076 5.52 0.80 0.62 0.44
East-West Road 26 22 1.7 1,969 552 0.28 0.24 0.18
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.0 5.4 3.8 3,091 7.30 1.58 1.22 0.86
East-West Road 2.6 22 1.7 2,884 7.30 0.55 0.46 0.36

' Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration®

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.2 72 45
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.0 6.8 4.2
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 5.7 6.3 3.9

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

12 University Ave & Chicago Ave EIP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux

Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2
Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2010

Roadway Data

Intersection:
Analysis Condition:

University Ave./fiowa Ave.
Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (4-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)

No.of __ Average Speed

Roadway Type  Lanes AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: lowa Ave. At Grade 4 15 10
East-West Roadway: University Ave. At Grade 4 15 10
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
261 480 323 351 1,102 329
W < v > E w < v > E
199 » A 251 416 » ~ 216
526 > < 549 857 > < 714
58 v 115 255 v v 323
< A > < A >
151 878 197 194 671 177
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 2,392 N-S Road: 3,085
E-W Road: 1,961 E-W Road: 2,787
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000"
Ay A, Ay B C
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet
A.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.0 54 3.8 2,392 7.30 1.22 0.94 0.66
East-West Road 26 22 1.7 1,961 7.30 0.37 0.31 0.24
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 7.0 54 3.8 3,085 10.78 233 1.80 1.26
East-West Road 2.6 2.2 1.7 2,787  10.78 0.78 0.66 0.51

' Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration®

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.7 8.2 5.1
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.4 7.6 47
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.0 6.9 43

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

13 University Ave & lowa Ave

EiP Associates



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1

Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2

Persistence Factor: 0.6

Analysis Year: 2010

Roadway Data

Intersection: University Ave /SR-60 SBR
Analysis Condition: Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (4-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)
No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: SR-60 SBR At Grade 2 20 20
East-West Roadway: University Ave. At Grade 4 20 20
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
463 0 409 414 0 123
W < v > E w < v > E
0~ 0 04 A 0
537 > < 922 759 > < 1,134
553 v v 142 901 v v 471
< A > < A >
0 0 0 0 0 0
S S

Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)

N-S Road: 872 N-S Road: 1,372
E-W Road: 2,475 E-W Road: 3,208

Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000'

Ay Ay Ay B C

Reference CO Concentrations ~ Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet
A.M. Peak Traffic Hour
Nonth-South Road 27 22 1.7 872 5.52 0.13 0.11 0.08
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 2,475 5.52 0.96 0.74 0.52
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 22 1.7 1,372 5.52 0.20 0.17 0.13
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 3,208 5.52 1.24 0.96 0.67

1 Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration®

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.2 8.5 4.1
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 5.9 6.2 3.9
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 57 5.9 3.7

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

14 University Ave & SR-60 SBR EiP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux

Background 1-hour CO Concentration {ppm): 5.1
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2
Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2010

Roadway Data

Intersection:
Analysis Condition:

University Ave /SR-60 NBR

Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (4-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)

No.of _ Average Speed

Roadway Type  Lanes AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: SR-60 NBR At Grade 2 20 15
East-West Roadway: University Ave. At Grade 4 20 15
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
766 359 573 0 257
W < v > E w < v > E
176 » 99 255 » A 300
783 > < 318 646 > < 1,030
Ov v 0 Ov v 0
< A > < A >
0 0 0 0 0
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 1,400 N-S Road: 1,385
E-W Road: 2,043 E-W Road: 2,504
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000’
Ay A, As B [of
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 2.2 1.7 1,400 5.52 0.21 0.17 0.13
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 2,043 5.52 0.79 0.61 0.43
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 22 1.7 1,385 7.30 0.27 0.22 0.17
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 2,504 7.30 1.28 0.99 0.69

¥ Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration®
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration®

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.1 6.7 4.1
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 5.9 6.3 3.9
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 5.7 6.0 3.7

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

15 University Ave & SR-60 NBR EIP Assaciates 4/18/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 9.0

Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 4.3

Persistence Factor: 0.6

Analysis Year: 2010

Roadway Data

Intersection: University Ave./Campus Dr.
Analysis Condition: Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (4-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)
No. of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Campus Dr. At Grade 2 10 10
East-West Roadway: University Ave. At Grade 4 20 20
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
0 0 0 4] 0 0
w < v > E W < v > E
O A A 0 0 A A 0
812 > < 363 811 > < 1,052
236 v v 161 61 v v 115
< A > < A >
5 0 11 168 0 162
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 413 N-S Road: 506
E-W Road: 1,416 E-W Road: 2,140
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x Bx C) / 100,000'
Ay A, A B C
Reference CO Concentrations ~ Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 22 1.7 413 10.78 0.12 0.10 0.08
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 1,416 5.52 0.55 0.42 0.30
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.7 22 1.7 506 10.78 0.15 0.12 0.09
East-West Road 7.0 5.4 3.8 2,140 552 0.83 0.64 0.45

1 Methadology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration®

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.7 10.0 4.9
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.5 9.8 4.8
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 9.4 9.5 46

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

16 University Ave & Campus Dr EIP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO:  Riverside-Rubidoux

Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 9.0
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 4.3
Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2010

Roadway Data

Martin Luther King Blvd./Chicago Ave.
Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (4-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)

Intersection:
Analysis Condition:

No. of _ Average Speed

Roadway Type  Lanes AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Chicago Ave. At Grade 4 15 10
East-West Roadway: Martin Luther King Blvd. At Grade 4 15 10
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
167 313 66 369 1,095 258
w < v > E W < v > E
241 A 247 283 A 138
674 > < 1,181 1,194 > < 1,003
123 v \ 103 732 v v 299
1 < A > < A >
509 905 226 216 495 131
S )
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 2,179 N-S Road; 2,968
E-W Road: 2,895 E-W Road: 3,797
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions =(AxBxC)/ 100,000'
A1 AZ A3 B o
Reference CO Concentrations  Traffic Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50Feet 100Feet Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 26 2.2 1.7 2,179 7.30 0.41 0.35 0.27
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 2,895 7.30 1.48 1.14 0.80
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
Nonth-South Road 2.6 2.2 1.7 2,968 10.78 0.83 0.70 0.54
East-West Road 7.0 54 3.8 3,797 10.78 2.87 2.21 1.56

¥ Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?

8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Concentration

2

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 10.9 12.7 6.5
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 105 11.9 6.0
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 10.1 1141 5.6

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

17 Martin Luther King Bivd & Chicago Ave

EIP Associates



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background Information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2010
Roadway Data
Intersection: Martin Luther King Blvd./lowa Ave.
Analysis Condition: Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (4-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)
No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: lowa Ave. At Grade 4 20 20
East-West Roadway: Martin Luther King Blvd. At Grade 4 25 15
A.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
206 0 442 373 0 1,335
W < v > E W < v > E
382 A 986 384 ~ " 734
566 > < 1,429 1,201 > < 833
Ov v 0 Ov v 0
< A > < A >
0 0 0 0 0 0
S S
Highest Traffic Volumes (Vehicles per Hour)
N-S Road: 2,016 N-S Road: 2,826
E-W Road: 3,423 E-W Road: 4,103
Roadway CO Contributions and Concentrations
Emissions = (A x B x C) / 100,000"
Ay Az As B C
Reference CO Concentrations ~ Traffic  Emission Estimated CO Concentrations
Roadway 25Feet 50 Feet 100Fest Volume Factors' 25Feet 50Feet 100 Feet
AM. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 26 22 1.7 2,016 552 0.29 0.24 0.19
East-West Road 7.0 54 38 3,423 4.46 1.07 0.82 0.58
P.M. Peak Traffic Hour
North-South Road 2.6 2.2 1.7 2,826 5.52 0.41 0.34 0.27
East-West Road 7.0 5.4 3.8 4,103 7.30 2.10 1.62 1.14

' Methodology and emission factors from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

Total Roadway CO Concentrations
Peak Hour Emissions = North-South Concentration + East-West Concentration + Background 1-hour Concentration?
8-Hour Emissions = ((Highest Peak Hour Concentration - Background 1-hour Concentration) x Persistence Factor) + Background 8-hour Congcentration®

AM. P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour 8-Hour
25 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.5 7.6 4.7
50 Feet from Roadway Edge 6.2 71 4.4
100 Feet from Roadway Edge 59 6.5 4.0

2 Methodology from Bay Area Air Quality Management District BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1996).

18 Martin Luther King Blvd & lowa Ave EIP Associates 4/19/2005



SIMPLIFIED CALINE4 CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS

Project Number: 10537-00
Project Title: UC Riverside LRDP

Background information

Nearest Air Monitoring Station measuring CO: Riverside-Rubidoux
Background 1-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 5.1
Background 8-hour CO Concentration (ppm): 3.2

Persistence Factor: 0.6
Analysis Year: 2010
Roadway Data
Intersection: Central Ave./Chicago Ave.
Analysis Condition: Future Plus Project Traffic Volumes (4-Lane lowa Avenue Scenario)
No.of _ Average Speed
Roadway Type  Lanes  AM. P.M.
North-South Roadway: Chicago Ave. At Grade 4 20 15
East-West Roadway: Central Ave. At Grade 4 25 15
AM. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes P.M. Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
N N
0 35