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Via Email and Ovemight Delivery

December 9, 2019
Planning Commission
City of San Bernardino
290 North D Street
San Bernardino, CA 92401
c/o Candice Alvarez, Dep. City Cieri<
alvarez_ca@sbcity.org

Oliver Mujica, Planning Division Manager
Community & Economic Development
City of San Bernardino
290 North D St
San Bernardino, CA 92401

mullca ol@sbcitv.org

Chantal Power, Associate Planner
Community & Economic Development
City of San Bernardino
290 North D Street
San Bernardino, CA 92401

power ch@sbcity.org
Re:

Comment on lnltlal Study/Mitigated Negative Declaratlon for the
Olympic Holdings Inland Center Warehouse Project

Honorable Members of the Planning Commlsssion:
I am writing on behalf of the Supporters Alliance for Environmental Responsibility
("SAFER") regarding the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration ("IS/MND")
prepared for the Olympic Holdings Inland Center Warehouse Project, including all
actions related or referring to the proposed development of a 101,464 square foot
industrial warehouse building localed on the southeast side of Inland Center Drive,
between Riverwalk Drive and South 1st Street (on Assessor's Parcel Numbers 0141201-02-0000, 0141-201-05-0000, 0141-201-10-0000 and 0141-201-12-0000), in San
Bemardino {"Project")
These comments have been prepared with the assistance of wildlife biologist Dr.
Shawn Smallwood, Ph.D., and Dr. Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. and Matthew Hagemann,
P.G., C.Hg., QSD, QSP, from the environmental consulting firm, Soil Water Air
Protection Enterprise (SWAPE). Their comments and curriculum vitae are attached as
Exhibit A and Exhibit B and are incorporated by reference in their entirety. The City
should respond to the expert comments separately.
SAFER requests that the City withdraw the IS/MND and instead prepare an
environmental impact report ("EIR") for the Project, as there is substantial evidence that
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the Project will have significant unmit igated impacts on the environment as discussed
below . An EIR is requ ired to analyze these and other impacts and to adopt feasib le
mitigation measures to reduce the impacts to the extent feasible .

PROJECT DESCR IPTION
The Project Includes the construction of a ware house build ing intended for light
industria l uses , as we ll as assoc iated park ing and landscaping improvements . The
proposed building w ill be a total of 101,464 square fee t in size , approx imately 6,000
square feet of whi ch will be designated for office use . The Project site is located on the
southeast side of Inland Center Drive between Riverwalk Drive and South 1st Street,
San Bernardino , Californ ia 92410 . Assesso r's Parcel Numbers 0141- 201-02-0000 ,
0141-20 1-05-0000 , 014 1-201-10-0000 and 0141-201- 12-0000 . There are single- family
homes to the southeast of the Project site; commerc ial uses to the north ; commercia l
uses and single-family homes to the northeast; single-fam ily homes to the east and
south ; trailer homes to the southwest ; and vacant land to the west
The Project will be requ ired to obta in the following regulatory permits : Clean
Waler Act (CWA) Section 404 Nationwide Permit (NWP ) from the United Stales Army
Corps of Eng ineers (USACE) , Section 4 01 Water Quality Certification from the Santa
Ana Regional Water Qua lity Control Board (RWQCB ), and Section 1602 Lake and
Streambed A lteration Agreement (LSAA) from the Ca lifornia Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW) .

LEGALSTANDARD
As the Cal ifornia Supreme Court held, "PJfno EIR has been prepared for a
nonexempt project , but substantia l evidence in the record supports a fair argument that
the project may resu lt In significant adverse impacts , the proper remedy is to order
preparat ion of an EIR.· (Communities for a Better Environment v. South Coast Air
Quality Management Dist. (20 10) 48 Cal.4 th 310 , 319-320 ["CBE v. SCAQMD"J, citing ,
No Oif, fnc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974 ) 13 Cal.3d 68, 75, 88 ; Brentwood A ssn. for No
Drilfing, Inc. v. City of Los A ngeles (1982) 134 Cal.App .3d 491 , 504-505 .) "The
'foremost princip le' in interpreting CEQA Is that the Legislatu re intended the act to be
read so as to afford the fullest possib le protection to the env ironment w ithin the
reasonab le scope of the statutory language." (Communities for a Better Environment v.
Cafif. Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cal.App.4th 98 , 109 rcBEv. CRA•J.)
The EIR is the very heart of CEOA. (Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City
of Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal.App.4 th 1184 , 1214 ; Pocket Protectors v. City of
Sacramento (2004 ) 124 Cal.App.4th 903 , 927 .) The EIR is an · environme ntal 'alarm
bell' whose purpose is to alert the public and its responsible officials to environmental
changes before they have reached the eco logic al points of no return ." (Bakersfield
Citizens , supra, 124 Cal.App.4th at 1220 .) The EIR also functions as a "document of
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accountab ility ," intended to "demonst rate to an apprehensive citizenry that the agency
has , in fact , analyzed and cons idered the eco logical implications of its action ." (Laurel
Heights Improvemen ts Assn. v. Regen ts of University of Califom/a (1988) 4 7 Cal .3d
376, 392 .) The EIR process "protects not only the environment but also Informed selfgovemment. " (Pocket Protectors, supra, 124 Cal.App .4th at 927 .)
An EIR is requ ired If "there is substantial evidence , In light of the w hole reco rd
before the lead agency , that the project may have a significant effect on the
environment ." (Pub . Resources Code , § 21080(d) ; see also Pocket Protectors , supra,
124 Cal.A pp.4th at 927 .) In very limited circumstances , an agency may avoid prepar ing
an EIR by issuing a negative declarat ion, a written stateme nt briefly indicating that a
proj ect w ill have no significant impact thus requiring no EIR (14 Cal. Code Regs., §
15371 ("CEQA Guidelines")), only if there is not even a "fair arg umenr that the project
will have a sign ificant env ironmental effect. (Pu b. Reso urces Code , §§ 21100 , 21064.)
Since "[t]he adop tion of a negative declaratio n ... has a terminal effect on the
environmenta l review process ,• by allow ing the agency ·to dispense with the duty [to
prepare an EIR); negative declaratio ns are allowed only in cas es w here "the proposed
proj ect wlll not affect the environment at an: (Citi zens of Lake Murray v. San Diego
(1989) 129 Ca l.App.3d 436 , 44 0.)
Whe re an initial study shows that the project may have a significan t effect o n the
environment, a mitigated nega tive declaration may be appropriate . However , a
mitigated negative ded aration Is pro per only if the proj ect revisions would avo id or
mitigate the potenti ally significant effects identified in the initial study "to a point where
clearly no sign ifican t effect on the environme nt w ould occur , and ... there is no
substantial evidence in light of the wh ole record before the public agency that the
proj ect, as revised, may have a significant effect on the environment." (Public
Resources Code§§ 21064 .5 and 21080 (c)(2); Meji a v. City of Los Angeles (2005) 130
Cal.App .4 th 322 , 33 1.) In that context , "may" means a reasonable p ossibility of a
significant effect on the environm ent. (Pub . Resources Code , §§ 21082 .2(a), 21100 ,
21151(a); Po cket Protectors, supra , 124 Cal.App .4 th at 927 ; League for Protection of
Oakland's etc. Historic Resources v. City of Oakland (1997) 52 Cal.A pp.4th 896, 904-

905 .)
Under the "fair argume nr standard , an EIR is required if any substantial evidence
in the record indicates that a project may have an adverse environmental effect~ven if
contrary evidence exists to support the agency 's decision . (CEQA Gu idelines, §
15064(f)(1); Pocke t Protectors , supra , 124 Cal.App.4th at 931; Stanfsfaus A udubon
Society v. County of Stanislaus ( 1995) 33 Cal.App.4th 144 , 150-15 ; Quail Botanical
Gardens Found., fnc. v. City of Encinitas (1994 ) 29 Cal.App.4t h 1597, 1602 .) The "fair
argument" stand ard creates a "low threshold" favoring environmenta l review throug h an
EIR rather than through issuance of negative declaratio ns or notices of exemption from
CEQA . (Pocket Pro tectors , supra , 124 Cal.App.4th at 928 .)
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The "fair argument" standard is virtually the opposite of the typical deferential
standard accorded to agencies . As a leading CEQA treatise explains:
This 'fair argument' standard is very different from the standard nonmally followed
by public agencies in making administrative determinations . Ordinarily, public
agencies weigh the evidence in the record before them and reach a decision
based on a prepondera nce of the evidence . [Citations] . The fair argument
standard , by contrast , prevents the lead agency from weighing compe ting
evidence to determine who has a better argument concerning the likelihood or
extent of a potential environmental Impact. The lead agency's decision is thus
largely legal rather than factua l; it does not resolve conflicts in the evidence but
determines only whether substan tial evidence exists in the record to support the
prescribed fair argument.
(Kostka & Zishcke , Practice Under CEQA , §6.29, pp. 273-274 .) The Courts have
explained that "it ls a question of law, not fact, whether a fa ir argument exists, and the
courts owe no deference to the lead agency's determinat ion. Review is de novo, w ith a
preference for resolving doubts In favor of environmental review." (Poc ket
Protectors, supra , 124 Cal.App.4t h at 928 (emphasis in original].)
As a matter of law, "substa ntial evidence includes ... expert opinion ." (Pub.
Resources Code, § 21080(e)(1) ; CEQA Guidelines, § 15064(f)(5).) CEQA Guidelines
demand that w here experts have presented conflicting evidence on the extent of the
environmental effects of a project , the agency must consider the environmenta l effects
to be significant and prepare an EIR. (CEQA Guidelines § 15064(f)(5); Pub. Res. Code
§ 21080(e)(1); Pocket Protectors, supra ,124 Cal.App .4th at 935.) "Significant
environmental effect" ls defined very broadly as •a substantia l or potentially substant ial
adverse change in the environme nt." (Pub. Resources Code , § 21068; see also CEQA
Guidelines,§ 15382.) An effect on the environment need not be "momentous • to meet
the CEQA test for significance ; it is enough that the impacts are "not trivial." (No OIi,
Inc., supra , 13 Cal.3d at 83.) In Pocket Protectors , the court explained how expert
opinion ls considered. The Court limited agencies and courts to weighing the
admissibi lity of the evidence . (Poc ket Protectors , supra , 124 Ca1App.4th at 935.) In
the context of reviewing a negative declaration, · neither the lead agency nor a court
may 'weigh' conflicting substantia l evidence to determine whether an EIR must be
prepared in the first instance ." (Id.) Where a disagreement arises regarding the validity
of a negative declarat ion, the courts require an EIR. As the Court explained, "[i)t is the
function of an EIR, not a negative declaration, to resolve conflicting claims, based on
substantia l evidence, as to the environmental effects of a project." (Id.)
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DISCUSSION
A.

AN EIR IS REQUIRED B ECA USE TH E PROJEC T WILL MAY HAV E SIGNIFICAN T
UNM ITIGATED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS.

An EIR ls required whenever substantia l evidence in the entire record before the
agency supports a fair argument that a project may have a significant effect on the
environment. (CBE v. SCAQMD, supra, 48 Cal.41hat 319-20 ; Public Resources Code§
21080(d); see also, Pocket Protectors , supra, 124 Cal.App.4 th at 927 .) As set forth
below , there Is a fair argument supported by substantia l evidence that the Project may
result in significant environmenta l impacts from the operation of the Project. Therefore,
the City Is required to prepare an EIR to evaluate the Project's Impacts and analyze
mitigation measures needed to reduce such impacts to a less than significant level.

1. The Project Will Have Significant Unmitigated Blologlcal Impacts.
Wildlife biologist, Dr. Shawn Smallwood , Ph.D., visited the Project site on
December 1, 2019. Dr. Smallwood personally identified and photographed several
special status species on the Project site, including Red-tailed hawk, Merlin, Californ ia
gull, Great-horned owl. (Exhibit A, p.2) . Of particular note, the Initial Study/Mitigated
Negative Declaratlon (IS/MND) concluded that the Merlin was not likely to occur on the
Project site, yet Dr. Smallwood identified and photograp hed this species on the Project
site. (Id. p. 3). Dr. Smallwood further concludes that a biological survey conducted on
Aug . 8 , 2018 Identified California ground squirre ls , and as a result, there is a possibility
of borrowing owl use of the site. (Id . p. 5) .
Dr. Smallwood concludes that •signif icant impacts would occur if the project
destroyed any birds or bird nests protected under California Fish and Game Code ," and
ihe proj ect could cause significant impacts to several species of bats." He concludes
that "Detection surveys should be performed for nesting birds and for bats. An EIR
should be prepared to address potentia l impact on bats ." (Id. p. 5). Dr. Smallwood
concludes that there is a high likelihood of the occurrence of 47 special status species
on the Proj ect site.
Dr. Smallwood concludes that the Project ls likely to have an adverse impact on
w ildlife movement. Dr. Smallwood states:
A site such as the proposed project site is critically important tor wildlife
movement because it composes an increas ingly diminishing patch of open space
w ithin a growing expanse of anthropoge nic uses, forcing more volant wildlife to
use the site as stopover and staging habitat during migration, dispersal , and
home range patrol (Warnock 2010, Taylor el al. 201 1, Runge et al. 2014). The
project would cut wildlife off from stopover and staging habitat, forcing volant
w ildlife to travel even farther between remaining stopover habitat patches . The
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project wou ld therefore interfer e with wildlife movemen t in the region . An EIR
needs lo be prepared to address the proj ect's Impacts on wildlife movement In
the region. (Id. p. 9) .
Dr. Smallwood further concludes that traffic generated by the Project may have
an adverse impact on wi ldlife fa talities . He states, "there Is at least a fair argument that
the project may have adverse impacts on special status species due to traffic-related
w ildlife fata lities . These impacts should be ana lyzed in an EIR , and mitigation
measures should be proposed ." (Id. p. 10).
Finally, Dr. Smal lwood concludes that the IS/MND's mitigation measures are not
sufficient to reduce the Project's impacts to less than significant. (Id . p . 11 ). Dr.
Smallwood recommen ds additiona l mitigatio n measures that should be considered in an
EIR. (Id . p. 12). An EIR must analyze these measures and impose the measures
unless there Is substantive evidence that the measures are infeas ible. City of Marina v.
Board of Trustees of California State University (2006) 39 Cal.4th 341, 368 .
The IS/ MND relies on improper deferred mitigat ion to mitigated significant
impacts . For examp le, 810-2 states that if roost ing bats are found on the Project site,
•cDFW sha ll be contacted about how to proceed ." (IS/MND , p. IS 34). The Court
rejected near ly Identical deferred mitigation in the case of Gentry v. City of Murrieta , 36
Gal. App . 4th 1359, 1396 (1995) . In Gentry, the MND contained a mitigation measure
for potential impacts to Kangaroo Rats that required the deve loper to obtain a biological
report and comply wit h its recommendations . The court explained that this was
inadeq uate since the mitigation measures must be set forth In the CEQA document so
that the public can review and commen t on the ir adequacy .
CEQA does not allow a lead agency to defer development of mitigat ion
measures until after project approval and after approva l of the CEQA document.
Specific mitigat ion measures must be set forth In the CEQA doc ument so tha t the public
can ana lyze whether those measu res wil l be sufficient to reduce Project impacts to
below significance . "A study conducted after approva l of a project w ill inev itably have a
diminished influence on decislonmak lng . Even if the study is subject lo admin istrat ive
approva l, it is analogous lo the sort of post hoc rationa lization of agency actions that
has been repeate dly condemned in decisions cons truing CEQA ." (Sundstrom v. County
of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App .3d 296 , 307 .) "(R]eliance on tentative plans for Mure
mitigatio n after comp letion of the CEQA process significantly undermines CEQA's goals
of fu ll d isclosure and informed decisionmak ing ; and(,) consequently , these mitlgation
plans have been overturned on judi cial review as consti tuting imprope r deferra l of
environmenta l assessment." ( Communities for a Better Environment v. City of
Richmond (2010) 184 Cal.App.4th 70, 92 .) A lead agency's adoption of an EIR's
proposed mitigation measure for a significan t environmental effect that merely state s a
"genera lized goa l" to mitigate a significa nt effect w ithout committing to any specific
criter ia or standard of performance viola tes CEQA by imp roperty deferring the
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formulation and adoption of enfo rceable mitigat ion meas ures . (San Joaqu in Raptor
Rescue Center v. County of Merced (2007 ) 149 Cal .App .4th 645, 670; Communities,
supra , 184 Cal.App.4th at p. 93 [" EIR mere ly proposes a genera liz.ed goa l of no net
increase in greenhouse gas em issions and then sets out a handful of cursori ly
described mitigatio n measures for future cons ideration that might serve to mitigate the
(project 's sign ifican t environmental effects .I") .

2. The Project WIii Have Significant Unmitigated Traffic Impacts.
The IS/MON admits that the Project will have sign ifica nt traffic impacts . The IS
con cludes that the Project will degrade traffic flow at Scen ic Drive/ Inland Center Drive to
LOS F, wh ich is a significan t impact. (IS 95 ). The IS proposes mitigation meas ures that
alleged ly will red uce this impact to less than significant, howeve r, these measures are
inadequate under CEQA. The IS proposes tha t the deve loper w ill make "f air share
cont ributions · to TRA -2, towards restrip lng the southbound off-ramp approa ch from one
left-tum lane , one shared left -turn/through lane and one shared throug h/right -turn lane
to cons ist of one shared left -tum / through lane , one shared through /ri ght-tum lane and
one right-tum lane. Mitigat ion Measure TRA -3 requ ires the appl icant to make a fair
share contribution towards rest riping the northbound off-ramp approa ch from one lefttum lane , one shared throug h/right-tum lane , and one right-tum lane to consist of one
left -tum lane, one shared left -turn/through lane , and right-tum lane . With implementation
of Mitigation Measures TRA -2 and TRA-3 , the IS con d udes that cu mu lative Impacts to
these Intersec tions wou ld be red uced to less than significant.
However , there Is no assurance that these meas ures will actual ly be
imp lemented . Mitiga tion fees are not adequate mitigat ion unless the lead agency can
show that the fees will fund a spec ific mitigat ion plan that will actua lly be implemented in
its entirety. Napa Citizens for Honest Gov. v. Bd. Of Superviso,s (2001 ) 91 Ca11App.4th
342 (no evide nce that Impa cts will be mitigated simply by pay ing a fee ); Ande,son Fi,st
Coal . v. City of Anderson (2005) 130 Ca .App .4th 1173 (traffic mitigat ion fee is
Inadequate because it does not ensure that mitigation measure will actua lly be
imp lemented ). Since there is no assurance that the mitigation meas ures will actua lly be
imp lemented, the Impacts must be considered significant and an EIR must be prepared .

3. The Project May Have Significant Hazardous Mater ial Impacts.
There is a fair argument tha t the Proj ect may have significant haz.ardous
mate rials Impacts related to disturb ing potentia lly contam inated soil. SWAPE notes tha t
no Phase I Env ironmen tal Site Assessment (ESA) has been conducted for the Project .
"Phase I ESAs are commonly Included In CEQA docume ntation to Identify hazardous
waste issues that may pose a risk to the pub lic , workers , or the environment, and which
may requ ire further inves tigatio n, including envi ronme ntal samp ling and cleanup .*
(Exh ibit B, p . 2). In the absence of a Phase I ESA , it can not be determ ined whether the
soil at the Project sits is contam inated .
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CEQA requires the agency to describe the •environmental setting " of the Proj ect.
CEQA Guidelines §15063(d )(2); Mejia v. City of Los Angeles, 130 Cal. App . 4th 322
(2005 ). The "environmental sett ing• is defined as "the phys ical cond itions which exist
with in the area whic h w ill be affected by a proposed project including land , air, water ,
minerals, flora, fauna , amb ient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance ."
Guidelines, § 15360; see§ 2 1060 .5; Ughthouse Field Beach Rescue v. City of Santa
Cruz, 131 Cal. App . 4th 1 170 , 1192 (2005). By failing to conduct a Phase I ESA , the
document fa ils to adequately describe the environmental setting .
"[U]nder CEQA , the lead agency bears a burden to investigate potent ial
environmenta l impacts . 'If the local agency has failed to study an area of poss ible
environmenta l impact, a fair argument may be based on the limited facts in the record .
Deficiencies in the record may actually enlarge the scope of fa ir argument by lending a
logical plaus ibility to a wider range of inferences .' Sundstrom v. County of Mendoc ino
(1988) 202 Cal. App . 3d 296 , 31 1; County Sanitation Dist. No. 2 v. County of Kem
(2005 ) 127 Cal. App . 4th 1544 .
The City should req uire prepa ration of a Phase I ESA, and disclose any soil
contam ination on the Project site. By failing to prepare a Phase I ESA, the City has
enlarged the scope of the fair argument.

4 . The Project May Have Significant A ir Quallty Impacts .
SWAPE points out severa l errors in the IS/ MND's air quality analys is. For
example , the IS/MNO assumes that only 20% of total veh icle trips generated by the
Project wi ll be truck trips . However , the South Coast Air Qua lity Management District
("SCAOMD ") •recommends that lead agenc ies conservatively assume that an average
of 40 % of total trips are truck trips [(0.48 *10 + 0.2 *4)/( 10+4)=0.4)).•· (SWAPE , pp. 3-4).
As a result, the IS/MND underestimates truck traffi c from the Project by approxima tely
half.
SWAPE conclu des that the underest imation of tru ck traffic results in an
underest imation of Proj ect emissions in the CalEEMod air model relied upon by the
IS/MND . SWAPE points out other errors in the CalEEMod , such as the chang ing of the
CalEEMod reduction in PM- 10 and PM-2.5 emissions due to mitigation from 61% to
67%. All of these errors result in an underestimation of airborne Proj ect impacts .

5. T he Project WIii Have Significant Airborne Cancer Risk Impacts.

1

"Appendix E Technical Source Documentatio n." CalEEMod User's Guide , July 2013 , available

at: htto:/Jwww
.aamd.gov/docs/defeu
lt-source/ceaa/handbook/hiQh-cube:warehouse-tno-rate•
study-for-alr-quality-analysls/hlgh-cube-resource-caleemod-appendix-e
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SWAPE concludes that the Project may have significant cancer risks from
airborne pollutants . The IS/ MND concludes that the Proj ect will create an airborne
cancer risk of 8.89 per million (IS p. 28), which is only slightly below the SCAQMD 's
CEQA significance thresho ld of 10 per million .
However , SWAPE points out that there are several errors on this IS/ MND's
analysis . First, as discussed above , the IS/MND underestimates Project traffic by
approxjmate ly half. Second, the IS/MND calculated diesel emissions only from trucks ,
ignoring emissions from on-road mobile vehicle traffic, fugitive dust associated with
roads, architectural coating activities, off-road equipment used during operation,
landscaping equipment, emergency generators , fire pumps , process boilers, consumer
products, parking lot degreasers , fertilizers/pesticides, clean ing supplies, electricity
usage in buildings, electricity usage from lighting in parking lots and lighting , water
usage , and solid waste disposal. By only conducting an HRA for the Proj ect's
operationa l diesel truck traffic, the model underest imates the Project's operational
emissions and excess cancer risk to nearby sensitive receptors . (SWAPE , p. 7).
SWAPE also points out the that the IS/MND's health risk assessmen t (HRA) fails to
comply with the most recent guidance from the California Office of Environ mental
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA ). ( Id.)
Correcting for these errors , SWAPE calculates, "The excess cancer risk over the
course of a residential lifetime (30 years) at the nearest sensitive receptor is
approxima tely 260 In o ne m il li on ." (SWAPE , p . 11 (emphasis added)). This far
exceeds the SCAQMD CEQA significance thresho ld of 10 per million . An EIR is
required to analyze this impact and propose feasible mitigation measures to reduce the
Project's health risks.

6. The Project Will Have Significant Gree nhouse Gas Impacts.
SWAPE concludes that the Project will have significant greenhouse gas (GHG)
impacts . SWAPE concludes that since the Project includes office as well as industr ial
uses, the use of the SCAQMD 's GHG CEQA significance threshold of 10,000 metric
tons per year ("TPY") is improper . Instead, the proper thresho ld is 3 ,000 TPY and 3.0
service population efficiency . SWAPE calculates that total Project GHG emissions will
be 2950 TPY, just slightly below the 3000 TPY threshold . However , the service
population efficiency Is 29.50 TPY - Which Is far above the 3.0 threshold . As a result,
SWAPE concludes that the Proj ect will have significant GHG impacts . (SWAPE p. 16).
SWAPE suggests numerous feasible GHG mitigation measures that have been
implemented on other proj ects. Many of these measures will reduce not only GHG
emissions , but also emiss ions of criteria pollutants and emissions of cance r-causing
pollutants . An EIR should be prepared to analyze these mitigation measures .
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CONCLUSION
For the forego ing reasons , the IS/ MND for the Projec t should be withdrawn , an
EIR should be prepared and the draft EIR shou ld be circtJlated for public review and
comment in accordance w ith CEQA . Thank you for cons idering ou r comments .

Sincerely,

,
1

~
Richard Drury
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