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1 Introduction 

This Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) has been prepared for the City of Moreno Valley (City) 

for the Aquabella Specific Plan Amendment Project (Project) in compliance with the California Environmental Quality 

Act (CEQA) and the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132. The Final SEIR includes the following items as required in 

Section 15132, Contents of Final Environmental Impact Report:  

▪ A list of individuals, organizations, and public agencies that commented on the Draft SEIR  

▪ Comments and recommendations received on the Draft SEIR  

▪ Responses of the lead agency to significant environmental points raised in the review  

▪ Revisions and clarifications to the Draft SEIR (provided as an errata chapter)  

▪ Any other information added by the lead agency  

Organization of the Final SEIR 

The Final SEIR is organized into three chapters, followed by the revised SEIR and technical appendices.  

Chapter 1, Introduction, explains the contents of the Final SEIR. 

Chapter 2, Response to Comments, of the Final SEIR provides a list of commenters on the Draft SEIR, comments, 

and a response to each comment. The Draft SEIR was circulated for public review from May 31, 2024, through July 

15, 2024, in accordance with Section 15105(a) of the CEQA Guidelines. A total of 14 written comment letters were 

received on the Draft SEIR from agencies, organizations, and individuals.  

Chapter 3, Errata, of the Final SEIR summarizes revisions or clarifications to the Draft SEIR. In response to 

comments receive during the Draft SEIR public review, minor revisions and clarifications have been made to 

the document.  

The revised SEIR and technical appendices follow these chapters. 

Minor Clarification Concerning Development Agreement  

Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15124, the Project Description of the Draft SEIR prepared by the City 

describes the discretionary approvals being sought and being processed for the Project. Among these approvals is 

an application for a Development Agreement (PEN 23-0119), which “would be a written agreement between the 

Project applicant and the City in order to specify the respective obligations of the parties.”  

The Development Agreement application was temporarily withdrawn because the parties had not reached any 

tentative agreement until late September/October 2024. However, it was reinstated in October 2024. Therefore, 

the SEIR remains accurate. 

To clarify, although the Project applicant had previously withdrawn the application for a Development Agreement, it 

thereafter requested that the application be reinstated to accommodate the City and the applicant’s Development 

Agreement whereby the Aquabella Project applicant (applicant) has agreed to construct a turn-key 24,000 square 

foot Senior Center (i.e., a designed, constructed, and delivered building) and to dedicate the subject land and 
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improvements to the City. Construction of the Senior Center and the conveyance of the land and improvements to 

the City must occur no later than 36 months after the occupancy permit (final inspection) is issued for the 8,000th 

residential unit within the Project. In addition, the Aquabella Development Agreement shall (as agreed to by the City 

and the applicant) require the applicant to develop 80 acres of land for public park purposes, and to dedicate said 

parkland and improvements to the City, subject to the City providing the applicant with the appropriate Development 

Impact Fee credits. Also, the applicant acknowledges that a total of 129 acres of parkland is required as a condition 

of approval of the Project; as such, the applicant acknowledges that it shall be obligated to pay the Quimby Fees 

and associated Development Impact Fees (for parks) for the remaining 49 acres that are not dedicated by or 

developed by the applicant. 
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2 Responses to Comment Letters 
Received on the Draft Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report  

The Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) for the Aquabella Specific Plan Amendment Project 

(Project) was circulated for public review from May 31, 2024, through July 15, 2024, in accordance with Section 

15105(a) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. A total of 14 written comment letters were 

received on the Draft SEIR from agencies, organizations, and individuals as shown in Table 1. Each of the written 

comment letters has been assigned an alphanumeric label, and the individual comments within each written comment 

letter are bracketed and numbered. For example, Comment Letter A1 contains four comments that are numbered A1-1 

through A1-4. 

The responses to each comment on the Draft SEIR represent a good-faith, reasoned effort to address the 

environmental issues identified by the comments. Pursuant to Section 15088(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, the City 

of Moreno Valley (City), as lead agency, is not required to respond to all comments on the Draft SEIR, only those 

comments that raise significant environmental issues. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15088 and 

15204, the City has independently evaluated the comments and prepared, or caused to be prepared, the attached 

written responses to any significant environmental issues raised. 

Specifically, CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) provides as follows (emphasis added): 

The lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who 

reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response. The lead agency shall respond to 

comments raising significant environmental issues received during the noticed comment period 

and any extensions and may respond to late comments.  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 states the following (emphasis added): 

In reviewing draft EIRs, persons and public agencies should focus on the sufficiency of the 

document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways in which 

the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated. Comments are most helpful 

when they suggest additional specific alternatives or mitigation measures that would provide better 

ways to avoid or mitigate the significant environmental effects. At the same time, reviewers should 

be aware that the adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light 

of factors such as the magnitude of the project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental 

impacts, and the geographic scope of the project. CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct 

every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by 

commentors. When responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant 

environmental issues and do not need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long 

as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR. 
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CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(c) is also important in explaining the parameters of comments in a final EIR or 

SEIR (emphasis added): 

Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, and should submit data or references 

offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in 

support of the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered significant 

in the absence of substantial evidence. 

2.1 Topical Responses 

In response to various comments received on the Draft SEIR, the following topical responses were prepared to 

address commonly raised issues. These topical responses are referenced below in individual letter responses 

where applicable.  

Topical Response 1: SB 330 and General Plan Consistency Analysis  

This topical response addresses comments on the Draft SEIR that the City cannot rely on the City of Moreno Valley 

General Plan 2040 (2040 General Plan), nor consider the Project until the City corrects the deficiencies found in 

the Final Environmental Impact Report for the MoVal 2040: Moreno Valley Comprehensive Plan Update, Housing 

Element Update, and Climate Action Plan (2040 General Plan EIR) (baseline/greenhouse gas emissions, air quality, 

and energy) and re-adopts the 2040 General Plan and associated revised 2040 General Plan EIR. 

State housing laws and local implementing regulations require and permit timely processing and consideration of 

this mixed-use/residential housing development project for several reasons. New housing production laws have 

declared a statewide and housing supply and affordability crisis and such laws have created a preliminary 

application and fee payment process for housing development projects (Senate Bill [SB] 330). SB 330 allows a 

project applicant to have a housing development project be “subject only to the ordinances, policies, and standards 

adopted and in effect when the preliminary application and fee were submitted. (See Government Code Sections 

65589.5[o][1] and 65589.5[o][2][E]][4], defining “ordinances, policies, and standards” to include “general plan, 

community plan, specific plan, zoning,…and other rules, regulations, requirements, and policies of the 

local agency.”)  

The Project, a housing development project as defined by applicable law, is an SB 330 project. The Project 

submitted an SB 330 preliminary application to the City and paid the requisite fee to the City on September 6, 

2023. By submitting the SB 330 application and paying the fee, the Project applicant locked in place for the Project 

the City’s ordinances, policies, and standards then in effect, which included the 2040 General Plan, 2040 General 

Plan EIR, and associated zoning. 

In May 2024, the Riverside Superior Court ruled the 2040 General Plan, its EIR, and associated zoning were to be 

set aside (excepting the 2021–2029 Housing Element); however, the court did not prohibit the City from acting with 

respect to land use issues. (See judgment filed May 6, 2024, in Sierra Club v. City of Moreno Valley, Case No. 

CVR12103300.) The documents being set aside is an interim measure while the City takes prompt action to correct 

specified deficiencies in the 2040 General Plan EIR pursuant to court direction, after which it will reconsider the 

revised 2040 General Plan EIR. (The 2040 General Plan update litigation also did not challenge or otherwise 

invalidate the “content” of the 2040 General Plan or associated zoning amendments.)  
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Statewide Housing Crisis 

The state legislature, governor, and courts have recognized that decades of stagnant housing production have 

resulted in an unprecedented and deepening statewide housing crisis, perpetuating the state’s nearly last place 

ranking across the United States for homeowner rates and housing supply (Government Code Section 

65589.5[a][1][B], [a][2][E], [F]). As found by the legislature (Government Code Section 65589.5[a][2][A]): 

California has a housing supply and affordability crisis of historic proportions. The consequences 

of failing to effectively and aggressively confront this crisis are hurting millions of Californians, 

robbing future generations of the chance to call California home, stifling economic opportunities 

for workers and businesses, worsening poverty and homelessness, and undermining the state's 

environmental and climate objectives. 

Government Code Section 65589.5(a)(2)(B) states:  

While the causes of this crisis are multiple and complex, the absence of meaningful and effective 

policy reforms to significantly enhance the approval and supply of housing affordable to 

Californians of all income levels is a key factor. 

Government Code Section 65589.5(a)(2)(J) states: 

California's housing picture has reached a crisis of historic proportions despite the fact that, for 

decades, the Legislature has enacted numerous statutes intended to significantly increase the 

approval, development, and affordability of housing for all income levels, including this section. 

Government Code Section 65589.5(a)(2)(K) states:  

The Legislature's intent in enacting this section in 1982 and in expanding its provisions since then 

was to significantly increase the approval and construction of new housing for all economic 

segments of California's communities by meaningfully and effectively curbing the capability of local 

governments to deny, reduce the density for, or render infeasible housing development projects 

and emergency shelters. That intent has not been fulfilled. 

(See also Ruegg & Ellsworth v. City of Berkeley [2021] 63 Cal.App.5th 277, 296, rehearing denied [May 19, 2021], 

review denied [July 28, 2021].) 

The housing crisis is severely impacting California families, resulting in increased overcrowding, homelessness, and 

excessive commutes, particularly for low- and middle-income working families (Government Code Section 

65589.5[a][1][C]). Among the consequences are a “lack of housing to support employment growth, imbalance in 

jobs and housing, reduced mobility, urban sprawl, excessive commuting, and air quality deterioration” (Government 

Code, Section 65589.5[a][1][C]). “An additional consequence of the state’s cumulative housing shortage is a 

significant increase in greenhouse gas emissions caused by the displacement and redirection of populations to 

states with greater housing opportunities, particularly working- and middle-class households. California's 

cumulative housing shortfall therefore has not only national but international environmental consequences” 

(Government Code, Section 65589.5[a][2][I]).  

“The lack of housing … is a critical problem that threatens the economic, environmental, and social quality of life in 

California” (SB 330, Section 3, Government Code, Section 65589.5[a][1][A]). The housing crisis “harms families 
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across California” (SB 330, Sections 2[a][6][A]–[E]), “severely impact[s] the state’s economy” (SB 330, Sections 

2[a][11][A]–[C]), and “harms the environment” (SB 330, Sections 2[a][12][A]–[B]).  

By contrast, when “Californians have access to safe and affordable housing, they have more money for food and 

health care; they are less likely to become homeless and in need of government-subsidized services; their children 

do better in school; and businesses have an easier time recruiting and retaining employees” (Government Code, 

Section 65589.5[a][2][H]).  

Limiting the supply of housing in the face of stable or growing demand pushes rents and home sale prices up. 

Facing a more than 40 year backlog of millions of units and growing need, the legislature has adopted a suite of 

legislation in an effort to expand the supply of housing to meet state and local needs (Government Code Section 

65589.5[a][1][C]; Newsom 2017).  

The legislature also expressed the state policy that its housing law be “interpreted and implemented in a manner 

to afford the fullest possible weight” to the approval and provision of housing (Government Code, Section 

65589.5[a][1][L]). 

Preliminary Application Process  

The legislature passed SB 330, the Housing Crisis Act of 2019, and it became effective January 1, 2020. The state 

housing law declares a statewide housing emergency and adopts a suite of laws to hasten housing production. SB 

330 added Section 65941.1 to the Government Code along with revisions to Section 65589.5 (the Housing 

Accountability Act) to create a “preliminary application process” for a “housing development project.”1  

Aquabella Project SB 330 Preliminary Application 

On September 6, 2023, the Project applicant submitted an SB 330 preliminary application to the City and paid the 

requisite permit processing fee. Thereafter, the Project applicant punctually submitted the remaining documents 

needed to process the SB 330 application for the Project, as required by Government Code, Section 65941.1(d)(1), 

in October 2023. By September 2023, the 2040 General Plan and related zoning changes were already in effect.2 

The City’s Housing Element, as modified in October 2022 and certified by the California Department of Housing and 

Community Development, was also in effect (Resolution 2022-67). Thus, these ordinances, policies, and standards 

were vested or “frozen” in place for the Project, and the Project is appropriately evaluated for consistency with the 

2040 General Plan.  

Thereafter, in May 2024, the Riverside County Superior Court issued a judgment and writ directing that the City set 

aside certification of the 2040 General Plan EIR due to inadequacies identified in the Final Program EIR regarding 

baseline greenhouse gas emissions, air quality, and energy use and set aside approval of the 2040 General Plan 

and related zoning amendments until those errors are corrected. Other than the Climate Action Plan, the 2040 

 
1 A "housing development project” is defined to include, “Mixed-use developments consisting of residential and non-residential 

uses with at least two-thirds of the square footage designated for residential use” (Government Code, Section 65589.5[h][2][B]). 

The Project, which is a mixed-use, residential (15,000 units) and non-residential project, satisfies SB 330’s definition of a “housing 

development project” because it is a mixed-use development with residential and non-residential uses with at least two-thirds of 

the total square footage designated for residential use. 
2 The City’s 2040 General Plan was adopted by Resolution No. 2021-47 in June 2021; the related zoning changes were adopted 

by Ordinance No. 981 in June and August 2021. 
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General Plan itself was not found defective. Further, the court did not prohibit the City from acting with respect to 

land use issues (Sierra Club v. City of Moreno Valley, CVRI2103300, April 12, 2024, Minute Order).  

Accordingly, state housing law—including SB 330 and the Housing Accountability Act—requires the City to process 

and consider approval of this housing development project based on the 2040 General Plan, zoning amendments, 

and related approvals. 

Aquabella Project General Plan Amendment and Rezone 

The Project entitlements propose amendments to both the 2040 General Plan and the Aquabella Specific Plan, as 

well as a Change of Zone (Rezone) to allow for the development of the Project’s 15,000 residences and related 

mixed-uses and non-residential uses. As a result, the Draft SEIR describes the discretionary approvals sought if 

either the 2040 General Plan or the 2006 General Plan (and their related zoning) is in effect when the City Council 

considers Project approval (refer to Draft SEIR Section 1.2, pp. 1-3 through 1-4). Project consistency with the 2006 

General Plan is also evaluated in Draft SEIR Appendix A, Specific Plan Amendment. This consistency analysis was 

performed as a backup consistency analysis. Also, the Draft SEIR is a stand-alone project environmental analysis; 

it does not tier from the City’s 2040 General Plan EIR. 

In sum, the Draft SEIR appropriately considers the Project and its consistency with the City’s 2040 General Plan 

and zoning in alignment with state housing law and the urgent need to address the housing crisis. 

Resources 

The following resources support the information presented in this topical response; these resources are available 

for public review and inspection upon request to the City, and they are incorporated by this reference and included 

in this record: 

 Aquabella Project SB 330 Preliminary Application, payment receipt, and related e-mails 

 City Council Resolution No. 2021-46 (June 15, 2021) (certifying the 2040 General Plan EIR and adopting 

findings, overriding considerations, and mitigation monitoring and reporting program under CEQA) 

 City Council Resolution No. 2021-47 (June 2021) (approving the 2040 General Plan, Climate Action Plan, 

and Climate Action Plan appendices, which had the effect of superseding the 2006 General Plan) 

 City Council Ordinance No. 981 (June 15, 2021, introduction/first reading and August 3, 2021, 

adoption/second reading) 

 City’s Housing Element (as modified in October 2022 and certified by the California Department of Housing 

and Community Development) 

 City Council Resolution 2022-67 (October 2022) 

 California Department of Housing and Community Development Letter to City dated October 11, 2022 

 Adopted Land Use Map (Updated April 2024) 

 Adopted Circulation Map (Updated October 2021) 

 Permitted Uses Table 9.02-020-1 

 Permitted Uses Table 9.02-020-2 

 Revised Zoning Atlas Map Pages 

 Revised Mixed-Use Overlay Map 
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 Zoning Map (Updated April 2024) 

 Statement of Decision (March 5, 2024) 

 Joint Response to City’s Objections filed by the Sierra Club and the Attorney General (March 29, 2024) 

 Minute Order (April 12, 2024) (Sierra Club v. City of Moreno Valley, Case No. CVR12103300) 

 Judgment (May 6, 2024) 

 Peremptory Writ of Mandate (May 6, 2024) 

 June 18, 2024, Report to City Council (setting aside Resolutions 2021-46 and 2021-47 and ordinance 

repealing Ordinance No. 981) 

 Resolution No. 2024-37 (June 25, 2024) (setting aside Resolution Nos. 2021-46 and 2021-47 regarding 

certification of 2040 General Plan EIR and approval of 2040 General Plan)  

 Ordinance No. 1014 (August 8, 2024) (repealing Ordinance No. 981 regarding the Zoning Ordinance 

Amendment for the 2040 General Plan 

Topical Response 2: Air Quality 

This response addresses comments on the Draft SEIR, which state that the Project gives rise to air quality impacts, 

significant unavoidable air quality impacts, and health concerns. The City responds to such comments below. 

Background 

As required by CEQA, the Draft SEIR analyzed and identified the Project’s air quality impacts and made a good-faith 

effort to eliminate and/or minimize all potentially significant air quality impacts resulting from the Project through 

compliance with applicable laws and regulations, adoption of the required project design features (PDFs), and 

identification of all feasible mitigation measures (see Draft SEIR Section 4.3, pp. 4.3-1 through 4.3-69). The SEIR’s 

analyses are supported by the May 2024 Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy Technical Report 

(Draft SEIR Appendix D) prepared by subject matter specialists at Dudek (an environmental consulting firm).  

In accordance with City practice, the Draft SEIR utilized the air quality significance criteria in Appendix G of the CEQA 

Guidelines and the emissions-based significance thresholds recommended by the South Coast Air Quality 

Management District (SCAQMD) (Draft SEIR Section 4.3, pp. 4.3-21 through 4.3-24). Additionally, the Project’s air 

quality analysis required implementation of PDFs intended to reduce criteria air pollutant emissions and other 

potential environmental impacts, such as those related to vehicle miles traveled, in order to achieve direct or 

indirect air quality co-benefits (Draft SEIR Section 4.3, pp. 4.3-24 through 4.3-26).  

The Draft SEIR disclosed the Project’s air quality impacts and mitigation as compared to the prior Aquabella project 

CEQA analyses and approvals (the original Specific Plan 218 and 2005 Aquabella Specific Plan Amendment). As 

discussed in the SEIR, the Project site has long been planned for residential, mixed-use development, with at least 

three environmental reviews and project updates over the years (see Draft SEIR Section 1.1, pp. 1-1 through 1-3). 

The original 1999 EIR for the prior Aquabella project (2,922 single-family residential units and other uses) found 

that significant air quality impacts would result from the prior project’s inconsistency with SCAQMD Air Quality 

Management Plan (AQMP) and operation-related criteria air pollutant emissions. The 1999 EIR proposed mitigation 

adopted by the City that reduced all air quality impacts to less-than-significant levels except for the prior project’s 

inconsistency with the then-applicable AQMP. The plan inconsistency remained a significant and 

unavoidable impact. 
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As required by CEQA, Draft SEIR Chapter 7, Alternatives, analyzed and compared the environmental consequences 

of the Project to seven alternatives to the Project. Except for Alternative 1, the No Project Alternative (zero residential 

units and no development), all the “build” alternatives resulted in similar, slightly reduced, or greater air quality 

impacts when compared to the Project (see Draft SEIR Table 7-1, Comparison of the Environmental Impacts of 

Alternatives, p. 7-26). Further, no Project alternative eliminated the Project’s identified significant and unavoidable 

air quality impacts (see Alternatives 3 through 7 in Draft SEIR Chapter 7, pp. 7-12 through 7-25).  

Below is a detailed summary of the key significance findings in the Project’s air quality assessment. This summary 

is based primarily on the analysis in Draft SEIR Section 4.3, Air Quality, and the supporting Dudek technical report 

(Draft SEIR Appendix D). 

Air Quality – Summary of Impact Findings 

As background, the Draft SEIR’s air quality assessment considered both criteria air pollutants and toxic air 

contaminants (TACs) associated with the Project. Criteria air pollutants are defined as pollutants for which the 

regulatory agencies have established ambient air quality standards for outdoor concentrations to protect public 

health. Criteria air pollutants include ozone, nitrogen dioxide, carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide, particulate 

matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 10 microns (PM10), particulate matter with an 

aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 2.5 microns (PM2.5), and lead. Pollutants considered in this component 

of the analysis also include volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx), which are important 

because they are precursors to the formation of ozone (see Draft SEIR Appendix D, p. xxiii). TACs are substances 

released into the air that are identified as toxic—due to their potential to cause adverse health effects in humans—

by federal and state agencies following the review of available scientific evidence.  

Construction-Related Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions 

Construction of the Project would result in the temporary addition of criteria air pollutant emissions to the local air 

basin caused by on-site sources (e.g., off-road construction and grading equipment, soil disturbance/grading, and 

VOC off-gassing) and off-site sources (e.g., on-road all trucks, vendor trucks, and worker vehicle trips) (see Draft 

SEIR Appendix D, p. xxiv). Most of the short-term construction mitigation strategies set forth in the Draft SEIR focus 

on minimizing construction equipment exhaust (including the use of Tier 4 Final equipment) (EPA 2024), restricting 

truck and equipment idling times, controlling construction dust, and using super-compliant low-VOC paints during 

construction to protect public health (see Draft SEIR, Appendix D, pp. xxxi–xxxiv [Mitigation Measure (MM) AQ-2 

through MM-AQ-7]).  

As shown in Draft SEIR Section 4.3, after implementation of MM-AQ-2 through MM-AQ-7, regional construction 

emissions would not exceed the applicable SCAQMD significance thresholds for any criteria air pollutant. Therefore, 

construction-related impacts associated with a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for 

which the Project region is in nonattainment would be less than significant with mitigation (see Draft SEIR 

Appendix D, p. xxiv).  

Operation-Related Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions 

Operation of the Project would generate criteria air pollutant emissions from mobile sources (vehicles), area sources 

(consumer products, architectural coatings, and landscape equipment), and energy sources (natural gas 

consumption from restaurant land uses only) on an ongoing basis (see Draft SEIR Appendix D, p. xxv). During 

operation, the Project would exceed the numerical significance thresholds established by SCAQMD for VOC, NOx, 
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CO, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions. As a result, Project operations would result in a cumulatively considerable increase 

in emissions of nonattainment criteria pollutants and the impact would be significant and unavoidable, even after 

the implementation of the PDFs and all feasible mitigation (see MM-AQ-8 through MM-AQ-11).  

Additionally, concurrent Project construction and operational activities would exceed the numerical significance 

thresholds recommended by SCAQMD for operational emission of VOC, NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 with PDFs and 

the identified mitigation measures (see Draft SEIR Section 4.3.7, pp. 4.3-68 through 4.3-69). 

Air Quality Plan Consistency 

In its CEQA Air Quality Handbook, SCAQMD set forth two criteria for determining a project’s consistency with its 

AQMPs (Chapter 12, Sections 12.2 and 12.3, in SCAQMD 1993). 

SCAQMD Consistency Criterion No. 1 asks whether the project “will result in an increase in the frequency or severity 

of existing air quality violations or cause or contribute to new violations or delay the timely attainment of air quality 

standards of the interim emissions reductions specified in the AQMP” (SCAQMD 1993). This significance criterion 

is consistent with CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, Threshold 1 (Draft SEIR Section 4.3.3, pp. 4.3-21 through 4.3-34).  

As shown in the Draft SEIR and associated technical report, the Project’s construction emissions would not exceed 

applicable SCAQMD thresholds after implementation of MM-AQ-2 through MM-AQ-7. However, the Project’s 

operational emissions would result in exceedances of applicable thresholds for VOC, NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 

emissions, even after implementation of PDFs and mitigation. As such, the Project’s operational criteria air pollutant 

emissions would have the potential to increase the frequency or severity of a violation of the federal or state ambient 

air quality standards; therefore, the Project would conflict with this criterion.  

SCAQMD Consistency Criterion No. 2 asks whether the project “will exceed the assumptions in the AQMP, or 

increments based on the year of project buildout and phase” (SCAQMD 1993). This criterion is also consistent with 

CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, Threshold 1.  

The 2022 AQMP accommodates planned growth in the South Coast Air Basin. Projects are considered consistent 

with the 2022 AQMP and would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 2022 AQMP if the growth in 

socioeconomic factors (e.g., population, employment) is consistent with the underlying regional plans used to 

develop the AQMP.  

Based on the Draft SEIR, the Project would result in the construction of an additional 12,298 multifamily and 

workforce housing dwelling units for all ages and income levels when compared to the existing approved plan of 

2,922 dwelling units, for a total 15,000 units. The proposed 12,298 additional units would have the potential to 

house approximately 35,295 more people compared to the prior approvals, based on an average household size 

of 2.87 persons per dwelling unit, and a total of approximately 43,050 people would be housed at the Project site 

after full build-out. The Project’s 43,050 population estimate would fall within the Southern California Association 

of Government (SCAG) forecast of an additional 61,100 new residents by 2045 in the City of Moreno Valley (SCAG 

2020a); thus, the Project would accommodate population growth anticipated to occur in the City through 2045. 

Permanent jobs would mostly be associated with the Project’s town center and proposed schools. The Project is 

not anticipated to cause significant numbers of people to relocate for employment purposes. Therefore, Project 

construction and operation is not anticipated to induce substantial unplanned population growth related to 

employment, which would be within the SCAG forecast of 29,400 new jobs within the City by 2045 (SCAG 2020a). 
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While the preceding considerations and numerical assessment support a determination that the Project’s 

residential and employment growth are within the SCAG 2020–2045 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 

Communities Strategy growth projections for Moreno Valley, because the Project includes a General Plan 

Amendment to increase the residential land use density (allowing for up to 50 dwelling units per acre) beyond that 

allowed for under current General Plan land use and zoning designations, the Project’s increase in residential 

population may conflict with the regional growth projections assumed in the 2022 AQMP. The Project’s employment 

is less likely to conflict with regional growth projections because the site was previously approved for 25 acres of 

commercial use (300,000 square feet of commercial/retail), and the Project provides less commercial use; 

however, the Project also includes four schools, which were previously not assumed, so overall employment growth 

could conflict with the 2022 AQMP growth assumptions. 

As such, the Project would result in increased population and employment growth that may not be within SCAG’s 

projections incorporated in the 2022 AQMP. Thus, the Project would potentially conflict with Consistency Criterion 

No. 2 of the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook. 

In summary, the Project would potentially conflict with Consistency Criteria Nos. 1 and 2 of the SCAQMD CEQA Air 

Quality Handbook, and the Project’s impacts relative to AQMP consistency would be potentially significant (see Draft 

SEIR Section 4.3.3, pp. 4.3-21 through 4.3-34). As to Consistency Criterion No. 1, the Draft SEIR states that 

implementation of MM-AQ-2 through MM-AQ-7 would not reduce the Project’s operational VOC, NOx, CO, PM10, and 

PM2.5 emissions below the SCAQMD mass daily significance thresholds. As to Consistency Criterion No. 2, the Draft 

SEIR states that MM-AQ-1 would be implemented to ensure that the appropriate residential and employment growth 

projections at the Project site are incorporated into the next SCAG Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 

Communities Strategy and thereby be incorporated into the following SCAQMD AQMP. However, the Project would 

still result in a temporary conflict with SCAQMD Consistency Criterion No. 2, even with implementation of MM-AQ-

1. As such, the Project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact regarding the potential to conflict with 

SCAQMD’s 2022 AQMP. 

Potential to Result in a Cumulatively Considerable Net Increase of Any Nonattainment  

Criteria Pollutant 

Construction Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions 

As stated above, the Draft SEIR has determined that, after implementation of MM-AQ-2 through MM-AQ-7, the 

Project’s regional construction emissions would not exceed the applicable SCAQMD thresholds of significance for 

any criteria pollutant. Therefore, construction-related impacts associated with a cumulatively considerable net 

increase of any criteria pollutant for which the Project region is nonattainment would be less than significant 

with mitigation. 

Operational Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions 

As stated above, the Draft SEIR has determined that, even with implementation of PDFs and mitigation measures 

(MM-AQ-8 through MM-AQ-11), the Project would exceed the SCAQMD operational thresholds for VOC, NOx, CO, 

PM10, and PM2.5 emissions. The South Coast Air Basin has been designated as a national nonattainment area for 

ozone and PM2.5 and a California nonattainment area for ozone, PM10, and PM2.5. Concurrent construction and 

operational activities would also exceed the numerical thresholds of significance recommended by SCAQMD for 

operational emissions of VOCs, NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5, even with PDFs and mitigation. Because the Project-

generated operational emissions would exceed the SCAQMD thresholds, the Draft SEIR found that the Project would 



2 - RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

SEIR FOR THE AQUABELLA SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENT PROJECT 15010 
OCTOBER 2024 2-10 

result in a cumulatively considerable increase in emissions of nonattainment pollutants, and the impact would be 

significant and unavoidable.  

Exposure of Sensitive Receptors 

Localized Significance Thresholds 

The Draft SEIR conducted a localized significance threshold (LST) analysis consistent with the SCAQMD guidance 

to determine potential impacts to nearby sensitive receptors during construction of the Project. Construction of the 

Project would result in emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 that would exceed the applicable SCAQMD LSTs without 

mitigation (see Threshold 3 discussion in Draft SEIR Section 4.3.4.2, pp. 4.3-50 through 4.3-57). As such, the 

Project would result in a potentially significant impact related to construction LSTs prior to mitigation. 

Implementation of MM-AQ-2 through MM-AQ-7, however, would reduce the Project’s construction emissions below 

the applicable SCAQMD LSTs, and associated impacts would be less than significant with mitigation (see Threshold 

3 discussion in Draft SEIR Section 4.3.4.2, pp. 4.3-50 through 4.3-57).  

According to Draft SEIR Appendix D, no operational LST analysis was determined to be necessary per the SCAQMD 

LST guidance as the Project would not result in substantial on-site sources of criteria air pollutant emissions (e.g., 

stationary sources), especially since the Project eliminates most of the anticipated natural gas use (with 

implementation of PDF-AQ/GHG-2) (see Draft SEIR Appendix D, p. xxv). Therefore, operational LST impacts would 

be less than significant.  

Carbon Monoxide Hotspots 

Based on Draft SEIR Appendix D, the Project would not expose sensitive receptors to localized high concentrations 

of CO or contribute to traffic volumes at intersections that would cause a CO hotspot during construction or 

operation (see Draft SEIR Appendix D, p. xxv). As such, potential construction or operational CO hotspot impacts 

would be less than significant without the need for mitigation.  

Health Risk Assessment 

Construction 

As explained in the Draft SEIR (Section 4.3.3, pp. 4.3-21 through 4.3-34, and Appendix D), a construction health 

risk assessment was performed to estimate the Maximum Individual Cancer Risk and the Chronic Hazard Index for 

nearby residential receptors due to Project-generated TACs during construction.  

Without mitigation, Project construction activities would result in a Residential Maximum Individual Cancer Risk of 

63.2 in 1 million for off-site receptors and 33.2 in 1 million for on-site receptors, which exceeds the SCAQMD 

significance threshold of 10 in 1 million. The Project would also exceed the cancer risk thresholds for the nearest 

nonresidential sensitive receptor (Vista del Lago High School) at 20.8 in 1 million (see Draft SEIR Section 4.3, Table 

4.3-15, p. 4.3-54). Thus, Project construction TAC health risk impacts would be potentially significant prior to 

mitigation (see Draft SEIR Section 4.3, pp. 4.3-54 through 4.3-55). However, after incorporation of MM-AQ-2 (see 

Draft SEIR Section 4.3, Table 4.3-16, p. 4.3-55), the health risk assessment results show that the Residential 

Maximum Individual Cancer Risk for off-site receptors, on-site receptors, and nonresidential receptors would be 

avoided as the cancer risk would be reduced below the threshold of 10 in 1 million. Thus, as to exposure of sensitive 
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receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, Project-specific TAC impacts associated with cancer risk during 

construction would be less than significant with mitigation (see Draft SEIR Section 4.3, p. 4.3-55). 

As to the non-cancer health risk metric, Project construction would result in a Residential Chronic Hazard Index of 

0.04 for off-site receptors and 0.02 for on-site receptors, which is below the 1.0 significance threshold set by 

SCAQMD; therefore, the impact would be less than significant.  

Operation 

As with the LST analysis summarized above, no operational health risk assessment was determined to be required 

because no long-term, operational sources of TACs are anticipated. As such, the Project’s potential operational 

health risk impact would be less than significant (see Draft SEIR Section 4.3, pp. 4.3-55 through 4.3-56). 

Cumulative Health Risk 

As explained in the Draft SEIR (Section 4.3, p. 4.3-56), SCAQMD does not have an established approach to 

assessing cumulative health risk impacts. However, SCAQMD has initiated a public process (including five Working 

Group meetings as of June 2024) for the development of additional guidance for public agencies when they 

evaluate cumulative air quality impacts from increased concentrations of TACs for projects subject to the 

requirements of CEQA. As part of this public process, SCAQMD has not included construction health risk in the 

cumulative health risk analysis recommendations since construction is typically short-term. However, the draft 

applicability framework of the SCAQMD cumulative health risk concept includes long-term construction with the 

examples of transportation projects such as high-speed rail. Because construction of the Project is assumed to 

have a duration of 12 years, it may not qualify as a short-term project and the final guidance—once issued—may be 

applicable (see Draft SEIR Section 4.3, p. 4.3-56). Nonetheless, as described in the Draft SEIR, the Project itself 

would result in less-than-significant construction-related health risk impacts with implementation of MM-AQ-2. 

Therefore, the Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable health risk impact from construction.  

In addition, SCAQMD has indicated that projects that consist of primarily residential development, such as the 

Project, would screen out of a cumulative health risk analysis for operations since they tend to have low potential 

cancer risk (SCAQMD 2023).  

Overall, based on the preceding considerations, potential cumulative health risk associated with Project 

development would be potentially significant prior to mitigation and less than significant after mitigation.  

Valley Fever 

As explained in the Draft SEIR (Section 4.3, pp. 4.3-56 through 4.3-57), valley fever is not highly endemic to 

Riverside County. Nonetheless, to reduce fugitive dust from the Project and minimize adverse air quality impacts, 

the Project would employ dust control measures in accordance with SCAQMD Rules 401 and 403. The Project would 

not result in a significant impact attributable to valley fever exposure based on its geographic location and 

compliance with applicable regulatory standards and dust control measures, which would serve to minimize the 

release of and exposure to fungal spores. Therefore, the Draft SEIR found that Project impacts associated with 

valley fever exposure for sensitive receptors would be less than significant.  
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Other Emissions (Odors) 

As explained in the Draft SEIR (Section 4.3, pp. 4.3-57 through 4.3-58), the analysis of other emissions is focused 

on the potential for an odor impact to occur. Potential odors produced during Project construction would be 

attributable to architectural coatings, asphalt pavement application, and concentrations of unburned hydrocarbons 

from tailpipes of construction equipment, all of which would disperse rapidly from the Project site and generally 

occur at magnitudes that would not affect substantial numbers of people. The Draft SEIR found that impacts 

associated with odors during construction would be less than significant. The Draft SEIR also found that the Project 

operation would not include land uses with sources that have the potential to generate substantial odors, and 

impacts associated with odors during operation would be less than significant.  

Attachments 

Draft SEIR Chapter 1A, Executive Summary, Section 1A.6, includes Table 1A-2, Project Design Features (pp. 1A-12 

through 1A-21), which provides the list of all PDFs incorporated into the Aquabella Specific Plan Amendment and 

Project Design in order to minimize potential environmental effects of the Project. To ensure enforcement, the Draft 

SEIR states that the PDFs will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan, which is 

required by CEQA, California Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15097 (see 

Draft SEIR Section 1A.6, p.1A-12). These CEQA provisions require a lead agency that approves or carries out a 

project, where a CEQA document has identified significant environmental effects, to adopt a “reporting or 

monitoring program for the changes to the project which it has adopted or made a condition of a project approval 

in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment.” The intent of the Mitigation Monitoring and 

Reporting Plan is to ensure implementation of the mitigation measures (and PDFs) identified in the SEIR for the 

Project.  

Table 1A-2, Project Design Features – Air Quality/Transportation/Land Use, included as Attachment A to this 

document, sets forth the specific PDFs related to air quality, transportation, and land use. When combined, these 

PDFs directly or indirectly result in reductions in criteria air pollutant and TAC emissions. These measures will be 

included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan. Refer also to Draft SEIR Table 4.3-6 (pp. 4.3-25 

through 4.3-26), which explains whether these PDFs are incorporated into the air quality emissions estimates as a 

quantitative feature or a qualitative supporting feature (i.e., emissions reductions not quantitatively estimated).  

Table 1A-3A, Summary of Project Air Quality Impacts, Mitigation, and Level of Significance, included as Attachment 

B to this document, contains a focused summary of the air quality significance criteria, the air quality impact 

determination before mitigation, the air quality mitigation measures, and the level of significance after the 

mitigation measures are applied to the Project.  

The purpose of both Attachments A and B is to bring together all the Project’s air quality PDFs and mitigation 

measures so that the reader is apprised of all such tools used to avoid or significantly lessen the Project’s air 

quality impacts.  

Significant and Unavoidable Air Quality Impacts 

The Draft SEIR finds that the Project will result in the significant unavoidable air quality impacts described above 

(i.e., the Project’s potential conflict with the 2022 AQMP and exceedance of SCAQMD’s mass emissions thresholds 

for operational criteria air pollutants) and that such impacts cannot be avoided or reduced further despite 

compliance with all applicable federal, state, regional and local air quality laws and regulations; adherence to the 



2 - RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

SEIR FOR THE AQUABELLA SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENT PROJECT 15010 
OCTOBER 2024 2-13 

required PDFs; and incorporation of all feasible mitigation measures (see Attachments A and B). After considering 

the Project and the administrative record and weighing the Project’s economic, legal, social, technological, 

environmental, and other benefits against the Project’s significant and unavoidable air quality impacts, the City will 

be asked to find that each of the significant public benefits associated with the Project constitutes an overriding 

consideration that outweighs the Project’s significant and unavoidable air quality impacts. As such, the City will be 

asked to consider adoption of a Statement of Overriding Considerations pursuant to CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. 

Topical Response 3: Project Design Features  

This response addresses comments stating that the Draft SEIR’s treatment of project design features (PDF), part 

of the Project, violates CEQA because the Draft SEIR has wrongfully considered the PDFs as mitigation measures, 

an analysis prohibited by the Court of Appeal’s opinion in Lotus v. Department of Transportation, (2014) 223 

Cal.App.4th 645. 

The Lotus decision involved the reconstruction of Highway 101 through an old growth stand of redwood trees north 

of San Francisco (Id. at p. 648). The work would encroach into the structural root zones of a number of the trees 

(Id. at p. 649). Recognizing that the work could endanger the trees, the EIR prepared by the Department of 

Transportation (Caltrans) identified a number of “special construction techniques” designed to minimize the 

impacts to the trees (Id. at pp. 651–652). As a result, the EIR concluded that “no significant environmental effects 

are expected as a result of this project with the implementation of the stated special construction techniques” (Id. 

at p. 651). 

The Court of Appeal reversed the trial court’s judgment, which had upheld the validity of Caltrans’s EIR, stating that, 

“In fact, the EIR fails to identify any standard of significance, much less to apply one to an analysis of predictable 

impacts from the project” (Id. at p. 655). The Court of Appeal added that (Id. at pp. 655–656; footnote omitted): 

Caltrans compounds this omission by incorporating the proposed mitigation measures into its 

description of the project and then concluding that any potential impacts from the project will be 

less than significant. As the trial court held, the ‘avoidance, minimization and/or mitigation 

measures,’ as they are characterized in the EIR, are not ‘part of the project.’ They are mitigation 

measures designed to reduce or eliminate the damage to the redwoods anticipated from disturbing 

the structural root zone of the trees by excavation and placement of impermeable materials over 

the root zones. By compressing the analysis of impacts and mitigation measures into a single issue, 

the EIR disregards the requirements of CEQA.  

Two years later, the same three Court of Appeal Justices handed down their decision in Mission Bay Alliance v. 

Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (2016) 6 Cal. App.5th 160, which involved construction of the 

arena to house the Golden State Warriors as well as other events (Id. at p. 168). The project incorporated “the San 

Francisco Municipal Travel Agency’s (SFMTA or Muni) special service plan (Muni TSP), which provides for additional 

transit service during large events” (Id. at p. 180). 

Opponents contended that the EIR “improperly includes the Muni TSP as a component of the project rather than as 

a mitigation measures, so that the FSEIR fails to consider alternate feasible mitigation measures” (Id. at p. 184; 

footnote omitted). The decision then went on to discuss Lotus, stating (Id. at p. 185.): 

Arguably, some components of the TSP might be characterized as mitigation measures rather than 

as part of the project itself. Any mischaracterization is significant, however, only if it precludes or 
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obfuscates required disclosure of the project’s environmental impacts and analysis of potential 

mitigation measures. 

Here, characterization of the Muni TSP as part of the project and not as a mitigation measure did 

not, as plaintiffs suggest, interfere with the identification of the transportation consequences of 

the project or the analysis of measures to mitigate those consequences. Unlike the situation 

in Lotus, the environmental impacts of the project on vehicle traffic and transit are fully disclosed 

in the FSEIR. The FSEIR includes analysis both with and without implementation of the Muni 

TSP and applies the same threshold standards to determine the significance of those impacts. By 

comparing the significance of the impact on local transit with and without the TSP, a reader learns 

that while implementation of the TSP will reduce impacts on Muni travel to a less than significant 

level, the impact without the TSP remains significant and unavoidable, even with alternative 

mitigation measures. 

As in the Mission Alliance case, the Draft SEIR listed the appropriate PDFs and mitigation measures in Draft SEIR 

Table 1A-2, pages 1A-12 through 1A15, and then compared the resulting impacts in each case where both were 

present and where impacts were potentially significant — air quality and greenhouse gases — so that the reader can 

see how effective the PDFs are going to be.3 The following lists include the sections of the SEIR that provide analysis 

of the project with and without PDFs and mitigation measures: 

Section 4.3, Air Quality 

▪ Trip rates and VMT, Draft SEIR at pages 4.3-31 through 4.3-32 (without and with PDFs) 

▪ Area Sources, Draft SEIR at pages 4.3-32 through 4.3-33 (without and with PDFs) 

▪ Energy Sources, Draft SEIR at pages 4.3-33 through 4.3-34 (without and with PDFs) 

▪ Table 4.3-11, Estimated Maximum Daily Operation Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions, Interim Operation Years 

– Unmitigated, Draft SEIR at pages 4.3-43 through 4.3-44 (without and with PDFs) 

▪ Table 4.3-12, Estimated Maximum Daily Operation Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions – Full Buildout – 2037 

– Unmitigated, Draft SEIR at pages 4.3-44 through 4.3-45 (without and with PDFs) 

Section 4.8, Greenhouse Gases 

▪ Trip rates and VMT, Draft SEIR at page 4.8-35 (without and with PDFs) 

▪ Area Sources, Draft SEIR at page 4.8-46 (without and with PDFs) 

▪ Energy Sources, Draft SEIR at pages 4.8-46 through 4.8-48 (without and with PDFs) 

▪ Water and Wastewater, Draft SEIR at pages 4.8-48 through 4.8-49 (without and with PDFs) 

▪ Solid Waste, Draft EIR at page 4.8-49 (without and with PDFs) 

▪ Refrigerants, Draft SEIR at page 4.8-50 (without and with PDFs) 

▪ Table 4.8-7, Estimated Annual Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions – Unmitigated, Draft SEIR at page 

4.8-70 

▪ Table 4.8-8, Estimated Annual Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions – Mitigated, Draft SEIR at page 

4.8-71 

 
3 Where appropriate, the unmitigated impacts are also presented. 

https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2032637157&pubNum=0004041&originatingDoc=I4cd22fe0b6c311e690aea7acddbc05a6&refType=RP&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&ppcid=bb2808ad835541d681629de0dab525a8&contextData=(sc.DocLink)
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▪ Table 4.8-9, Estimated Annual Operational Greenhouse gas Emissions – Operational Interim Years, Draft 

SEIR at page 4.8-72 (without and with PDFs) 

▪ Table 4.8-11, Estimated Annual Greenhouse gas Emissions – Full Buildout – 20237, Draft SEIR at page 

4.8-73 (without and with PDFs) 

Enforcement 

The Draft SEIR provides that, “All PDFs would be required as City-imposed Conditions of Approval to ensure they 

are implemented during construction and operation of the project” (Draft SEIR Section 4.6, p. 4.6-13). Further, “To 

ensure enforcement, the PDFs will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP)” 

(Draft SEIR Section 1A.6, p. 1A-12). 

Conclusion 

By providing the reader with quantitative analyses of the impact reduction where both PDFs and mitigation 

measures are considered and by ensuring that the PDFs and mitigation measures will be included, monitored and 

enforced, the Draft SEIR more than satisfies the CEQA requirement of mitigation of potential significant 

environmental impacts. 

Topical Response 4: Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

This response addresses comments concerning the Project’s greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. The comments 

claim the Project must achieve net zero emissions or otherwise the Draft SEIR’s determination that impacts will be 

less than significant is unsupported. Additionally, comments inquire as to how the analysis was prepared and what 

it evaluated. Comments also raise specific issues concerning affordable housing, electrification and natural gas 

use, and electric vehicle charger incorporation into the Project. This response addresses each of these comments. 

 SEIR’s GHG Impact Analysis and Substantial Evidence Supports the Less-than-Significant 

Impact Determination 

The Draft SEIR evaluated whether the Project would generate GHG emissions that significantly impact the 

environment or conflict with any plan, policy, or regulation aimed at reducing GHG emissions. The significance 

determination methodology used in the SEIR includes a three-pronged analysis comprised of the following: 

▪ Consistency with the City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP): The SEIR evaluated the Project’s consistency with the 

City’s CAP. 

▪ Consistency with the California Air Resources Board (CARB) Scoping Plan: The SEIR evaluated the Project’s 

consistency with the Scoping Plan and specifically Appendix D therein, which identifies “key project 

attributes” for residential and mixed-use projects to demonstrate alignment with the state’s GHG reduction 

objectives. 

▪ Consistency with the Southern California Association of Government (SCAG) Regional Transportation 

Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS): The SEIR assessed the Project’s alignment with the 

GHG-related goals of SCAG’s RTP/SCS. 
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 The Draft SEIR Appropriately Considers CAP Consistency without Tiering or Streamlining CEQA Review 

As relevant background, and as discussed under Topical Response 1, SB 330 and General Plan Consistency 

Analysis, the Senate Bill (SB) 330 preliminary application process for housing development projects provides 

certainty for housing developers by vesting or “freezing” applicable “ordinances, policies, and standards” at the 

time of preliminary application submittal (Government Code, Section 65589.5[o][1]). This includes general plan 

and zoning standards and criteria, as well as other objective development standards, rules, regulations, and fees 

(Government Code, Section 65589.5[o][4]).  

On September 6, 2023, the Project submitted an SB 330 preliminary application and paid the processing fee. At 

that time, the City’s 2040 General Plan and CAP were in effect (adopted by Resolution No. 2021-47 in June 2021). 

Thus, the Project was evaluated for CAP consistency.  

Therefore, as noted above, the Draft SEIR considers the Project’s consistency with the City’s adopted CAP, but it 

does not rely on the CAP for CEQA streamlining purposes. As detailed in Section 4.8.4.2 (pp. 4.8-52 through 4.8-

74) and Appendix D of the Draft SEIR, the CAP consistency analysis shows that the Project proposes a General Plan 

Amendment to increase the number of dwelling units and land use density on an infill site in the City’s Downtown 

Center, leading to higher GHG emissions at the site compared to 2040 General Plan projections. Consequently, the 

CAP Checklist requires a full GHG impact analysis as part of the CEQA process, including mitigation measures 

identified to reduce GHG impacts. The SEIR completes this analysis by evaluating consistency with CARB’s Scoping 

Plan and SCAG’s RTP/SCS; it does not use the CAP to streamline the GHG impact analysis. Instead, as stated, the 

Draft SEIR’s GHG analysis completed a full GHG impact and mitigation assessment pursuant to CEQA and the 

CEQA Guidelines. 

In addition Draft SEIR Table 4.8-4, Project Consistency Evaluation with Moreno Valley Climate Action Plan Required 

Project-Level GHG Reduction Measures (pp. 4.8-54 through 4.8-56), demonstrates consistency with applicable CAP 

measures. Draft SEIR Table 4.8-5, Project Compliance with Moreno Valley Climate Action Plan Voluntary Project-

Level GHG Reduction Measures (pp. 4.8-56 through 4.8-59), demonstrates adherence to the CAP’s applicable 

voluntary measures, further supporting CAP consistency. The CAP consistency analysis further shows the Project 

would result in approximately 2.34 metric tons (MT) of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) per capita, which is below 

the City’s CAP target of 4.0 MT CO2e per capita and its anticipated achieved per capita emissions of 3.62 MT CO2e.  

In summary, the Draft SEIR appropriately evaluates the Project’s CAP consistency and finds that streamlining is not 

supported (because of the General Plan Amendment to increase density), and a full GHG impact analysis was 

completed as part of the CEQA process. Under this rubric, no significance conclusion regarding the Project’s CAP 

consistency is reached or required. The Project does not tier from the CAP as a qualified GHG emissions reduction 

plan for CEQA streamlining, but rather undertakes further, full GHG analysis per CARB’s 2022 Scoping Plan and 

SCAG’s RTP/SCS. 

 The SEIR Appropriately Evaluates Consistency with CARB’s Scoping Plan  

The Draft SEIR provides a thorough evaluation of the Project’s alignment with CARB’s Scoping Plan based upon its 

consideration of key attributes for residential and mixed-use projects listed in the Scoping Plan’s Appendix D, Table 

3. As explained in Section 4.8.4.2 (pp. 4.8-52 through 4.8-74) and Appendix D of the Draft SEIR, the key attributes 

identified in Scoping Plan Appendix D, Table 3, serve as a guide for determining consistency with the state’s climate 

strategy under CEQA. Residential/mixed use projects that satisfy all key attributes are—in the words of the Scoping 

Plan—“clearly consistent” with the state’s climate strategy for CEQA purposes. For projects that incorporate some, 
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but not all, key project attributes, the Scoping Plan states that lead agencies can still demonstrate consistency with 

the state’s climate goals with “adequate additional supporting evidence” (CARB 2022a, pp. 23–24).  

The SEIR has effectively demonstrated the Project’s consistency with the Scoping Plan’s Appendix D, Table 3, “key 

project attributes” (see Draft SEIR Section 4.8, pp. 4.8-60 through 4.8-67). More specifically, Draft SEIR Table 4.8-

6 (pp. 4.8-61 through 4.8-66) shows that the Project meets nearly all the CARB-recommended attributes for 

residential/mixed-use projects. The Project may not clearly satisfy the 20% affordable unit attribute and exempts 

restaurant uses from the all-electric appliance requirement. Each of these attributes is discussed further below. 

CARB’s Affordability Attribute and Project Compliance  

The CARB affordability attribute reads: “At least 20% of the units are affordable to lower-income residents” (CARB 

2022a). This aims to reduce GHG emissions by facilitating lower-income families’ access to housing near job 

centers, promoting a jobs/housing balance near transit, and reducing commutes. Providing housing units 

affordable to lower-income residents is intended to reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) through more compact 

living conditions in location-efficient areas. 

This attribute does not mandate that 20% of the units be deed restricted low-income housing. 

As explained in Draft SEIR Table 4.8-6 (pp. 4.8-61 through 4.8-66), while the Project does not include income-

restricted housing, it offers multifamily residential units intended as workforce housing, priced affordably for most 

people in the area. Market forces will make a substantial number of units affordable to lower-income residents. 

Research shows VMT reductions from naturally-occurring affordable housing,4 increased density,5 reduced parking 

requirements,6 unbundled parking,7,8 improvements to bike and pedestrian facilities,9 and improved transit access 

— all elements of this Project. The Project’s mixed-use development near job centers also would help reduce VMT, 

balance the City’s jobs-to-housing ratio, reduce commutes, and lower GHG emissions. 

According to CAPCOA Measure T-4 (CAPCOA 2021), affordable housing can achieve up to a 28.6% reduction in GHG 

emissions, based on trip generation differences between low-rise multifamily residential (6.74 daily trips generated) 

and affordable housing (4.81 daily trips generated). Mid-rise multifamily housing generates fewer daily trips (4.54) 

compared to affordable housing (4.81) (ITE 2021). Therefore, the Project’s design, featuring 50% mid-rise 

multifamily housing, is expected to achieve an equivalent, if not greater, VMT reduction compared to a 20% 

affordable housing requirement. Additionally, evidence shows similar commute distances for higher- and lower-

income earners in the Project region (26.1 miles and 24.6 miles) (Blumenberg and Wander 2023), showing that 

 
4 Mokhtarian et al. 2017; lower-income households are more likely to own zero or fewer-than-expected vehicles and have lower 

VMT; residents of rental units and high-density neighborhoods are likely to own lower-than-expected or zero vehicles. 
5 CAPCOA 2021; Measure T-1, Increase Residential Density. See also Ewing et al. 2007; Stevens 2016; Mokhtarian et al. 2017; 

Chapple 2015 (finding increased lower income residents and higher density development were consistently associated with 

fewer driving trips and lower VMT [and vice versa]). 
6 CAPCOA 2021; Measure T-15, Limit Residential Parking Supply. See also Chatman 2013; ITE 2019. 
7 CAPCOA 2021; Measure T-16, Unbundle Residential Parking Cost from Property Cost. See also Pinski 2018 

(finding households with bundled parking drive approximately 3,800 miles more, use transit less, spend nearly $580 more on 

gasoline, and emit 14.47 more metric tons of carbon dioxide per year than households with unbundled parking); Gabbe and 

Pierce 2017 (unbundling parking improves housing affordability as cost of garage parking to renters is 17% of housing unit’s 

rent annually, resulting in deadweight loss for carless renter households or those with fewer vehicles than parking spaces); 

Manville 2013 (unbundled parking substantially improves housing affordability); Litman 2020 (unbundled parking can reduce 

housing costs by 10-20%). 
8 Senate Rules Committee Analysis of AB 1317, (Carillo 2023). 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billAnalysisClient.xhtml?bill_id=202320240AB1317#. 
9 CAPCOA 2021; e.g., Measures T-10, T-18, T-19 A and B, T-20, T-22 A and B. See also Handy et al. 2014.  
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the VMT reduction from mid-rise multifamily housing is at least comparable to that from 20% income-restricted 

affordable housing. 

Additionally, requiring 20% deed-restricted affordable housing could suppress housing production and affordability, 

potentially increasing VMT in Moreno Valley (LAO 2016a). A recent University of California, Los Angeles, study found 

that higher inclusionary zoning requirements diminish returns on below-market-rate housing and accelerate overall 

housing production losses (Phillips 2024). For example, a 20% inclusionary requirement could halve market-rate 

housing production and nearly halve total housing production. This outcome would conflict with the City’s Housing 

Element, which states that housing in the City is generally affordable for low- and moderate-income households, 

but that there is a need for denser housing at all levels of affordability (City of Moreno Valley 2021, pp. 32-33). 

In sum, the Project aligns with CARB’s key affordability attribute by providing housing affordable to lower-income 

residents. The Draft SEIR demonstrates that the Project is consistent with state climate goals, with its 50% mid-rise 

multifamily housing achieving equivalent or better VMT reductions compared to a 20% low-income 

housing requirement. 

CARB’s Electrification Attribute and Project Compliance 

CARB’s electrification attribute specifies that a project should “use all electric appliances, without any natural gas 

connections, and would not use propane or other fossil fuels for space heating, water heating, or indoor cooking” 

(CARB 2022a). PDF-AQ/GHG-2 requires only electric fireplaces in residential units and prohibits residential units 

from having wood-burning or natural gas fireplaces or stoves, which comports with CARB’s electrification attribute. 

Table 4.8-6 of the Draft SEIR (pp. 4.8-61 through 4.8-66) further explains that the Project adheres to CARB’s 

electrification attribute by incorporating PDF-AQ/GHG-3, which mandates use of all-electric appliances and end 

uses (including heating, ventilation, and air conditioning; water heating; and induction cooking) in all residential 

and non-residential development, with the limited and narrow exception of restaurant land uses within the retail 

space. Further, PDF-AQ/GHG-4 provides for the provision of rooftop solar on all residential and non-residential 

buildings in accordance with the California Building Code (24 CCR Part 6). 

Thus, the Project’s 15,000 residential units and the majority of retail space would be all-electric, aligning with 

CARB’s electrification attribute. Only an estimated 14,970 square feet of restaurant uses would not be fully electric. 

To address the limited consumption of natural gas by on-site restaurant space, the Draft SEIR quantified the GHG 

emissions reduction attributable to eliminating natural gas from restaurant uses, estimating a reduction of 75 MT 

CO2e per year at Project buildout in 2037. To achieve a corresponding emissions reduction, the Project will 

implement MM-GHG-1, which involves the installation of additional electric vehicle (EV) chargers beyond what is 

required by project design features:  

MM-GHG-1  Installation of Additional Electric Vehicle Chargers Beyond Project Design Feature. The Project shall 

install an additional 180 Level 2 240v electric vehicle supply equipment (or stations) in Project 

parking lots or remaining garages beyond the commitment in PDF-AQ/GHG-1. As PDF-AQ/GHG-1 

requires 3,566 (or 15%) Level 2 240v electric vehicle supply equipment (or stations) at Project 

buildout, implementation of MM-GHG-1 would require installation of a total of 3,746 charging 

stations at Project buildout. To ensure contemporaneous GHG emissions reductions when natural-

gas related GHG emissions are emitted by the Project’s restaurant land uses, at least 90 EV 

chargers above CALGreen Tier 2 standards shall be installed and operational at 50% occupancy of 
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the restaurant land uses and at least 180 EV chargers above CALGreen Tier 2 standards shall be 

installed and operational at 100% occupancy of the restaurant land uses. 

This measure is expected to achieve GHG emission reductions of 76 MT CO2e per year.  

Thus, with implementation MM-GHG-1, the Project would achieve equivalent GHG reductions to a project that 

otherwise fully aligns with the Scoping Plan’s “key project attributes,” effectively closing the emissions gap 

attributable to natural gas consumption by on-site restaurant spaces and demonstrating consistency with CARB’s 

Scoping Plan Appendix D and the state’s climate strategy.  

Conclusion 

Based on the detailed analysis provided, the Draft SEIR and substantial evidence support the City’s assessment of 

the Project’s consistency with the key attributes for residential and mixed-use projects set forth in CARB’s Scoping 

Plan, Appendix D, Table 3. The City has appropriately determined that the Project aligns with the Scoping Plan and 

the state’s climate strategy and that the Project would accordingly result in less-than-significant impacts to 

GHG emissions. 

 SCAG RTP/SCS Consistency 

The Draft SEIR assessed Project consistency with the GHG-related goals of SCAG’s 2020–2045 RTP/SCS, which 

was “vested” when the preliminary application was filed in September 2023. Based on the analysis in Draft SEIR 

Section 4.18, it was determined that the Project would be consistent with the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS, resulting in a 

less-than-significant impact. 

The Draft SEIR also noted that, at the time of its publication, SCAG had released its draft 2024–2050 RTP/SCS—

known as “Connect SoCal 2024”—and identified that Project strategies would be supportive of the 2024–2050 

RTP/SCS (SCAG 2020). While the 2020–2045 RTP/SCS was “vested” as the regulatory document against which 

this Project is evaluated pursuant to SB 330, the Final SEIR also includes an evaluation of Project consistency with 

the recently adopted Connect SoCal 2024 plan. Refer to Chapter 2, Errata, of the Final EIR. As shown therein, the 

Project would be consistent with Connect SoCal 2024, affirming the SEIR’s less-than-significant impact 

determination. 

B. “Net Zero” is Not Required and No Additional Mitigation is Required for the Project’s Less-than-Significant 

GHG Impact 

In response to comments that the Project should be required to achieve net zero GHG emissions, eliminate gas 

appliances in restaurant uses, and incorporate additional EV charging infrastructure, CEQA does not mandate that 

projects achieve net zero emissions or that mitigation be adopted for impacts identified as less than significant 

(California Public Resources Code, Section 21100[b][3]; 14 CCR 15126.4[a][3] and [c]; North Coast Rivers Alliance 

v. Marin Mun. Water Dist. [2013] 216 Cal.App.4th 614, 649).  

Further, CARB recognizes that a net zero approach “may not be feasible or appropriate for every project” and 

provides alternative methods for evaluating alignment with state climate goals (Draft SEIR Section 4.8, p. 4.8-13, 

citing CARB 2022b). The City has thoroughly evaluated the Project’s consistency with key attributes provided by 

CARB as an alternative approach for assessing residential and mixed-use development’s alignment with state 

climate objectives. Pursuant to this approach, the Project’s GHG impacts are demonstrated to be less than 
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significant with implementation of MM-GHG-1; thus, no additional mitigation is necessary or required (see 

discussion above). 

The Draft SEIR also demonstrates that the Project aligns with the regional RTP/SCS with the implementation of MM-

GHG-1. Consequently, additional mitigation to reduce GHG impacts is neither required nor appropriate under CEQA. 

The Project appropriately minimizes use of gas appliances, maximizes EV charging infrastructure, and requires 

rooftop solar on all residential and non-residential buildings, as discussed. Overall, the Project demonstrates a 

strong commitment to reducing GHG emissions and supporting sustainable development practices, consistent with 

CEQA requirements and state climate goals. 

 Gas Appliances in Restaurants 

As discussed above, PDF-AQ/GHG-3 mandates use of all-electric appliances in all residential and non-residential 

developments, except for restaurant land uses within the retail space. Only an estimated 14,970 square feet of 

restaurant use would not be fully electric.  

The U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit recently struck down a ban on natural gas piping in newly constructed 

buildings in California Restaurant Association v. City of Berkeley (9th Cir. 2024) 89 F.4th 1094 (amending and 

superseding California Restaurant Association v. City of Berkeley [9th Cir. 2023] 65 F.4th 1045). The court ruled 

that such regulation is preempted by the Energy Policy and Conservation Act (EPCA) (42 USC 6297[c]). In that case, 

the California Restaurant Association, whose members include restauranteurs and chefs, challenged Berkeley’s 

regulation, arguing it would render gas appliances in restaurants unusable. The court found the Energy Policy and 

Conservation Act expressly preempts state and local regulations concerning the energy use of many natural gas 

appliances, including those used in restaurant kitchens, thereby preempting Berkeley’s ban on natural gas piping 

in new buildings. 

 

The applicant has proposed to eliminate natural gas within all the Project’s residential and commercial uses, except 

for the restaurant space. This approach aligns with state and local GHG and air quality objectives, while respecting 

the federal preemption determination in California Restaurant Association v. City of Berkeley (9th Cir. 2024) 89 

F.4th 1094 and addressing the needs of the restaurant industry/business sector.  

 EV Charging 

In response to comments regarding the adequacy of EV charging infrastructure provided by the Project, the following 

details are provided to ensure clarity and demonstrate the Project’s commitment to supporting EV adoption and 

reducing GHG emissions. 

The Project consists of 15,000 residential units, necessitating approximately 23,000 parking spaces, including 

garages and surface spots. Additionally, another 772 spaces are planned for the Town Center to support 

commercial uses, bringing the total number of parking spaces to 23,772 (Draft SEIR Section 3.3.5, PDF-AQ/GHG-

1, p. 3-15). 

To support the growing need for EV charging infrastructure and align with GHG analysis and MM-GHG-1, 

approximately 56% of these parking spaces, amounting to 13,074 spaces, will either be pre-wired for EV charging 

or equipped with Level 1 or Level 2 chargers. Specifications are as follows: 
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▪ Pre-Wired Spaces: These spaces will be equipped with the necessary electrical infrastructure to facilitate 

easy installation of EV chargers in the future, thereby promoting flexibility and future-proofing the Project 

against increasing demand for EV charging. Pursuant to PDF-AQ/GHG-1, the Project shall equip 9,509 

parking spaces (40% of the Project’s total number of parking spaces) in Project parking structures with 

Level 2, 240-volt EV receptacles (Draft SEIR Section 3.3.5, pp. 3-15 through 3-16; Section 4.8, pp. 4.8-28 

through 4.8-29, 4.8-68). 

▪ Level 1 Chargers: These chargers provide a basic charging option, suitable for overnight or long-duration 

parking situations, ensuring that residents and visitors with EVs can conveniently charge their vehicles. The 

Project shall install 2,377 Level 1 EV capable outlets to meet EV charging needs (Draft SEIR Section 4.8, 

p. 4.8-68). 

▪ Level 2 Chargers: These chargers offer faster charging capabilities, catering to shorter parking durations 

and enhancing the convenience for EV users. Pursuant to PDF-AQ/GHG-1 and MM-GHG-1, a total of 3,746 

fully equipped Level 2 charging stations would be provided at Project buildout (Draft SEIR Section 4.8, pp. 

4.8-28 through 4.8-29, 4.8-68, 4.8-75). 

It is recognized that the integration of EVs into the market will occur progressively over time rather than 

instantaneously. While Executive Order N-79-20 and CARB’s Advanced Clean Cars II Regulations plan for 100% of 

new cars and light trucks sold in California to be zero-emission vehicles by 2035, this includes plug-in hybrid electric 

vehicles. Gasoline-fueled vehicles also will still be in use on the roads beyond this time, and gasoline-fueled vehicles 

may continue to be purchased used in-state or new from out-of-state sources (Draft SEIR Section 4.6, pp. 4.6-8 

through 4.6-9) (see also CARB 2024). The Project’s phased approach to EV infrastructure takes this market 

integration and gradual vehicle change-over into account, providing an adequate supply of charging facilities that 

can be scaled up as EV ownership increases. This ensures that the infrastructure will grow in tandem with demand, 

thereby optimizing resource allocation and minimizing potential underuse in the initial stages. 

Further, public spaces and EV chargers in commercial areas will be designed for shared use, allowing multiple 

vehicles to access charging facilities throughout the day. This shared use model enhances the efficiency of the 

charging infrastructure, maximizing the utility of each charger and ensuring that more vehicles can benefit from the 

available resources. 

The Project’s significant provision of EV charging infrastructure, representing over half of the total parking spaces, 

underscores the Project’s proactive approach to environmental sustainability and GHG reduction. It ensures that 

residents and visitors have ample access to EV charging facilities, thereby encouraging the purchase of use of EVs 

and contributing to cleaner air and a healthier environment. 

In summary, the Project exceeds current requirements for EV infrastructure by pre-wiring or equipping 13,074 

spaces with EV charging capabilities. This robust approach surpasses regulatory requirements and is anticipated 

to meet or exceed community needs. 

Topical Response 5: Growth Inducement 

This topical response addresses comments on the Draft SEIR that claim the Project wrongly concludes it is not 

growth-inducing, despite the size and scale of the Project.  
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CEQA Requirements 

CEQA requires that an EIR describe any growth-inducing impacts of a project, including the ways in which a project 

could directly or indirectly foster population growth or the construction of additional housing in the surrounding 

environment (14 CCR 15126.2[e]). This requirement includes identifying project features that remove obstacles to 

growth or encourage growth, such as expanding a waste treatment facility that would otherwise constrain growth. 

An EIR’s discussion of growth-inducing effects should not assume growth is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or 

of little significance to the environment (14 CCR 15126.2[e]).  

Distinction Between Induced and Planned or Accommodated Growth 

Induced growth differs from planned growth in employment, population, or housing (14 CCR 15126.2[e]). In 

San Franciscans for Livable Neighborhoods v. City and County of San Francisco (2018) 26 Cal.App.5th 596, 619, 

630, revisions to a general plan housing element were deemed growth accommodating rather than growth 

inducing. The plan accommodated the inevitable population increase projected in regional planning documents for 

the area based on “births, deaths, migration, household size, labor force participation rates, and job growth over 

the next 20 years” (Id. at p. 619). Further, the plan did not encourage urban sprawl or expansion into undeveloped 

areas through oversized or expanded services (Id.). The EIR also evaluated impacts from accommodating planned 

growth, including water supply and traffic impacts (Id. at p. 620; see also Federation of Hillside and Canyon 

Associations v. City of Los Angeles [2000] 83 Cal.App.4th 1252, 1265 [project not growth inducing where within 

Southern California Association of Governments [SCAG] regional population and employment projections]; City of 

Del Mar v. City of San Diego [1982] 133 Cal.App.3d 401, 412, [“if the [area plan] were not built as planned, 

residents would still come to live in the area”]). 

The Project Would Accommodate Growth Projected in Regional And Local Plans 

Draft SEIR Section 4.14, Population and Housing, and Section 6.2, Growth Inducing Impacts, discuss growth and 

growth inducement. The Project aligns with local and regional land use plans, including the City’s 2040 General 

Plan and SCAG’s regional planning documents. The Project does not stimulate population growth beyond what is 

projected in these plans. Instead, it accommodates the anticipated population and housing needs in the City of 

Moreno Valley. 

California is experiencing a long-standing shortage of housing supply (see Senate Bill 330; SCAG 2020b, 2023). 

SCAG's 6th Cycle Regional Housing Needs Assessment (2021–2029) estimates a need for 1,341,827 housing 

units in the region, including 167,351 units in Riverside County and 13,627 units in the City during this 8-year 

period. If unmet, the housing deficit will increase future housing needs. Past housing undersupply is expected to 

drive similar needs through at least 2035. After that, a gradual “catch up” in housing supply may occur. This housing 

demand is expected regardless of the Project, and state housing law mandates that the City plan for housing. 

Despite slowed regional growth, Riverside County and the City are projected to grow significantly. SCAG forecasts 

that, from 2019 to 2050, Riverside County’s population will increase by 606,000 residents (25.4% growth) and 

households will increase by 318,000 (42.7% growth) (SCAG 2023). The City is anticipated to grow by 21,900 

households (40% growth) in the same time period (SCAG 2023). The City’s population is expected to grow by 64,900 
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new City residents (31% growth) by 2045 (SCAG 2020a).10 This population and household growth would occur 

regardless of the Project. 

The Project proposes 15,000 multifamily residences, as well as 49,900 square feet of commercial and retail space, 

parks, schools, open space, and amenities on an infill site previously approved for housing. Development would be 

phased over 12–15 years, with an estimated 1,200 units built annually (Draft SEIR Chapter 3).  

During the current 6th Cycle Regional Housing Needs Assessment, the Project will add approximately 4,800 units, 

fitting within the City’s projected need of 13,627 units. Upon completion between 2037 and 2040, the Project’s 

15,000 units would be within SCAG’s forecast of an additional 21,900 households by 2050 (SCAG 2023). The 

Project would house 43,050 people, accommodating some of the projected population increase of 64,900 in the 

City. Accordingly, the Project is anticipated to accommodate housing and population growth outlined in SCAG’s 

regional plans and the City’s adopted Housing Element. 

The Project is consistent with the 2040 General Plan, which estimates the City will need 22,052 new dwelling units 

to house 47,162 new residents by 2040. The Project’s construction timeline anticipates that 15,000 units, housing 

43,050 people, will be completed by 2040, helping to meet expected and planned growth needs on a site planned 

for housing development. However, as explained in the Draft SEIR, the Project will result in a denser urban pattern 

than considered in the 2040 General Plan by concentrating additional housing in the City’s Downtown Center on 

an infill site. This would help prevent urban sprawl by maximizing development on an infill site, rather than inducing 

growth or causing an expansion into undeveloped areas. Infrastructure and services would be developed as part of 

Project and “right sized” to the Project to minimize impacts. The Draft SEIR evaluates the Project impact related to 

this densification, including noise, transportation, and other effects.  

Additionally, the Project is requesting a General Plan Amendment so as to better reflect that the Project’s urban 

pattern is denser than that considered in the 2040 General Plan. The General Plan Amendment would entail, among 

other things, a change/update in the 2040 General Plan Land Use & Community Character Element Table LCC-1 

and related text, to update projected housing and job numbers with the Project in place, and a change in the 2040 

General Plan Table LCC-3 to reflect the updated Downtown Center development program by including the Project. 

These changes/updates would also help to ensure Project consistency with the 2040 General Plan. Appendix A, 

Specific Plan Amendment, to the Draft SEIR also includes an analysis of the Project’s consistency with the City’s 

2006 General Plan. 

The Project Would Not Induce Growth Indirectly 

Indirect growth inducement can result from employment opportunities or occur when a project extends 

infrastructure, like water or sewer utilities, into undeveloped areas, encouraging further growth. Approximately 

55,788 one-time construction jobs and 1,443 permanent jobs would be generated by the Project, which is not 

anticipated to induce substantial population growth given the size and scale of the existing labor pool in the City 

and nearby communities. Rather, the Project is anticipated to house and accommodate area workers and students. 

As to infrastructure, the Project site, located in an infill area of urbanized Moreno Valley and is already served by 

existing public services and utilities from prior development. All proposed infrastructure improvements will be within 

 
10 Connect SoCal 2024 does not provide projected population growth at the City level. Thus, SCAG’s prior 2020–2045 Regional 

Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy forecast is referenced. 
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the Project site and appropriately sized, with no need for new off-site utility systems. Therefore, the Project will not 

induce indirect growth. 

Accordingly, the Project is anticipated to accommodate planned housing growth in the City and is not considered 

growth inducing. 

Topical Response 6: Affordable Housing  

This response addresses comments stating that the City must require the Project to include affordable housing. 

Other comments recommend that the Project include affordable housing or state that without requiring affordable 

housing, the Project is inconsistent with the City’s General Plan.  

CEQA requires the evaluation of potential physical environmental impacts of a discretionary project on the 

environment. Issues that are economic, social, or political in nature, such as required inclusionary housing (or 

affordable housing), are not appropriately addressed within a CEQA document. The presence or absence of 

affordable housing is not an environmental impact under CEQA. Therefore, no further response is required. 

Nonetheless, the Draft SEIR evaluates Project consistency with both the 2006 General Plan and 2040 General 

Plan, including their housing-related goals and policies (see Draft SEIR Table 4.11-1, pp. 4.11-12 through 4.11-68, 

and Appendix A, Specific Plan Amendment). The Project was not found inconsistent with such housing goals 

and policies. 

Additionally, the Project would provide multifamily home types and sizes to provide workforce housing. According to 

the 2040 General Plan Housing Element, based on 2020 home prices, both low- and moderate-income households 

would generally be able to afford a home in the City “with a sufficient number of bedrooms to avoid overcrowding,” 

and very-low-income households “may be able to purchase a home, but it would most likely be a smaller, older unit 

or a condominium or mobile home” (City of Moreno Valley 2021). The Housing Element explains that, rather than a 

strong need for affordable housing, the City has “a need for denser housing at all levels of affordability. This 

demonstrated market support is mirrored in the ownership market, where a sharp increase in median sales prices 

for smaller homes and condominiums indicates strong demand for more compact and affordable housing types” 

(City of Moreno Valley 2021, Table 3-12; Draft SEIR Chapter 3). The City finds that the Project design addresses 

these City housing needs. 

Further, the Project would increase residential uses within a mixed-use land use context and close to jobs, which 

would help increase the supply of homes and promote affordability. The Project’s residential uses and mixed-uses 

close to job centers would also help the City balance its jobs-to-housing mix, reduce commutes, lower greenhouse 

gas emissions, and reduce vehicle miles traveled.  

Moreover, while the City notes the recommendation to require affordable housing, the City has not adopted an 

inclusionary housing ordinance; therefore, it is not legally permissible to require affordable housing units or an in-

lieu fee without completing the studies necessary to document the basis for the ordinance or fee program. The City 

is also not willing to impose an ad hoc affordable housing requirement or in-lieu fee for just this Project. It is not 

City practice to require ad hoc affordable housing requirements, and the City has no reason to treat this Project 

differently than other projects by imposing such a requirement. Additionally, the City has not studied the link 

between general housing development and the need for affordable housing or in-lieu fees, nor has the City studied 

such a link for this particular Project. The City does not have data suggesting how much affordable housing should 

be required or whether in-lieu fees should be allowed.  
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Requiring permanent income-restricted housing would likely discourage needed housing production and increase 

environmental impacts by preventing multifamily housing in this location-efficient area. The Legislative Analyst’s 

Office has previously found that a 20% affordable requirement “may be infeasible” for many home builders. In fact, 

when inclusionary housing requirements in San Francisco were increased to 15%, the requirements suppressed 

housing production except in the most expensive parts of town (LAO 2016b). In a 2016 report, the Legislative 

Analyst’s Office also offered additional evidence that facilitating more market-rate housing would help make 

housing more affordable for low-income Californians and that construction of market-rate housing reduces housing 

costs for low-income households and, consequently, helps to minimize the potential for displacement of low-income 

households (LAO 2016b).  

Similar modeling of inclusionary zoning’s impact on housing production in Los Angeles showed that inclusionary 

housing requirements had diminishing returns to below-market rate housing production and accelerated losses to 

overall housing production (Phillips 2024). Thus, the housing shortage in the City and statewide may be exacerbated 

by such requirements. As an example, starting at 400,000 units, “Increasing the affordability requirement from 0 

to 1 percent has a dramatic impact on market-rate housing production, which falls by approximately 71,400 units.” 

“Between 1 and 16 percent, each percentage point increase in requirements is associated with a reduction of 

between 4,600 and 11,900 market-rate units. By 17 percent, market-rate production is cut by nearly half (49 

percent), and at 25 percent [inclusionary zoning] total production is lowered by half.” Further, lower-income housing 

tends to be subsidized (at least in part) by increased rents or housing prices for market-rate tenants. Thus, the 

wider housing market becomes less affordable because of both increased rents and reduced housing production 

(Phillips 2024).  

Accordingly, because the City does not have an affordable housing requirement, or enforce an inclusionary housing 

ordinance or fee program, the City does not have a legally permissible mechanism to mandate that the Project 

include income-restricted housing. Further, the City does not desire to take such action at this time based on the 

results of the studies described above, which offer evidence to suggest inclusionary requirements do not result in 

benefits to the affordable housing market, but instead may discourage or suppress housing production (LAO 2016b; 

Phillips 2024). However, the Draft SEIR demonstrates that the mix of home types and sizes would provide workforce 

housing affordable to most people in the area and would support housing affordability in a manner consistent with 

both the City’s General Plans (2006 and 2040) and the City’s adopted Housing Element (City of Moreno 

Valley 2021). 

2.2 Individual Comment Letters 

Table 1 identifies each comment letter, as well as the name of the agency, organization, or individual commenting 

and the date the comment letter was received.  

Table 1. Comment letters and Commenters 

Comment Letter Commenter Date Received 

Agency 

A1 SCAQMD June 11, 2024 

A2 Southern California Gas and Electric (SoCalGas) June 14, 2024 

A3 Riverside Transit Agency June 27, 2024 

A4 Southern California Gas and Electric (SoCalGas) July 5, 2024 

A5 Riverside County Flood Control & Water Conservation District July 10, 2024 
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Table 1. Comment letters and Commenters 

Comment Letter Commenter Date Received 

A6 Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD) July 24, 2024 

Organization 

O1 Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo – Californians Allied for 

a Responsible Economy  

June 21, 2024 

O2 Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo – Californians Allied for 

a Responsible Economy 

July 11, 2024 

O3 Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo – Californians Allied for 

a Responsible Economy 

July 15, 2024 

O4 Center for Biological Diversity (CBD) July 15, 2024 

O5 Riverside University Health System July 15, 2024 

O6 Sierra Club – San Gorgonio Chapter, Moreno Valley Group July 15, 2024 

O7 Mitchell M. Tsai – Western States Regional Council of 

Carpenters 

July 15, 2024 

Individual  

I1 Oscar A. Alvarez July 15, 2024 
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Response to Comment Letter A1 

Agency 

South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 

June 11, 2024 

A1-1 This comment is a follow-up email to the public comment made in comments A1-2 through A1-4. This 

comment extends the timeframe of the request made in comment A1-3; please refer to Response to 

Comment A1-3. 

A1-2 The comment acknowledges receipt of the Notice of Availability of the Draft SEIR for the Project. The 

comment also notes that SCAQMD staff is reviewing the Draft SEIR. The comment does not identify any 

specific issue with respect to the adequacy of the Draft SEIR; therefore, no further response is required 

or necessary. 

A1-3 The comment includes a request for copies of modeling and emission calculation files for review by 

June 19, 2024. As noted in Response to Comment A1-1 above, the commenter followed up with a 

second comment to extend the timeframe for delivery of files to June 21, 2024, due to a holiday. These 

files were provided to SCAQMD on June 20, 2024, for review. The comment does not identify any 

specific issue with respect to the adequacy of the Draft SEIR; therefore, no further response is required 

or necessary. 

A1-4 The comment includes a conclusion to the previous comments. The comment does not identify any 

specific issue with respect to the adequacy of the Draft SEIR; therefore, no further response is required 

or necessary.  



2 - RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

SEIR FOR THE AQUABELLA SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENT PROJECT 15010 
OCTOBER 2024 2-30 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

  



2 - RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

SEIR FOR THE AQUABELLA SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENT PROJECT 15010 
OCTOBER 2024 2-31 



2 - RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

SEIR FOR THE AQUABELLA SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENT PROJECT 15010 
OCTOBER 2024 2-32 

 



2 - RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

SEIR FOR THE AQUABELLA SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENT PROJECT 15010 
OCTOBER 2024 2-33 

Response to Comment Letter A2 

Agency 

Southern California Gas and Electric (SoCalGas) 

June 14, 2024 

A2-1 This comment includes an acknowledgement that SoCalGas has reviewed the Draft SEIR. The comment 

does not identify any specific issue with respect to the adequacy of the Draft SEIR; therefore, no further 

response is required or necessary. 

A2-2 This comment states that there are SoCalGas transmission facilities within the area and that the 

developer should contact 811 prior to any excavation or demolition activities. The comment also 

includes general information on gas services for the Project. The comment does not identify any specific 

issue with respect to the adequacy of the Draft SEIR; therefore, no further response is required or 

necessary. However, the comment letter was provided to the Project applicant to ensure awareness of 

the transmission lines and gas service.  
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Response to Comment Letter A3 

Agency 

Riverside Transit Authority 

June 27, 2024 

A3-1 This comment includes introductory language. The comment does not identify any specific issue with 

respect to the adequacy of the Draft SEIR; therefore, no further response is required or necessary. 

A3-2 This comment includes a recommendation that the Project should incorporate sidewalks adjacent to 

the curb along Lasselle and Cactus Avenue to provide infrastructure for future bus stops. The Project 

would include a sidewalk in this location. The comment does not identify any specific issue with respect 

to the adequacy of the Draft SEIR; therefore, no further response is required or necessary. 

A3-3  This comment includes a conclusion to the comment letter. The comment does not identify any specific 

issue with respect to the adequacy of the Draft SEIR; therefore, no further response is required 

or necessary. 
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Response to Comment Letter A4 

Agency 

Southern California Gas and Electric 

July 5, 2024 

A4-1 This comment includes an introduction to comments to follow. The comment references a map of the 

conflict area and general requirements for work near high pressure lines. The comment does not 

identify specific issues with the adequacy of the Draft SEIR. No further response is required. 

A4-2 The comment includes an introduction to the general requirements for performing work or planning 

projects near SoCalGas high pressure lines and recommends continued communication with SoCalGas. 

The comment does not identify specific issues with the adequacy of the Draft SEIR. No further response 

is required. 

A4-3 The comment includes general requirements for performing work or planning projects near SoCalGas 

high pressure lines. The Project will comply with these requirements. The comment does not identify 

specific issues with the adequacy of the Draft SEIR. No further response is required. 

A4-4 The comment includes Project-specific recommendations regarding potholes, setbacks from easement 

lines, and making buyers and tenants aware of pipelines and easements. The comment does not 

identify specific issues with the adequacy of the Draft SEIR. No further response is required. 

A4-5 The comment references a map of the conflict area and general requirements for work near high 

pressure lines and states that there may be other gas facilities within the Project area. The comment 

does not identify specific issues with the adequacy of the Draft SEIR. No further response is required. 

A4-6 This comment states that the letter does not constitute clearance for construction work near or around 

SoCalGas’s pipelines and that the SoCalGas should be notified as plans develop. The Project applicant 

will maintain communication with SoCalGas as the Project continues to develop. The comment does 

not identify specific issues with the adequacy of the Draft SEIR. No further response is required. 

A4-7 The comment includes a map of the Project site and gas assets. The comment does not identify specific 

issues with the adequacy of the Draft SEIR. No further response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter A5 

Agency 

Riverside County Flood Control & Water Conservation District  

July 10, 2024 

A5-1 This comment includes an introduction to comments to follow. The comment does not identify any 

specific issue with respect to the adequacy of the Draft SEIR; therefore, no further response is required 

or necessary. 

A5-2 The comment includes an introduction to the general nature of the Riverside County Flood Control & 

Water Conservation District comments and recommendations and clarifies that the Project has not 

been reviewed in detail. The comment does not identify any specific issue with respect to the adequacy 

of the Draft SEIR; therefore, no further response is required or necessary. 

A5-3 The comment identifies the Project as being within the Moreno Area Drainage Plan. The comment also 

states the Project would involve the proposed master drainage facilities, which the Riverside County 

Flood Control & Water Conservation District would accept ownership of on written request by the City. 

If the Project proposes channels, storm drains larger than 36 inches in diameter, or other facilities, the 

District would consider accepting ownership on written request of the City. The comment further states 

that these facilities would be constructed to district standards; would be subject to plan check, 

inspection, and fees; and would require an encroachment permit.  

The Project applicant will comply with district standards and requirements on all proposed facilities. 

The applicant has conducted coordination since 2007 with the district regarding the Master Plan Line 

F Channel through the previous iterations of this Project. Further, the applicant has maintained the 

Conservation Easement south of the Line F Channel for a decade, and as of March 27, 2024, the 

applicant has transferred management responsibilities of the Conservation Easement to San Jacinto 

Basin Resource Conservation District. If minor improvements are required of Line F Channel in the 

future, the applicant will continue to coordinate with the Riverside County Flood Control & Water 

Conservation District as needed. The comment does not identify any specific issue with respect to the 

adequacy of the Draft SEIR; therefore, no further response is required or necessary. 

A5-4  The comment includes general information regarding National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

permits, Federal Emergency Management Agency floodplains, CEQA, and permits. As described in Draft 

SEIR Section 3.4.2 (p. 3-28), the Project would require a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 

System Permit and a Clean Water Act Section 401 Permit. As described in Draft SEIR Section 4.10, 

Hydrology and Water Quality (specifically within Section 4.10.1, pp. 4.10-1 through 4.10-5), the 

southern portion of the Project site was previously located within Federal Emergency Management 

Agency Zone A on the Flood Insurance Rate Map, which is defined as having a 1% annual chance of 

flooding (also known as the 100-year flood zone) with no defined base flood elevation. However, as a 

result of prior flood control improvements, the southern portion of the site is no longer located within 

the 100-year flood zone, and Zone A is almost entirely contained within the Line F Channel. Regarding 

CEQA compliance, the Project applicant will comply with all mitigation measures in the Final SEIR. The 

comment does not identify any specific issue with respect to the adequacy of the Draft SEIR; therefore, 

no further response is required or necessary. 
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A5-5 The comment includes a previous comment made by the District Similar to Comment A5-2. Please refer 

to Response to Comment A5-2. 

A5-6 The comment includes a previous comment made by the District similar to Comment A5-3. Please refer 

to Response to Comment A5-3. 

A5-7 The comment includes a previous comment made by the District similar to Comment A5-4. Please refer 

to Response to Comment A5-4. 

A5-8 The comment includes a copy of the Notice of Availability for the Draft SEIR on the Project. The comment 

does not identify any specific issue with respect to the adequacy of the Draft SEIR; therefore, no further 

response is required or necessary. 

A5-9 The comment includes a copy of the Notice of Preparation for the Project. The comment does not 

identify any specific issue with respect to the adequacy of the Draft SEIR; therefore, no further response 

is required or necessary. 
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Response to Comment Letter A6 

Agency 

Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD) 

July 24, 2024 

A6-1 This comment acknowledges EMWD’s receipt of the Notice of Availability of the Draft SEIR for the 

Project and provides a summary of the Project. The comment restates information contained in the 

Draft SEIR and does not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA; therefore, no further 

response is required or necessary.  

A6-2 The comment references Section I.3 and I.4 of the Water Supply Assessment Letter dated October 18, 

2023, prepared by EMWD for the Project (included in the Draft SEIR as Appendix L). The referenced 

sections indicate that specific facilities needed to serve the Project’s water demand would be defined 

during the design condition phase of the EMWD’s New Development Process, and the applicant would 

meet with EMWD to establish development design conditions at this time.  

This information has been addressed in Draft SEIR Section 4.19, Utilities and Service Systems. The 

comment does not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA; therefore, no further 

response is required or necessary. The City will include the comment as part of the Final SEIR for review 

and consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final decision.  

A6-3 This comment states that to define the impact on existing EMWD facilities, the SEIR should analyze 

water and wastewater demands to determine if the remaining capacity of EMWD facilities can 

adequately serve the Project. The comment also states that EMWD can assist with developing Design 

Conditions pertinent to required facilities and identifying requirements pertaining to proposed 

abandonment of existing pipelines and sizing of proposed pipelines. 

As part of the Water Supply Assessment prepared by EMWD for the Project, EMWD calculated demand 

projections for the Project and compared them to EMWD’s projected water supply and demand, as 

described in the Draft SEIR Section 4.19.4.2 (pp. 4.19-14 through 4.19-23) and Appendix L. As 

discussed in Draft SEIR Section 4.19.4.2 (pp. 4.19-14 through 4.19-23), the EMWD Water Supply 

Assessment also assessed wastewater demand of the Project and determined that no new facilities 

would be needed as a result of the Project. The results of the Water Supply Assessment show that 

EMWD would be able to meet the Project’s demand for water with existing water supplies and supply 

facilities in conjunction with other demands. During the design condition phase of the EMWD’s New 

Development Process, the applicant would coordinate with EMWD regarding specific water and sewer 

facilities. The comment does not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA; therefore, 

no further response is required or necessary. The City will include the comment as part of the Final 

SEIR for review and consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final decision.  

A6-4 This comment provides contact information for the development services coordinator and the 

commenter. The comment does not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA; 

therefore, no further response is required or necessary. The City will include the comment as part of 

the Final SEIR for review and consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final decision.  
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A6-5 This comment includes a copy of the Notice of Availability and an email referencing the comments 

made by EMWD in response to the Notice of Preparation dated November 20, 2023. The comments in 

response to the Notice of Preparation were received by the City on November 20, 2023, and have been 

considered as part of the SEIR. No further response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter O1 

Organization  

Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo – Californians Allied for a Responsible Economy 

June 21, 2024 

O1-1 The comment requests access to all documents referenced, incorporated by reference, and relied upon 

in the Draft SEIR, excluding the Draft SEIR, appendices, and other Project documents available on the 

City’s website. 

The comment is a request for documents, which does not address the adequacy of any section of the 

Draft SEIR. All documents referenced, incorporated by reference, and relied upon are listed in Chapter 

8, SEIR References, Consultation, and Preparation, of the Draft SEIR, with links to respective 

documents, where available. The commentor can view most references in the Draft SEIR by using the 

website links provided. In addition, the City responded to the commentor’s request on June 27, July 1, 

and July 16, 2024, providing the documents referenced, incorporated by reference, and relied upon in 

the Draft SEIR. 

As set forth in Section 15148 of the CEQA Guidelines, documents referenced in the EIR should not be 

included in the EIR: “Preparation of EIRs is dependent upon information from many sources, including 

engineering project reports and many scientific documents relating to environmental features. These 

documents should be cited but not included in the EIR.” (See also Save North Petaluma River and 

Wetlands v. City of Petaluma [2022] 86 Cal.App.5th 207, 225-226.) The City appropriately referenced 

documents in the manner intended by CEQA; therefore, no further response is required or necessary. 

This comment is included in the Final SEIR for review and consideration by the decision-makers prior 

to a final decision on the Project.  

O1-2 The comment provides a summary of Project description and location. The comment restates 

information contained in the Draft SEIR and does not raise an environmental issue within the meaning 

of CEQA; therefore, no further response is required or necessary. The City will include the comment as 

part of the Final SEIR for review and consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final decision on 

the Project.  

O1-3 The comment states the request for documents is made pursuant to CEQA. The comment asserts CEQA 

requires referenced documents be made available to the public for the entire comment period. The 

letter cites CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and some CEQA case law in footnote 2. None of the legal 

citations state that referenced documents must be made publicly available “for the entire comment 

period,” as stated in the comment. In any event, the City has responded to the commenter’s request 

for referenced documents. Refer to Response to Comment O1-1, above. 

O1-4 The comment provides contact information for correspondence and concluding remarks. The 

commentor’s contact information is appreciated. The comment includes a conclusion to the previous 

comments and does not identify specific issues with respect to the adequacy of the Draft SEIR; 

therefore, no further response is required or necessary.  
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Response to Comment Letter O2 

Organization  

Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo – Californians Allied for a Responsible Economy 

July 11, 2024 

O2-1 The comment introduces the commenter, the Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo law firm, writing on 

behalf of Californians Allied for a Responsible Economy (CARE CA). CARE CA requests a 30-day 

extension of the Draft SEIR public comment period “due to the City’s failure to provide timely access to 

documents referenced and relied upon in the DSEIR and public records in the City’s possession related 

to the Project.” The balance of the comment consists of an introduction to comments that follow. The 

commenter will be referred to as the “commenter” or CARE CA, below. 

After careful consideration, the City did not extend the Draft SEIR public comment period for several 

reasons. First, pursuant to CEQA, a draft EIR must be released for public comment for at least 30 days—

45 days if circulated to the State Clearinghouse—but not more than 60 days, except in unusual 

circumstances (14 CCR 15105[a]). The Aquabella Draft SEIR was circulated for a 45-day public 

comment period, from May 31, 2024, through July 15, 2024, in compliance with CEQA; no other 

agency, organization, individual, or interested person requested additional time based on the need to 

review documents used or referenced in the Draft SEIR. 

Second, citation to reference materials in the Aquabella Draft SEIR is not an “unusual circumstance” 

that supports extending the Draft SEIR public comment period. To the contrary, as set forth in Section 

15148 of the CEQA Guidelines, source documents referenced in the EIR should generally not be 

included in the EIR. “Preparation of EIRs is dependent upon information from many sources, including 

engineering project reports and many scientific documents relating to environmental features. These 

documents should be cited but not included in the EIR.” (See also Save North Petaluma River and 

Wetlands v. City of Petaluma [2022] 86 Cal.App.5th 207, 225-226; Ebbetts Pass Forest Watch v. Dept. 

of Forestry & Fire Protection [2008] 43 Cal.4th 936, 958 [nothing in CEQA requires that source 

materials be physically incorporated into EIR].)  

Third, the Draft SEIR and its supporting appendices were made available at https://www.moreno-

valley.ca.us/cdd/documents/about-projects.html and through the State Clearinghouse website at 

https://ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/2023100145/5. All documents referenced, incorporated by reference, 

and relied upon are listed in Chapter 8, SEIR References, Consultation, and Preparation, of the Draft 

SEIR, with links to respective documents, where available. The commentor was able to view most 

references in the Draft SEIR by using the website links provided. This method of making documents 

available is specifically authorized by CEQA Guidelines Section 15201 as a means of assuring public 

participation. Further, a document on the Internet cited by a specific URL that allows an interested party 

to go directly to the document in question makes the document “available for review.” (Consolidated 

Irrigation District v. Superior Court [2012] 205 Cal.App.4th 697, 725 [a comment that provides the 

URL of a document in a comment on a draft EIR is “submitted” to the lead agency and must be included 

in the record]). 

In addition, the City responded to the commenter’s requests for documents on June 27, July 1, and 

July 16, 2024, providing the remaining documents referenced, incorporated by reference, and relied 

upon in the Draft SEIR. Thus, the City has complied with CEQA. The City also promptly responded to 
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CARE CA’s public records request. Accordingly, no “unusual circumstances” support extending the 

public comment period. 

Fourth, Aquabella is a residential/mixed-use housing development project within an urban, infill area 

of the City; as such it is important not to delay processing in light of the statewide and local housing 

crisis (see the Housing Crisis Act of 2019 [Senate Bill 330], which is among the legislative enactments 

adopted to address the statewide housing shortage, and see legislative findings in the Housing 

Accountability Act, Government Code Section 65589.5[a][1]).  

Fifth, the close of the CEQA comment period does not foreclose an agency, organization, individual, or 

any other interested person from submitting additional comments raising significant environmental 

issues on a draft EIR. CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) states that the lead agency “shall evaluate 

comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed the draft EIR” and the lead 

agency “may respond to late comments.” Here, the City reserves the right under CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15088(a) to respond to additional comments received from CARE CA based on its review of 

the documents used or referenced in the Draft SEIR.  

Additionally, under CEQA, CARE CA may submit additional comments “before the close of the public 

hearing on the [Aquabella] project before issuance of the notice of determination” (California Public 

Resources Code, Section 21177[a]). While the City and case law encourage the timely submittal of 

comments to facilitate thorough evaluation and response, CEQA grants CARE CA ample additional time 

to review the documents used or referenced in the Draft SEIR, including those the City provided to CARE 

CA in late June and early July 2024. The Project will be subject to public hearings by decision-makers 

prior to a final decision.  

The City will include all CARE CA comment letters in either the Final SEIR or record of proceedings, and 

such comments will be made available to decision-makers for consideration prior to taking any final 

action on the SEIR and Project. Therefore, the City’s decision not to extend the comment period for the 

Aquabella Draft SEIR does not prejudice CARE CA.  

O2-2 The comment asks that the City comply with the commenter’s June 21, 2024, request for all documents 

referenced in the Draft SEIR. The comment states that seven documents referenced in the Phase I and 

Phase II Environmental Site Assessments (ESAs) (Draft SEIR Appendix G) are “outstanding,” as is the 

draft Development Agreement. Draft SEIR reference documents that were not yet provided at the time 

of the commenter’s July 11, 2024, letter were sent. 

Please refer to Response to Comment O2-1 above. Further, the June 21, 2024, letter requested “all 

documents referenced in the DSEIR.” The City responded to the commenter’s initial records requests 

by providing the documents referenced, incorporated by reference, and relied upon in the Draft SEIR.  

The commenter subsequently expanded its initial records request to seek the seven documents 

referenced in Appendix G, the Phase I and II ESAs, which consisted of dated maps, title reports, and 

test methodologies. Upon receiving this expanded request, on July 16, 2024, the City provided the 

commenter with the seven listed reference documents related to the Phase I and II ESAs. Please refer 

to the City’s record of proceedings. 
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Additionally, the commenter’s June 21 letter request did not ask for the draft Development Agreement. 

The City acknowledges that this comment expands upon the prior June 21 letter and requests a copy 

of the draft Development Agreement. However, the Development Agreement is a both a draft document 

and a Project approval/entitlement request and not a document used or referenced in the Draft SEIR 

(see Draft SEIR Section 1.2, pp. 1-3 through 1-4; see also Government Code, Section 65864 et seq.). 

The draft Development Agreement is subject to both deliberation by the City and negotiation between 

the Project applicant and City, and the City generally asserts a strong interest in the confidentiality of 

preliminary stages of negotiating a draft Development Agreement (California Government Code, 

Sections 7922.000, 7927.500; Times Mirror Company v. Superior Court [1991] 53 Cal.3d 1325, 1338 

[discussing deliberative process privilege]; Michaelis, Montanari & Johnson v. Superior Court [2006] 

38 Cal.4th 1065, 1076-1077 [privilege for contract negotiations]; California Public Resources Code, 

Section 21167.6[e][10] [CEQA record excludes information subject to an Evidence Code privilege or 

California Public Records Act exemption]).  

While the draft Development Agreement is correctly covered in the Draft SEIR’s project description 

section as one of the Project applicant’s requested Project approvals, nothing in CEQA, the CEQA 

Guidelines, or CEQA case law requires the draft Development Agreement to be analyzed further in the 

SEIR since “CEQA does not require that an analysis be made of each and every activity carried out in 

conjunction with a project” (Native Sun/Lyon Communities v. City of Escondido [1993] 15 Cal.App.4th 

892, 909-910). Here, the “activity” is the draft Development Agreement listed as a discretionary Project 

approval in Section 1.2 (pp. 1-3 through 1-4).  

The draft Development Agreement was accurately described as a Project approval/entitlement, and if 

approved, “would be a written agreement between the Project applicant and the City in order to specify 

the respective obligations of the parties.” The draft Development Agreement was also identified as part 

of the “other” discretionary actions requested for approval (see Draft SEIR Chapter 1A, Executive 

Summary, pp. 1A-1 and 1A-7). Further, the draft Development Agreement was identified as one 

“mechanism” to ensure that infrastructure and facility needs are tied to implementation of each phase 

of the Project, including “Project conditions” and “other mechanisms,” such as the Draft SEIR’s 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (see Draft SEIR Section 3.3.3, p. 3-14). As such, the draft 

Development Agreement was identified as a mechanism that is simply one tool for enforcement, with 

others in place (e.g., the SEIR itself, Project conditions of approval, Specific Plan conditions of approval, 

and the Project Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan) (see Draft SEIR Chapter 3).  

Accordingly, the draft Development Agreement was not used to prepare the Draft SEIR, nor was it used 

as a reference document to support the text of the Draft SEIR. Instead, it constitutes a proposed 

legislative approval or entitlement action of a public agency authorized by Article 2.5 of the Government 

Code, Sections 65864–65869.5. This law authorizes cities and counties to enter into a development 

agreement with any person having a legal or equitable interest in real property for the development of 

the property (Government Code, Section 65865[a]).  

The draft Development Agreement continues to be subject to internal negotiations between the Project 

applicant and the City. It will be provided for public review consistent with state public hearing notice 

requirements prior to City decisionmaker consideration of the Project.  

The balance of the comments do not identify specific issues raising significant environmental issues 

with respect to the adequacy of the Draft SEIR; therefore, no further response is required or necessary. 
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O2-3 The comment states the request for documents on June 21, 2024, was made pursuant to CEQA. The 

comment asserts CEQA requires that referenced documents be made available to the public “during 

the entire comment period.” The letter cites CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and CEQA case law in footnote 

5. Please refer to responses to comments O2-1 and O2-2, above. Contrary to the comment, none of 

the commenter’s referenced legal citations state that EIR referenced documents must be made publicly 

available “during the entire comment period.” Additionally, as stated above, the City provided the 

documents used or referenced in the Draft SEIR, and the City is willing to consider late comments from 

CARE CA with respect to any other issue raising significant environmental issues with respect to the 

adequacy of the Draft SEIR (14 CCR 15088[a]). Lastly, no further response is required because the 

balance of the comments do not raise an environmental issue with respect to the adequacy of the 

Draft SEIR.  

O2-4 The comment states that CARE CA submitted a separate Public Records Act request on the same day 

(June 21, 2024) seeking all public records referring to or related to the Project. 

The City acknowledges the comment, which does not raise any environmental issue or concern the 

adequacy of the Draft SEIR. The City will include the comment as part of the Final EIR for review and 

consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final decision. No further response is required because 

the comment does not raise an environmental issue.  

O2-5 The comment states the City provided access to some documents referenced in the Draft SEIR on June 

27 and July 1, 2024, but omitted key reference documents, including the draft Development Agreement 

and documents referenced in the ESAs. Please refer to Responses to Comments O2-1 and O2-2, above. 

O2-6 The comment states the commenter emailed on July 10, 2024, requesting the draft Development 

Agreement and had not yet received a response when this letter was sent on July 11, 2024.  

Please see Responses to Comments O2-1 and O2-2, above. The City acknowledges the comment and 

notes it does not raise any environmental issue or concern the adequacy of the Draft SEIR; therefore, 

no further response is required or necessary. 

O2-7 The comment states “failure to provide even a few pages of a CEQA document for a portion of the public 

review period invalidates the entire CEQA process.” The letter also asserts that the City is violating CEQA 

by failing to make publicly available all documents used or referenced in the Draft SEIR throughout the 

public comment period. The letter cites CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and CEQA case law in footnotes 8 

through 10. 

Please refer to Responses to Comments O2-1 through O2-3, above.  

Additionally, none of the documents are “pages of” the Draft SEIR or documents used or referenced in 

Draft SEIR itself. The seven documents are references and sources of data in a technical appendix, 

Phase I and Phase II ESAs (Draft SEIR Appendix G), and a Project approval/entitlement, the draft 

Development Agreement. 

Further, contrary to the comment, none of the legal citations provided state that referenced documents 

must be made publicly available “during the entire comment period.” Under CEQA, only documents 

“incorporated by reference” are to be made available in a public place in the county where the project 
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is located. Documents merely cited in an EIR or referenced in a technical report are not required to be 

made available for public inspection (14 CCR 15150[b], 15148). As set forth in Section 15148 of the 

CEQA Guidelines, documents referenced in the EIR should generally not be included in the EIR. 

“Preparation of EIRs is dependent upon information from many sources, including engineering project 

reports and many scientific documents relating to environmental features. These documents should 

be cited but not included in the EIR.” (See also Save North Petaluma River and Wetlands v. City of 

Petaluma [2022] 86 Cal.App.5th 207, 225–226; Ebbetts Pass Forest Watch v. Dept. of Forestry & Fire 

Protection [2008] 43 Cal.4th 936, 958 [nothing in CEQA requires that source materials be physically 

incorporated into EIR].)  

As CEQA directs, the City appended technical reports to the Draft SEIR and cited references and source 

information. To the extent the commenter has requested such references, the City has provided the 

commenter with all requested references from the ESAs within a reasonable time. The City has thus 

complied with CEQA by citing background information rather than including it in the Draft SEIR or an 

appendix (El Morro Community Assn. v. California Dept. of Parks & Recreation [2004] 122 Cal.App.4th 

1341, 1351–1354 [DEIR was sufficient where technical information was generally cited in the EIR]; 

Save North Petaluma River and Wetlands v. City of Petaluma [2022] 86 Cal.App.5th 207, 225–226).  

Additionally, the commenter has not provided any explanation of why such background documents 

were requested (and provided) and how the commenter was/is prejudiced, particularly when, as here, 

the City promptly provided the commenter with all the documents used or referenced in the Draft SEIR.  

Concerning the draft Development Agreement, please see Response to Comment O2-2.  

The commenter asserts that members of the public have been deprived of the opportunity to 

meaningfully comment on the Project because this technical background data (old maps, title reports, 

methodologies, etc.) and draft Development Agreement were not included in the Draft SEIR. However, 

the commenter provides no specific explanation of how they were hindered or deprived from 

commenting; all relevant information is summarized in the Draft SEIR and Appendix G. See Response 

to Comment O2-2 concerning the draft Development Agreement. 

The City has responded to the commenter’s request for the referenced documents. Please refer to 

Response to Comment O2-1, above. 

O2-8 The comment provides concluding remarks that summarize the prior comments and requests that the 

Draft SEIR comment period be extended and the requested reference documents and draft 

Development Agreement be provided. 

Please refer to Responses to Comments O2-1 through O2-7, above, for specific responses to those 

comments. The comment does not identify any additional issues with respect to the adequacy of the 

Draft SEIR; therefore, no further response is required or necessary. 

O2-9 The comment letter attaches the prior correspondence with the City referenced in this comment letter. 

Please refer to Responses to Comments O1-1 through O1-4 and Responses to Comments O2-1 through 

O2-7 for specific responses. The comment does not identify any additional issues with respect to the 

adequacy of the Draft SEIR; therefore, no further response is required or necessary. 
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Response to Comment Letter O3 

Organization  

Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo – Californians Allied for a Responsible Economy 

July 15, 2024 

O3-1 The City acknowledges the comment as an introduction to comments that follow. The Adams Broadwell 

Joseph & Cardoza law firm submits the letter on behalf of Californians Allied for a Responsible Economy 

(CARE CA).  

The comment does not address the adequacy of any section of the Draft SEIR; therefore, no further 

response is required or necessary. This comment is included in the Final SEIR for review and 

consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final decision. 

03-2 The comment states that the Aquabella Draft SEIR was reviewed with the assistance of two technical 

consultants: James J. Clark, PhD, on the subjects of air quality and hazardous resources, and Jack 

Meighan, MS, on the subject of acoustics. The comment also attaches the consultants’ comments and 

resumes as exhibits (A and B).  

These responses address all comments in the letter and attachments consistent with CEQA and CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15088.  

In reviewing the comments and attachments from Dr. Clark and Mr. Meighan, the City also conferred 

with the Dudek expert consultants in the areas of air quality, health risk, hazardous resources, and 

noise/acoustics. Attachment C to this document includes professional resumes of Dudek preparers, 

including Jonathan Leech, AICP, INCE, noise specialist; Eric Schniewind, senior geologist, hydrologist, 

and hazardous materials specialist; Audrey Herschberger, PE, environmental engineer; Jennifer Reed, 

air resources specialist, air quality services manager; Matthew Morales, air resources specialist; and 

Ames Noll, air resources specialist. 

The comment summarizes CARE CA’s comments that follow, including comments claiming that the 

Draft SEIR “fails to comply with the requirements of CEQA”—specifically that the Draft SEIR’s project 

description section (Chapter 3, Project Description) does not provide an accurate project description, 

nor “disclose, analyze, or mitigate the Project’s potentially significant air quality, health risk, soil 

contamination, noise, transportation, energy, water supply, and land use impacts.” This summary does 

not explain the alleged failings of the project description, nor detail any specific “deficiency” with 

respect to the Draft SEIR’s air quality, health risk, soils/hazards, noise, transportation, energy, water 

supply, or land use impacts, except to conclude that the Draft SEIR “lacks” substantial evidence to 

support its findings.  

The focus of the City’s responses to comments is the “disposition of significant environmental issues 

raised” in the comments (14 CCR 15088[c]). Detailed responses are not provided for comments that 

either do not relate to significant environmental issues or provide an unsupported opinion regarding 

the Draft SEIR or the Draft SEIR’s significance findings. The analysis in the Draft SEIR is based on 

scientific and factual data and has been reviewed by the City and reflects its independent judgement. 

CEQA permits disagreements among experts with respect to environmental issues addressed in an EIR; 

such disagreement does not make an EIR inadequate (14 CCR 15151). Further, courts do not require 
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perfection, but instead look for adequacy, completeness and a good faith effort at full disclosure (14 

CCR 15151). 

The comments do not address any specific inadequacy in any section of the Draft SEIR; therefore, no 

further response is required or necessary. This comment is included in the Final SEIR for review and 

consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final decision.  

O3-3 The comment claims that the City cannot approve the Project until the “errors and omissions” in the 

Draft SEIR are “remedied, and a revised draft SEIR is recirculated.” The comment also contains a 

footnote that reserves the right to “supplement” the comments during later hearings and proceedings. 

The City has considered the recirculation request, and finds that recirculation is not required by CEQA 

or the CEQA Guidelines for the reasons that follow.  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 provides the legal criteria that a lead agency is to consider when 

deciding whether it is required to recirculate an EIR. Recirculation is required when “significant new 

information” is added to the EIR after public notice of the availability of the draft EIR is given, but before 

certification (14 CCR 15088.5[a]). “Significant new information,” as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 

15088.5(a), means information added to an EIR that changes the EIR so as to deprive the public of a 

meaningful opportunity to comment on a “substantial adverse environmental effect” or a “feasible way 

to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponents 

have declined to implement.” 

An example of significant new information provided by the CEQA Guidelines is the disclosure showing 

that a “new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation 

measure proposed to be implemented” (14 CCR 15088.5[a][1]). Other examples involve situations 

where a “substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation 

measures are adopted to reduce the impact to a level of insignificance” (14 CCR 15088.5[a][2]). 

Further examples involve a setting where a “feasible project alternative or mitigation measure 

considerably different from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant 

environmental impacts of the project, but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it” (14 CCR 

15088.5[a][3]). 

Recirculation is not required where “the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies 

or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR” (14 CCR 15088.5[b]). Recirculation also is 

not required simply because new information is added to the EIR—indeed, new information is regularly 

added given CEQA’s public/agency comment and response process and CEQA’s requirement to 

circulate proposed responses to comments submitted by public agencies to those agencies before 

certifying the final EIR. In short, recirculation is “intended to be an exception rather than the general 

rule” (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California [1993] 6 Cal.4th 1112, 

1132, emphasis added). 

Here, the comment does not identify any specific significant environmental issue or topic that would 

trigger SEIR recirculation, particularly when, as here, the Project site has been the subject of extensive 

prior environmental review and analysis (see Draft SEIR Section 2.1, pp. 2-1 through 2-3, and Section 

3.3.1, pp. 3-4 through 3-6). 
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O3-4 The comment provides general “project background” of the Project and its description, though the 

description is incomplete in some respects. For that reason, this response refers to Draft SEIR Section 

1A.2, pp. 1A-1 through 1A-7, for a more complete description of the Project overview, objectives, 

location, and summary. Additionally, the comment incorrectly refers to the Project site as comprising 

770.5 acres. The previously approved Specific Plan area encompassed 770.2 acres. Since that time, 

portions of the previously approved Specific Plan have been developed (e.g., Nason Street, Vista del 

Lago High School, apartment units). As such, this Project updates the vision for the development of the 

remaining 658.6-acre site, plus an additional 10-acre parcel that would be added to the Specific Plan, 

for a total Project area of approximately 668.6 acres (see Draft SEIR Section 1A.2, p. 1A-1). The 

comment does not raise any specific environmental issues regarding the adequacy of the Draft SEIR; 

therefore, no further response is necessary or required. 

O3-5 The comment summarizes the Project’s prior history, approvals, and environmental review and 

analysis, which are covered in the Draft SEIR (see Draft SEIR Section 1A.2, pp. 1A-1 through 1A-7, for 

a more complete description of the Project overview, objectives, location, and history). Because the 

comment only generally summarizes the Project background and raises no significant environmental 

issues regarding the adequacy of the Draft SEIR, no further response is needed or required. However, 

the City will include the comment as part of the Final SEIR for review and consideration by the decision-

makers prior to a final decision. 

O3-6 The comment introduces CARE CA. The comment and those that immediately follow under the heading 

“Statement of Interest” state that individual members of the labor union live, work, and recreate in the 

City and in Riverside County and would be directly affected by the Project’s environmental impacts. No 

facts or data are provided to support these comments. The City acknowledges the comment as a further 

introduction to comments that follow. This comment is included in the Final SEIR for review and 

consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final decision on the Project. No further response is 

required or necessary. 

O3-7 The comment expands on CARE CA’s interests and suggests that its union members may work on the 

Project site and be exposed to health and safety hazards on site. No facts or data are provided to 

support the comments. This comment is included in the Final SEIR for review and consideration by the 

decision-makers prior to a final decision. No further response is required or necessary. 

O3-8 The comment further expands on CARE CA’s interests. No facts or data are provided to support the 

comment, nor does it raise any significant environmental issue or topic with respect to the adequacy 

of the Draft SEIR. This comment is included in the Final SEIR for review and consideration by the 

decision-makers prior to a final decision on the Project. No further response is required or necessary. 

O3-9 The comment cites CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and CEQA cases as background information to support 

the comments that follow. As stated, the focus of the City’s responses to comments is the “disposition 

of significant environmental issues raised” in the comments (14 CCR 15088[c]). Detailed responses 

are not provided for comments that do not relate either to significant environmental issues or provide 

an unsupported opinion regarding the Draft SEIR or the Draft SEIR’s significance findings. Contrary to 

the comment’s statements and as substantiated in responses below, the analysis in the Draft SEIR is 

based on scientific and factual data and has been reviewed by the City and reflects its independent 

judgement. This comment is included in the Final SEIR for review and consideration by the decision-

makers prior to a final decision. No further response is required or necessary. 
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O3-10 Please refer to Response to Comment O3-9, above.  

O3-11 Please refer to Response to Comment O3-9, above. 

O3-12 The comment states that the “2040 General Plan Update was adopted June 2021 and is presently in 

effect.” The comment then refers to the City’s 2040 General Plan Update litigation and notes that prior 

to the litigation set-aside of the 2040 General Plan Update, the Project applicant submitted a Senate 

Bill (SB) 330 preliminary application and paid the requisite fee on September 6, 2023, which 

“effectively ‘locks’ in the development requirements and standards upon the date of submittal.” The 

comment represents background information and not any significant environmental issue concerning 

the adequacy of the Draft SEIR. Please also refer to Response to Comment O3-9, above.  

This comment is included in the Final SEIR for review and consideration by the decision-makers prior 

to a final decision. No further response is required or necessary. 

O3-13 The comment generally refers to the Draft SEIR’s evaluation of the Project’s consistency with the 2040 

General Plan. In response, the City notes that the Draft SEIR evaluated the Project’s consistency with 

both the 2040 General Plan (which was in litigation during the processing of the Draft SEIR) and the 

2006 General Plan. For additional information, please refer to footnote 1 in Draft SEIR Section 3.2, 

Statement of Project Objectives, p. 3-2; Draft SEIR Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning, pp. 4.11-1 

and 4.11-11 through 4.11-12, including Table 4.11-1, 2040 General Plan Land Use Consistency; and 

Draft SEIR Appendix A, Specific Plan Amendment, Appendix 8.1, Aquabella Consistency with 2040 

General Plan, and Appendix 8.2, Aquabella Consistency with 2006 General Plan.  

The comment also acknowledges that the Draft SEIR is “a stand-alone Project analysis, which does not 

tier from the 2040 General Plan EIR or any other EIR document,” and that the Draft SEIR “contains its 

own separate analysis of the environmental implications of the Project and its alternatives.”  

The comment further acknowledges the Draft SEIR’s statement that, if the prior 2006 General Plan “is 

the effective General Plan when the Project goes before the City Council,” the “SEIR and Specific Plan 

Amendment (SEIR, Appendix A) also includes analysis of Project consistency with that prior Plan.” Again, 

the City concurs with these comments.  

This comment is included in the Final SEIR for review and consideration by the decision-makers prior 

to a final decision. No further response is required or necessary. 

O3-14 This comment, and the comment that immediately follows, claim that the City was required to set aside 

its Climate Action Plan (CAP) following the trial court’s decision in the General Plan Update litigation 

(Sierra Club v. City, No. CVR 12103300). The comment states that the Project cannot base its 

consistency analysis on the “invalidated” CAP and 2040 General Plan. This response addresses both 

the CAP and the 2040 General Plan “consistency” comments. 

Climate Action Plan 

Draft SEIR Section 4.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, explicitly provides that the Aquabella Project “is 

not using the CAP’s streamlined environmental review process; instead, the Project has committed to 

the preparation of this SEIR. This SEIR includes an analysis of the Project’s consistency with the 
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effective CAP as it existed at the time the Project applicant filed a [SB 330] preliminary application with 

the City (in September 2023), while also undertaking a separate, stand-alone analyses of Project-

generated construction and operational GHG emissions against other significance thresholds/criteria. 

Note the Specific Plan Amendment (SEIR, Appendix A) also includes analysis of Project consistency with 

the 2006 General Plan, including policies related to GHG emissions” (see footnote 7 in Draft SEIR 

Section 4.8, p. 4.8-27). 

2040 General Plan 

Please refer to Topical Response 1, SB 330 and General Plan Consistency Analysis. This response 

explains why the Project can validly evaluate the Project’s consistency against the 2040 General Plan 

Update, though it was set-aside in the General Plan litigation (Sierra Club v. City, No. CVR 12103300) 

subject to corrective action and the City reconsideration and readoption of the 2040 General Plan. See 

Topical Response 1 for further explanation. 

O3-15 Please refer to Response to Comment O3-14, above. As demonstrated therein, the Draft SEIR—

consistent with CEQA’s informational disclosure objectives—appropriately considered the consistency 

of the Project with both the City’s CAP and 2040 General Plan, while planning ahead and accounting 

for potential contingencies that might flow from the General Plan Update litigation. The inclusion of 

such information and analysis does not violate the tenets of CEQA, but rather furthers CEQA’s purpose 

to provide disclosure of the planning process in place at the time of the Draft SEIR’s preparation. 

O3-16 The comment and the comment immediately below provide citations to CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, 

and CEQA cases regarding the legal standards governing an “adequate” project description. The 

comments do not raise any specific issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft SEIR. As previously 

stated, the focus of the City’s responses to comments is the “disposition of significant environmental 

issues raised” in the comments (14 CCR 15088[c]). Detailed responses are not provided for comments 

that do not relate either to significant environmental issues or provide an unsupported opinion 

regarding the Draft SEIR.  

Further, Draft SEIR Chapter 3 contains a lengthy description of the Project, consisting of 38 pages, 

including tables and figures, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15124. The analysis in Draft 

SEIR Chapter 3 is based on facts and data that have been reviewed by the City and reflect its 

independent judgement. This comment and the one that follows do not question the adequacy of this 

analysis. 

The Final SEIR includes the comments for review and consideration by the decision-makers prior to a 

final decision. No further response is required or necessary. 

O3-17 Please refer to Response to Comment O3-16, above. 

O3-18 The comment addresses the Project applicant’s application for a development agreement and related 

topics. Refer to Response to Comment O2-2. 

O3-19 Please see Response to Comment O3-18, above. 

O3-20 Please see Response to Comment O3-18, above. 
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O3-21 The comment states that the Draft SEIR must be revised and recirculated because the Project’s 

Development Agreement was not made available for public review or expressly included in the Draft 

SEIR’s analysis. Refer to Response to Comment O2-2 concerning the Draft SEIR’s consideration of the 

Development Agreement. 

For a response regarding CEQA’s recirculation standards, please see Response to Comment O3-3 

above. No requirement exists in CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, or the CEQA case law for a public agency 

to attach a draft development agreement, still subject to negotiation, to an SEIR.  

O3-22 The comment is a summary of prior comments related to the Project’s Development Agreement. Please 

refer to Responses to Comments O2-2, O3-18, and O3-21, above. 

O3-23 The comment provides general background information regarding the requirements of CEQA, including 

with respect to the content of EIRs, the inclusion of all feasible mitigation where needed to address 

potentially significant impacts, and the necessity of substantial evidence to support CEQA 

determinations. The City notes the comment, which is included in the Final SEIR for review and 

consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final decision. No further response is required 

or necessary. 

O3-24 The comment provides general background information regarding the judicial standard of review 

applicable in legal proceedings challenging a lead agency’s CEQA determination. The City notes the 

comment, which is included in the Final SEIR for review and consideration by the decision-makers prior 

to a final decision. No further response is required or necessary. 

O3-25 The comment provides additional information regarding the judicial standard of review applicable in 

legal proceedings challenging a lead agency’s CEQA determination. The City notes the comment, which 

is included in the Final SEIR for review and consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final 

decision. No further response is required or necessary. 

O3-26 The comment is a subheading that introduces the commenter’s specific concern regarding the 

adequacy of the Draft SEIR’s consideration of valley fever exposure. The comment states that the Draft 

SEIR fails to adequately analyze and mitigate Project-related impacts associated with valley 

fever exposure. 

 The Draft SEIR considered whether the Project would result in a significant impact attributable to valley 

fever (also known by the scientific name “coccidioidomycosis”). This topic is neither new to California 

nor new to CEQA, as valley fever is a recognized fungal infection that occurs via the inhalation of spores 

that reside in soil.11 The California Department of Public Health (CDPH) has a surveillance system to 

track valley fever cases and has been collecting case data since 1995 (OEHHA 2022, p. VI-20). This 

topic is discussed in further detail in the responses to more specific comments that follow.  

 Valley fever is first introduced on page 4.3-8 of the Draft SEIR, in Section 4.3, Air Quality. The Draft SEIR 

discloses that valley fever is a fungal infection caused by the inhalation of Coccidioides immitis spores, 

which grow in the soils of the southwestern United States under certain climatic conditions (Draft SEIR 

Section 4.3, pp. 4.3-8, 4.3-57). The Draft SEIR reports that Riverside County—where the Project site is 

 
11 For information on the symptoms of Valley Fever, as well as the rates of infection for individuals presenting with mild, moderate 

and severe symptoms, please see CDPH’s Preventing Work-Related Coccidioidomycosis (Valley Fever) (CDPH 2013, p. 3).  
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located—is not considered by the scientific and regulatory communities to be a highly endemic county 

for valley fever, based on the reporting data collected by the CDPH (Draft SEIR Section 4.3, pp. 4.3-8, 

4.3-56 through 4.3-57). In concluding that the Project would not result in a significant human health 

impact attributable to valley fever exposure, the Draft SEIR underscored the relevance of the Project 

location being in a non-highly endemic county and the Project’s required compliance with applicable 

regulatory standards for dust control measures, which would minimize the potential release and 

inhalation of fungal spores (Draft SEIR Section 4.3, p. 4.3-57; see also Draft SEIR Appendix D, pp. xxvii, 

38, 123).  

 The Draft SEIR’s primarily qualitative approach to assessing the Project’s valley fever impact is 

consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064, 15064.7 and 15142. It also was informed by the 

fact that neither the California Air Resources Board nor the South Coast Air Quality Management District 

(SCAQMD) provide qualitative or quantitative thresholds of significance for addressing valley fever in 

the CEQA context. As discussed in greater detail in the responses that follow, the less-than-significant 

impact conclusion is supported by substantial evidence in the form of the most recently updated 

reporting data and recommended standards of practice from multiple public agencies with expertise.  

 For background information regarding the totality of the Draft SEIR’s air quality analysis, please refer 

to Topical Response 2, Air Quality. As illustrated therein, the Draft SEIR’s consideration of the Project’s 

valley fever impacts is just one component of a multifaceted assessment that surveys and evaluates 

Project impacts attributable to criteria air pollutants, toxic air contaminants, and other issues of 

concern in the air quality context. The technical analysis supporting the Draft SEIR’s assessment was 

prepared by three air resources specialists at Dudek: Jennifer Reed, Matthew Morales, and Ames Noll. 

The qualifications for each air resources specialist are included as Attachment C to the Final SEIR.  

O3-27 The comment states that the Project “may result in potentially significant impacts” from valley fever, 

questioning the Draft SEIR’s conclusion that construction activities would not necessarily increase the 

valley fever incidence rate. The comment relatedly states that the City “must identify” whether the 

fungal spores are present on the Project site. The comment opines that if the spores are present, then 

any soil disturbance “will necessarily increase the risk” of infection.  

In response, based on information provided by the U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 

(CDC), “testing soil for Coccidioides is currently done only for scientific research. It is not typically used 

to predict disease spread” (CDC 2024a). Similarly, CDPH, the California Environmental Protection 

Agency, and California’s Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment all have reported that there 

are no commercially available tests to detect fungal spores in dirt or dust (CDPH 2024a).  

Further, assuming that some testing method was to become available in the future, conducting testing 

on this 668.6-acre Project site over the anticipated 12-year construction period would not be necessary. 

This is because the Draft SEIR assumed the potential presence of the fungal spores in the soil located 

on the Project site. In order to ensure that the risk of exposure to the fungal spores—if released during 

the course of the construction period—would not be significant, the Draft SEIR cites the rigorous 

regulatory standards set forth in SCAQMD Rules 401 and 403 that are applicable to the Project, as well 

as the regulatory rubric applicable to employers under Title 8 of the California Code of Regulations 

(CCR) (Draft SEIR Appendix D, p. 123). These are briefly summarized below:  
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▪ SCAQMD Rule 401, Visible Emissions: A rule designed to regulate visible emissions from dust and 

other particulate matter based on the relative opacity of airborne matter. The rule prohibits 

unacceptable opacity levels that occur for more than 3 minutes in any 1 hour. 

▪ SCAQMD Rule 403, Fugitive Dust: A rule designed to reduce the amount of fugitive dust emissions 

that become airborne. The rule sets forth specific best available control measures and standard 

procedures that must be implemented to minimize fugitive dust emissions, such as stabilizing soil 

via water or other chemical suppressants (see Rule 403, Table 1). Additionally, the rule includes 

elevated standards that apply to “large operations,” such as the construction activity that would be 

undertaken by the Project (see Rule 403, Table 2).12  

▪ CCR, Title 8, Sections 342, 3203, 5141, 5144, and 14300: As recognized by the California 

Department of Industrial Relations (CDIR), employers have legal responsibilities to control their 

workers’ exposure to hazardous materials (CDIR 2024). These regulations require employers, 

among other responsibilities, to prepare and implement injury and illness prevention programs, 

provide respiratory protective equipment to prevent atmospheric contamination and control 

occupational diseases caused by breathing contaminated air, and undertake other actions for the 

protection of employees.  

In sum, numerous worker safety protections already are required by law independent of this 

CEQA analysis.  

The joint and complementary implementation of SCAQMD’s dust control regulatory rules and applicable 

labor standards support the Draft SEIR’s conclusion that that the potential health effects attributable 

to the Project’s disturbance of on-site soils that may contain valley fever fungal spores (depending on 

the climatic conditions that lead to their formation and dispersion)13 would not be significant. 

This approach has been affirmed by CDPH and CDIR, which recommend that employers consult with 

the local air pollution control district regarding effective dust control measures for construction 

activities, specifically citing concepts like wetting soils, using soil binders/stabilizers, and suspending 

activity during heavy winds (CDPH 2013). Similar recommendations are offered by the U.S. Department 

of Labor’s Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), which recognizes the importance of 

using controls that reduce exposure to airborne dust (OSHA n.d.).  

Additionally, the Project’s dust generation (as represented by the quantified coarse [PM10] and fine 

[PM2.5] particulate matter estimates) would be well below the applicable SCAQMD thresholds of 

significance for criteria air pollutants (see Draft SEIR Section 4.3, pp. 4.3-39 through 4.3-42). While 

these particular thresholds were developed to assess the significance of the Project’s PM2.5 and PM10 

emissions, the thresholds represent the overall amount of dust generation attributable to the Project. 

As any valley fever fungal spores would be a component of the overall dust profile, these thresholds 

and corresponding less-than-significant impact determinations are a relevant proxy for the magnitude 

of dust generation.  

 
12 For additional background information regarding Rule 403, please see SCAQMD’s Dust Control in the South Coast AQMD (SCAQMD 

n.d.). 
13 Research indicates that spore formation increases in years when heavy winter rains are coupled with hot, dry summers. More 

specifically, wet winters encourage fungal growth and dry, hot summers desiccate the soil, stimulating dispersion of the spores 

when disturbed (see e.g., CDPH 2024a).  
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Further, the comment introduces a letter authored by Dr. James J. J. Clark, PhD, of Clark & Associates 

included as Exhibit A of the letter. The comment describes Dr. Clark’s letter, which is frequently cited 

and relied upon in the comments that follow, as providing “substantial evidence” that the release of 

valley fever fungal spores is a “reasonably foreseeable outcome” of the Project’s construction activities. 

In response, the pertinent question is not whether substantial evidence supports Dr. Clark’s position, 

but whether substantial evidence supports the analysis presented in the Draft SEIR. The CEQA 

Guidelines expressly recognize that “disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate” 

(14 CCR 15151). In this instance, Dudek (the environmental consulting firm with air quality analysts 

responsible for the Draft SEIR’s valley fever analysis) has developed a record of substantial evidence 

on the topic of valley fever that reaches a different conclusion than the one reached by Dr. Clark. This 

is not an indicator of inadequacy. The disagreement is acknowledged and addressed throughout these 

responses, consistent with CEQA’s informational disclosure objectives.  

O3-28 The comment references a 2015 summary report regarding valley fever spread prepared by the 

Riverside University Health System (RUHS 2015 Report) (RUHS 2015). The comment states that the 

RUHS 2015 Report found that 52.3% of reported valley fever cases in Riverside County were from 

Western Riverside County residents, and that 3.7% of reported cases occurred in the City of 

Moreno Valley. The comment then opines that the incidence of valley fever “in the area is significant” 

and correspondingly expresses disagreement with the Draft SEIR’s conclusion that the Project would 

not result in a significant impact attributable to valley fever.  

To begin, the RUHS 2015 Report referenced by the commenter contains the following pertinent 

background information on valley fever and calendar year–specific reporting data:  

▪ Valley fever is not contagious  

▪ The fungal spores are “predominantly found in the soil of the San Joaquin Valley” 

▪ Most people who breath in the fungal spores do not become symptomatic and ill  

▪ For those who do become symptomatic and ill, most will recover on their own  

▪ In calendar year 2015, there were a total of 56 valley fever cases in Western Riverside County, 4 

of which were located in the City of Moreno Valley 

(The Riverside University Health System has not published any more recent summary reports on the 

topic of valley fever [RUHS 2024].)  

The data presented in the RUHS 2015 Report do not support the comment’s proposition that the 

incidence rate for valley fever “in the area is significant.” To the contrary, the RUHS 2015 Report 

documents a very low number of cases in the City of Moreno Valley.  

Relatedly, California Labor Code Section 6709 defines “highly endemic” areas for valley fever as those 

areas where the annual incidence rate is greater than 20 cases per 100,000 persons per year. Section 

6709(c) requires employers located within highly endemic areas to provide specialized awareness 

training regarding valley fever on an annual basis to their employees. Section 6709(b) also identifies 

specific counties by name as highly endemic; this list does not include Riverside County. Section 6709 

further provides that if additional counties are determined to be highly endemic (based on their annual 

incidence rate exceeding 20 cases per 100,000 persons per year), such counties will need to comply 
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with the awareness training requirements in the calendar year subsequent to the publication of the 

exceedance in CDPH’s annual report (California Labor Code Section 6709[e]).  

The annual valley fever incidence rates for Riverside County identified by CDPH for the five most recent 

reporting years are as follows (CDPH 2023, 2024b):  

▪ 2022: 14.3 cases per 100,000 persons 

▪ 2021: 18.7 cases per 100,000 persons 

▪ 2020: 12.9 cases per 100,000 persons 

▪ 2019: 12.1 cases per 100,000 persons 

▪ 2018: 6.0 cases per 100,000 persons 

As shown, while the annual rate fluctuates, Riverside County has not exceeded the benchmark for 

identification of “highly endemic” valley fever areas. For context, Kern and Kings Counties (located in 

the Central Valley/San Joaquin Valley) reported 264.9 and 111 cases per 100,000 persons, 

respectively, in calendar year 2022 (CDPH 2023, 2024b). 

O3-29 The comment provides background information regarding the physical location of valley fever fungal 

spores in soil, the types of activities that can cause soil disturbance that releases fungal spores, the 

infectious dose rate, and the most common types of employees at risk for infection. The City 

acknowledges the comment, which is included in the Final SEIR for review and consideration by the 

decision-makers prior to a final decision on the Project. No further response is required or necessary. 

O3-30 The comment addresses fungal spore exposure concerns for both on-site construction workers and off-

site non-construction workers. As discussed in Response to Comment O3-27 above, a comprehensive 

suite of regional air quality rules and state regulations serve to minimize dust generation impacting on- 

and off-site receptors and provide for the protection of workers. The regional air quality rules align with 

many of the CDIR, CDPH, OSHA, and CDC recommendations for reducing exposure to valley fever fungal 

spores during construction, such as using water and other soil stabilizers to reduce airborne dust, 

stabilizing stock piles, and suspending work during heavy winds (CDIR 2024; CDPH 2013; OSHA n.d.; 

CDC 2024b). 

The comment also refers to the “non-selective raising of dust during Project construction.” While the 

intended meaning of “non-selective” is somewhat unclear, it is noted that the Project applicant has no 

environmental or economic incentive to conduct its construction activities in an inefficient manner. As 

illustrated in Draft SEIR Table 3-2, Anticipated Construction Phasing and Activity (p. 3-15), the Project 

would be built in six phases (see also Draft SEIR Section 4.13, p. 4.13-27). The Project does not require 

any on-site soils blasting activities to facilitate its build out and also proposes to balance grading 

material on site as much as possible (Draft SEIR Section 3.3.3, p. 3-15; Draft SEIR Section 4.13, p. 

4.13-27). These design attributes would reduce the extent of dust generation and dirt transport to off-

site locations.  

Also, Draft SEIR Figure 3-4, Previously Disturbed Land (p. 3-35), illustrates that 65% (437 acres) of the 

approximate 669-acre Project site was subject to previous mass grading, thereby reducing the overall 

amount of mass grading activity that will occur on site, if the Project is approved.  
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O3-31 The comment—citing data collected by CDPH—reports an increase in the number of valley fever cases 

in Riverside County between calendar years 2015 and 2019, and for the available case data (first 8 

months) of calendar year 2023. The comment states that, because the prevalence of valley fever is 

“directly related” to soil disturbance, the City must analyze and mitigate the impacts of valley fever.  

In response, as discussed in Response to Comment O3-28, the Draft SEIR did analyze Project-related 

impacts attributable to valley fever and found them to be less than significant. The Office of 

Environmental Health Hazard Assessment published a report, Indicators of Climate Change in 

California, that speaks to the rising trendline for valley fever prevalence statewide (OSHA 2022). As 

described in the report (OSHA 2022):  

The incidence of Valley fever has increased over the past 20 years in California. Valley fever 

is caused by inhaling spores of the Coccidioides fungus that is endemic in the soil in the 

Central Valley and Central Coast regions of the state. Although the reasons for increased 

cases are likely multifactorial, drought, dry soil conditions, and other climate-related 

changes play a major role in fungal proliferation and spore dissemination, and eventual 

human and animal infection with Valley fever [p. i-15]. 

Population influx into endemic areas, increased construction and other soil-disturbing 

activities, and climatic changes that induce fungal proliferation and dissemination through 

air could be factors working in unison to increase Valley fever incidence in California [pp. 

VI-21 through VI-22]. 

While the prevalence of valley fever is increasing statewide, as well as in Riverside County, likely for the 

reasons identified in Indicators of Climate Change in California, that background increase alone does 

not demand a significant impact determination. Instead, under CEQA, the analysis must look at the 

significance of the Project’s potential contribution to valley fever incidence. As discussed in prior 

responses, the Project would be required—as a matter of law—to implement extensive best available 

control measures identified by SCAQMD for the minimization of dust generation. According to City 

expert consultants in this field, compliance with these standards, coupled with employee protections 

provided elsewhere in the regulatory rubric applicable to employers, would ensure that the Project 

would not result in a significant impact to valley fever.  

Further, the incidence rate of valley fever is closely monitored by CDPH. When appropriate, CDPH issues 

health advisories to the medical community to alert them to rising case levels (see e.g., CDPH 2024c). 

These alerts help educate the medical community and ensure that its members promptly and correctly 

make diagnoses.  

O3-32 The comment states that windblown dust presents a particular concern with respect to the spread of 

valley fever fungal spores and refers to the “desert winds” as presenting the potential of raising 

“significant amounts of dust, even when conventional dust controls are used.” This concern is 

addressed via SCAQMD Rule 403, which explicitly contemplates enhanced dust controls for “high wind 

conditions,” defined as wind speeds that exceed 25 miles per hour. Rule 403 similarly requires 

disturbed surface areas and piles to be stabilized in a manner that “is resistant to wind-driven fugitive 

dust.” Additionally, Mitigation Measure (MM) AQ-5 in the Draft SEIR, which requires the preparation of 

a Dust Control Plan in accordance with SCAQMD Rule 403, requires all soil disturbance and travel on 
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unpaved surfaces to be suspended whenever wind speeds exceed 25 miles per hour (Draft SEIR 

Section 4.3, p. 4.3-66). 

O3-33 The comment states that many Project components are in the vicinity of sensitive receptors (e.g., 

residences, schools), observes that the winds can carry fungal spores into these immediately 

surrounding areas, and states that the “dust raised during construction could potentially expose a large 

number of people hundreds of miles away.” As underscored in prior responses, the Project would be 

required—as a matter of regulatory compliance—to adhere to a rigorous set of best available control 

measures developed by SCAQMD for dust minimization. These control measures would stabilize the 

soil, as recommended by multiple public agencies discussed above (e.g., CDPH, CDIR, OSHA, and CDC), 

and thereby minimize the release of fungal spores. The approximate 669-acre Project site has also 

been subject to considerable mass grading on approximately 65% of the site, which would serve to 

minimize the amount of soil disturbance needed on those portions of the Project site to prepare for 

horizontal and vertical infrastructure and development (see Response to Comment O3-30, above). 

O3-34 The comment restates the commenter’s position that the Project would result in a significant valley 

fever impact requiring mitigation. However, based on the substantial evidence and analysis presented 

in the Draft SEIR and the prior responses to comments, the less-than-significant impact determination 

reached in the Draft SEIR is supported. 

O3-35 The comment asserts that conventional dust control measures will not prevent the dissemination of 

valley fever fungal spores because such measures “largely focus on visible dust or larger dust particles 

– the PM10 fraction – not the very fine particles” where the fungal spores are found. As such, the 

comment is critical of the Draft SEIR’s reliance on SCAQMD Rule 403 compliance and asserts that 

“sampling for and removal of impacted soils is the best solution.” 

Published scientific literature disagrees with the representations made in the comment regarding the 

relevance of PM10. For example, one article available via the National Library of Medicine reports that 

(Kollath et al. 2022): 

PM10 is a strong predictor of Valley fever cases because this particulate matter fraction 

contains fungal spores that cause infection. Particulate matter is an important gauge of air 

quality, and this metric quantifies the amount of pollutants and biological material such as 

allergens and potentially pathogenic fungi in the air [footnote omitted]. … Several studies 

have shown that PM10 is an effective predictor of certain infectious diseases that are 

environmentally acquired [footnotes omitted]. 

As discussed in Response to Comment O3-30 above, reliance on SCAQMD Rule 403 to control dust 

and correspondingly minimize exposure to fungal spores (should they be present in the soil) is 

consistent with the recommendations of CDPH, CDIR, OSHA, and CDC, among others. For example, the 

County of Los Angeles Department of Public Health also expressly recommends that employers adhere 

to SCAQMD Rule 403 as a valley fever preventative measure to be implemented during 

construction activities (LADPH 2019, 2022).14  

 
14 On the topic of prevention, the instruction is to emphasize dust control. 
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Additionally, as discussed in Response O3-27 above, no commercially available testing options exist 

for purposes of sampling the Project site’s soils. Therefore, the “best solution” offered by the 

commenter is not a feasible, practicable, or achievable one. 

O3-36 The comment recommends a number of feasible mitigation measures to suppress the spread of valley 

fever. As discussed above, however, the Project would not result in a significant valley fever impact; 

therefore, no mitigation is required under CEQA (14 CCR 15126.4[a][3]). Nonetheless, the following is 

offered in response to the list of recommendations.  

First, as to the referenced Injury and Illness Prevention Program, employers are already required by law 

to address valley fever in such plans via the provisions of CCR, Title 8, Section 3203 (CDIR 2024). No 

CEQA mechanism is required or appropriate in this instance; rather, employers should abide by the 

existing requirements of California labor laws.  

Second, as discussed throughout these responses, SCAQMD Rule 403 already requires the Project to 

control dust exposure—consistent with the comment’s recommendations—by applying water and/or 

chemical stabilizers to exposed soil/dirt and stockpiles, ceasing construction activities during high-wind 

events, cleaning construction equipment and vehicles to minimize track-out, preventing spillage of bulk 

materials during transport, and ensuring no less than 6 inches of freeboard.  

Many of these pre-existing regulatory requirements also are highlighted in MM-AQ-5 of the Draft SEIR, 

which identifies minimum standards that would be included in the Project’s Dust Control Plan to 

facilitate compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403 (see Draft SEIR Section 4.3, pp. 4.3-65 through 4.3-66). 

To illustrate this point, certain recommendations in the comment are presented below; the 

corresponding requirements of SCAQMD Rule 403 and MM-AQ-5 are then shown in italicized text.15  

Comment Recommendations SCAQMD Rule 403 and MM-AQ-5 

“Apply chemical stabilizers at least 24-

hours prior to high wind event” 

SCAQMD Rule 403 

See, for example, Table 1, Control Measures 01-1, 01-2, 01-3, 02-

1, 02-2, 02-3, 05-1, 05-2, 07-1, and 07-2; Table 2, Control Actions 

2c, 4c, and 5a 

MM-AQ-5 

a. Water or another SCAQMD-approved non-toxic dust control 

agent shall be used on the grading areas at least three 

times daily. 

e. Grading areas shall be stabilized as quickly as possible. 

f. Chemical stabilizer shall be applied, a gravel pad shall be 

installed, or the last 100 feet of internal travel path within the 

construction site shall be paved prior to public road entry, as 

well as for all haul roads. 

l. Transported material in haul trucks shall be watered 

or treated. 

 
15  Please note that the requirements of SCAQMD Rule 403 are not exhaustively captured in the italicized annotations; reference to 

Tables 1, 2, and 3 of Rule 403, and the supporting training materials identified in footnote 12, should be made for further detail.  
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Comment Recommendations SCAQMD Rule 403 and MM-AQ-5 

“Avoid outdoor construction operations 

during unusually windy conditions or in 

dust storms” 

SCAQMD Rule 403 

In order to comply with Rule 403, the construction site must 

demonstrate a “stabilized surface,” which is defined in Rule 

403(c)(31), as a surface that “is resistant to wind-driven 

fugitive dust.” 

MM-AQ-5 

m. All soil disturbance and travel on unpaved surfaces shall be 

suspended if winds (instantaneous gusts) exceed 25 mph. 

“Thoroughly clean equipment, vehicles, 

and other items before they are moved 

off-site to other work locations” 

SCAQMD Rule 403 

See Rule 403(d)(5) 

MM-AQ-5 

g. Wheel washers shall be installed adjacent to the apron for tire 

inspection and washing prior to vehicle entry on public roads. 

h. Visible track-out into traveled public streets shall be removed 

with the use of sweepers, water trucks, or a similar method 

within 30 minutes of occurrence. 

j. Unpaved construction site egress points shall be graveled to 

prevent track-out. 

k. Construction access points shall be wet-washed at the end of 

the workday if any vehicle travel on unpaved surfaces 

has occurred. 

“Prevent spillage or loss of bulk material 

from holes or other openings in the cargo 

compartment’s floor, sides, and/or 

tailgate” and “Load all haul trucks such 

that the freeboard is not less than six 

inches when material is transported on 

any paved public access road and apply 

water to the top of the load sufficient to 

limit VDE to 20 percent opacity; or cover 

haul trucks with a tarp or other 

suitable cover” 

SCAQMD Rule 403 

See, for example, Table 1, Control Measures 09-2 and 17-2 

MM-AQ-5 

l. Transported material in haul trucks shall be watered 

or treated. 

n. On-site stockpiles of excavated material shall be covered. 

 

Third, while the Project’s valley fever impact would not be significant and no mitigation is required by 

CEQA, in response to this comment and the commenter’s overall concern with the subject of valley 

fever, the Project applicant has requested that the City adopt the following condition of approval in the 

Project’s record, should the Final SEIR be certified and the Project approved. This condition is intended 

to complement the Project’s required compliance with the existing regulatory rubric for control 

measures and engineering standards that address dust.  

Condition of Approval 

Valley Fever Exposure Minimization. The following strategies, while not required by CEQA, shall be 

administered in consideration of the potential release of valley fever fungal spores during the Project’s 

construction period.  



2 - RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

SEIR FOR THE AQUABELLA SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENT PROJECT 15010 
OCTOBER 2024 2-257 

First, the applicant or its designee shall monitor the California Department of Public Health’s valley 

fever data dashboard and report Riverside County’s annual incidence rate to the City on a yearly basis 

during the Project’s construction period. In the event that Riverside County’s annual incidence rate 

becomes “highly endemic,” as that rate is defined in California Labor Code Section 6709(b), the City 

shall require the applicant or its designee to notify and remind all construction employers of their 

statutory compliance obligations under California Labor Code Section 6709 and regulatory compliance 

obligations in Title 8 of the California Code of Regulations. In doing so, the Project applicant or its 

designee also shall refer the referenced employers to the California Department of Industrial Relations’ 

webpage for valley fever, particularly the information for employers therein.  

Second, in the event that Riverside County’s status changes to “highly endemic,” the City shall reach 

out to the Riverside University Health System and the Riverside County Department of Environmental 

Health to request that Riverside County undertake a public notification, awareness, and education 

campaign regarding valley fever.  

Third, prior to any ground disturbance activity in each of the Project’s six phases of construction, and 

regardless of whether Riverside County has been found “highly endemic” or not, the Project applicant 

or its designee shall require the primary Project construction contractor to prepare and implement a 

worker training program that describes potential health hazards associated with valley fever, common 

symptoms, proper safety procedures required by California’s employee protection laws to minimize 

health hazards, and notification procedures if suspected work‐related symptoms are identified during 

construction. This worker training program is intended to align with the existing legal rubric applicable 

to employers, as identified by the California Department of Industrial Relations. 

O3-37 The comment summarizes the findings of the Draft SEIR’s construction-related health risk assessment, 

prior to implementation of the recommended mitigation. The comment restates information contained 

in the Draft SEIR. The City acknowledges the comment, which is included in the Final SEIR for review 

and consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final decision. No further response is required 

or necessary. 

O3-38 The comment summarizes the findings of the Draft SEIR’s construction-related health risk assessment, 

after implementation of the recommended mitigation. The comment then states that the Draft SEIR’s 

pertinent mitigation measure (MM-AQ-2) has improperly conflated the use of Tier 4 Final and 

Interim engines. 

The comment has identified an inadvertent error that has been corrected in the Final SEIR, as shown 

below. (The measure should have referenced Tier 4 Final equipment/engines and not Interim 

equipment/engines.) 

MM-AQ-2 Construction Equipment Exhaust Minimization. Prior to the commencement of any 

construction activities, the applicant or its designee shall provide evidence to the City of Moreno Valley 

(City) that (1) for off-road equipment with engines rated at 25 horsepower or greater, no construction 

equipment shall be used that is less than Tier 4 Final, and (2) all generators, welders, and air 

compressors used during building construction and architectural coating of structures during 

residential (including combined residential and parking structure), retail, education (school), and hotel 

phases shall be electrically powered. Notably, generators, welders, and air compressors for 
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parks/recreational and asphalt for circulation and parking phases are excluded from electrification 

requirements in (2) due to feasibility considerations, but still subject to Tier 4 Final requirements in (1).  

In the event of changed circumstances related to the availability of specific types of construction 

equipment, the applicant may submit a request to the City of Moreno Valley’s Community Development 

Department to apply an equivalent method of achieving Project-generated construction emissions that 

fall below the criteria pollutant mass daily thresholds for construction, the applicable localized 

significance thresholds (LSTs), and the numeric cancer risk standards established by the South Coast 

Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). An exemption from this requirement may be granted if (1) 

the applicant documents equipment with Tier 4 Interim engines are not reasonably available, and (2) 

the required corresponding reductions in criteria air pollutant emissions can be achieved for the project 

from other combinations of construction equipment. Before an exemption may be granted, the 

applicant’s construction contractor shall: (1) demonstrate that at least 3 construction fleet 

owners/operators in Riverside County were contacted and that those owners/operators confirmed Tier 

4 Final equipment could not be located within Riverside County during the desired construction 

schedule; and (2) the proposed replacement equipment has been evaluated using California Emissions 

Estimator Model (CalEEMod) or other industry standard emission estimation method and 

documentation provided to the City to confirm that Project-generated construction emissions would 

remain below the applicable criteria pollutant mass daily thresholds for construction, the LSTs, and the 

cancer risk threshold established by SCAQMD. necessary project-generated emissions reductions 

are achieved. 

O3-39 The comment continues to highlight the distinctions between Tier 4 Final and Interim engines, and the 

importance of modeling emission reductions that reflect the engine tier required. Please see Response 

O3-38, above. As discussed therein, the Draft SEIR contained an inadvertent error that has been 

corrected in the Final SEIR. The revised MM-AQ-2 requires Tier 4 Final engines and emission reductions 

equivalent to that engine classification. The reference to Tier 4 Interim engines has been removed.  

O3-40 The comment summarizes CEQA’s requirements regarding the enforceability of mitigation measures, 

and states that the Draft SEIR fails as an information document due its “lack of clear mitigation 

methods” and “lack of sufficient data” to assess Project impacts. The comment states that the Draft 

SEIR must be revised and recirculated for additional public review.  

In response, consistent with the requirements of CEQA, each mitigation measure contained in the Final 

SEIR would be part of a City-adopted Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, in the event that 

the City’s decision-making body certifies the adequacy of the environmental analysis and approves the 

Project (14 CCR 15097). The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, if adopted, would ensure 

enforcement of each measure listed in the plan.  

Additionally, the City has considered the recirculation request, and finds that recirculation is not 

required by CEQA. For information regarding CEQA’s recirculation standards, please see Response to 

Comment O3-3 above. The revisions shown above to the mitigation necessitate recirculation of the 

Draft SEIR based on the legal standards summarized in Response to Comment O3-3 above. The 

additional clarifying mitigation information does not require the Draft SEIR to be recirculated, after 

having already been the subject of a 45-day public review/comment period. 
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O3-41 The comment states that the Project site is in the 67th percentile for “pollution burden associated with 

pesticides” and provides a comparison to census tract data. The comment also refers to the Project’s 

Phase I and II Environmental Site Assessments (ESA) appended to the Draft SEIR as Appendix G; the 

comment states that, because it was published on April 29, 1992, the Phase I ESA “may therefore be 

a (sic) incomplete disclosure of existing site conditions.”  

In response, first, the 67th percentile reference is from Draft SEIR Appendix D (not Appendix A, as cited 

in the comment’s footnote). The reference is to the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) 

output that presents the CalEnviroScreen Scores. That default output is automatically generated in 

CalEEMod based on a project’s location. 

The purpose of CalEEMod is to provide a uniform platform for government agencies, land use planners, 

and environmental professionals to estimate ozone precursors, criteria pollutants, and greenhouse 

gases (collectively referred to as “emissions”) from land use development projects in California. 

CalEEMod also integrates data from the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment’s 

CalEnviroScreen 4.0 and other sources to identify potential environmental and health burdens within 

the vicinity of a project. The scores are defaults and not based on site-specific data (CAPCOA 2022, 

pp. 1–2). 

Second, the Draft SEIR contains three hazards technical reports completed for the Project site over the 

years: (1) the Phase I Preliminary Site Assessment, prepared by GeoSoils Inc., April 29, 1992 (Phase I 

Report); (2) the Limited Phase II ESA, prepared by GeoSoils Inc., January 9, 1993 (Phase II ESA); and 

(3) Limited Phase 2 ESA Report, prepared by TRC consultants, June 4, 2001 (TRC Phase 2 ESA). These 

three reports continue to provide useful, relevant and reliable information on the Project’s 

environmental site conditions.  

Third, the Project’s environmental consultant, Dudek, completed Section 4.9, Hazards and Hazardous 

Materials, of the Draft SEIR in May 2024; this section analyzed the hazards and hazardous materials 

impacts of the Project. The Draft SEIR analysis is based on the three reports in Appendix G, as well as 

the regulatory records review of hazardous waste/substances (Cortese List and data); the current 

geotechnical report (Draft SEIR Appendix C); the City General Plan data; the March Air Reserve 

Base/Inland Port Land Use Compatibility Plan; the updated federal, state, and local regulatory 

framework; the applicable Moreno Valley Municipal Code requirements; and other public records and 

documents (see Draft SEIR Section 4.9, pp. 4.9-1 through 4.9-27). The Draft SEIR also evaluated the 

Project site conditions for hazards and hazardous materials against current CEQA significance criteria 

(Draft SEIR Section 4.9, pp. 4.9-28 through 4.9-37). The result of the SEIR analysis was the 

recommended adoption of four hazards mitigation measures (Draft SEIR Section 4.9, pp. 4.9-38 

through 4.9-40).  

Fourth, the Project site is vacant land; and it has been fenced continuously and monitored by the Project 

applicant. No land use activities (e.g., agricultural or other land uses) have occurred on site for decades 

except for partial site grading (approximately 65% of the site) in 2007, installation of riparian mitigation 

along the channel at the southern portion of the site, and grading and installation of street and other 

utility improvements. The Project applicant also reports no known illegal dumping or use of the site. As 

such, there has been no significant change to, nor any significant new information regarding, the Project 

site’s existing environmental site conditions. 
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Accordingly, due to the updated SEIR analysis, the site fencing and monitoring, no notable changes in 

site conditions, and the absence of any illegal on-site activities, the City finds that the Phase I Report, 

Phase II ESA, and TRC Phase 2 ESA continue to provide relevant and reliable technical data for use in 

the SEIR under CEQA. 

O3-42 The comment states that the Phase I Report “discloses significant contamination that requires 

additional characterization and cleanup prior to Project construction.” The comment refers to a buried 

dump site, an open pit dump site, use of the property as a ranch, and “experimental sewage sludge 

disposal areas.” The comment also refers to the Phase II ESA and TRC Phase 2 ESA and cites certain 

statements from those reports, including regarding soil contaminants, metals, groundwater, and 

methane. The comment questions the data as having been collected years ago. The comment 

concludes that the “state of the Project Site is not defined.” No further explanation is provided.  

Draft SEIR Section 4.9 contains a figure depicting hazards found on site based on the Phase1 Report, 

Phase II ESA and TRC Phase 2 ESA (Draft SEIR Figure 4.9-1, p. 4.9-43). The Draft SEIR and the three 

technical reports also extensively cover the on-site conditions referenced in this comment, and no 

evidence exists of any significant change in the Project site or its circumstances, nor is there any new 

significant information that calls into question the data presented in the Draft SEIR or the 

technical reports. 

In summary, the Draft SEIR provided an extensive analysis of the Project site’s existing conditions, 

including an assessment of groundwater depth and quality (Draft SEIR Section 4.9, pp. 4.9-1 through 

4.9-3, including Table 4.9-1). The analysis was performed because the on-site water wells would be 

used to refill the recreational surface lake on site; if the Project is approved, Section 4.9 discloses that 

the Project applicant would be required to obtain an individual permit under the National Pollutant 

Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit program before discharging groundwater to surface 

waters. The NPDES permit would be evaluated and issued by the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality 

Control Board. The NPDES permit process requires a description of the discharge (here, from the 

groundwater to the surface lake) and the method of treatment, including potential imposition of Waste 

Discharge Requirements imposed as conditions to the NPDES permit. Draft SEIR Table 4.9-1 (p. 4.9-2) 

summarizes elevated concentrations observed in on-site wells compared to applicable 

screening levels.  

Section 4.9 also conducted a regulatory records review for hazardous materials, finding that the 

“Project site is not located on a Cortese List site, nor are any Cortese List sites located within 1 mile of 

the Project site” (Draft SEIR Section 4.9, p. 4.9-3). This evaluation also included a review of other 

databases that provide environmental information on releases and clean-up cases in California that 

are not included on the state’s Cortese List (Draft SEIR Section 4.9, pp. 4.9-4 through 4.9-5). No notable 

issues were identified. 

Section 4.9 further discloses the previous environmental assessments conducted on site, including the 

Phase I Report, Phase II ESA, and TRC Phase 2 ESA.  

As to the areas of concern located on the Project site referenced in the comment, the relatively small, 

buried dump area was used from approximately 1986 to 1988, at which time it was cleaned out and 

backfilled (Draft SEIR Appendix G, p. 24). As part of the previous environmental assessments, the Draft 

SEIR reported that the dump area was sampled (Draft SEIR Section 4.9, p. 4.9-8). The materials 
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included mulch, rags, rubber, and mulch-wood clippings, and the soil samples showed that pesticides, 

chlorinated herbicides, semi-volatile organic compounds, and other constituents were below applicable 

hazardous waste levels, and other contaminants of concern were not detected (Draft SEIR Section 4.9, 

p. 4.9-8).  

The open dump site was used during 1991 and cleaned out in 1992 (Draft SEIR Appendix G, p. 24). It 

was evaluated by hand auger borings. The Draft SEIR and Phase II ESA reported that the small area 

was once used for dumping household debris and had been cleaned of visible debris; the boring 

samples showed that the identified contaminants in the soil were below hazardous waste levels (Draft 

SEIR Section 4.9, p. 4.9-8). Thus, though the technical reports refer to the two dump sites as “landfills,” 

they were relatively minor dump areas, and not best referred to as “landfills.” 

Further, the Draft SEIR disclosed that numerous soil samples were collected and analyzed for 

pesticides, herbicides, metals, and other contaminants; the results showed that the detected 

concentrations were below hazardous waste levels (Draft SEIR Section 4.9, p. 4.9-8). Water samples 

were also collected from the Corey and Scott water supply wells on site and were determined to 

“generally meet Safe Drinking Water Standards” applicable at the time, citing the Phase II ESA (Draft 

SEIR Section 4.9, pp. 4.9-8 through 4.9-9). 

The Phase II ESA also conducted an asbestos survey of the on-site building and irrigation lines, and 

found that the irrigation lines were made of “transite,” which contains asbestos. Those buildings and 

lines have since been removed from the site (Draft SEIR Section 4.9, p. 4.9-9). Electrical transformers 

were also on site; however, SoCalGas confirmed that there were no polychlorinated biphenyls in the old 

on-site transformers (Draft SEIR Section 4.9, p. 4.9-9). 

The TRC Phase 2 ESA conducted additional soil and groundwater sampling (Draft SEIR Section 4.9, p. 

4.9-9). Results were compared to regulatory screening levels applicable at the time (U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency Region IX Residential Preliminary Remediation Goals) and hazardous waste levels 

(U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Total Threshold Limit Concentration). Results did not exceed 

applicable regulatory screening levels or hazardous waste levels in soils. The groundwater sampling 

exceeded applicable regulatory standards for drinking water; however, the Project does not propose to 

use groundwater for drinking water. Rather, the groundwater is proposed to be used to refill the surface 

lake feature (Draft SEIR Section 4.9, p. 4.9-9). 

Both the Draft SEIR and Appendix G also disclosed methane concentrations detected in the small, 

buried dump site, with the methane attributed to decomposition of organic matter in the buried debris 

(Draft SEIR Section, p. 4.9-9; Appendix G, pp. 347–348, 350, 357, 364–367). The methane 

concentrations were “relatively minor” and Appendix G recommended that any proposed future 

development activities in the area overlying the former dump area should include a geotechnical 

evaluation as necessary (Draft SEIR Appendix G, p. 350), which was performed as part of the Draft SEIR 

(see Appendix C).  

Sewage sludge was placed on site for experimental purposes in three specific locations (see Draft SEIR 

Appendix G, Figure 6, pp. 178, 180). Soil samples were taken within the areas. Based on the test 

results, the Phase II ESA reported that no remediation was required of the soils within these areas 

under current regulations (Draft SEIR, Appendix G, pp. 182–183).  
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Based on the Phase II ESA, the Project site was used for agricultural use under normal circumstances. 

There was no indication that the site was contaminated by hazardous materials or waste. The site was, 

therefore, considered suitable for residential and commercial community development (Draft SEIR 

Appendix G, pp. 186). The report also found, consistent with customary practices, that if unexpected 

contamination were to be discovered or occur during site grading, it should then be reviewed and 

mitigated in accordance with applicable agency requirements (Draft SEIR Appendix G, pp. 186). 

After summarizing the previous environmental site assessment data, the Draft SEIR then compared 

those findings to “present day applicable regulatory screening levels,” and that comparison is shown 

in Draft SEIR Table 4.9-3 (pp. 4.9-11 through 4.9-13). The Draft SEIR also evaluated Project impacts 

on surface soils, the two minor dump areas, the methane area, and other potential accidental releases 

of hazardous materials (Draft SEIR Section 4.9, pp. 4.9-31 through 4.9-34).  

 The Draft SEIR and the technical reports disclosed and evaluated the Project site’s existing 

environmental conditions based on reliable and relevant available data. No further response is required 

or necessary. 

O3-43 The comment states that the presence of persistent organic pollutants in soils, volatile organic 

compounds in groundwater, and methane in the area of the “former landfill” represent “potentially 

significant risks to human health that must be fully evaluated” in a recirculated EIR. The comment also 

states that Dr. Clark found that, “absent an updated Phase II ESA,” the Draft SEIR lacks substantial 

evidence to support its conclusions that hazards impacts are less than significant, such that the 

contaminants are a foreseeable risk to Project residents and those near the site “when the soils are 

disturbed.”  

In response, Draft SEIR Section 4.9—and the technical reports and other publicly available information 

used or referenced in completing Section 4.9—constitute substantial evidence to support the findings and 

conclusions that, with mitigation, the Project’s hazards impacts are less than significant under CEQA. The 

comments are not supported by facts that counter the findings in the Draft SEIR or its Appendix G 

technical reports. For further information, please refer to Response to Comment O3-42, above.  

Relatedly, a new, “fourth” environmental assessment of the Project site is not needed. The Project site 

has not changed, nor has its circumstances or use. It is vacant land, fenced and monitored, and has 

not been used for any agricultural activities for several decades. The Project applicant also reports no 

illegal dumping or other illegal or unauthorized site activities. The Project site was previously approved 

for residential and non-residential uses, and approximately 65% of the site has been graded. 

O3-44 The comment states that Draft SEIR MM-HAZ-1 and MM-HAZ-2 are “inadequate because they 

constitute deferred analysis.” As the comment is an introduction to comments that follow, please see 

further responses below.  

O3-45 The comment expands on the claim that Draft SEIR MM-HAZ-1 and MM-HAZ-2 “result in improper 

deferral of required analysis until after project approval” and “may therefore not sufficiently mitigate 

impacts to construction workers exposed to soil contamination before the site is properly characterized 

and cleaned.”  
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In response, first, the comment only partially references the two mitigation measures at issue. The Draft 

SEIR includes both measures in full.  

MM-HAZ-1 is nearly two pages in length and requires site characterization and remediation, but only 

after the Project design is finalized and before issuance of a grading permit. This timeline is provided 

to allow the Project design phase to be completed if the Project is approved and ensure there is no 

ground disturbance before the Project site is fully characterized and remediated as required by the 

detailed measure, which contains performance criteria.  

The Project site was characterized by the previous environmental assessments and reports. MM-HAZ-

1 now requires retention of a qualified environmental consultant to “fully characterize” the nature and 

extent of any remaining contamination at the site, pursuant to an investigation that requires a detailed 

soil sampling and analysis plan (SAP) that must be reviewed and signed by a registered engineer or 

geologist with experience in site characterization. The SAP must adhere to numerous performance 

standards and criteria, including a detailed soil management plan (SMP) and comprehensive soil vapor 

mitigation plan (SVMP) with their own requirements, procedures, and criteria, along with monitoring 

and modification requirements.  

MM-HAZ-1 in the Final SEIR includes a clarification, adding Riverside County Department of 

Environmental Health (DEH) review and approval of the referenced plans prior to issuance of a grading 

permit. As revised, MM-HAZ-1 provides in full as follows:  

MM-HAZ-1 Site Characterization and Remediation. Following Project design finalization, 

but prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project applicant/developer or their 

designated contractor shall retain a qualified environmental consultant to conduct 

subsurface investigations to fully characterize the nature and extent of contamination at 

the Project site. The investigation will include preparation of a soil sampling and analysis 

plan (SAP), which will be reviewed and signed by a registered engineer or geologist with 

experience in site characterization. The SAP shall take into account final design and 

proposed development of each area, including grading and excavation depths, building 

use and occupancy (commercial vs residential), and other features which could indicate 

applicable screening levels and screening requirements. The SAP shall include methods 

and procedures to evaluate areas of the Project site where there are known soil impacts, 

including the former tank storage areas, vehicle maintenance areas, areas with elevated 

metals and pesticides, and sludge application areas. Soil sampling shall include at least 

two depths at each sample location to properly characterize potential subsurface impacts, 

and shall include analysis for petroleum hydrocarbons, VOCs, SVOCs, and metals. Samples 

from at least two different depths shall be collected from more than two locations in each 

area of concern to properly characterize each area, including, at a minimum, each former 

UST location, each sludge application area, the vehicle maintenance and storage area, the 

wash down area, and areas with elevated metals and pesticides in surface soil samples 

(identified in the 1993 Phase II ESA) (shown in red and yellow on Figure 4.9-1). Soil vapor 

samples shall be collected in the UST, maintenance, washdown, and sludge application 

areas, at dual depths, to properly characterize potential soil and soil vapor contamination 

due to historical site uses. The SAP shall include applicable regulatory screening levels for 

both soil and soil vapor based on proposed site development. Site investigation will be 

conducted as outlined in the SAP.  
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For soils, based on the results of the sampling and analysis and comparison to applicable 

regulatory screening levels, a soil management plan (SMP) shall be prepared by a qualified 

environmental consultant. The SMP shall outline the proper screening, handling, 

characterization, transportation, and disposal procedures for contaminated soils on the 

Project site. The SMP shall outline criteria for reuse on site, based on the final development 

plan and land use in each area, including comparison to regulatory screening levels. The 

SMP shall include procedures for removal and disposal of soils that do not meet reuse 

criteria, including transportation, documentation, and landfilling requirements. The SMP 

shall include health and safety and training procedures for workers who may come in 

contact with contaminated soils, and will include health and safety and site control 

measures to prevent contaminated material emissions from the site (such as dust 

suppression and vehicle tracking). The SMP shall be implemented by the Project applicant 

or their designated contractor for all confirmed and suspected contaminated soils which 

require excavation and off-site disposal. The SMP shall also include procedures for the 

identification and proper abandonment of underground storage tanks, should any be 

identified during demolition and construction activities around the existing dairies and 

residences. The SMP shall include all applicable federal, state, and local regulations 

(including Riverside County Department of Environmental Health [DEH]) associated with 

handling, excavating, and disposing of contaminated soils; the proposed disposal facility 

that will accept the contaminated soils; and appropriate procedures, notifications, 

permitting requirements, handling, and disposal requirements for decommissioning any 

underground storage tanks.  

For soil vapor, based on the results of the sampling and analysis and comparison to 

applicable regulatory screening levels, a soil vapor mitigation plan (SVMP) shall be 

prepared by a qualified environmental consultant. The SVMP shall outline appropriate 

vapor mitigation methods for any proposed on-site buildings in areas where elevated soil 

vapor concentrations are identified above the applicable screening levels for the proposed 

land use (open space, residences, schools, etc.). The SVMP shall be prepared with 

consideration of the SMP, as excavation of impacted soils may reduce soil vapor impacts. 

Vapor mitigation design features shall be implemented in accordance with the DTSC Vapor 

Intrusion Mitigation Advisory for all future residential buildings and enclosed structures in 

areas where soil vapor is present above applicable regulatory screening levels for the 

proposed land use. The construction contractor shall incorporate vapor mitigation design 

features into building plans that reduce potential vapor intrusion in buildings and enclosed 

structures on the Project site to below applicable screening levels. Vapor mitigation 

systems may be passive or active in nature, so long as they are designed to prevent vapor 

contamination in accordance with applicable DTSC regulations. Vapor mitigation systems 

shall be reviewed and approved by the permitting agency(ies) prior to construction and 

prior to issuance of any certificate of occupancy. Operation of the Project shall maintain 

functionality of these features as required to ensure protection from vapor intrusion. 

Following completion of construction and occupancy of the buildings, indoor air monitoring 

shall occur once every 6 months for 1 year to verify implemented measures are functioning 

properly and adequately mitigating vapor intrusion to below residential screening levels. If 

indoor air samples indicate vapor intrusion occurring at levels above applicable regulatory 

screening levels, modifications shall be made, as necessary, to the designed system to 
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improve the efficacy in reducing vapor intrusion to below applicable screening levels. The 

SAP, SMP, and SVMP shall be submitted to the Riverside County DEH for review and 

approval prior to issuance of a grading permit. Should the Riverside County DEH require a 

qualified consultant to review and make recommendations prior to Riverside County DEH 

approval of such plans, the Project applicant or designee shall pay for such 

consultant services.  

MM-HAZ-2 is also a lengthy measure requiring full characterization and closure of both the buried and 

open dump site areas on site, which were previously characterized by the previous environmental 

assessments. The work requires further soil sampling and submittal of the results, along with a closure 

plan, to the Riverside County DEH for review and approval.  

The “timing or trigger” for MM-HAZ-2 has been clarified in the Final SEIR. Like MM-HAZ-1, the 

requirements of MM-HAZ-2 will be triggered after final Project design and before issuance of a grading 

permit. As revised, MM-HAZ-2 provides in full as follows:  

MM-HAZ-2 Characterization and Closure of Dump Sites. Following Project design 

finalization, but prior to the issuance of a grading permit, bBuried and open dump site 

areas identified on site shall be characterized to define nature and extent of waste and 

potential contamination in surrounding soils and soil vapor. Soil shall be sampled and 

analyzed for VOCs, metals, petroleum hydrocarbons, and SVOCs, while soil vapor will be 

analyzed for VOCs and methane. The full lateral and vertical extent of the waste shall be 

characterized and limits of both waste fill and contamination, if any, shall be determined 

based on this sampling and analysis. The results, along with a proposed closure plan, shall 

be submitted to Riverside County DEH Environmental Cleanup Program for review and 

approval. Closure requirements will depend on the nature and extent of contamination and 

shall ultimately be approved by Riverside County DEH in accordance with their rules and 

regulations. Excavation of the dump site area, if any, including exploration test pits, shall 

be conducted following SCAQMD Rule 1150. Final closure requirements shall be included 

in grading and development plans. If excavation is required, excavated wastes shall be 

appropriately characterized and landfilled at a permitted off-site landfill in accordance with 

federal, state, and local rules and regulations. The excavation shall be backfilled with either 

on-site soils or clean fill. Should imported fill be required, it shall meet clean fill 

requirements established by DTSC in its 2001 Information Advisory Clean Imported Fill 

Material Fact Sheet.  

The two mitigation measures are also consistent with previous environmental assessments and CEQA. 

The full characterization of the Project site should only occur if and when the Project is approved for 

development. Full characterization is costly and not necessary, reasonable, or cost-feasible unless and 

until the Project is approved. Until then, there is no need to fully characterize the vacant, fenced, and 

monitored site.  

O3-46 The comment cites CEQA case law and concludes that the plans referenced in the Draft SEIR mitigation 

are “impermissibly deferred” under CEQA. Please refer to Responses to Comments O3-45, O3-47, 

and O3-49. 
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O3-47 The comment refers to Dr. Clark’s comments regarding Draft SEIR MM-HAZ-1 and states that the City 

must characterize the extent of the site contamination before approving the Project. The comment also 

states that the measure must “include a site cleanup plan (not just a Soil Management Plan) that 

ensures the cleanup of the impacted areas is to below the applicable thresholds (e.g., residential 

environmental screening levels or ESLs), which complies with all regulatory standards, and which 

requires remediation to be complete before any ground-disturbing project activities take place.” An 

expert consultant, Dudek, has confirmed there is no such concurrence or consensus between Dudek 

and Dr. Clark.  

While Dr. Clark opines that the City must characterize and clean up the Project site “before any ground-

disturbing activities take place,” that opinion is not consistent with CEQA. (See City of Maywood v. Los 

Angeles Unified School Dist. [2012] 208 Cal.App.4th 362, 412 [upholding a mitigation plan in which 

the school district committed itself to perform additional analysis of hazardous waste contamination 

and to remediate existing contamination pursuant to state and local statutory and regulatory 

requirements and under the supervision of a regulatory agency].) However, MM-HAZ-1 does require full 

characterization and remediation after project design and before issuance of a grading permit; 

therefore, the Project site will be fully characterized and remediated “before any ground-disturbing 

activities take place,” as desired by Dr. Clark.  

 Additionally, Dr. Clark mentions the possibility of improper characterization techniques, and handling, 

but the comments are considered speculative considering that MM-HAZ-1 already requires that the 

SMP outline “the proper screening, handling, characterization, transportation, and disposal procedures 

for contaminated soils on the Project site.” The SMP required by MM-HAZ-1 must also outline the 

“criteria for reuse [of soils] on site, based on the final development plan and land use in each area, 

including comparison to regulatory screening levels.” Additionally, the SAP must already take into 

account “final design and proposed development of each area, including grading and excavation 

depths, building use and occupancy (commercial vs residential), and other features which could 

indicate applicable screening levels and screening requirements.” This mitigation requirement ensures 

that the applicable regulatory screening levels will be imposed based on the appropriate criteria (e.g., 

grading/excavation depths, building use and occupancy [commercial vs. residential], and other 

features that are applied to determine the appropriate and applicable regulatory screening levels). 

O3-48 The comment refers to Draft SEIR MM-HAZ-2 and claims it improperly defers analysis and mitigation. 

In response, the previous environmental assessments characterized the Project site’s environmental 

conditions, as explained above in Response to Comment O3-42. Draft SEIR Section 4.9 also 

summarized the previous analysis for the reviewer (Draft SEIR Section 4.9, pp. 4.9-6 through 4.9-15). 

MM-HAZ-2 is not improperly deferred mitigation for the reasons explained in Responses to Comments 

O3-45 and O3-49. MM-HAZ-2 requires full characterization and a detailed closure plan with criteria for 

the two relatively minor dump areas. There is no evidence to support the comment’s claim that 

remediation of these areas could “take years.” 

O3-49 The comment cites the CEQA Guidelines and cases and states that the Draft SEIR “does not state why 

specifying these SAP performance standards was impractical or infeasible at the time the DSEIR was 

drafted.” The comment is also critical of the mitigation performance criteria that requires aspects of 

the mitigation to be approved by the Riverside County DEH.  
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In response, the first part of the comment misstates CEQA requirements. CEQA does not require an 

SEIR to specify why performance standards in mitigation were “impractical or infeasible at the time” 

the document was drafted. The correct test under CEQA is whether the lead agency deferred fully 

formulating the mitigation without stating why specifying performance standards in the mitigation was 

impractical or infeasible at the time the EIR was certified. In Preserve Wild Santee v. City of Santee 

(2012) (210 Cal.App.4th 260, 280-281), the Court of Appeal made clear that “the agency can commit 

itself to eventually devising measures that will satisfy specific performance criteria articulated at the 

time of project approval.” The Court also clarified that deferral of mitigation is only impermissible when 

“an EIR puts off analysis or orders a report without either setting standards or demonstrating how the 

impact can be mitigated in the manner described in the EIR.”  

For this Project, MM-HAZ-1 requires full characterization and remediation of the Project site by a 

qualified environmental consultant pursuant to soil and vapor sampling based on final Project design 

and development of each site area, building use and occupancy, and other features pursuant to 

applicable regulatory screening levels and requirements, along with detailed plans (the SAP, SMP, and 

SVMP), all with applicable regulatory screening levels and requirements. The mitigation contains 

extensive performance criteria and requirements and detailed plans.  

The City has also explained why the full characterization and plan completion will not occur prior to the 

City considering Project approval. Specifically, (1) the previous environmental assessments performed 

characterizations of the Project site, and consistent with the prior reports, it is appropriate to require 

full characterization now that the Project is proposing residential and non-residential development on 

site; (2) the identification of each development area and the final Project design are important in fully 

characterizing a site for remediation because they affect the applicable regulatory screening levels that 

will be applied; and (3) the mitigation will be triggered after final Project design and before issuance of 

a grading permit to allow the Project design phase to be completed if the Project is approved and ensure 

there is no ground disturbance through grading before the Project site is fully characterized and 

remediated as required by the detailed measure, which contains performance criteria and 

plan requirements.  

Additionally, as stated above, full characterization of the Project site should only occur if and when the 

Project is approved for development. Full characterization is costly and not necessary, reasonable, or 

cost-feasible unless and until the Project is approved. Until then, there is no need to fully characterize 

the vacant, fenced, and monitored site.  

The second part of this comment is critical of the MM-HAZ-2 requirement that aspects of the mitigation 

be approved by the Riverside County DEH. This comment is also incorrect. The comment does not 

explain why SAP approval by the Riverside County DEH “does not cure the informational defects in 

this DSEIR.” 

CEQA and the cases state that further studies, reports, or plans required by mitigation may validly be 

completed by a project applicant, subject to review/approval by a lead agency or other regulatory 

agency (e.g., Citizens for a Sustainable Treasure Island v. City and County of San Francisco [2014] 227 

Cal.App.4th 1036, 1059-1060; and City of Maywood v. Los Angeles Unified School Dist. [2012] 208 

Cal.App.4th 362, 412 [upholding a mitigation plan in which the school district committed itself to 

perform additional analysis of hazardous waste contamination and to remediate existing contamination 
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pursuant to state and local statutory and regulatory requirements and under the supervision of a 

regulatory agency]). 

Because there is no other alleged inadequacy of the Draft SEIR, no further response is required 

or necessary. 

O3-50 The City acknowledges the comment as an introduction to noise impact comments that follow. This 

comment is included in the Final SEIR for review and consideration by the decision-makers prior to a 

final decision. Please refer to additional responses below; no further response to this comment is 

required or necessary. 

O3-51 The comment refers to the lack of quantitative construction noise analysis at 

representative offsite receivers construction receptor (CR) 3 through CR6. The comment states that the 

noise analysis at receptors CR3 through CR6 is not provided.  

Draft SEIR Section 4.13.4.2 Tables 4.13-4 through 4.13-9 (pp. 4.13-9 through 4.13-12) present the 

predicted construction noise exposure levels from both the closest phase construction boundary and 

the phase construction area geographic center (also known as acoustic center) to the nearest CR 

position shown in Draft SEIR Figure 4.13-2 (p. 4.13-27 ) for each of the six Project development phases. 

Unfortunately, the subheadings in Tables 4.13-5 through 4.13-9 (pp. 4.13-9 through 4.13-12) have 

typographical errors, referring to either “CR1” or “CR2” when they should in fact refer to the closest CR 

position; hence, CR3 is closest to Phase 3, CR4 is closest to Phase 4, CR5 is closest to Phase 5, and 

CR6 is closest to Phase 6. These distances are reflected in the construction noise worksheets 

appearing in Appendix C of the Noise Technical Report (Appendix I of the Draft SEIR). Consequently, the 

construction noise assessment is complete and accurate as-is, and no changes to the impact 

conclusions or mitigation measures are required. The inadvertent typographical errors in the above-

referenced tables have been corrected in Final SEIR Section 4.13. 

O3-52 The comment states that the Project’s anticipated heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) 

operational noise should be re-analyzed and suggests mitigation may be needed.  

Since the exact equipment types and their positions on Project building rooftops were unspecified at 

the time the Draft SEIR was prepared, the current CadnaA based sound propagation model applies an 

area-type source on each of the 14 building masses appearing in Figure 4.13-4 of the Draft SEIR (p. 

4.13-31). These area sources, spanning the roof areas of these building masses, were each assigned 

sound powers theoretically representing a combination of air handling unit fans and air-cooled 

condenser refrigeration system components in a quantity of “packaged units.” Unfortunately, this 

supporting CadnaA modeling input detail, intended to be Appendix E in the Noise Technical Report 

(Appendix I to the Draft SEIR) was inadvertently not included in the Draft SEIR. Final SEIR Appendix I 

includes the Appendix E material that supports the clarified aggregate operations noise prediction 

displayed in Figures 4.13-4 and 4.13-5. Results from the seven studied sample off-site receptor 

positions have been included in revised Draft SEIR Table 4.13-15 (p. 4.13-19).  

As corrected and clarified in Final SEIR Section 4.13, Figures 4.13-4 and 4.13-5 illustrate each of the 

multifamily residential structures modeled as sound sources for operational noise levels. Buildings G1–

G20 each represent a garden apartment building housing 40 dwelling units, with 40 two-ton (i.e., 

refrigeration capacity or cooling demand met) HVAC package units (or the functional equivalent with 



2 - RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

SEIR FOR THE AQUABELLA SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENT PROJECT 15010 
OCTOBER 2024 2-269 

respect to air-conditioning comfort delivered) mounted on each building roof. Buildings H1–H14 each 

represent a high-density apartment building housing 120 dwelling units, with 120 two-ton HVAC 

package units mounted on each building roof. In each case, one HVAC unit would be provided for each 

housing unit. 

Final SEIR Table 4.13-15, as revised, presents the results of the operational noise modeling at the 

seven modeled receivers (refer to Figures 4.13-4 and 4.13-5) and compares these modeled 

operational noise levels to limits contained in the Moreno Valley Municipal Code. Detailed information 

for the operational noise modeling is provided in Final SEIR Appendix I (as revised).  

As indicated in Final SEIR Table 4.13-15, even if all facility equipment operated simultaneously during 

the nighttime (10:01 p.m. to 7:59 a.m.), the predicted operational sound level at each of the modeled 

residential receiver locations would fall well below the most restrictive nighttime limit of 55 A-weighted 

decibels sound equivalent level for residential uses (Moreno Valley Municipal Code, Section 

11.80.030.B.1). In addition, the predicted operational noise would remain at least 10 A-weighted 

decibels below recorded ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity; therefore, the addition of Project 

operational noise would not increase ambient noise levels above existing conditions. Other sources of 

operational noise would primarily be associated with noise generated by residents and their guests, 

which is not an environmental impact under CEQA (California Public Resources Code, Section 21085). 

Consequently, operational noise impacts of the Project would be less than significant, which is the 

same significance finding reflected in the Draft SEIR noise analysis. 

O3-53 The comment suggests that Section 9.10.170 of the Moreno Valley Municipal Code should have been 

used to assess groundborne vibration exposures attributed to Project construction activities. But this 

is incorrect, as Section 9.10.030.B of the City’s Municipal Code specifically exempts “temporary 

construction, maintenance, or demolition activities between the hours of seven a.m. and seven p.m.” 

from the Municipal Code Chapter 9.10, Performance Standards.  

The comment then suggests that the 0.2 inches per second (ips) peak particle velocity (PPV) 

assessment criterion used in the Draft SEIR to evaluate vibration annoyance was inappropriate, and 

instead recommends a more stringent 0.04 ips PPV threshold that—if applied—would be less than 

predicted vibration from a vibratory roller at a distance of 60 feet. Per the 2020 California Department 

of Transportation’s Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, the 0.2 ips PPV 

threshold is consistent with the level of human annoyance and the level of building damage risk for 

Class III structures (wooden ceilings and walls in masonry, typical of residences) exposed to continuous-

type vibration sources. The comment calculates the Project’s vibration impacts to be 0.056 ips PPV. 

Per the 0.2 ips PPV threshold, such predicted worst-case vibration from the Project is expected to be a 

less-than-significant impact.  

Based on the above, the City finds that the issue related to vibration noise presents differing expert 

data; the Draft SEIR appropriately relies on substantial evidence developed by the Dudek 

environmental consultants and their noise experts. 

O3-54 The comment suggests that the traffic noise findings in the Draft SEIR are unsupportable due to the 

lack of discussion about traffic noise model validation. Section 2.2 of the Noise Technical Report 

(Appendix I of the Draft SEIR) discloses that “the short-term measurements were conducted to 

characterize typical daytime noise levels in the Project area as well as to gather data necessary to 
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calibrate the traffic noise model.” Additionally, Section 2.3 from the Noise Technical Report states 

“Table 7 provides a summary of the results for the analysis of roadway noise based on existing ADT 

[average daily traffic] volumes for each studied roadway segment. The traffic noise levels in Table 7 are 

based upon reported existing ADTs, and not on the manual traffic counts conducted during the short-

term ambient noise measurements (short term manual counts are used in calibrating the model to 

ensure accuracy for local conditions).” These counts are presented as part of the “Dudek FORMS Field 

Data Report” content appearing in Appendix B of the Noise Technical Report. These data and 

disclosures help demonstrate that reasonable considerations were applied to the Federal Highway 

Administration–based modeling of existing traffic noise levels and help substantiate the usage of this 

modeling technique to predict future traffic noise for the 2045 Horizon year scenarios. 

Based on the above, the City finds that the traffic noise impact issue presents differing expert opinion; 

the Draft SEIR appropriately relies on substantial evidence developed by the Dudek environmental 

consultants and their noise experts. 

O3-55 The comment refers to a modeling program used to evaluate traffic noise and reiterates a belief that 

validation is necessary. Please refer to Response to Comment O3-54, above.  

O3-56 The comment states that, without validation of the traffic noise model, it cannot be known that 

MM-NOI-3 will be sufficient to address the Project’s noise impacts. Please refer to Response to 

Comment O3-54, above.  

The comment also states that the Draft SEIR should be revised and recirculated. See Response to 

Comment O3-54. The City has considered the recirculation request and finds that recirculation is not 

required by CEQA or the CEQA Guidelines. Refer to Response to Comment O3-3 for information 

regarding CEQA’s recirculation standards. In addition to providing responses to comments, the City 

finds that this Final SEIR includes relatively minor updates, corrections, and clarifications—none of 

which necessitate recirculating the Draft SEIR, which has already been the subject of a 45-day 

public/agency review and comment process.  

O3-57 The comment makes concluding remarks, expresses opinions, and does not raise an issue related to 

the adequacy of any specific section of the Draft SEIR. The City will include the comment as part of the 

Final SEIR for review and consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final decision. No further 

response is required or necessary. 

O3-58 The City acknowledges the comment as an introduction to comments that follow. The comment does 

not address the adequacy of any section of the Draft SEIR. This comment is included in the Final SEIR 

for review and consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final decision. No further response is 

required or necessary. 

O3-59 The comment summarizes the description of the Project, including the completed and certified prior 

environmental documentation. The comment does not address the adequacy of any section of the Draft 

SEIR. However, at the end of the comment, it states that the Draft SEIR’s “conclusions” are 

unsupported. The City disagrees with this general conclusion. This comment is included in the Final 

SEIR for review and consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final decision. No further response 

is required or necessary. 
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O3-60 The comment addresses the adequacy of the Draft SEIR’s consideration of the Project’s potential valley 

fever impacts. The comment expressly disagrees with the Draft SEIR’s analysis and characterizes 

Riverside County as a valley fever “hot-spot.” The comment then provides a variety of information that 

was also presented and discussed in the main body of the comment letter.  

Please see Responses to Comments O3-26 through O3-36, above, for information and analysis 

responsive to this comment.  

 As discussed in Response to Comment O3-28, Riverside County is not considered to be highly endemic 

for valley fever; therefore, the comment’s characterization of the County as a “hot-spot” is misplaced. 

Valley fever incidence rates are variable from year-to-year and most often appear to relate to annual 

climatic conditions (with years of heavy rainfall followed by hot, dry conditions associated with 

increased incidence rates). 

O3-61  The comment questions whether standard fugitive dust measures are adequate to protect humans 

from exposure to valley fever fungal spores. The comment also opines that sampling for and removing 

impacted soils is the “best solution.” However, as discussed in Responses to Comments O3-26 through 

O3-36 above, multiple public agencies recommend compliance with air quality dust control rules to 

address the potential presence of valley fever fungal spores and there is no commercially available soil 

test. Response to Comment O3-36 above also addresses, in detail, the strategies recommended in the 

comment to address valley fever.  

O3-62 The comment addresses the adequacy of the Draft SEIR’s consideration of the Project’s hazards 

analysis based on the age of technical materials discussed therein. Please refer to Responses to 

Comments O3-41 through O3-43, above. 

O3-63  The comment challenges two of the Draft SEIR’s mitigation measures that are designed to address 

potentially hazardous conditions on the Project site. Please refer to Responses to Comments O3-44 

through O3-49, above. 

O3-64  After summarizing the findings of the Draft SEIR’s construction-related health risk assessment, the 

comment identifies an error in MM-AQ-2 that has been corrected and remedied, as discussed in 

Response to Comment O3-38 above. The comment also presents statewide data relating to the 

availability of construction equipment at the various engine tier levels, noting the limited availability of 

Tier 4 Final engines for certain equipment types. The Draft SEIR recognized that equipment availability 

constraints may be encountered during the Project’s 12-year construction period. As such, MM-AQ-2, 

which imposes engine specifications on the construction equipment, is structured to provide the Project 

with an alternative pathway that requires a demonstration that construction emissions would fall below 

the criteria pollutant mass daily thresholds for construction, the applicable localized significance 

thresholds, and the numeric cancer risk standards established by SCAQMD. This alternative pathway 

provides the flexibility that may be required during Project implementation while simultaneously 

ensuring that the Project’s less-than-significant with mitigation impact determination is valid. 

O3-65 This comment makes concluding remarks, expresses opinions, and does not raise an issue related to 

the adequacy of any specific section of the Draft SEIR. The City will include the comment as part of the 

Final SEIR for review and consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final decision on the Project. 

No further response is required or necessary. 



2 - RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

SEIR FOR THE AQUABELLA SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENT PROJECT 15010 
OCTOBER 2024 2-272 

O3-66 The comment comprises the resume of James Clark, PhD. The City will include the comment as part of 

the Final SEIR for review and consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final decision on the 

Project. No further response is required or necessary. 

O3-67 The City acknowledges the comment as an introduction to comments that follow. The comment does 

not address the adequacy of any section of the Draft SEIR. Additionally, the comment briefly describes 

the Project. This comment is included in the Final SEIR for review and consideration by the decision-

makers prior to a final decision. No further response is required or necessary. 

O3-68 The comment expands on its description of the Project and states that the comments are based on 

Appendix I of the Draft SEIR, which is the Noise Technical Report prepared by Dudek consultants. The 

comment does not address the adequacy of any section of the Draft SEIR. This comment is included in 

the Final SEIR for review and consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final decision. No further 

response is required or necessary. 

O3-69 The comment summarizes the acoustical consulting firm that provided the comment letter to the 

Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo law firm. The comment does not address the adequacy of any 

section of the Draft SEIR. This comment is included in the Final SEIR for review and consideration by 

the decision-makers prior to a final decision. No further response is required or necessary. 

O3-70 The comment summarizes adverse effects of noise. It does not raise any environmental issue with 

respect to the adequacy of the Draft SEIR. This comment is included in the Final SEIR for review and 

consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final decision. No further response is required 

or necessary. 

O3-71 The comment addresses the Draft SEIR’s construction vibration impact analysis. Please refer to 

Response to Comment O3-53. 

O3-72 The comment states that the Draft SEIR incorrectly assessed the Project’s noise impacts because it 

compared 6 hours of noise generation to an 8-hour noise metric. According to Dudek’s experts, while 

a heavy equipment operator shift generally spans an 8-hour workday, required rest breaks, equipment 

re-fueling, and downtime waiting for haul trucks or other equipment to perform related functions results 

in an average heavy equipment operations duration of no more than 6 hours in any given 8-hour work 

shift. The 8-hour averaging period is employed because that is the basis of the Federal Transit 

Administrationrecommendation for limiting construction noise exposure at nearby residential receivers 

(80 A-weighted decibels 8-hour equivalent sound level). Averaging 6 hours of active construction 

equipment operation over an 8-hour work day is a common practice for construction noise assessment. 

O3-73 The comment states that the Draft SEIR improperly evaluated construction-related noise impacts by 

failing to consider certain noise receptor locations. Please refer to Response to Comment O3-51. 

O3-74 The comment states that the Draft SEIR failed to adequately consider the Project’s operational noise 

impacts because the analysis did not validate the traffic noise model. Please refer to Response to 

Comment O3-54. 

O3-75 The comment states that the Draft SEIR did not sufficiently account for on-site noise generated by 

rooftop HVAC units. Please refer to Response to Comment O3-52. 
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O3-76 The comment makes concluding remarks, expresses opinions, and does not raise an issue related to 

the adequacy of any specific section of the Draft SEIR. The City will include the comment as part of the 

Final SEIR for review and consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final decision on the Project. 

No further response is required or necessary. 

O3-77 The comment comprises the resume of Jack Meighan. The City will include the comment as part of the 

Final SEIR for review and consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final decision on the Project. 

No further response is required or necessary. 

O3-78 The comment consists of the Judgment and Statement of Decision (along with attachments) in the 

Sierra Club General Plan Update litigation against the City (see Sierra Club v. City of Moreno Valley, No. 

CVR12103300). The City will include the comment as part of the Final SEIR for review and 

consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final decision on the Project. No further response is 

required or necessary. 
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Response to Comment Letter O4 

Organization  

Center for Biological Diversity (CBD) 

July 15, 2024 

O4-1 The comment states that the letter is on behalf of CBD and provides general background information 

about CBD. The City acknowledges the comment as an introduction to comments that follow. This 

comment is included in the Final SEIR for review and consideration by the decision-makers prior to a 

final decision. No further response is required or necessary. 

O4-2 The comment provides a general summary of the Project location within the Western Riverside Multiple 

Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) area and the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Habitat 

Conservation Plan (SKR HCP) area and introduces comments that follow, including a focus on 

mitigation. The comment restates information in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft SEIR. 

The City acknowledges the comment as an introduction to comments that follow. This comment is 

included in the Final SEIR for review and consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final decision. 

No further response is required or necessary. 

O4-3 The comment states that the Draft SEIR acknowledges burrowing owls (Athene cunicularia) may occur 

in the construction zone and has proposed mitigation consisting of pre-construction surveys and buffer 

zones from active nest sites. The comment asserts mitigation measures are “insufficient as the result 

is still loss of habitat for this population, which has suffered massive declines due to urbanization both 

onsite and across the State.” 

The comment restates information in Section 4.4 of the Draft SEIR. The City acknowledges the 

comment as an introduction to comments that follow. Please refer to responses to comments O4-4 

through O4-9. This comment is included in the Final SEIR for review and consideration by the decision-

makers prior to a final decision. No further response is required or necessary. 

O4-4 The comment provides general information regarding both the history of burrowing owls in western 

Riverside County and the petition filed by CBD and others with the California Fish and Game 

Commission on March 5, 2024, which seeks to list burrowing owl as endangered or threatened under 

the California Endangered Species Act (CESA). The comment also covers the need to implement 

mitigation measures to protect remaining populations. 

The City notes the comment provides general information that does not raise any specific 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft SEIR; therefore, no further response is 

necessary or required.  

Nonetheless, the City acknowledges CBD et al. filed a petition on March 5, 2024, that seeks to list the 

burrowing owl as endangered or threatened. However, at this time, there has been no change in the 

status of burrowing owl, which remains designated as a state species of special concern under CESA 

(Draft SEIR Section 4.4, p. 4.4-8). Therefore, it does not qualify for the same legal protections as a 

listed endangered species. 
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Based on a review of the agenda for the August 14/15, 2024, meeting of the California Fish and Game 

Commission, it appears that the petition to list burrowing owl as threatened or endangered will not be 

discussed at this meeting. As such, the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) has not 

issued its determination whether to recommend the listing. If CDFW recommends action on the petition, 

it will prepare a report to be made public for at least 30 days prior to a California Fish and Game 

Commission hearing. The commission will review the petition and CDFW’s evaluation report and 

determine at a hearing whether sufficient scientific information indicates that the listing may be 

warranted. If not, the process ends. If so, the commission will designate the species as a “candidate 

species,” publish a notice in the notice register, and mail the notice to affected parties.  

Within a year, a status review report will be provided to the commission to be considered at another 

commission meeting. The commission will then decide whether the listing is warranted. If not, the 

process ends, and the species will be removed from the list of candidate species. If the commission 

finds the listing is warranted, the species will be added to the list of endangered species in California 

Fish and Game Code Section 670.5 (animals) through a regulation change. Notice of this change will 

be given and the regulation change filed with the California Office of Administrative Law, which has up 

to 30 business days to review it. Thereafter, the regulation will be filed with the California Secretary of 

State and becomes effective. The listing process ultimately takes approximately 1.5 to 2 years to 

complete. For additional information, please visit https://fgc.ca.gov/cesa. 

The Draft SEIR did evaluate potential impacts to burrowing owl and adopted mitigation. Refer to 

responses to comments O4-5 to O4-6, below. 

O4-5 The comment states that the Draft SEIR acknowledges the potential presence of burrowing owls in the 

construction zone. It excerpts a quote from Mitigation Measure (MM) BIO-1: “following the fledging of 

young from any active burrows, or if active burrows are detected outside of the nesting season, or 

during the nesting season but it has been determined that the burrow is not being used as a nest 

burrow, burrowing owls can be excluded from use of the burrow following CDFW protocols” (Draft SEIR 

Section 4.4, p. 4.4-33). The comment states this language implies that passive relocation of owls will 

occur. It asserts this method does not mitigate habitat loss, habitat fragmentation, and reduced owl 

survivorship caused by development. It questions the effectiveness of passive and active relocation as 

mitigation for impacts to burrowing owl. 

In response, first, as discussed in the Draft SEIR (Section 4.4, pp. 4.4-8 and 4.4-24) and the Biological 

Technical Report (Draft SEIR Appendix E), extensive protocol surveys for burrowing owl were conducted 

on the Project site in accordance with the Western Riverside MSHCP requirements. Initially, a Step 1 

habitat assessment was conducted per the Burrowing Owl Survey Instructions for the Western Riverside 

MSHCP Area (RCA 2006). Based on this assessment, focused protocol-level burrowing owl surveys were 

conducted in 2023 following MSHCP guidance and the CDFW Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation 

(CDFG 2012; Draft SEIR Appendix E, pp. 13–14). These surveys included multiple survey passes for 

burrowing owl individuals, suitable burrows or burrow surrogates (artificial openings such as pipes, 

culverts, rock piles, etc.), and any signs indicating owl presence (i.e., owl pellets, molted feathers, 

abundant insect remains, and whitewash).  

As indicated in the Biological Technical Report and as summarized in the Draft SEIR (Section 4.4.4.2, 

pp. 4.4-23 through 4.4-31), no burrowing owl individuals, indicative signs, or active burrows were 

observed during the 2023 focused owl survey effort (Draft SEIR Section 4.4, pp. 4.4-8, 4.4-24). One 
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burrowing owl was incidentally observed within the central portion of the Project site on January 13, 

2023, during fairy shrimp protocol surveys. Since this individual was not observed during the breeding 

season, it was concluded that this individual was likely using the Project site temporarily during the 

winter months for foraging and potential roosting, which is typical during the non-breeding season when 

owls are relatively nomadic. No burrowing owls were observed in this area of the site or elsewhere on 

the site during the subsequent 4 months of fairy shrimp surveys. Additionally, no owls or recent signs 

were observed at or near this burrow during the focused burrowing owl survey effort in the summer 

(Draft SEIR Section 4.4, pp. 4.4-24 through 4.4-25). 

Second, the Project site is generally considered low-quality habitat for burrowing owls. The site’s soils 

are compacted and not as friable due to the extensive grading since the 1999 EIR, limiting the species’ 

potential to occur in most areas. Roughly 70% of the Project site is characterized as highly disturbed 

due to past grading and other activities (Draft SEIR Section 4.4.1, pp. 4.4-1 through 4.4-14; see also 

Figure 3-4, p. 3-35). Consequently, the Project site is low-quality habitat for burrowing owls. 

Third, the burrowing owl is a covered species under the Western Riverside MSHCP (Draft SEIR Sections 

4.4.2, pp. 4.4-15 through 4.4-21, and 4.4.4.2, pp. 4.4-23 through 4.4-31). Any impacts to individual 

owls or related to habitat loss are authorized and mitigated by the take coverage, reserve assembly, 

and various conservation measures included in the MSHCP. The MSHCP’s reserve assembly will form 

a 500,000-acre habitat reserve to benefit regional animal species, including at least 27,470 acres of 

suitable primary habitat and 22,120 acres of suitable secondary habitat for burrowing owl.16 The 

Regional Conservation Authority is on track to meet this goal with over 347,000 acres conserved (RCA 

2024). Burrowing owl survey and reporting requirements ensure adequate monitoring and 

implementation of adaptive management strategies, as appropriate, by the Regional Conservation 

Authority.17 The Western Riverside MSHCP and related Final MSHCP EIR/EIS (SCH No. 2001101108) 

are incorporated by reference. Please refer to the following links for the MSHCP Volume 1 (Plan) and 

the Final EIR/EIS:  

▪ https://www.wrc-rca.org/Permit_Docs/MSHCP/MSHCP-Volume%201.pdf  

▪ https://www.wrc-rca.org/Permit_Docs/MSHCP/MSHCP-Volume4.pdf 

As discussed above, the Project complied with MSHCP burrowing owl protocol survey requirements. 

The Project also complies with pre-construction survey, nest avoidance, and passive relocation 

requirements of the MSHCP, California Fish and Game Code, and the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

(Draft SEIR Sections 4.4.4.2, pp. 4.4-23 through 4.4-31, and 4.4.6.2, pp. 4.4-32 through 4.4-36). 

MSCHP conservation objective 5 for burrowing owls states that, if protocol surveys identify fewer than 

3 pairs of burrowing owls, “then the on-site burrowing owls will be passively or actively relocated 

following accepted protocols” (County of Riverside 2003, p. B-65). Conservation objective 6 requires 

30-day pre-construction surveys for burrowing owls. If owls are found, “Take of active nests will be 

avoided. Passive relocation (use of one-way doors and collapse of burrows) will occur when owls are 

present outside the nesting season” (County of Riverside 2003, p. B-65). California Fish and Game 

Code (Sections 3503 and 3513) and the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act prohibit the take of active 

nests of most raptor and other avian species. 

 
16 Refer to MSHCP burrowing owl conservation objectives (County of Riverside 2003, p. B-64). 
17 Refer to MSHCP burrowing owl conservation objectives (County of Riverside 2003, pp. B-63 to B-65). 
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No burrowing owls were observed during the MSHCP protocol surveys and only one owl was incidentally 

observed during fairy shrimp protocol surveys. Thus, per the MSHCP, passive or active relocation would 

be appropriate for any burrowing owls found on site.  

Draft SEIR MM-BIO-1 and MM-BIO-3 require 30-day pre-construction surveys and avoidance of active 

nests (Draft SEIR Section 4.4.6.2, pp. 4.4-32 through 4.4-36). These measures include (1) pre-

construction surveys for burrows or suitable artificial openings that may support roosting or nesting 

burrowing owls; (2) steps to be taken if active burrows/surrogate burrows are located during the 

surveys, including avoidance of active nests and establishment of 500-foot no-disturbance buffers until 

the burrows are determined to be no longer active; (3) monitoring by a qualified biologist when 

construction or ground disturbance activities will occur within 600 feet of an active nest burrow to 

ensure no impacts; (4) daily inspection of on the ground pipes, tubes, or other artificial openings 

associated with construction activities to ensure that no burrowing owls are temporarily utilizing them 

for shelter; and (5) exclusion from burrows following CDFW protocols for owls found on site outside the 

nesting season and/or for burrows determined not to be nest burrows. CDFW exclusion protocols 

provide for passive relocation through the use of one-way doors and collapse of burrows (CDFG 2012). 

These measures are explained in more detail in Draft SEIR Section 4.4.6.2, pp. 4.4-32 through 4.4-36. 

Accordingly, the Draft SEIR concluded that impacts to burrowing owls, including through habitat 

modification, would be less than significant. Additionally, the mitigation measures for burrowing owl 

pre-construction surveys and passive relocation are consistent with the MSHCP, the federal Migratory 

Bird Treaty Act, and Sections 3503 and 3513 of the California Fish and Game Code.  

O4-6 The comment states that all remaining burrowing owl habitat must be protected and, if the Project 

would result in the loss of burrowing owl habitat, mitigation lands should be required at a 5:1 

mitigation ratio. 

Refer to Response to Comment O4-5, above. No further mitigation is required or appropriate for this 

less than significant impact. Further, the burrowing owl is a covered species under the Western 

Riverside MSHCP, and extensive mitigation lands are already provided or are in the process of being 

completed per targets established by the Regional Conservation Authority. As stated, no further 

mitigation is required. 

O4-7 The comment states that protected habitat for Stephens’ kangaroo rat (Dipodomys stephensi) occurs 

within 0.5 miles of the Project site, suggesting that Stephens’ kangaroo rat may have re-colonized the 

site since its agricultural use. It criticizes the Draft SEIR for concluding there is low potential for 

Stephens’ kangaroo rat presence based on surveys associated with past CEQA approvals. The 

comment asserts that this does not adequately represent existing conditions or provide an accurate 

baseline regarding Stephens’ kangaroo rat. 

In response, first, the Draft SEIR correctly discloses that the property is located outside of the SKR HCP 

Core Reserve Area and that the nearest mapped Stephens’ kangaroo rat occurrence is approximately 

0.5 miles south of the Project site, within an SKR HCP Core Reserve Area. The Draft SEIR explains the 

Project site is “essentially surrounded by urban development, which may limit the ability of the species 

to access the site from known regional populations” (Draft SEIR Section 4.4, pp. 4.4-12 through 4.4-

13). This urban barrier supports the conclusion that there is low potential for Stephens’ kangaroo rat 
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presence on the site, particularly since no Stephens’ kangaroo rat were observed during previous 

surveys conducted as part of the 1999 EIR (Draft SEIR Section 4.4, p. 4.4-22).  

Second, no Stephens’ kangaroo rat were incidentally observed during any of the most recent on-site 

biological surveys and assessments discussed in the Draft SEIR, including those associated with site 

vegetation mapping, fairy shrimp, burrowing owl, least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus), Crotch’s bumble 

bee (Bombus crotchii), and bats. 

Third, the Draft SEIR explains that the Project site falls within the SKR HCP Fee Area, which means that 

it is covered by the comprehensive mitigation measures contained in the SKR HCP. Established in 

1996, this plan includes the creation of Core Reserves and a Development Mitigation Fee that supports 

the management and preservation of Stephens’ kangaroo rat habitats (RCHCA 1996; Draft SEIR 

Section 4.4, p. 4.4-7). The Project site is located outside of the SKR HCP Core Reserve Area but is within 

the SKR HCP Fee Area (Draft SEIR Section 4.4, p. 4.4-7). Compliance with the SKR HCP, through the 

payment of the mitigation fee, ensures that any potential impacts to Stephens’ kangaroo rat are fully 

mitigated; provides take coverage under CEQA, the National Environmental Policy Act, CESA, and the 

federal Endangered Species Act; and contributes to the acquisition/preservation of Stephens’ 

kangaroo rat habitat. Even if the species does not occur on the Project site, the developer is required 

to pay the SKR HCP fee to the City. This fee was paid in full to the City in 2006 prior to the initial grading 

of the Specific Plan Area (Draft SEIR Section 4.4, pp. 4.4-7, 4.4-22, 4.4-30).18 As such, any potential 

impacts to the species have been mitigated through payment of the SKR HCP fee and would be further 

mitigated through compliance with the MSHCP. 

Fourth, the comment misinterprets the “baseline” for this SEIR; the site has undergone comprehensive 

environmental review in the 1999 Final EIR, 2001 SEIR, and 2005 Addendum. This Draft SEIR has 

been prepared in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, which states that additional CEQA 

review is not required unless there are substantial project changes, new circumstances, or new 

information showing significant impacts not previously addressed (Draft SEIR Chapter 1, Introduction, 

p. 1-2). The Draft SEIR describes the Project’s urban surroundings, which make it unlikely for Stephens’ 

kangaroo rat to inhabit the site. Further, as stated with prior approvals, compliance with the SKR HCP 

through payment of the mitigation fee provides sufficient mitigation for any potential impacts to 

Stephens’ kangaroo rat and its habitat. Thus, impacts would be similar to the prior project—less than 

significant with the previously completed mitigation. The Draft SEIR’s conclusions are well-supported 

and consistent with regulatory requirements.  

O4-8 The comment states that the California Natural Diversity Database has identified two bat Species of 

Special Concern on the Project site, namely, the California mastiff bat (Eumops perotis californicus),  

and the western yellow bat (Lasiurus xanthinus). It asserts the Draft SEIR did not include needed bat 

surveys, which should be addressed in the Final SEIR. The comment states that buildings and light 

 
18 The SKR HCP provides an important planning tool to protect Stephens’ kangaroo rat, while streamlining review of local projects 

that may impact the species or its habitat. Completed in 1996 by the Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency (RCHCA), 

CDFW, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the SKR HCP established seven “core reserves,” totaling more than 41,000 acres, within 

a planning area of 533,000 acres. The RCHCA is responsible for “completing” the reserves through the addition of land in fee 

simple or through the acquisition of easements (RCHCA 1996). Participants of the SKR HCP can incorporate projects into the 

incidental “take” permit for Stephens’ kangaroo rat if the project complies with the requirements of the SKR HCP. Payment of the 

mitigation fees for projects located within the Stephens’ kangaroo rat mitigation fee area provides full mitigation under CEQA, the 

National Environmental Policy Act, and the CESA and federal Endangered Species Act for impacts to Stephens’ kangaroo rat 

(RCHA 1996). 
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pollution may negatively impact these species and requests a full analysis and mitigation measures in 

the Final SEIR if these bats are present on the Project site. 

In response, the Draft SEIR explains that generally the site lacks existing natural habitat, including bat 

roosts, that would support these bat species (Draft SEIR Section 4.4, p. 4.4-30). However, comments 

from CBD on the Notice of Preparation, dated December 4, 2023, requested surveys for these bats. 

Consequently, Dudek biologists were retained to perform the necessary bat surveys. Protocols indicate 

that surveys should occur between March 1 and July 31, outside the winter hibernation period and 

during the maternity period when colonies form and flightless young are present. Surveys conducted 

during migratory or winter hibernation seasons may yield less accurate results. 

The surveys took place from March 19 to March 26, 2024, but the results, analysis, and final report were 

not available at the time of the Draft SEIR’s circulation. The surveys confirm and clarify the Draft SEIR’s 

conclusion that no special-status bat species roost or occur on site or within a 100-foot buffer of the 

Project boundary. The Results of Bat Roost and Acoustic Monitoring Surveys for the Aquabella Project, 

Riverside County, California, dated June 7, 2024, is attached to the Final EIR as Attachment D.19  

These protocol-level surveys completed by Dudek biologists focused on identifying bat species that may 

be roosting or otherwise utilizing the Project site for breeding or foraging. The surveys particularly 

looked for special-status bat species that may occur in the region, including California mastiff bat and 

the western yellow bat, as cited by CBD.  

The survey effort included a field habitat assessment for maternity and shelter/hibernaculum roost 

sites, emergence surveys for visual signs of bat emergence, and passive acoustic surveys to collect 

and analyze acoustic signatures to the species level. Acoustic monitoring used Wildlife Acoustics 

SM4BAT full spectrum acoustic detectors at designated locations within the Project site for 1 week (7 

consecutive nights). These recordings were processed and analyzed with the use of Sonobat 

4.3.0 software.  

No suitable bat roosting habitat was determined to be present within the Project site or immediately 

adjacent to the Project site. The disturbed habitat that dominates the site, primarily non-native 

grassland, does not support bat roosting. No bats were observed emerging from any of the on-site or 

off-site trees or vegetation (located primarily within the riparian revegetation area within the drainage 

channel) during the survey period. Active acoustic monitoring during the emergence survey found an 

absence of roosting bats in this channel. Passive acoustic analysis did not detect any foliage-roosting 

bats within the Project site during the survey period. 

Passive acoustic monitoring results did not indicate any roosting at the site and did not identify any 

special-status bat species. Monitoring showed low bat diversity and low-to-moderate activity, with 

 
19 The addition of the bat survey report to the Final SEIR does not require recirculation. The Draft SEIR stated the site lacks bat 

habitat, including bat roosts (Draft SEIR Section 4.4, p. 4.4-30). The bat survey report confirms, clarifies, amplifies, and makes 

insignificant modifications to the Draft SEIR’s analysis (14 CCR 15088.5[a] and [b]; Draft SEIR Section 4.4, p. 4.4-30). The focused 

surveys were performed in response to comments from CBD. The surveys affirmed the lack of habitat, lack of roosts, and lack of 

special-status bat species on site. No new or more severe significant impacts have been identified. Thus, recirculation is not 

required (14 CCR 15088.5). 
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1,263 bat passes20 identified to the species level during the 7-night monitoring period. These passes 

come from just two common species: Brazilian free-tailed bat (Tadarida brasiliensis) (1,214 passes; 

96.1%) and California myotis (Myotis californicus) (49 passes; 3.9%). No special-status bat species 

were identified based on the acoustic analysis.  

The low-to-moderate level of activity is not representative of a colony of bats that would be emerging 

from a roost, which can generate thousands of calls in a single night. Thus, the monitoring indicated 

that common bats may forage within the study area, but no bats are roosting on site, and no special-

status species were detected.  

In conclusion, no suitable bat roosting habitat was identified within the Project site or vicinity. Only two 

common bat species were detected, and no state or federally listed special-status bat species were 

found. No bats were observed to be roosting within the study area. Thus, the Project would not result 

in significant adverse impacts to roosting bats, special-status bat species, or their habitat.  

Additionally, Project lighting will be designed to minimize spillover and comply with dark sky 

consideration and policies (see PDF-AQ/GHG-5). This includes compliance with Section 9.08.100, 

Lighting, of the City’s Municipal Code. Lighting impacts to common nocturnal species would be 

thereby minimized. 

O4-9 This response addresses concluding comments, expresses the opinions of the commenter, and does 

not raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific section of the Draft SEIR. The City will include 

the comment as part of the Final SEIR for review and consideration by the decision-makers prior to a 

final decision. No further response is required or necessary. 

  

 
20 Total bat passes indicate two or more echolocation calls, not the total number of individual bats found, as one bat can record 

multiple calls. 
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Response to Comment Letter O5 

Organization  

Riverside University Health System 

July 15, 2024 

O5-1 This comment includes a description of the Riverside University Health System (RUHS). The comment 

does not identify any specific issue with respect to the adequacy of the Draft SEIR; therefore, no further 

response is required or necessary. 

O5-2 The comment includes a brief description of the Project and an introduction to comments to follow. The 

comment does not identify any specific issue with respect to the adequacy of the Draft SEIR; therefore, 

no further response is required or necessary. 

O5-3 The comment expresses concern regarding air quality during construction, specifically related to dust 

and air pollution during construction. Air quality impacts from Project construction were analyzed as 

part of Draft SEIR Section 4.3, Air Quality. The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 

identifies sensitive receptors as residences, schools, playgrounds, childcare centers, long-term 

healthcare facilities, rehabilitation centers, convalescent centers, and retirement homes (SCAQMD 

1993). The Draft SEIR identifies three existing sensitive receptors in proximity to the Project site, 

including the RUHS. More specifically, Threshold 3 addresses exposure of sensitive receptors to 

substantial pollutant concentrations. As determined under Threshold 3, the Project would result in less-

than-significant construction impacts associated with exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial 

pollutant concentrations with the incorporation of MM-AQ-2 (Draft SEIR Section 4.3.4.2, pp. 4.3-50 

through 4.3-57). The Project will be required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 403 to control dust 

emissions during any dust-generating activities. SCAQMD Rule 403 requires implementation of various 

best available fugitive dust control measures for different sources for all construction activity sources 

within its jurisdictional boundaries.  

O5-4 The comment expresses concern about construction noise and vibration impacting testing equipment 

and instruments. Noise and vibration impacts were analyzed in Draft SEIR Section 4.13, Noise. As 

concluded in the Draft SEIR, impacts related to a temporary increase in ambient noise levels as a result 

of construction noise would be less than significant with incorporation of MM-NOI-1 and MM-NOI-2. As 

discussed under Threshold 2, groundborne vibration generated from construction equipment would be 

attenuated to 0.2 inches per second peak particle velocity (the threshold for human annoyance) at a 

distance of no greater than 60 feet from construction activity (Draft SEIR Section 4.13.4.2, pp. 4.13-

20 through 4.13-21). Existing structures are no closer than approximately 70 feet from the boundary 

of any future Project construction zones. Impacts related to vibration would be less than significant.  

O5-5 The comment expresses concern regarding potential impacts related to glare from solar panels on 

patients at the medical center. As discussed in Draft SEIR Section 4.1, Aesthetics, photovoltaic solar 

panels would be provided at the site; however, such panels are designed to absorb light, not reflect it, 

and would be coated with anti-reflective materials to maximize light absorption. Therefore, the Project 

would result in less-than-significant impacts related to glare.  

O5-6 The comment expresses concern about emergency and patient access to the medical center during 

road improvements. The comment further requests coordination with RUHS during improvement 
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activities that could impact emergency vehicle access. As discussed in Draft SEIR Section 4.17, 

Transportation, any Project construction activities that could potentially impact adjacent roadways, and 

thereby interfere with emergency access, would be subject to the City’s Traffic Control Plan Guidelines & 

Checklist, including its Temporary Traffic Control Requirements (City of Moreno Valley 2022). These 

requirements address applicable temporary traffic controls for all construction activities within the City 

public rights-of-way. This would include mandatory compliance with the latest California Manual on 

Uniform Traffic Control Devices and compliance with the requirement that emergency access to all nearby 

properties be maintained at all times. The Temporary Traffic Control Requirements also include 

requirements related to preparation of a custom Traffic Control Plan that addresses work on arterials, 

nighttime/weekend work, temporary changes to signal timing, work with any road closures, major 

encroachment, and major street improvements associated with commercial/residential developments. 

O5-7 The comment request collaboration on street, signal, and flood control improvements. The Project 

applicant will work with RUHS to collaborate on off-site improvements. The comment does not identify 

any specific issue with respect to the adequacy of the Draft SEIR; therefore, no further response is 

required or necessary. 

O5-8 The comment requests noticing prior to construction for activities that are within 500 feet of the 

medical centers’ property boundary. The Project applicant and City will work to ensure noticing in 

advance of construction within 500 feet of the medical center. The comment does not any identify 

specific issue with respect to the adequacy of the Draft SEIR; therefore, no further response is required 

or necessary. 

O5-9 The comment requests additional time to review the Draft SEIR and for additional coordination between 

RUHS and the Project applicant. The comment does not any identify specific issue with respect to the 

adequacy of the Draft SEIR; therefore, no further response is required or necessary. 
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Response to Comment Letter O6 

Organization  

Sierra Club – San Gorgonio Chapter, Moreno Valley Group 

July 15, 2024 

O6-1 The comment states that in the Notice of Availability (NOA) project description, there is only one 

sentence about the 2006 General Plan. 

The City acknowledges the comment, which restates information in the NOA and does not raise an 

environmental issue or procedural error under CEQA. The purpose of the NOA is to provide notice to the 

public that the Draft SEIR is available for public review and inform them of when and where they can 

provide comments. California Public Resources Code Section 21092(b)(1) and the CEQA Guidelines 

state that the NOA shall specify the following:  

▪ the period during which comments will be received on the draft environmental impact report  

▪ the date, time, and place of any public meetings or hearings on the proposed project 

▪ a brief description of the proposed project and its location 

▪ the significant effects on the environment, if any, anticipated as a result of the project 

▪ the address where copies of the draft EIR and all documents referenced in the draft EIR are 

available for review 

▪ a description of how the draft EIR can be provided in an electronic format 

In compliance with CEQA, the NOA provides this information, describing the Project, its location, 

significant environmental effects, Draft SEIR availability (including electronically), and the 45-day 

comment period. The brief project description appropriately outlines the discretionary actions under 

consideration, which include a General Plan Amendment to the operative General Plan.  

Please also see Topical Response 1, SB 330 and General Plan Consistency Analysis, which discusses 

the Project’s proposed General Plan Amendment and the Draft SEIR’s evaluation of Project consistency 

with the 2040 and 2006 General Plans. 

The City will include the comment as part of the Final SEIR for review and consideration by the decision-

makers. No further response is required or necessary. 

O6-2 Referring to the sentence in the NOA that reads "If the 2006 General Plan is operative at the time of 

approval, the Project would require a GPA [General Plan Amendment] to amend the 2006 General Plan 

Land Use Map, Figure 2-2 to accommodate the Project,” the comment states Figure 2-2 in the Draft 

SEIR is not a land use map and, thus, the reference must be to Figure 2-2 of the 2006 General Plan. 

The comment asserts the 2006 General Plan needs to be made available to the public and appended 

to the Draft SEIR. The comment states that footnotes about the 2006 General Plan being effective do 

not cure inconsistencies with major sections of the 2006 General Plan, which is “now the General Plan 

that must be used in our City.” 

In response, the NOA reference is to Figure 2-2 of the 2006 General Plan. Documents referenced, 

incorporated by reference, and relied upon in the Draft SEIR are listed in Section 8.0, SEIR References, 



2 - RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

SEIR FOR THE AQUABELLA SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENT PROJECT 15010 
OCTOBER 2024 2-304 

Consultation, and Preparation, with links to respective documents, where available. Chapter 8, SEIR 

References, Consultation, and Preparation, with links to respective documents, where available. The 

2006 General Plan is made available at https://www.moval.org/city_hall/general-

plan/06gpfinal/gp/gp-tot.pdf. 

Please see Topical Response 1, which discusses the Project’s proposed General Plan Amendment and 

the Draft SEIR’s evaluation of Project consistency with the 2040 and 2006 General Plans. 

Project consistency with the goals, objectives, and policies of the 2006 General Plan is thoroughly 

evaluated in Appendix A, Specific Plan Amendment, of the Draft SEIR. The Project is shown to be 

consistent with the 2006 General Plan. See also Response to Comment O6-3 below. 

The City acknowledges the comment is an introduction to comments that follow. It is included in the 

Final SEIR for review and consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final decision. 

O6-3 The comment states Appendix A, pages 8-85 through 8-160, is a “poor attempt to convince the public 

and decision-makers that the other 1,000’s of pages designed for the 2040 General Plan (GP) also 

applies to the General Plan of 2006.” 

 Please see Topical Response 1, which discusses the Project’s proposed General Plan Amendment and 

the Draft SEIR’s evaluation of Project consistency with the 2040 and 2006 General Plans. 

As detailed therein, the Project’s Senate Bill (SB) 330 preliminary application was submitted on 

September 6, 2023, at a time when the following regulatory documents were in effect: the 2040 

General Plan (adopted by Resolution No. 2021-47 in June 2021), the Climate Action Plan, and related 

zone changes (adopted by Ordinance No. 981 in June and August 2021). However, the 2040 General 

Plan was the subject of litigation, and in May 2024, the Riverside County Superior Court issued a 

Judgment and Writ directing that the City set aside certification of the 2040 General Plan EIR and 

approval of the 2040 General Plan, Climate Action Plan, and related Zoning Amendments until those 

errors are corrected (Sierra Club v. City of Moreno Valley, CVRI2103300, May 6, 2024, Writ).  

 Thus, Project consistency with the 2006 General Plan is evaluated in Appendix A of the Draft SEIR in 

the event it is the operative General Plan at the time of Project consideration for approval. Indeed, the 

City’s Resolution 2024-37 (approved June 25, 2024) rescinding the previous approvals of the 2040 

General Plan and associated documents due to the referenced litigation states that “the 2006 General 

Plan, associated zoning, and associated EIR are no longer superseded and that the 2006 General Plan, 

Zoning, and associated EIR remain in place pending reconsideration and re-approval of the MoVal 2040 

General Plan and associated zoning, and that the Housing Element (October 2022) remains in effect.”  

 The Draft SEIR evaluates Project consistency with the City’s 2040 General Plan, Climate Action Plan, 

zoning, and up-to-date regional planning documents because the Project is an SB 330 preliminary 

application housing development project. As such, upon the Project applicant’s submittal of the SB 330 

application and payment of the required fee, the 2040 General Plan, Climate Action Plan, and zoning 

for the Project were locked in place (vested) and operate as the City’s valid regulations governing this 

SB 330 Project (despite the litigation) (see Topical Response 1).  
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Further, General Plan consistency is not generally a CEQA issue. Instead, a General Plan inconsistency 

is a significant impact under CEQA only if it results in a significant physical impact (14 CCR 15064.7[d]; 

The Highway 68 Coalition v. County of Monterey [2017] 14 Cal.App.5th 883, 894).  

 The City acknowledges the comment as an introduction to comments that follow and notes it expresses 

the opinions of the commenter. To the extent the comments that follow address political issues that do 

not appear to relate to any physical effect on the environment, the City will include the comments as 

part of the Final SEIR for consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final decision. However, no 

further response is required where the comments do not raise an environmental issue.  

 The final determination of consistency with the General Plan will be made by City Council. The Council’s 

determination has been constrained by state housing law revisions in recent years to limit housing 

disapprovals. These revisions to the Housing Accountability Act (Government Code Section 65589.5) 

provide that only inconsistencies with objective (not subjective) standards can serve as the basis for 

housing disapproval and that these standards must be applied to facilitate and accommodate housing 

(Government Code Sections 65589.5[f][1], [f][4], [j]). Further, a project need not rigidly conform with 

every detail of the General Plan. It must only be “compatible with” the objectives, policies, general land 

uses, and programs specified in the General Plan (Bankers Hill 150 v. City of San Diego [2022] 74 

Cal.App.5th 755, 776). A consistency finding is supported if there is any substantial evidence in the 

record that would allow a reasonable person to conclude it complies with objective standards, even if 

reasonable minds could differ or there is evidence to the contrary (Government Code Sections 65589.5 

[f][4], [j]). 

O6-4 The comment recites 2006 General Plan Goal 2.1 to organize future growth, minimize land use 

conflicts, and promote the rational utilization of underdeveloped and undeveloped parcels. It states the 

Project significantly conflicts with existing single-family and detached homes and the land use 

designation under the 2006 General Plan Land Use map. It also states height, mass, and density will 

destroy viewsheds. 

Refer to Responses to Comments O5-2 and O5-3 and Topical Response 1. Goal 2.1 is included in the 

Draft EIR. Refer to Appendix A of the Draft SEIR. 

Section 3.4.1 of the Draft SEIR (pp. 3-27 through 3-28) explains that a General Plan Amendment would 

be needed to accommodate the Project. The Draft SEIR describes the General Plan Amendment 

proposed to both the 2040 General Plan and 2006 General Plan, in the event the 2006 General Plan 

is operative at the time of Project consideration for approval for the reasons described in Topical 

Response 1. With this amendment, the Project would no longer conflict with the 2006 General Plan 

Land Use map. 

The City notes that the comment expresses the opinion of the commenter concerning subjective 

language regarding minimizing land use conflicts. The 2006 General Plan Consistency Table in 

Appendix A of the Draft SEIR describes the facts and substantial evidence supporting consistency with 

this goal. These include that the Project will focus development in the City’s downtown center in an 

area that is complementary to adjacent residential densities, education, medical, school, and other 

uses. The Project will develop a vacant, undeveloped, and already graded site in a manner that would 

discourage sprawl into open space areas surrounding the City and integrate into the land use pattern 

of the existing community. Conflicts between land uses would be minimized. 
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The Project would support the demand for workforce, education, and other housing by developing 

homes proximate to major job centers in the City and region (e.g., Riverside University Health System 

Medical Center, the Kaiser Permanente Hospital and medical complex, Moreno Valley College, and the 

World Logistics Center). This would allow residents to live and work locally, cutting commute times and 

improving air quality. The Project site is also located along major transit routes and would support 

frequent and reliable transit service and other multimodal transportation measures, including walking 

and biking. The Riverside Transit Agency (RTA) provides existing bus routes close to the site. Route 31 

runs along Nason Street to the Riverside University Medical Center. Route 20 also serves the site along 

Alessandro, Nason, and Moreno Beach Drive to Riverside University Medical Center, Kaiser 

Permanente Hospital, and Moreno Valley College, as well as along Nason and Lasselle Street. Route 

41 serves the site from the Medical Center to Moreno Valley College and areas to the south. Route 20 

bus service also connects passengers to the Moreno Valley/March Field Metrolink Station across 

Interstate 215. 

The comment asserts there are conflicts related to aesthetic impacts. Section 4.1.4.2 of the Draft SEIR 

(pp. 4.1-7 through 4.1-12) evaluates Project impacts concerning aesthetics and visual changes, 

including as relates to height, massing, density, scenic vistas, and visual character and quality. Project 

impacts were determined to be less than significant. The CEQA thresholds focus on impacts to scenic 

vistas, scenic resources within a state scenic highway, and conflicts with regulations governing scenic 

quality in urban areas, not view impacts to individual residents from private property. Further, under 

CEQA, “the question is whether a project will affect the environment of persons in general, not whether 

a project will affect particular persons. Additionally, California landowners do not have a right of access 

to air, light and view over adjoining property” (Mira Mar Mobile Community v. City of Oceanside [2004] 

119 Cal.App.4th 477, 492–493).21 However, the City acknowledges that residential views across the 

site would change with Project development. Refer to Draft SEIR Section 4.1.4.2 (pp. 4.1-7 through 

4.1-12) and Figures 4.1-1 through 4.1-2h (pp. 4.1-15 through 4.1-31), depicting changes that would 

be anticipated from residential viewers located to the west, south, and east of the site. 

Draft SEIR Section 4.1.4.2 (pp. 4.1-7 through 4.1-12) further explains that varied massing and roof 

types, planting design, color, articulated features, and materials are envisioned to establish a distinct 

visual identity, heighten visual interest, and break down the apparent scale of development. The 

Specific Plan Amendment, Appendix A to the Draft SEIR, includes design standards and guidelines to 

ensure intelligently designed massing, density, and height of buildings to achieve a cohesive yet varied 

community vision, retain pedestrian-scale features, and compliment adjacent uses. 

O6-5 The comment recites 2006 General Plan Policy 2.2.7, which provides that the primary purpose of the 

Residential 5 designation is single-family homes at 5 dwelling units per acre. The comment states that 

the only way the Project would be consistent with this is a Specific Plan Amendment. The comment 

states a General Plan Amendment leads to the General Plan being internally inconsistent. 

 
21 The state legislature has specified that impacts on aesthetics are not required to be evaluated under CEQA for infill projects 

located within transit priority areas (TPAs) (California Public Resources Code, Section 21099[d][1]). While the Project is not 

currently considered to be within a TPA, it is anticipated that with Project buildout and implementation of the proposed bus rapid 

transit along Alessandro and mobility hub on site, the Project could qualify as a TPA (see Draft SEIR Section 4.17, pp. 4.17-32 

through 4.17-33). 
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Refer to Responses to Comments O5-2, O5-3, and O5-4 and Topical Response 1. 2006 General Plan 

Policy 2.2.7 is included in the Draft SEIR. Refer to Appendix A of the Draft SEIR. 

Further, the comment does not explain why the General Plan Amendment would make the General Plan 

internally inconsistent. 

O6-6 The comment recites 2006 General Plan Objective 2.8, which provides that a major purpose of specific 

plans is to encourage and promote the development of larger-scaled mixed-use developments for the 

purpose of providing adequate flexibility and innovation. The comment states the Project will have more 

people than many California cities, and to reduce pollution, more than 25 acres of commercial needs 

to be provided within walking distance without reducing smaller units, open space, parks, or water 

features. It states that the Project alternative that proposes to increase commercial would still maintain 

15,000 units and suggests an alternative with 14,000 units and increased commercial to reduce 

greenhouse gases (GHGs) and other impacts. 

Refer to Responses to Comments O5-2 and O5-3 and Topical Response 1. Objective 2.8 is included in 

the Draft EIR. Refer to Appendix A of the Draft SEIR. 

The City notes that the comment expresses the opinion of the commenter concerning subjective 

language regarding specific plans. The comment is also contradicted by analysis supported by 

substantial evidence in the Draft SEIR. The 2006 General Plan Consistency Table in Appendix A of the 

Draft SEIR describes the facts and substantial evidence supporting consistency with this goal. The 

Specific Plan Amendment, Appendix A to the Draft SEIR, proposes flexible and innovative design to 

implement a large-scale development in alignment with the cited Objective. 

The additional alternative to the Project suggested by the commenter is substantially similar to 

alternatives already considered in the Draft SEIR. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) requires that 

an EIR “describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, 

which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially 

lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the 

alternatives.” Section 15126.6(a) also provides that an EIR need not consider every conceivable 

alternative to a project; rather, an EIR must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible 

alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public participation.  

Further, an EIR need not include multiple variations of alternatives considered in the EIR or those that do 

not offer environmental advantages (14 CCR 15126.6[b]; Villages of Laguna Beach, Inc. v. Board of 

Supervisors [1982] 134 Cal.App.3d 1022, 1028; Cherry Valley Pass Acres & Neighbors v. City of Beaumont 

[2010] 190 Cal.App.4th 316, 355; Tracy First v. City of Tracy [2009] 177 Cal.App.4th 912, 929).  

The Draft SEIR presented seven alternatives based on the Project’s identified significant environmental 

impacts, the objectives established for the Project (Draft SEIR Section 7.1.2, p. 7-2), feasibility, and 

consideration of public input. These included the following: 

1 Alternative 1: No Project - No Development (Zero Units/No Development)  

2 Alternative 2: Previously Approved Aquabella 2005 Specific Plan Amendment (2,702 Units) 

3 Alternative 3: 2040 General Plan Downtown Center (2,702 Units/1,804,000 sf commercial/retail) 
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4 Alternative 4: Reduced Density – 10,000 Units 

5 Alternative 5: Reduced Density – 7,500 Units 

6 Alternative 6: Increased Commercial  

7 Alternative 7: Increased Density – 20,000 Units 

Thus, the Draft SEIR evaluated reduced density and increased commercial alternatives. Alternative 3 

considered lower density and higher commercial square footage. Alternative 6 considered 150,000 

square feet of commercial compared to the Project’s 49,900 square feet. Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 

all considered reduced density. These alternatives are substantially similar to that proposed by the 

commenter and allow for the evaluation of the commenter’s suggested alternative. 

In evaluating Alternative 6, the Draft SEIR explains that increased commercial square footage does not, 

in fact, result in the reduced vehicle miles traveled (VMT) benefit being sought by the commenter to 

reduce GHGs and other impacts. To the contrary, per the Project’s expert transportation consultant and 

as summarized the alternatives analysis, increased commercial uses would be anticipated to draw or 

induce increased VMT from visitors and employees of the additional commercial buildings from outside 

the Project site, which would increase air quality and GHG emissions (Draft SEIR Chapter 7, pp. 7-20 

to 7-21). 

The Project’s 49,900 square feet of commercial/retail use contributed to the Project’s trip generation 

estimate, which is the amount of vehicular traffic a project would add to the surrounding roadway 

system (see Draft SEIR Appendix K1, Aquabella Master Plan Development Project Trip Generation 

Assessment [prepared by Fehr & Peers], pp. 1–6). Trip generation estimates for the Project were 

created for the daily condition and for the peak hour during the morning and evening commutes when 

traffic volumes on the adjacent streets are typically the highest (Draft SEIR Appendix K1, see Table 1, 

ITE Trip Generation Rates, and Table 2, Total Trip Generation).  

Given the residential and mixed-use nature of the Project, the traffic analysis prepared by Fehr & Peers 

evaluated the combined effects of the Project’s mix of uses, regional location, demographics, and 

development scale. These factors contribute to “internalization” or “internal capture,” which account 

for trips beginning and ending on the Project site due to the mix of land uses (Draft SEIR Appendix K1, 

p. 6). This analysis used the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s MXD (mixed-use development) 

methodology to determine internalization, which is robust for considering these combined effects that 

may contribute in a reduction in off-site average weekday vehicle trips (Draft SEIR Appendix K1, pp. 6–

9, including Tables 3 and 4). The MXD model is also refined for the study area because it accounts for 

various attributes, such as density of the site, distance to transit, density of intersections, employment, 

household size, and variables that reduce vehicle trip-making behavior (Draft SEIR Appendix K1, p. 7). 

Fehr & Peers estimated a reduction in trips with implementation of the Project due to the proximity of 

complementary land uses within the development (e.g., residential-to-retail, residential-to-parks, 

residential-to-schools). In addition to trip reductions within the Project site due to the mix of land uses, 

Fehr & Peers anticipated that trips would be captured between the Project and neighboring 

complimentary uses at the existing high school and medical centers (Draft SEIR Appendix K1, pp. 7–8). 

In contrast, and based on consultation with Fehr & Peers, if the Project were to increase the 

commercial/retail square footage, the increased use would function as a draw, attracting trips from 
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surrounding or more distant areas. This would induce additional vehicle trips to the site by visitors and 

employees from such locales, and thus, increase VMT compared to the Project. The increase in VMT 

would then increase operational emissions of criteria pollutants (volatile organic compounds, oxides of 

nitrogen, carbon monoxide, and coarse and fine particulate matter) when compared to the Project. 

Additionally, GHG emissions may increase compared to the Project, depending upon the amount of 

increased commercial usage. Traffic-related noise would also increase compared to the Project (Draft 

SEIR Section 7.4.6, pp. 7-20 through 7-22). Thus, increased commercial uses are anticipated to 

worsen—not improve—GHGs and other project impacts.  

Regarding reducing unit count to offset increased impacts of commercial uses, even reducing the 

Project density to 10,000 units would result in similar impacts compared to the Project. Air quality 

impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. GHG emissions would be slightly reduced, but GHG 

impacts would remain less-than-significant, as with the Project. Accordingly, an alternative that 

increases commercial uses and reduces the unit count to 14,000 is not anticipated to result in reduced 

impacts to GHGs or air quality. Further, it would be anticipated to increase or induce VMT, worsening 

transportation impacts. 

The Project’s proposed 49,900 square feet of retail is intended to be “right sized” for the site, offering 

retail, restaurant, and other uses in addition to Project’s planned recreational uses and amenities 

provided with the residential development. The Project’s Town Center would support a mix of options, 

including a small grocery/neighborhood market, a pharmacy/drug store, dry cleaner, tailor, nail/hair 

salon or barber shop, spa, sit-down and full-service restaurants, fast casual restaurant or carry-out, ice 

cream shop, coffee shop or café, apparel store or clothing store, furniture store, pet store, book store, 

sports store, music store, and other boutique retail and food and beverage opportunities.  

The Project’s commercial uses would complement existing retail near the Project site, which includes 

shopping, grocery, pharmacy, big box stores, and restaurants. Additional retail may result in excess 

commercial uses and result in adverse impacts to an existing community that already has 10.5% 

commercial vacancy rates, approximately 8.2 million square feet of retail built, and another one million 

square feet of retail under production.  

The City acknowledges that the comment expresses the opinion of the commenter in favor of an 

alternative that incorporates additional commercial square footage and limits housing to 14,000 units. 

The City will include the comment as part of the Final SEIR for review and consideration by the decision-

makers prior to a final decision. 

O6-7 The comment recites 2006 General Plan Policy 2.10.1, which encourages a design theme compatible 

with surrounding development. It asserts that the large/tall buildings proposed by the Project will not 

be compatible with surround development. It also states that the planned buffering with the existing 

school needs to be revisited and improved. Policy 2.10.1 is included in the Draft SEIR. Refer to Appendix 

A of the Draft SEIR.  

The City notes that the comment expresses the opinion of the commenter concerning subjective 

language regarding specific plans. However, the City does not concur with the comment for the following 

reasons. The 2006 General Plan consistency table in Appendix A of the Draft SEIR describes the facts 

and substantial evidence supporting consistency with this policy. Specifically, the Specific Plan 

Amendment envisions development of a series of villages, each with an individual theme and identity 
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carried throughout that village’s architectural style, landscaping, fencing, entry monumentation, and 

use of streets and open spaces. The individual themes will comply with the broader design guidelines 

established for the Specific Plan Area, which have been informed by the existing residential and medical 

uses, size and massing, color palettes, landscaping, and traditional and contemporary architectural 

style and character of the surrounding community. Refer to the Design Standards and Design 

Guidelines of the Specific Plan Amendment (Draft SEIR Appendix A) for additional information on height 

limits, architectural design, landscape design, massing, and streetscape design. 

Additionally, Draft SEIR Section 4.1.4.2 (pp. 4.1-7 through 4.1-12) evaluates Project impacts 

concerning aesthetics and visual changes, including as relates to height, massing, density, scenic 

vistas, and the visual character and quality. Project impacts were determined to be less than significant. 

As to buffers from existing schools, generally schools are considered compatible with residential uses. 

Further, Vista Del Lago High School and its associated impacts were also considered in the 1999 EIR 

as part of the original Specific Plan 218. The Project proposes to continue John F. Kennedy Drive 

adjacent to the high school to provide a potential access point to the Project site. Street improvements 

would include landscaping, a landscape setback, and a perimeter trail. The Project is separated from 

Landmark Middle School by existing Oliver Street. The Project proposes a landscape median, landscape 

setback on the development side, and multi-use trail on the development side of Oliver Street. Refer to 

Draft SEIR Appendix A Chapters 4 and 6, as well as Figure 6-4. Further, during Project construction, 

mitigation related to air quality and noise impacts would apply to reduce air quality and noise at school 

receptors. Refer to Sections 4.3, Air Quality, and 4.13, Noise, of the Draft SEIR. These comments will 

be included in the Final SEIR for consideration by decision-makers. 

Finally, the portion of the General Plan referred to does not involve a physical impact on the 

environment. Refer to Response to Comment O6-3. 

O6-8 The comment recites 2006 General Plan Policy 2.10.7, which provides lighting should not cause 

nuisance or glare on adjacent properties. The comment states that unless exterior lighting is at 2700 

Kelvin or below, it is not consistent and will be a nuisance to adjacent properties. 2006 General Plan 

Policy 2.10.7 is included in the Draft EIR. Refer to Appendix A of the Draft SEIR. 

See Draft SEIR, Section 4.1.4.2 (pp. 4.1-7 through 4.1-12). The Draft SEIR evaluates Project impacts 

concerning light and glare and finds impacts would be less than significant: 

The Project site is currently undeveloped and is surrounded by residences and two medical 

centers/hospitals. Surrounding residential and institutional land uses contain lighting 

typical of an urban setting, including, but not limited to, street lighting, signage lighting, 

and security lighting. Similar to the previously approved 2005 Aquabella SPA, development 

of the Project site would introduce new sources of light and glare to the Project site. 

Sources of lighting associated with the Project would be typical of residential and 

commercial uses, including streetlights, interior roadway and walkway/pathway lighting, 

and exterior mounted and interior lighting. Potential sources of glare would include 

windows on the Project’s residential and commercial uses. As described in the Specific 

Plan, lighting fixtures on site would be properly shielded to prevent off-site glare and 

minimize light pollution. Spot fixtures would be directed downward and/or upward to 

illuminate specific items or areas within the site, not outward from the Project area. The 
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Project would be required to present exterior lighting plans for parking and other site areas 

are to demonstrate compliance with Section 9.08.100, Lighting, of the City’s Municipal 

Code. Therefore, Project lighting sources would be similar to existing sources in the 

surrounding area and would comply with regulations governing lighting to confine light 

within the site and prevent glare onto adjacent properties. 

To minimize the impacts of glare and reflectivity as a result of the new development, the 

Specific Plan design guidelines provide for clear glazing of windows and limited use of 

reflective materials for accent elements. Photovoltaic solar panels would be provided at 

the site. However, such panels are designed to absorb light, not reflect it, and would be 

coated with anti-reflective materials to maximize light absorption. In addition, solar panels 

face upward, resulting in a small likelihood of affecting nearby residents on the ground or 

in surrounding developments. Accordingly, the Project would not introduce a new 

substantial source of light or glare compared to the prior approvals, and impacts would 

remain less than significant. 

Among other things, the Project will be required to comply with Municipal Code Section 9.08.100 

standards for street lighting, exterior light shielding, lighting prohibitions, lighting curfew, and light 

spillover or trespass.  

The comment will be included in the Final SEIR for consideration by decision-makers. 

O6-9 The comment recites 2006 General Plan Policy 2.14.3, which provides that projects should be reviewed 

for their impacts on public services and facilities. It states that traffic alone makes the Project 

inconsistent with the General Plan. The comment states that paying the Riverside County 

Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF), the City’s development impact fees (DIFs), and other 

fees will not mitigate Project impacts when all existing, proposed, and foreseeable projects are 

factored in. 

 In response, the comment does not raise an environmental issue for CEQA purposes. Draft SEIR Section 

4.17, Transportation, specifically Section 4.17.2, Regulatory Framework (pp. 4.17-9 through 4.17-16), 

explains that level of service (LOS) is no longer the CEQA metric used to evaluate 

transportation impacts.   

In 2013, the state adopted SB 743, which mandated alternative metrics replace LOS for determining 

impacts relative to transportation in CEQA documents. In the past, environmental review focused on 

LOS and the delay vehicles experienced at intersections, which resulted in mitigation that involved 

increasing capacity. This, in turn, encouraged more vehicular travel and greater pollutant emissions. 

Additionally, improvements to increase vehicular capacity often discourage alternative forms of 

transportation, such as biking and walking. 

Thus, in December 2018, the CEQA Guidelines were updated to add new Section 15064.3, which 

provides that transportation impacts under CEQA should be evaluated using a VMT metric, not LOS. 

This new VMT methodology has been required for use with land use projects since July 1, 2020. Project 

transportation impacts were therefore assessed using the VMT metric pursuant to state law in Draft 

SEIR Section 4.17. Impacts would be less than significant under this metric, and no mitigation is 

therefore required (Draft SEIR Section 4.17.5.2, pp. 4.17-29 through 4.17-46). 
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The Draft SEIR further explains that the City required a summary of the Project’s traffic analysis using 

the LOS metric consistent with City General Plan requirements and for informational purposes and 

Policy 2.14.3. This LOS traffic analysis is provided as part of this Draft SEIR in Appendix K3 and 

considers the following scenarios: 

▪ Existing (2023) 

▪ Horizon Year (2045) Without Project (Approved SP), with World Logistics Center (WLC) Buildout 

▪ Horizon Year (2045) With Project, with WLC Buildout 

As explained in Section 1.2 of Appendix K3, the horizon year analysis utilized Riverside County’s travel 

demand forecasting model (RIVCOM) updated to fully account for WLC buildout. This appendix provides 

the information requested by the commenter and also allows for a direct comparison to the prior LOS 

analyses competed for the prior projects. 

The Horizon Year (2045) With Project scenario is utilized in the LOS analysis to determine the 

framework of ultimate improvement needs with completion of the Project. Subsequent traffic analyses 

will be conducted at each Project phase to determine the actual phasing of circulation improvements. 

The 2045 roadway network includes roadway connections consistent with the 2006 General Plan. 

Exhibits 4-5, 4-7, 4-8, and 4-10 of Appendix K3 show the Project contributions to intersection volumes 

along Nason Street during AM and PM peak hours. Exhibits 4-11 and 4-13 show Project-only average 

daily traffic trips on Nason Street. Exhibits 6-1, 6-3, 6-4, and 6-6 of Appendix K3 show the Horizon Year 

(2045) plus Project intersection volumes along Nason Street during AM and PM peak hours. Exhibits 

6-7 and 6-9 show Horizon Year (2045) plus Project daily traffic trips on Nason Street. Appendix K Table 

6-2 provides an Intersection Analysis for Horizon Year (2045) with Project, including at intersections 

along Nason Street, with and without improvements. With improvements, all intersections evaluated 

along Nason Street are anticipated to meet the LOS standard at Horizon Year with Project, with the 

exception of Nason Street/Cottonwood Avenue in the AM peak hour.  

Section 7 of Appendix K3 identifies that the Project would be subject to compliance with the City’s DIF 

program, the Riverside County TUMF, and fair share contributions for traffic signal and other 

transportation improvements, which are all aimed at ensuring that Project area roadways and 

intersection expansions keep pace with the projected population increases. Table 7-1 provides the 

Project’s fair share calculations for intersection improvements.  

Section 8 of Appendix K3 summarizes the Project roadway and intersection improvements that will be 

completed, including those that will be completed as part of the Project on and off-site or that the 

Project will support through the payment of fair share fees. The recommended improvements needed 

to address the cumulative deficiencies identified under Horizon Year (2045) Without Project (Approved 

SP) and Horizon Year (2045) With Project traffic conditions are shown in Table 8-1 of Appendix K3. For 

those improvements listed in the Without Project (Approved SP) column of Table 8-1 and not already 

included in an adopted fee program (DIF, TUMF, etc.) or not already fully funded by a previously 

approved project (WLC, Kaiser Permanente Medical Center, etc.), the Project applicant’s responsibility 

for the Project’s contributions towards cumulatively deficient intersections will be fulfilled through 

payment of fair share fees that would be assigned to construction of the identified 

cumulative improvements.  
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In some cases, direct construction of the cumulative improvement by the Project may be eligible for fee 

credit or reimbursement through an applicable program where appropriate (to be determined at the 

City’ discretion). 

2006 General Plan Objective and Policies related to the target LOS are as follows (emphasis added): 

▪ Objective 5.3: “Maintain Level of Service (LOS) ‘C’ on roadway links, whenever possible, and LOS 

‘D’ in the vicinity of SR 60 and high employment centers.”  

▪ Policy 5.3.5: “Ensure that new development pays a fair share of costs to provide local and regional 

transportation improvements and to mitigate cumulative traffic impacts. For this purpose, require 

new developments to participate in Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee Program (TUMF), the 

Development Impact Fee Program (DIF) and any other applicable transportation fee programs and 

benefit assessment districts.”  

▪ Policy 5.3.6: “Where new developments would increase traffic flows beyond the LOS C (or LOS D, 

where applicable), require appropriate and feasible mitigation measures as a condition of approval. 

Such measures may include extra right-of-way and improvements to accommodate left-turn and 

right-turn lanes at intersections, or other improvements.”  

▪ Policy 5.3.7: “Provide consideration to projects that have overriding regional or local benefits that 

would be desirable even though the LOS standards cannot be met. These projects would be 

required to analyze traffic impacts and mitigate such impacts to the extent that it is 

deemed feasible.”  

The LOS Traffic Analysis (Draft SEIR Appendix K3) and resulting framework of improvements are thus 

also consistent with Objective 5.3 and Policies 5.3.5, 5.3.6, and 5.3.7 of the 2006 General Plan. Table 

6-1 of the LOS Traffic Analysis lists cumulative projects addressed in the traffic study, which include 

Village at Moreno Valley, Town Center at Moreno Valley Specific Plan, and WLC.  

Pedestrian, bicycle, and transit access routes to/from the Project site are also addressed in the LOS 

Traffic Analysis with the goal of providing convenient and direct access for those users, consistent with 

2006 General Plan Objectives 5.1 (safe, efficient, environmentally and financially sound provision of 

access and mobility), 5.2 (safe and adequate pedestrian and bicycle and public transit), 5.5 (efficiency 

of local circulation), 5.8 (accommodate efficient public transit), 5.9 (safe, efficient, and aesthetic 

pedestrian facilities), 5.10 (accommodate bicycling as an alternative), and 5.12 (efficient circulation at 

school sites). 

Existing and planned transit routes, pedestrian facilities, and bikeways are identified for the Project 

area, and incorporation of the planned facilities into the proposed Project is discussed in Section 8.4 

of the LOS Traffic Analysis. The internal street network will include a comprehensive sidewalk network 

to facilitate walking. The Project has begun coordination with RTA to implement transit improvements 

that are anticipated to improve transit access and connectivity for the Project and broadly the rest of 

the City of Moreno Valley. 

In sum, the Draft SEIR contains a thorough analysis of impacts to roadways and 2006 General Plan 

standards related to roadways.  
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Further, consistent with 2006 General Plan Policy 2.14.3, the Draft SEIR contains an analysis of Project 

impacts to public services and facilities including, roadways, water, sewer, fire, police, parks, and 

libraries and other public services or facilities in Sections 4.15, 4.17, 4.19, 5.3.15, 5.3.17, and 5.3.19, 

as well as Appendix A of the Draft SEIR. The City has accordingly reviewed this development Project for 

its impacts to public services and facilities. 

O6-10 The comment recites 2006 General Plan Policy 2.18.4, which encourages the development of senior 

living and congregate care facilities. It states that there is no commitment to build senior housing as 

part of the Project and that it would be good if at least 4% of the Project would be designed for people 

with physical disabilities that come with age or because of military service.  

Refer to Topical Response 6: Affordable Housing. As noted in Draft SEIR Appendix A and in the 

comment, this residential mixed-use Project would allow for uses that may include senior living and 

similar facilities, but does not require they be developed. The Project would also comply with all 

applicable laws, including Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and Title 24 building code requirements 

related to accommodating physical disabilities.  

The City notes that the comment raises economic, social, or political issues that do not appear to relate 

to any physical effect on the environment. The portion of the General Plan referred to does not involve 

a physical impact on the environment. Refer to Response to Comment O6-3. The purpose of the SEIR 

is to evaluate potential impacts on the environment resulting from the Project and to identify mitigation 

measures and alternatives that would avoid or substantially lessen significant environmental impacts 

while attaining most of the objectives of the Project. The SEIR is required to focus on physical impacts 

on the environment. Issues that are socio-economic or political in nature are generally not required to 

be addressed within a CEQA document. Thus, the City will include the comment as part of the Final 

SEIR for review and consideration by the decision-makers. However, no further response is required 

because the comment does not raise an environmental issue. 

O6-11 The comment recites 2006 General Plan Policy 4.2.8, which encourages the development of 

recreational facilities with appropriate mechanisms to ensure they are maintained and remain 

available. It states City parkland standards are inadequate and the Project does not meet the standard 

on site. The commenter requests the location where off-site parkland would be acquired and 

maintained. The comment asserts that the water features (lakes) are not available for recreation and 

asks where active recreation and playground equipment will be located. It asserts that Lake Perris and 

the San Jacinto Wildlife Area cannot be considered viable choices for recreation and that more park 

acreage is needed to reduce VMT. 

In response, parks and recreational facilities are discussed at length in Sections 4.15, Public Services, 

and 4.16, Recreation, of the Draft SEIR. The City has a parkland standard of 3 acres per 1,000 

residents, which may be met through the provision of parkland, park facilities, the payment of in-lieu 

fees, or some combination of these actions. Here, 129.15 acres of parkland would be required for the 

Project to meet this standard for its residents; this acreage is proposed to be met on site and through 

payment of in-lieu fees. 

The Project proposes the development of 80 acres of public parks on site, composed of 40 acres of 

lakes, a 15-acre lake promenade, and 25 acres of additional parks. The lake and lake promenade will 

offer a variety of recreational opportunities, including walking, biking, hiking, picnicking, meditating, 
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canoeing and kayaking, swimming, paddle boarding, and other passive and active recreational uses. 

Thus, contrary to the comment, the lakes would provide for active and passive 

recreational opportunities. 

Neighborhood parks would provide passive and active recreational amenities as well, such as grass 

lawns, game courts (e.g., pickleball and basketball), children’s play facilities, group shade structures, 

picnic and cooking facilities, restrooms, seating, and trails. Landscaped, multi-use trails and walkways 

will traverse the site, connecting active and passive open space and parkland to the Town Center and 

neighborhoods. Appendix A of the Draft SEIR provides additional information concerning these on-site 

recreational facilities.  

The Project would also include private amenities and open space, such as pools, gyms, common areas, 

rooftops, and private courtyards/plazas. The schools proposed at the Project site would provide 

recreational facilities for students residing within the Project, to be determined in coordination with the 

school district.  

Section 7.3.7 of the Specific Plan Amendment, Appendix A to the Draft SEIR, addresses the financing 

and maintenance of improvements on site. The exact financing method would be determined in 

conjunction with phasing of development.  

The Draft SEIR acknowledges an additional 49.15 acres of park facilities are needed, which are 

proposed off site. The site is envisioned as an urban core for the City, where the mixed uses of housing, 

schools, parks, lake, retail, and commerce strike a balance to create a vibrant and successful 

downtown. Thus, off-site park facilities are seen as appropriate. The need for an additional 49.15 acres 

of park facilities would be met by the Project through payment of an in-lieu fee in compliance with 

Municipal Code Sections 3.38 and 3.40. The City Council annually adjusts park fees. The City would 

use the In-lieu fees to maintain, improve, expand, or build new park facilities. Thus, parkland impacts 

were determined to be less than significant. The precise location of off-site park improvements would 

be determined by the City and subject to future CEQA compliance, including environmental analysis 

and mitigation, as appropriate. The 2040 General Plan identifies a number of potential future park 

locations throughout the City, including one at Redlands Boulevard and Cactus Avenue (approximately 

2 miles from the Project site), one at Cottonwood Avenue (approximately 1.25 miles from the Project 

site), and one at Alessandro Boulevard and Perris Avenue (approximately 2 miles from the 

Project site).22 

Section 4.16, Recreation, of the Draft SEIR also describes existing parkland and recreation in the 

vicinity of the Project. This includes five neighborhood parks (Woodland Park, Parque Amistad, Vista 

Lomas Park, Celebration Park, and Fairway Park) located close to the Project site. As described in Table 

4.15-4 (p. 4.15-5) in Draft SEIR Section 4.15, Public Services, these parks include barbecues, 

basketball courts, pickleball courts, an athletic field, playgrounds, tennis courts, softball/baseball 

fields, a soccer field, a tot lot, a volleyball court, walking paths, and other amenities (City of Moreno 

Valley 2021a). In addition, the Vista del Lago High School, Landmark Middle School, and La Jolla 

Elementary School provide indoor and outdoor recreational facilities for area students, including a 

football field, baseball/softball fields, tennis courts, track and field facilities, basketball courts, blacktop 

 
22 The 2040 General Plan was not set aside on issues related to parkland. The City has identified approximately 67.69 acres of land 

for new parks. 
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courts, and playground facilities. The private Rancho del Sol Golf Club is located about 0.5 miles east 

of the Project site. The club includes an 18-hole golf course and disc golf course. 

Approximately 0.5 miles south of the Project site is the 8,800-acre Lake Perris State Recreation Area, 

which provides a myriad of recreational activities, including hiking, bicycling, rock climbing, horseback 

riding, camping, picnicking, fishing, swimming, water sports, and boating. Improved trails are provided 

along the boundaries of and throughout the Lake Perris State Recreation Area. Other regional facilities 

include the 3,400-acre Box Springs Mountain Reserve Park (approximately 5.25 miles from the Project 

site), Norton Younglove Reserve (approximately 4 miles from the Project site), and the 19,000-acre 

San Jacinto Wildlife Area (approximately 3 miles from the Project site. The Draft SEIR does not rely on 

these off-site facilities, but nevertheless notes they will be available to serve Project and area residents. 

In sum, the Project incorporates development of recreational facilities with appropriate mechanisms to 

ensure they are maintained and remain available and incorporates payment of in-lieu fees for 

appropriate off-site parkland acquisition and maintenance. The comment asserts the City’s parkland 

standard of 3 acres per 1,000 residents or payment of an in-lieu fee is inadequate, but City notes the 

comment raises general economic, social, or political issues that are beyond the scope of this Project’s 

Draft SEIR. However, the City will include the comment for consideration by the decision-makers. 

O6-12 The comment recites 2006 General Plan Goal 5.1, which aims to develop a safe, efficient, 

environmentally and financially sound, integrated vehicular circulation system consistent with 

Circulation Element Map, Figure 9-1. The comment objects to citing prior improvements where there 

has been a change in dwelling unit quantity. It requests redesign of Nason Street as a Complete Street 

with many forms of urban transportation (specifically with bus turnout curb cuts). 

In response, overall the Project will implement an efficient, environmentally and fiscally sound, and 

integrated circulation system as set forth in Chapter 4, Infrastructure, of the Specific Plan Amendment 

(Draft SEIR Appendix A). Improvements already completed consistent with the 2006 General Plan 

Circulation Element related to prior project approvals include the realignment and development of four-

lane Nason Street and other improvements along Cactus Avenue. 

Within the Project area, Nason Street is a four-lane road with bicycle lanes and sidewalks on both sides. 

Nason Street is served by RTA Routes 20, 41, and 31 (see Section 3.1 of the LOS Traffic Analysis, Draft 

SEIR Appendix K3). Figure 6-5 of the Specific Plan Amendment (Draft SEIR Appendix A) shows Nason 

Street will be further improved to include a landscape median, landscape setback, and meandering 

Class I multi-use trail on the Project site. Nason Street terminates at the southern portion of the 

Project site. 

Table 6-2 of the LOS Traffic Study (Draft SEIR Appendix K3) indicates that for Horizon Year 2045 With 

Project conditions, intersections along Nason Street within the Project boundary are anticipated to 

operate at LOS A, B, or C with improvements. Thus, four-lane Nason Street is anticipated to adequately 

serve the 15,000-unit Project. 

Also, as explained in Section 4.17.7.2 of the Draft SEIR (p. 4.17-47), PDF-TRANS-1 through PDF-TRANS-

12 (project design features), in addition to land use design features, would reduce the Project’s trips 

and VMT. Project design features include the following: 
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Residential Trip Reduction Measures: 

▪ Community-based travel planning 

▪ Unbundle residential parking costs from property costs 

Employee Commute Trip Reduction Measures: 

▪ Commute Trip Reduction Program marketing 

▪ Rideshare Program 

▪ End-of-trip bicycle facilities 

▪ Discounted Transit Program for work trips 

Project-Generated Trip Reduction Measures: 

▪ Micromobility on site and connecting to adjacent uses, such as schools and medical centers: 

- Non-Electric Bikeshare Program 

- Electric Scootershare Program 

Transit Network Improvements: 

▪ Extend transit network coverage to existing and future employment centers, such as WLC 

- Extend transit hours for all shift times, such as the midnight shift change at WLC 

- Increase transit service frequency 

- Bus rapid transit along Alessandro Boulevard 

- A state-of-the-art mobility hub is proposed on site to bolster the effectiveness of active 

transportation options 

Curb cuts for bus turnouts will not be provided. According to the Federal Transit Administration, buses 

often experience substantial delays when reentering the traffic stream after a curbside stop in a bus 

turnout. This type of delay does not occur if the bus travels and stops in a curb lane (where on-street 

parking is not permitted). As far as bus passengers and operators are concerned, it is often best to 

avoid the use of bus bays if possible. Thus, the Project does not propose such curb cutouts. Transit 

network improvements would be coordinated with the RTA. 

O6-13 The comment recites 2006 General Plan Objective 5.3, which is to maintain LOS C on roadway links 

wherever possible and LOS D in the vicinity of State Route (SR) 60 and high employment centers. The 

comment states LOS C or D cannot be maintained along all Nason Street intersections or at the SR-60 

interchange. The comment also references 2006 General Plan Policies 5.3.2, 5.3.4, 5.3.5, and 5.3.6. 

The comment asserts that TUMF and DIF fees are known to be inadequate, and that all mitigation 

measures are required to be implemented to achieve LOS D.  

Refer to Response to Comment O6-9, which explains the comment does not raise an environmental 

issue for CEQA purposes as LOS is no longer the CEQA metric used to evaluate transportation impacts. 

Thus, the Project’s CEQA transportation impact analysis in the Draft SEIR uses the VMT metric to 
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evaluate and disclose Project impacts in a manner consistent with CEQA and current state laws 

and policies.  

Nonetheless, Response to Comment O6-9 also addresses the locations where the analysis of impacts 

and proposed improvements can be found in Appendix K3 of the Draft SEIR. The recommended 

improvements needed to address the cumulative deficiencies identified under Horizon Year (2045) 

Without Project (Approved SP) and Horizon Year (2045) With Project traffic conditions are shown in 

Table 8-1 of the LOS Traffic Analysis (SEIR Appendix K3).  

For those improvements listed in the Without Project (Approved SP) column of Table 8-1 and not already 

included in an adopted fee program (DIF, TUMF, etc.) or not already fully funded by a previously 

approved project (WLC, Kaiser Permanente Medical Center, etc.), the Project applicant’s responsibility 

for the Project’s contributions towards cumulatively deficient intersections will be fulfilled through 

payment of fair share fees that would be assigned to construction of the identified 

cumulative improvements.  

Table 6-2 of SEIR Appendix K3 indicates that Nason Street at the SR-60 interchange ramps would 

experience acceptable operations with the following improvements: 

▪ Provide one northbound right turn lane 

▪ Modify eastbound approach to provide the following: 

- One shared left/through lane   

- Two right turn lanes  

With all feasible improvements at the Nason Street/Cottonwood Avenue intersection, operations at this 

one Nason Street intersection would not achieve LOS C operations for Horizon Year (2045) without or 

with project conditions.  

The Project is not inconsistent with 2006 General Plan Objective 5.3. Furthermore, the Project is shown 

to be consistent with Policies 5.3.5 (pay fair share costs and participate in TUMF and DIF Programs) 

and 5.3.6 (include mitigation measures where appropriate and feasible) of the 2006 General Plan. 

In response to the comment that the TUMF and DIF fees are known to be inadequate, the City and 

County regularly review these programs and adjust these fees to demonstrate adequate nexus between 

the fee imposed, development proposed, and need for capital improvements. Requiring the Project to 

pay more than its fair share for certain cumulative impacts would be inconsistent with state and federal 

law. Nonetheless, the City will include the comment as part of the Final SEIR for consideration by the 

decision-makers. 

O6-14 The comment recites 2006 General Plan Policy 5.8.1, which seeks to support the development of high-

speed transit and express routes. The comment states that the Project needs to find a way to allow 

Delphinium Avenue and John F Kennedy Drive to continue unimpeded east to west through the Project. 

It suggests impediments restrict transit, buses, and cars, increasing traffic. The comment asks where 

the curb cuts are along Nason to accommodate buses, and asserts the Project is inconsistent with 

Policy 5.8.1 for those reasons. 
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In response, the Project is consistent with the 2006 General Plan Circulation Element Map, which does 

not include the extension of Delphinium Avenue and John F Kennedy Drive east–west through the 

Project site.  

As noted in Response to Comment O6-12 above, curb cuts for bus turnouts will not be provided along 

Nason Street. Nason Street from Alessandro Boulevard to Cactus Avenue is currently a four-lane road 

with bicycle lanes and sidewalks on both sides. The stretch of Nason Street from Alessandro Boulevard 

to Cactus Avenue is served by RTA Routes 20, 41, and 31. From Cactus Avenue to Iris Avenue, Nason 

Street is a four-lane road with bicycle lanes and an east side sidewalk.  

Table 6-2 of the LOS Traffic Study (SEIR Appendix K3) indicates that for Horizon Year 2045 With Project 

conditions, intersections along Nason Street within the Project boundary are anticipated to operate at 

LOS A, B, or C with improvements. 

According to the Federal Transit Administration, buses often experience substantial delays when 

reentering the traffic stream after a curbside stop in a bus turnout. This type of delay does not occur if 

the bus travels and stops in a curb lane (where on-street parking is not permitted). As far as bus 

passengers and operators are concerned, it is often best to avoid the use of bus bays if possible. Thus, 

the Project does not propose such curb cutouts. Transit network improvements would be coordinated 

with the RTA. 

The Project is generally consistent with Policy 5.8.1 for the reasons described in Draft SEIR Appendix A: 

Residents will be able to make use of RTA bus routes and on-demand connections to the 

Metro and Amtrak station west of I-215. RTA may determine to implement additional high-

speed transit and express routes in the City in the future. Enhanced transit/a tram, 

ridesharing, electric bicycles and vehicles, use of transportation network companies (Uber 

and Lyft), and intelligent transportation systems, transportation demand management 

measures will be provided as part of the Project. In addition, shuttles provided as part of 

the Project would connect the site, Downtown Center, and its adjacent hospital complex to 

the World Logistics Center, benefitting citizens and employers in the City. 

See also Response to Comment O6-12, describing the transit network and other transportation related 

improvements proposed as Project design features (PDF-TRANS-1 through PDF-TRANS-12), outlined in 

Section 4.17.7.2 (p. 4.17-47) of the Draft SEIR. 

O6-15 The comment recites 2006 General Plan Objective 6.6, which seeks to promote land use patterns that 

reduce VMT and trip distance to work, shopping, schools, and recreation. The comment states 25 acres 

of commercial is insufficient and there needs to be a unit reduction. The comment cites Policies 6.6.1, 

6.6.2, and 7.5.2 and Objective 6.7, and also states the Project can reduce mobile source air 

pollutant emissions. 

In response, please see Response to Comment O6-6. This addresses the request for a greater 

commercial or reduced density alternative to the Project.  

Section 4.17 of the Draft SEIR evaluates Project impacts related to VMT. The Draft SEIR found the 

Project would result in less than significant VMT impacts. 
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The Project proposes to develop a new commercial Town Center, which will provide a vibrant mix of 

business, entertainment, and other uses consistent with 2006 General Plan Policies 6.6.1 and 6.6.2, 

which address encouraging commercial uses near residential uses (and vice versa) and encouraging 

pedestrian travel. The surrounding hospitals and employment centers (e.g., Riverside University Health 

System Medical Center, the Kaiser Permanente Hospital and medical complex, Moreno Valley College, 

and the WLC) allow for reduced trips to work, consistent with Objective 6.6 and Policy 6.6.2. 

2006 General Plan Objective 6.7 is related to reducing mobile and stationary source air pollutant 

emissions, while Policy 7.5.2 encourages energy efficient modes of transportation and fixed facilities. 

The commenter is referred to Sections 4.3, 4.8, and 4.17 of the Draft SEIR. The Project would 

implement numerous PDFs to reduce air quality and GHG emissions, particularly those related to 

transportation. These include PDF-AQ/GHG-1 through PDF-AQ/GHG-15, PDF-TRANS-1 through PDF-

TRANS-15, and PDF-LU-1 through PDF-LU-11. Transportation and land use PDFs would reduce vehicle 

use and associated air pollutant emissions.  

More specifically, on land use planning, PDF-LU-1 through PDF-LU-11 address how the Project’s land 

use pattern reduces VMT and promotes walkability/bikability. The Project incorporates mixed-use 

design, an urban core, short walkable blocks of 600 feet in length, increased residential density, 

walkable/bikeable improvements (including to off-site job centers), transit benefits, integrated design 

and multi-modal programs, integrated project features, complete streets, traffic calming, and 

roundabouts to support multimodal transit and pedestrian, bike, and scooter travel. Concerning 

transportation and transit improvements, see Response to Comment O6-12, above, and Responses to 

Comments I1-13 to I1-15. 

Mitigation was further identified for significant air quality impacts in MM-AQ-1 through MM-AQ-11. 

Despite the incorporation of all feasible mitigation, impacts to air quality would be significant and 

unavoidable. See Topical Response 2, Air Quality, for additional information.  

See also Draft SEIR Appendix A, which provides additional reasons the Project would be consistent with 

the policies referenced. For each of these reasons, the City has determined the Project would be 

consistent with 2006 General Plan Objectives 6.6 and 6.7 and Policies 6.6.1, 6.6.2, and 7.5.2. 

O6-16 The comment recites 2006 General Plan Goal 7.1, which aims to achieve the wise use of natural 

resources in the City. The comment states that special-status species may occur on site and require 

mitigation and that the proposed lakes and parks are insufficient. The comment states that the riparian 

area within the Riverside Flood Control channel needs to be mitigated at a 3:1 ratio and that there are 

31.1 acres of riparian habitat, of which 13.1 acres are being protected. The comment asks how this 

will be managed and protected. It states the Project is also inconsistent with 2006 General Plan 

Objective 7.4. 

Objective 7.4 is to “Maintain, protect, and preserve biologically significant habitats where practical, 

including the San Jacinto Wildlife Area, riparian areas, habitats of rare and endangered species, and 

other areas of natural significance.” The Project is not inconsistent with Goal 7.1 or Objective 7.4 

because the Project would develop an infill site that is 70% disturbed and was previously graded. This 

would prevent urban sprawl into areas with greater natural resources and would avoid sensitive 

habitats including the San Jacinto Wildlife Area, riparian areas, and habitats of rare and 

endangered species. 
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The Draft SEIR, pages 4.4-1 to 4.4-2 explains as follows: 

Currently, approximately 70% of the Project site is characterized as highly disturbed due to 

historical agricultural operations and as a result of the initial grading of much of the site 

associated with earlier project approvals, particularly with contouring for a planned 

artificial lake feature. A total of 24% of the site is dominated by non-native grasses that 

have established following past agriculture and grading activities. As a result of the high 

level of historical disturbances, the Project site does not support the original natural 

landscape or soil surfaces that occurred prior to disturbance. As shown in Table 4.4-1, only 

approximately 6% of the site supports areas of native vegetation, most of which is within a 

riparian revegetation area extending along the Line F channel along the southern edge of 

the existing Riverside County flood control channel (Figure 4.4-1). This channel was 

established as a riparian restoration site to mitigate impacts to existing aquatic features 

under California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and/or federal U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers (USACE) jurisdiction associated with earlier project approvals in the early 2000s. 

A total of 11.9 acres of riparian vegetation was planted along this channel to satisfy 

CDFW/USACE mitigation requirements. In addition to serving as mitigation for impacts to 

aquatic resources, the Line F riparian mitigation channel was also intended to serve a 

number of resource-related purposes, including providing for short-term flood water 

retention and water flow energy dissipation; providing long-term storage of urban 

stormwater runoff; improving nutrient cycling and retention of soil particulates; and serving 

as important wildlife habitat for a number of common and sensitive wildlife species. The 

Line F riparian mitigation channel will be preserved in perpetuity. 

Thus, the riparian area within the existing Riverside County flood control channel has already been 

mitigated and preserved in perpetuity as part of prior approvals. 

The Draft SEIR also explains that while 81 species of plants were identified on site, none of the 

non-listed special-status plant species reported in the California Natural Diversity Database, U.S. Fish 

and Wildlife Service, and California Native Plant Society databases as occurring within the vicinity of 

the Project site were determined to have a potential to occur on the Project site. There are three listed 

special-status plant species—San Jacinto valley crownscale (Atriplex coronata var. notatior) (federally 

endangered), thread-leaved brodiaea (Brodiaea filifolia) (state endangered, federally threatened), and 

spreading navarretia (Navarretia fossalis)—that were determined to have a low potential to occur within 

the Project site; however, the Project is not within a Criteria Area Species Survey Area or Narrow 

Endemic Plant Species Survey Area, and therefore these species are considered fully covered by the 

Western Riverside Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) following payment of the Local 

Development Mitigation Fee (Draft SEIR Section 4.4.1, pp. 4.4-4 through 4.4-5). 

The Draft SEIR also explains that a total of 16 special-status wildlife species reported in the California 

Natural Diversity Database and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service databases as occurring within the vicinity 

of the Project site were determined to have some potential (albeit low) to nest/breed or otherwise occur 

on the Project site in its current condition (Draft SEIR Section 4.4.1, pp. 4.4-6 through 4.4-14, including 

Table 4.4-2). Of these species, 14 are considered “covered species” under the MSHCP (i.e., potential 

impacts or “take” of these species are addressed and mitigated for by various provisions in the 

MSHCP). Nine of these covered species require no additional surveys or analysis is required. Five of 

these species, burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus), Riverside fairy 
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shrimp (Streptocephalus woottoni), San Diego fairy shrimp (Branchinecta sandiegonensis), and vernal 

pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi), though covered by the MSHCP, are subject to additional surveys 

that were prepared, the results of which are provided in Appendix E of the Draft SEIR. Two species—

long-eared owl (Asio otus) and Crotch’s bumble bee (Bombus crotchii)—are not listed as covered 

species. Long eared owl has low potential to occur. Surveys were prepared for Crotch’s bumble bee, 

and the species was not found (Draft SEIR, Appendix E).  

Mitigation was incorporated in the Draft SEIR for potential impacts to nesting birds, including lease 

Bell’s vireo and burrowing owl. 

As for on-site riparian habitat, the Draft SEIR explains that only two vegetation communities are 

sensitive and that the riparian habitat is generally small and fragmented, such that the loss of these 

small patches of habitat is not considered a substantial effect on a riparian or sensitive natural 

community. It continues in Section 4.4.2, page 4.4-28, of the Draft SEIR :  

While the cottonwood–red willow/arroyo willow/mulefat association occurring within the 

Line F mitigation channel will be preserved in perpetuity, the black willow/mulefat 

association occurring within the riparian area at the eastern terminus of the Riverside 

County flood control channel is just outside the Line F mitigation channel. Because the 

Black Willow/Mulefat Association in this area is relatively small, is fragmented from any 

other similar vegetation in the area, is essentially surrounded by residential development, 

and is disturbed through ongoing human activity (off-road vehicles and pedestrian traffic), 

the loss of this community, in and of itself, resulting from any proposed development within 

this area would not be considered a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or 

other sensitive natural community. As such, these impacts would be less than significant. 

As previously noted, because least Bell’s vireo is a covered species under the MSHCP, any 

loss of occupied habitat or direct take of this species in this riparian area would be 

mitigated through the conservation measures incorporated into the MSHCP. 

Thus, the Draft SEIR found that impacts related to riparian habitat would be less than significant. 

Mitigation is not required for this less than significant impact. 

O6-17 The comment recites 2006 General Plan Goal 8.7, related to affordable rental units. The comment 

states the Project only encourages, but does not require, senior or low-income housing. It states 4% of 

housing units should be senior housing. It states this comment also applies to 2006 General Plan Goal 

8.8 and Policy 8.7.1. 

Goal 8.8 is to create affordable housing for seniors, while Policy 8.7.1 is to eliminate substandard 

housing for low-income renters. Refer to Response to Comment O6-10 and Topical Response 6. As 

explained therein and in Draft SEIR Appendix A, while the Project homes would not be income restricted, 

the Project would be affordable by design, as the Project’s home types and sizes would be within the 

financial means of most people in the Project area, including seniors and others. 

Additionally, the portion of the General Plan referred to does not involve a physical impact on the 

environment. Refer to Response to Comment O6-3. 
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O6-18 The comment states since the Project is planned to be constructed over phases, compliance with 

current Title 24 should be required. 

In response, the Project will be required to comply with current, updated Title 24 standards in effect at 

the time of submittal of the building permit application for the various phases of Project development. 

Thus, the Project is anticipated to become more energy efficient in future years. 

O6-19 Citing the “significant irreversible effects” discussion in the Draft SEIR, the comment states that Project 

solar requirements are limiting and that the Project should include backup battery storage and 

otherwise mitigate the “wasteful use of energy.” The comment asks whether the proposed buildings 

will have covered parking and whether such parking includes solar. The comment says the Project must 

continually increase solar to meet energy demands. 

In response, while the Draft SEIR explains the Project would consume more energy than is currently 

consumed on site, it would consume less than prior approvals due to the many federal and state 

regulations that have been adopted that require the use of renewable resources and substantially 

reduced building energy consumption. Further, while a portion of the energy used would be provided 

by nonrenewable sources during operation, the commitment of nonrenewable resources would be 

modest and expected to continue to decline during Project operation.  

The Project would implement numerous PDFs that reduce energy use, air pollutant emission, and 

GHGs, including PDF-AQ/GHG-1 through PDF-AQ/GHG-15, PDF-TRANS-1 through PDF-TRANS-15, and 

PDF-LU-1 through PDF-LU-11. These features provide for building electrification, solar photovoltaic, 

efficient energy use and reduced energy demand, reduced water use and demand, reduced solid waste 

generation, tree planting, and reduced vehicle trips and VMT. Thus, the Project would not result in the 

wasteful use of energy, and no mitigation is required. 

Project PDF-AQ/GHG-4 requires the Project provide rooftop photovoltaic solar panels on all residential 

and non-residential buildings in accordance with Title 24. Annual solar production is identified at 

48,122,091 kilowatt hours. Pools’ and spas’ heating demands will also be served by a minimum 50% 

solar water heating. 

Remaining electricity needs would be provided by the Moreno Valley Electric Utility (MVU). MVU does 

not provide the option of opting into clean electricity. According to the 2022 power content label for 

MVU, renewable solar energy accounts for 33.4% of the utility’s overall energy resources; this 

percentage is anticipated to increase over time in compliance with state law (MVU 2023; Draft SEIR 

Section 4.6, p. 4.6-1). The state Regional Portfolio Standard program, as expanded and updated, 

currently requires the following percentage of retail sales of electricity to California end-use customers 

to come from eligible renewable energy resources and zero-carbon resources: 90% by December 31, 

2035; 95% by December 31, 2040; and 100% by December 31, 2045. Because MVU is required to 

meet the state Regional Portfolio Standard milestones, the Project would benefit from this cleaner 

electricity provided by MVU. See Section 4.6.2 of the Draft SEIR (pp. 4.6-2 through 4.6-11) for 

discussion of Regional Portfolio Standard standards and milestones.  

As for battery storage, the Project would comply with Title 24 standards, including those related to 

battery storage. The City further notes that battery storage does not reduce energy usage, but merely 
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diverts the timing of energy use. Connecting to MVU’s electricity grid will similarly provide for the 

efficient—and progressively more renewable—use of energy.  

Concerning Project garages and parking structures, Aquabella residential and Town Center parking will 

be provided in public and private multi-car parking garages as an integral part of the building 

architecture. Some projects may have open parking areas, which will be landscaped with hedges or 

decorative walls to screen the parking from adjacent streets. Exterior parking lots will incorporate shade 

trees in planters to reduce heat and provide visual relief. PDF-AQ/GHG-4 would apply to residential and 

non-residential parking structures. The Project would also be subject to Title 24 solar requirements, 

which factors in solar roof access area, which is the total of a building’s roofs, covered parking, carports, 

and other structures that can support solar.   

O6-20 The comment states recycling must be included near stairs and elevators for people with disabilities 

and organic waste bins at each building. As detailed in Section 4.19.4.2 of the Draft SEIR (p. 4.19-23), 

the Project would be required to comply with the City’s Municipal Code regarding solid waste and 

recyclable material storage areas (Municipal Code, Section 6.02.050). Additionally, the City’s building 

code requires development projects to complete and submit a waste management and recycling plan 

for approval prior to issuance of building permits. The waste management and recycling plan would 

identify the project type and estimate the amount of materials to be recycled during construction. 

Finally, the Project would comply with the current California Green Building Code (Title 24), which 

requires construction waste recycling. Chapter 6.03 of the City’s Municipal Code similarly provides for 

waste reduction and recycling, and Section 6.03.130 requires compliance with the California Green 

Building Code (Title 24) recycling requirements or more stringent requirements of the City for new 

construction. This includes providing access for “three container” collection services, which includes 

blue container recyclables and green container organics collection. Waste handling services within the 

City are provided under contract by Waste Management of Inland Valley, which provides trash, 

recycling, and green waste pickup (Draft SEIR Appendix A, Section 4.6). Accordingly, the Project will 

provide ample opportunities for residents to recycle, and would include organic waste bins. 

O6-21 The comment states the San Jacinto Wildlife Area and Lake Perris are world class birding areas and 

states it is important for the Project to provide off-site mitigation for loss of riparian habitat. See 

Response to Comment O6-16 regarding riparian habitat. Regarding raptor foraging, as described in 

Section 4.6.1 of the Draft SEIR (pp. 4.6-1 through 4.6-2), the Project site has been substantially 

disturbed due to historical agricultural activities and previous grading (associated with earlier Project 

approvals) that has occurred over the entire Project site over the past two decades. Currently, 

approximately 70% of the Project site is characterized as highly disturbed and unvegetated due to these 

past activities, with another 23% of the Project site dominated by non-native grasses that have 

established following the previous historical activities; the remaining 6% of the Project site supports 

areas of native scrub and riparian vegetation, most of which is within a riparian revegetation area 

extending along the southern edge of the existing County Flood Control Channel that was established 

and preserved as mitigation associated with previously acquired state and federal wetland permits.  

As a result of the high level of historical disturbances, the approximately 668-acre Project site that 

would be impacted due to Project implementation does not support the original natural landscape or 

soil surfaces that occurred prior to such disturbance, thus providing limited habitat suitability for the 

prey base (small mammals) preferred by most raptor species in the Project area. In addition, the Project 
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site is surrounded by dense residential and commercial development. As such, the Project site is 

considered to be low quality foraging habitat for raptor species known to occur in the region.  

Further, as the comment notes, approximately 27,800 acres of protected areas occur to the south and 

east of the Project (including 8,800 acres associated with Lake Perris State Recreation Area and 

19,000 acres associated with the San Jacinto Wildlife Area). These large-scale areas include extensive 

areas of natural raptor foraging and nesting habitat for a variety of raptor species. Extensive 

undeveloped land also occurs east of Gilman Springs Road to the east of the Project site. 

As such, given the heavily disturbed nature of the land within the Project site and its consequent low 

value as raptor foraging habitat, and given the extensive amount of high quality foraging habitat in the 

vicinity of the Project site, the loss of 668 acres of land associated with Project implementation does 

not give rise to a significant Project impact under CEQA; therefore, no mitigation for the loss of this 

acreage as potential raptor foraging habitat is necessary or required at the Project level. 

O6-22 The comment states that cities and counties require buildings to include techniques to reduce bird 

strikes, largely focused on windows and lighting. The comment asks how the Project will protect birds 

from striking buildings. 

As discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft SEIR and Section 6, Design Guidelines, of the 

Specific Plan Amendment (Draft SEIR Appendix A), the Project incorporates numerous design features 

that would minimize bird strikes. The Project would be designed to minimize glare and reflective 

materials and finishes. Use of highly reflective building materials, such as polished metal or reflective 

glass, are discouraged and permitted only as accent elements. Glass would not be continuous. Lighting 

would be appropriately focused and shielded (see Response to Comment O6-8). Please refer to the 

Design Guidelines for further details on exterior materials and lighting, which complies with the 

suggested techniques to reduce bird strikes. 

O6-23 The comment notes the Project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to air quality. The 

comment states the commenter believes more can be done to reduce significant and 

unavoidable impacts. Refer to Topical Response 2. As described in the Draft SEIR, health risk impacts 

would be reduced to below significance.  

The comment otherwise addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the 

Draft SEIR. The Draft SEIR found impacts related to air quality would be significant and unavoidable. 

As the comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis, no more specific response 

can be provided or is required. The City will include the comment as part of the Final SEIR for review 

and consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final decision on the Project. 

O6-24 The City acknowledges the comment and notes it provides concluding remarks that do not raise new 

or additional environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft SEIR. For that reason, the City 

provides no further response to this comment. The City notes the Sierra Club’s request for notices and 

will add Sierra Club to its mailing list.  
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Response to Comment Letter O7 

Organization  

Mitchell M. Tsai- Western States Regional Council of Carpenters 

July 15, 2024 

O7-1 The comment states that the letter is written on behalf of the Western States Regional Council of 

Carpenters, formerly the Southwest Mountain States Regional Council of Carpenters (labor union). The 

letter is submitted as comments in response to the City of Moreno Valley’s Draft SEIR for the Project. 

The City acknowledges the comment as an introduction to comments that follow. This comment is 

included in the Final SEIR for review and consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final decision 

on the Project. No further response is required or necessary because the comment does not raise any 

specific environmental issue related to the adequacy of the Draft SEIR. 

O7-2 The comment includes general background information about the labor union. The City acknowledges 

the comment as a further introduction to comments that follow. This comment is included in the Final 

SEIR for review and consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final decision on the Project. No 

further response is required or necessary because the comment does not raise any specific 

environmental issue related to the adequacy of the Draft SEIR. 

O7-3 The comment provides a general summary of the Project and its description. For a complete description, 

please refer to Draft SEIR Chapter 1A, Executive Summary, Section 1A.2, pp. 1A-1 through 1A-7. This 

section describes the Project and includes the Project overview, objectives, location, and summary. This 

comment does not raise any specific environmental issue related to the adequacy of the Draft SEIR; therefore, 

no further response is required or necessary.  

O7-4 The comment states that individual members of the labor union live, work, and recreate in the City and 

surrounding communities and would be directly affected by the Project’s environmental impacts. No 

facts or information is provided to support the comment. The City acknowledges the comment as a 

further introduction to comments that follow. This comment is included in the Final SEIR for review and 

consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final decision on the Project; however, no further 

response is required or necessary because the comment does not raise any specific environmental 

issue related to the adequacy of the Draft SEIR. 

O7-5 The comment states that the labor union reserves the right to supplement its comments at or prior to 

hearings on the Project. The comment does not raise any specific environmental issues regarding the 

adequacy of the Draft SEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary or required. 

O7-6 The comment states that the labor union incorporates by reference all comments raising issues 

regarding the Draft SEIR that were submitted “prior to certification” of the Draft SEIR for the Project. 

The comment does not raise any specific environmental issues related to the adequacy of the Draft 

SEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary or required. 

O7-7 The comment requests that the City provide the labor union with all notices related to the Project issued 

under CEQA and the California Planning and Zoning Law. The City acknowledges the request and will 

continue to provide public notices in compliance with CEQA and the Planning and Zoning law. The 



2 - RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

SEIR FOR THE AQUABELLA SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENT PROJECT 15010 
OCTOBER 2024 2-598 

comment does not raise any specific environmental issues related to the adequacy of the Draft SEIR; 

therefore, no further response is necessary or required. 

O7-8 The comment states that the City should require the Project to be built using local workers who have 

graduated from a joint labor-management apprenticeship program approved by the State of California. 

The comment further cites various sources to support the general statement that local hire 

requirements benefit the community, reduce environmental impacts, and would improve the positive 

economic impact of the Project. Additionally, the comment refers to an attached 2021 letter from Soil 

Water Air Protection Enterprise (SWAPE), dated March 8, 2021, the subject of which is “local hiring 

requirements and considerations for greenhouse gas modeling.” The SWAPE letter, which is more than 

3 years old, is signed by Matt Hagemann, PG, C. Hg, and Paul E. Rosenfeld, PhD. For further information, 

please see Response to Comment O7-12. The comment further states that workforce policies have 

significant environmental benefits given that they improve an area’s jobs–housing balance, decrease 

the amount and length of job commutes and associated greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and reduce 

vehicle miles traveled, citing in part a voluntary hiring program encouraged by the City of Berkeley in 

Northern California. 

First, requiring the Project to be built using local workers from an approved apprenticeship program 

does not raise any specific environmental issues related to the adequacy of the Draft SEIR; therefore, 

no further response is necessary or required.  

Second, there is no CEQA or City code requirement that Project applicants must hire local construction 

labor through an approved apprenticeship program on a mixed-use/housing development project. 

Consistent with CEQA, the Legislature’s intent is that courts, consistent with accepted rules of statutory 

interpretation, shall not interpret CEQA or the CEQA Guidelines in a manner that imposes procedural 

or substantive requirements beyond those explicitly stated in CEQA or the CEQA Guidelines (California 

Public Resources Code, Section 21083.1). 

Third, the City has no legal authority over the hiring practices of private businesses as part of a 

discretionary development review process.23 Additionally, there is no known feasible or enforceable 

mechanism for the City to utilize in order to accommodate the local hire requirement referenced in this 

comment. The City, through its environmental consultant, has reviewed publications regarding 

enforceability of local hire preference programs and related strategies for requiring contractors to 

establish jobs training or apprenticeship programs (Cantrell and Jain 2013; Gadbois et al. 2012). The 

publications have identified various legal issues associated with such programs, including various 

constitutional challenges to their validity under the Privileges and Immunities Clause, the Commerce 

Clause, and the Equal Protection Clause of the U.S. Constitution. Given such legal hurdles, local 

agencies have sometimes turned to contract-based tools, such as project labor agreements, 

development agreements, and community benefit agreements; however, those agreements require 

 
23 The City acknowledges that local workforce hiring and training programs are used by public agencies on public works projects; in 

general, these programs encourage or require contractors on such projects to use local labor as part of the workforce. Other local 

agencies have used these programs to encourage local employment on public construction projects, which they say infuses public 

dollars back into the local workforce. However, other jurisdictions have experienced backlash against these policies because they 

are sometimes difficult to enforce, can be difficult to maintain compliance with, and can stifle competition and cause contractor 

costs to increase, which negatively impacts the production of housing. For these and other reasons stated herein, the City does 

not desire to require such programs. 
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case-by-case negotiations and implementation. In this case, neither the City nor the Project applicant 

has shown an interest in such agreements, negotiations, or implementation. 

Further, as shown in Draft SEIR Section 4.14, Population and Housing (p. 4.14-13), there is an existing 

and considerable pool of local construction workers within both the City and the County. This 

substantial pool can and should be used by contractors to complete construction of various phases of 

the Project. 

Fourth, the comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a project-specific significant 

unavoidable project or cumulative impact related to GHG emissions, vehicle miles traveled, or 

transportation effects. Indeed, the Draft SEIR confirms that all such impacts have been reduced to less-

than-significant levels by applying applicable laws and regulations, requiring project design features, and 

imposing mitigation measures (e.g., Draft SEIR Chapter 1A, Tables 1A-2 and 1A-3, pp. 1A-12 through 

1A-68). 

For example, the Project’s required compliance with the measures included in the current California 

Energy Code (24 CCR Part 6) and the California Green Building Code standards requires the Project to 

include energy efficiency and green building standards such as solar, water efficient landscaping, 

construction material diversion, low-polluting construction finishing materials, and electric charging 

station installation. Additionally, as discussed in the Draft SEIR, the Project must comply with all 

mandatory measures to ensure that energy-related impacts would be less than significant. As discussed 

in Draft SEIR Section 4.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the Project is also consistent with applicable 

strategies, actions, project design features, and mitigation for reducing GHG emissions (see also Draft 

SEIR Appendix K1, Trip Generation Assessment). Draft SEIR Section 4.17, Transportation, also confirms 

that the Project would not result in any significant unavoidable traffic or transportation-related impacts. 

Fifth, as to air quality, Draft SEIR Section 4.3, Air Quality (p. 4.3.-68), confirms that all feasible and 

enforceable mitigation measures have been identified and included in the CEQA document and that 

construction-related air quality impacts associated with the potential for cumulatively considerable net 

increases in criteria pollutants have been reduced to less than significant with identified mitigation.  

Sixth, the comment does not cite or refer to any “local workforce use” requirement or hiring program 

imposed by any city or county, regional regulatory agency, or state agency. While the comment provides 

source material suggesting that the City of Berkeley encourages businesses to hire local residents and 

sponsor training programs, no cited source mandates “local workforce use” or “training” for 

discretionary mixed-use development projects under CEQA review. The Project applicant will encourage 

contractors to hire locally, and the City also encourages, similarly to Berkeley, businesses to hire local 

residents, students, veterans, and unsheltered individuals using incentives. Additionally, the local 

Supervisorial District also encourages local hiring using incentives. 

Seventh, while the comment states that local hire and training requirements could have environmental 

benefits, such as improving an area’s jobs–housing balance and decreasing the amount and length of 

job commutes and associated GHG emissions, the comment provides no project-specific data to 

support such claims, nor does it contest the adequacy of the Draft SEIR’s environmental analysis of 

transportation, air quality, and GHG impacts, including reductions in vehicle miles traveled. Based on a 

review of the Draft SEIR as a whole, the City has also determined that upon operation of the Project, it 
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would facilitate a more balanced job–housing profile for the City by adding more housing and jobs to 

the City. 

Additionally, Draft SEIR Section 4.14 determined that construction activities at the Project site would 

lead to the temporary need for construction workers, which may come from the City and the County. 

Moreover, the City has determined that the Project would involve fairly common construction 

requirements that would not regularly require a highly specialized labor force to permanently relocate 

from other regions. Due to the short-term demand and the Project site’s location within an urban region 

with a high volume and diversity of available skilled labor, a permanent need for new workers to relocate 

is not anticipated. The comment does not contain any other or specific concerns related to the adequacy 

of the environmental analysis in the Draft SEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary or required. 

O7-9 The comment refers to Assembly Bill 2011, which amended the Planning and Zoning Law in California. 

The comment states that Assembly Bill 2011 “verified” the state’s commitment to workforce 

development. The Project is not proposed under the provisions outlined in Assembly Bill 2011; 

therefore, it is inapplicable. Further, the comment does not raise any specific environmental issues 

related to the adequacy of the Draft SEIR; therefore, no further response is required or necessary. 

O7-10 The comment summarizes the request that the City consider utilizing local workforce policies and 

requirements, again suggesting that such requirements would benefit the local area economically and 

mitigate environmental impacts. The City refers to the above responses addressing the comments 

summarized herein. The comment also does not raise any specific environmental issue related to the 

adequacy of the Draft SEIR; therefore, no further response is required or necessary. 

O7-11 The comment raises concern regarding COVID-19 spread during construction activities and provides 

recommendations to the City to reduce risk during on-site construction work and practices. As 

described in Section 15064(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, CEQA requires the evaluation of physical 

changes in the environment that may be caused by a project and does not require analysis of the 

impacts of the existing environmental conditions on a project or its future residents or users. 

Additionally, neither CEQA nor the CEQA Guidelines expressly require the analysis or mitigation of public 

health effects from COVID-19 or any other communicable virus (e.g., influenza, legionnaires disease) 

as potential project impacts to the environment. Further, such viruses are not caused or exacerbated by 

construction or development projects. If approved, the Project’s construction contractors can impose 

requirements for construction personnel to minimize the spread of COVID-19 or other viruses 

consistent with company policies and any local or state requirements that may be in place at the time. 

Compliance with existing protocols from federal, state, and local public health agencies would address 

workplace health and safety. Finally, the comment does not raise any specific environmental issue 

related to the adequacy of the Draft SEIR; therefore, no further response is required or necessary. The 

comment and recommendations, however, will be provided to the City’s decision- makers as part of the 

Final SEIR review process. 

O7-12 The comment states that the Draft SEIR “should be revised and recirculated.” However, the immediate 

comment that follows simply provides background as to the scope of an SEIR, which is the type of 

document that has been prepared for the Project. The background is generally accurate. In summary, 

under CEQA and the CEQA case law, an SEIR, as was prepared for this Project, is required to evaluate only 

the changes in the Project, its circumstances, or significant new information that led to preparation of the 
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later EIR. The Draft SEIR adheres to these CEQA requirements and summarizes the SEIR process (see 

Draft SEIR Section 1A.3, pp. 1A-7 through 1A-8).  

Further, the comment does not identify any reason the Draft SEIR should be revised and recirculated. 

Nonetheless, the City has considered the recirculation request, and finds that recirculation is not 

required by CEQA or the CEQA Guidelines for the reasons that follow.  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 provides the legal criteria that a lead agency is to consider when 

deciding whether it is required to recirculate an EIR. Recirculation is required when “significant new 

information” is added to the EIR after public notice of the availability of the draft EIR is given, but before 

certification (14 CCR 15088.5[a]). “Significant new information” is defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 

15088.5(a) to mean information added to an EIR that changes the EIR so as to deprive the public of a 

meaningful opportunity to comment on a “substantial adverse environmental effect” or a “feasible way 

to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponents 

have declined to implement.” 

An example of significant new information provided by the CEQA Guidelines is the disclosure showing 

that a “new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation 

measure proposed to be implemented” (14 CCR 15088.5[a][1]). Other examples involve a “substantial 

increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation measures are 

adopted to reduce the impact to a level of insignificance” (14 CCR 15088.5[a][2]). Further examples 

involve a setting where a “feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from 

others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the project, 

but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it” (14 CCR 15088.5[a][3]). 

Recirculation is not required where “the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or 

makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR” (14 CCR 15088.5[b]). Recirculation also is not 

required simply because new information is added to the EIR—indeed, new information is regularly added 

given CEQA’s public/agency comment and response process and CEQA’s requirement to circulate 

proposed responses to comments submitted by public agencies to those agencies before certifying the 

final EIR. In short, recirculation is “intended to be an exception rather than the general rule” (Laurel 

Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California [1993] 6 Cal.4th 1112, 1132). 

These background comments do not raise any specific environmental issue related to the adequacy of 

the Draft SEIR nor do the comments explain why recirculation is required; therefore, no further response 

is required or necessary. 

O7-13 The comment claims that the Draft SEIR “improperly labels mitigation measures as ‘Project Design 

Features’” (sometimes referred to as “PDFs”). The comment also states that the Draft SEIR’s use of 

project design features “violates CEQA because such measures would not be included” in the CEQA-

required Project Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program to ensure enforcement. For that reason, 

the comment states that using project design features “in lieu of mitigation measures violates CEQA.” 

The City points out that the Project’s project design features are required by both the SEIR and Project 

conditions and are to be explicitly included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan. 

These added requirements are expressly intended to ensure enforcement of all project design features. 

Specifically, the Draft SEIR provides that, “All PDFs would be required as City-imposed Conditions of 
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Approval to ensure they are implemented during construction and operation of the project” (Draft SEIR 

Section 4.6, p. 4.6-13). Further, “To ensure enforcement, the PDFs will be included in the Project’s 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP)” (Draft SEIR Section 1A.6, p. 1A-12).  

For additional information, please refer to Topical Response 3, Project Design Features. 

O7-14 The comment states that the Draft SEIR is “flawed” for relying on the City’s 2040 General Plan and its 

Climate Action Plan because the two documents are currently not in effect pursuant to the Riverside 

County Superior County’s writ of mandate issued in the City’s General Plan Update litigation. See 

Topical Response 1, SB 330 and General Plan Consistency Analysis. 

O7-15 The comment provides concluding remarks and summarizes the comments referenced above. The 

responses provided herein address the concluding comments, respond to the opinions of the labor 

union, and do not raise any issue related to the adequacy of any specific section of the Draft SEIR. The 

City will include the comment as part of the Final SEIR for review and consideration by the decision-

makers prior to a final decision on the Project. No further response is required or necessary because 

the comment does not raise any specific environmental issue related to the adequacy of the Draft SEIR. 

O7-16 The comment refers to three attachments to the comment letter. Two of the attachments are the 

resumes of Paul Rosenfeld and Matt Hagemann. These resumes do not raise any specific 

environmental issue related to the adequacy of the Draft SEIR; therefore, no further response is 

necessary or required. 

The third attachment is the March 8, 2021, SWAPE letter to Mitchell Tsai regarding local hire 

requirements and considerations for GHG modeling. The SWAPE letter is more than 3 years old, and it 

does not reference this particular Project, its impacts, or mitigation. The City and its consultants have 

thoroughly reviewed the SWAPE letter. It explains how the California Emissions Estimator Model 

(CalEEMod) calculates emissions from construction-related vehicle trips and discusses the relationship 

between trip length and GHG emissions. It is a generalized discussion, not made applicable to this 

Project. The SWAPE letter also provides an example of a local hire requirement for an example project. 

However, the example is not applicable to this Project in the City of Moreno Valley; therefore, while 

considered, it is inapplicable and does not raise any specific environmental issue related to the 

adequacy of the Draft SEIR. The SWAPE letter also conducts an exercise using its sample project and 

the potential impacts of local hire requirements on estimated sample project-level GHG emissions, 

though it does not state that local hire requirements would result in reduced construction-related GHG 

emissions for all projects in all geographic areas. In short, the SWAPE letter is general and not 

applicable to the Project. Finally, the comment includes a disclaimer by SWAPE—the technical preparer. 

The disclaimer provides that as additional information is made available, SWAPE may amend its 

technical report. The comment does not raise any specific environmental issue related to the adequacy 

of the Draft SEIR; therefore, no further response is required or necessary. 
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Response to Comment Letter I1 

Individual  

Oscar A. Alvarez 

July 15, 2024 

I1-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. The commenter also requests to be notified 

of future documents and meetings related to the Project. 

The City acknowledges the comment as an introduction to comments that follow. The City will include 

the commenter to the list of people to receive public notices concerning the Project and its public 

hearings. This comment will be included in the Final SEIR for review and consideration by the decision-

makers prior to a final decision. Because the comment does not raise any environmental issues 

regarding the adequacy of the Draft SEIR, no further response is required or necessary. 

I1-2 The comment states that the City has “one of the worst air quality conditions in the country” and that 

any new project will impact health if not designed properly. The comment also identifies various 

greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reduction objectives of the State of California and the federal 

government. It continues that the City’s 2006 General Plan is not up to date as it pertains to the 

climate crisis. 

In response, Draft SEIR Sections 4.3.1 and 4.3.2 (pp. 4.3-1 through 4.3-20) describe the existing air 

quality conditions in the Southern California Air Basin (SCAB) and City. In summary, the SCAB is 

designated as a nonattainment area for national and California ozone standards and national and 

California standards for particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 2.5 

microns (PM2.5). The SCAB also is designated as a nonattainment area for California standards for 

particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 10 microns (PM10); however, it 

is designated as an attainment area for national PM10 standards. The Riverside County portion of the 

SCAB is designated as an attainment area for national and California carbon monoxide (CO) standards, 

national and California nitrogen dioxide standards, national and California lead standards, and national 

and California sulfur dioxide standards (EPA 2023; CARB 2022c). 

Despite the current nonattainment status, air quality in the SCAB has generally improved since the 

inception of air pollutant monitoring in 1976. This improvement is mainly a result of lower-polluting on-

road motor vehicles, more stringent regulation of industrial sources, and the implementation of 

emission reduction strategies by the South Coast Air Quality Management District. This trend toward 

cleaner air has occurred despite continued population growth. PM10 levels have declined almost 50% 

since 1990, and PM2.5 levels have also declined 50% since measurements began in 1999 (SCAQMD 

2013). Similar improvements are observed with ozone, although the rate of ozone decline has slowed 

in recent years.  

The Draft SEIR evaluated potential Project impacts to air quality and health risks. Please refer to Topical 

Response 2, Air Quality; Draft SEIR Sections 4.3 and 5.3.3; and Draft SEIR Appendix D, Air Quality, 

Greenhouse Gases, and Energy Technical Report, for additional information. Impacts to health risks 

were determined to be less than significant with mitigation incorporated (Mitigation Measure [MM] AQ-

2) during construction and less than significant during operation. Accordingly, the Project has been 

designed to avoid significant impacts to human health.  
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The Draft SEIR finds the Project would result in exceedances of South Coast Air Quality Management 

District thresholds for criteria air pollutants during Project construction and operation without 

mitigation. However, these impacts would be mitigated below significance during construction through 

implementation of MM-AQ-2 through MM-AQ-7. Operational impacts were determined to be significant 

and unavoidable for emissions of volatile organic compounds and oxides of nitrogen (both of which are 

precursors to the formation of ozone), CO, PM10, and PM2.5. Please see Appendix D of the Draft SEIR, 

pages 108–111, and its Appendix C for a discussion of health effects associated with criteria air 

pollutant emissions and why such effects cannot be reliably quantified given existing 

scientific constraints. 

Responding to the comment about the state’s climate goals, Section 4.8.2 of the Draft SEIR (pp. 4.8-7 

through 4.8-25) explains that the California Air Resources Board (CARB) adopted the 2022 Scoping 

Plan Update in December 2022, which outlines the state’s plan to reach carbon neutrality by 2045 or 

earlier, while also assessing the progress the state is making toward achieving its 2030 GHG reduction 

goal. Section 4.8.2 also describes the current regulatory framework concerning renewable energy and 

energy procurement, which requires the following percentage of retail sales of electricity to California 

end-use customers to come from eligible renewable energy resources and zero-carbon resources: 90% 

by December 31, 2035; 95% by December 31, 2040; and 100% by December 31, 2045. 

The City notes the comment about the 2006 General Plan being outdated as relates to climate change. 

Refer to Topical Response 1, SB 330 and General Plan Consistency Analysis, and Topical Response 4, 

GHG Emissions. As detailed therein, the Project’s Senate Bill (SB) 330 preliminary application was 

submitted on September 6, 2023, at a time when the following regulatory documents were in effect: 

the 2040 General Plan (adopted by Resolution No. 2021-47 in June 2021), the Climate Action Plan, 

and related zone changes (adopted by Ordinance No. 981 in June and August 2021). However, the 

2040 General Plan was the subject of litigation, and in May 2024, the Riverside County Superior Court 

issued a Judgment and Writ directing that the City set aside certification of the 2040 General Plan EIR 

and set aside approval of the 2040 General Plan, Climate Action Plan, and related Zoning Amendments 

until those errors are corrected (Sierra Club v. City of Moreno Valley, CVRI2103300, April 12, 2024, 

Minute Order).  

Thus, Project consistency with the 2006 General Plan is evaluated in Appendix A, Specific Plan 

Amendment, of the Draft SEIR in the event it is the operative General Plan at the time of Project 

consideration for approval. Indeed, the City’s Resolution 2024-37 rescinding the previous approvals of 

the 2040 General Plan and associated documents due to the referenced litigation makes clear that 

“the 2006 General Plan, associated zoning, and associated EIR are no longer superseded and that the 

2006 General Plan, Zoning, and associated EIR remain in place pending reconsideration and re-

approval of the MoVal 2040 General Plan and associated zoning, and that the Housing Element 

(October 2022) remains in effect.”  

However, the Draft SEIR also evaluates Project consistency with the City’s 2040 General Plan, Climate 

Action Plan, zoning, and up-to-date regional planning documents because the Project is an SB 330 

preliminary application project. As such, upon the Project applicant’s submittal of the SB 330 

application and payment of the required fee, the 2040 General Plan, Climate Action Plan, and Zoning 

were “frozen” in place (vested) for purposes of Project consideration and operate as the City’s valid 

regulations governing this SB 330 Project (despite the litigation) (see Topical Response 1).  
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As to GHG emissions specifically, the significance determination methodology used in the Draft SEIR 

includes a three-pronged analysis comprised of the following: 

▪ Consistency with the City’s Climate Action Plan: The SEIR evaluated the Project’s consistency with 

the City’s Climate Action Plan. 

▪ Consistency with CARB’s Scoping Plan: The SEIR evaluated the Project’s consistency with the 

Scoping Plan and specifically Appendix D therein, which identifies “key project attributes” for 

residential and mixed-use projects to demonstrate alignment with the state’s GHG 

reduction objectives. 

▪ Consistency with the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) Regional 

Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS): The SEIR assessed the 

Project’s alignment with the GHG-related goals of the SCAG RTP/SCS. 

Please refer to Topical Response 4 for a summary of the GHG analysis and refer to Section 4.8, 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft SEIR for the analysis. 

The comment addresses general subject areas, which, as shown here, received extensive analysis in 

the Draft SEIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, 

no more specific response can be provided or is required. The City will include the comment as part of 

the Final SEIR for review and consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final decision. 

I1-3 The comment states the Project’s Draft SEIR adds to the existing pollution problem and fails to 

contribute positively to state and federal goals. Please refer to Response to Comment I1-2 above, 

Topical Response 2, and Topical Response 4. The comment provides a general comment and 

unsupported opinion regarding the Draft SEIR and its significance findings. The analysis in the Draft 

SEIR is based on scientific and factual data, which has been reviewed by the City and reflects its 

independent judgement and conclusions.  

Because the comment only generally questions the adequacy of the Draft SEIR, only a general response 

can be provided. No further response is needed or required. The City will include the comment as part 

of the Final SEIR for review and consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final decision. 

I1-4 The comment states the Final SEIR must have additional mitigation to reduce its GHG impacts and 

provide analysis that the Project becomes a “sink” rather than a “source” of new pollution. Please refer 

to Topical Response 4. To briefly summarize, Section 4.8 of the Draft SEIR describes that the Project 

would result in less-than-significant GHG impacts with mitigation incorporated, as evaluated pursuant 

to a three-part methodology. The Project’s sustainable design within an urban, infill area will minimize 

GHG impacts. Section 6.2.5 of the Specific Plan Amendment (Appendix A to the Draft SEIR) also 

explains that the size and scale of the Project allows an integrated, connected community that 

maximizes walkability and complements surrounding uses. Solar roofs, renewable building materials, 

water conservation, recycled water, smart irrigation, drought tolerant plants, and extensive tree 

planting and landscaping are all part of the Project’s sustainable design. Circulation and mobility 

elements will provide electric vehicle (EV) charging, bike, e-bikes, scooters, transit, bus/tram, 

multimodal, and walking transportation options. 

The Project would implement numerous project design features (PDFs) to reduce GHGs, including PDF-

AQ/GHG-1 through PDF-AQ/GHG-15, PDF-TRANS-1 through PDF-TRANS-15, and PDF-LU-1 through PDF-
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LU-11. These features provide for building electrification, efficient energy use and reduced energy 

demand, reduced water use and demand, reduced solid waste generation, tree planting, and reduced 

vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled (VMT). Please see Draft SEIR Section 4.8, pages 4.8-28 through 

4.8-41, for further discussion of the Project’s GHG-reducing PDFs. MM-GHG-1 additionally requires that 

56% of Project parking spaces, amounting to 13,074 spaces, will either be pre-wired for EV charging 

or equipped with Level 1 or Level 2 chargers. With this mitigation, impacts related to GHGs would be 

less than significant and consistent with federal, state, and local goals. 

Refer also to Responses to Comments I1-13 through I1-15. 

I1-5 The comment asks what environmental baseline in the Project area was used for comparison purposes. 

The Draft SEIR explains that the document has been prepared as a “subsequent” EIR in accordance 

with CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, which states that additional CEQA review is not required unless 

there are substantial project changes, new circumstances, or new information showing significant 

impacts not previously addressed (14 CCR 15162; Draft SEIR Chapter 1, Introduction, p. 1-2). The 

Project site has undergone comprehensive environmental review in the 1999 EIR, 2003 Supplemental 

EIR, and 2005 Addendum. Thus, the effective “baseline” is the Project previously studied. 

The Draft SEIR provides comparisons to the prior environmental documents, in light of the prior 

environmental review completed in contemplation of the prior projects. The Draft SEIR also evaluates 

impacts compared to existing conditions. Refer to Chapter 2, Environmental Setting, and Chapter 4, 

Environmental Impact Analysis, which provides the existing conditions, regulatory environment, and 

summary of previous impact analyses for each environmental issue area. 

I1-6 The comment states the Draft SEIR fails to fully consider and calculate Project increases in GHG 

emissions and other air pollutants. Refer to Topical Response 4 and Topical Response 2 for a summary 

of the evaluation and calculations for air pollutant emissions and GHG emissions. 

While the Project GHG impacts are not evaluated pursuant to a quantitative threshold of significance 

in the SEIR, emissions were quantified and provided in Draft SEIR Section 4.8 in Tables 4.8-7 through 

4.8-11 (pp. 4.8-70 through 4.8-73). Table 4.8-11, Estimated Annual Operational Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions – Full Buildout - 2037, provides a summary of estimated annual GHG emissions with and 

without PDFs. MM-GHG-1 would further reduce GHG emissions by 76 metric tons of carbon dioxide 

equivalent per year.  

As the comment does not raise a specific issue related to the adequacy of the Draft SEIR’s GHG 

analysis, no further response can be provided or is needed. The City will include the comment as part 

of the Final SEIR for review and consideration by the decision-makers. 

I1-7 The comment asks for the location of the Draft SEIR’s analysis on air quality direct, indirect, growth 

inducing, and cumulative impacts on children and the elderly, and states the Draft SEIR is inadequate 

in evaluating this area. Refer to Topical Response 2; Topical Response 5, Growth Inducement; and 

Response to Comment I1-2. The Draft SEIR thoroughly evaluated these impacts in Section 4.3, Section 

4.14.4.2, Section 5.3.3., Section 5.3.11, Section 6.2, and Appendix D. The analysis considers impacts 

to sensitive receptors, including children and the elderly and locations including schools and nearby 

medical facilities. 
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The City notes the comment provides an unsupported opinion regarding the Draft SEIR analysis, which 

was the subject of detailed analysis based on scientific and factual data. This analysis has been 

reviewed by the City and reflects its independent judgement and conclusions. Because the comment 

only asserts the Draft SEIR is inadequate without supporting substantial evidence, no further response 

is needed or required. The City will include the comment as part of the Final SEIR for review and 

consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final decision. 

I1-8 The comment asks how the increase in GHGs and other pollutants impact Nason Street and its 

intersections at Nason and Iris and Nason and the State Route 60 interchange. It asks how the Project 

will reduce GHGs to meet state and federal goals.  

 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

As discussed in the Draft SEIR, GHG emissions contribute to an inherently global cumulative effect, not 

a localized air quality impact that would impact Nason Street and its intersections. “GHGs” refer to 

gases that absorb infrared radiation in the atmosphere. These GHGs accumulate and trap heat in the 

atmosphere (a “greenhouse effect”), contributing to global climate change, which has the potential to 

impact the environment related to air temperature and precipitation patterns. While climate impacts 

may be experienced locally, GHGs are not a localized pollutant that would accumulate at Nason Street 

intersections and impact human health (see Section 4.8 and Section 5.3.8 of the Draft SEIR and Center 

for Biological Diversity v. Department of Fish & Wildlife [2015] 62 Cal.4th 204, 219-220). 

As to how the Project will reduce GHGs and meet state and federal goals, please refer to Topical 

Response 4. To briefly summarize, Section 4.8 of the Draft SEIR describes that the Project would result 

in less-than-significant GHG impacts with mitigation incorporated, as evaluated pursuant to a three-

part methodology. The Project would implement numerous PDFs to reduce GHGs including PDF-

AQ/GHG-1 through PDF-AQ/GHG-15, PDF-TRANS-1 through PDF-TRANS-15, and PDF-LU-1 through PDF-

LU-11. Among other things, these features provide for building electrification (except for restaurant 

uses), efficient energy use and reduced energy demand, reduced water use and demand, reduced solid 

waste generation, tree planting, and reduced vehicle trips and VMT. Please see Draft SEIR Section 4.8, 

pages 4.8-28 through 4.8-41, for discussion of the Project’s GHG reducing PDFs.  

The Project will also satisfy the “key attributes” identified by the California Air Resources Board’s 2022 

Scoping Plan, Appendix D, Local Actions, for residential and mixed-use projects. Refer to Draft SEIR 

Section 4.8, Table 4.8-6 (pp. 4.8-61 through 4.8-66).  

This Project includes providing EV charging infrastructure, being located on an infill site served by 

existing utilities and public services, not converting natural lands, developing transit supportive 

densities, reducing parking requirements, providing housing that would have VMT similar to 20% deed-

restricted housing and be naturally affordable to lower-income residents, not eliminating existing 

affordable units, and incorporating building decarbonization measures. Because the Project would 

allow natural gas in restaurants, MM-GHG-1 requires that 56% of Project parking spaces, amounting to 

13,074 spaces, will either be pre-wired for EV charging or equipped with Level 1 or Level 2 chargers. 

With this mitigation, impacts would be less than significant and consistent with federal, state, and 

local goals. 
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Refer to Responses to Comments I1-13 through I1-15 for additional information concerning Project 

features specifically raised by the commenter that would result in reduced GHG emissions. 

 Air Quality 

Refer to Topical Response 2.  

Localized impacts to area roadways are evaluated in Section 4.3 and Section 5.3.3 of the Draft SEIR. 

Specifically, the Draft SEIR evaluates whether the Project would expose sensitive receptors to localized 

high concentrations of CO or contribute to traffic volumes at intersections that would cause a CO 

hotspot during construction or operation, either individually or cumulatively. The Draft SEIR found the 

Project would not expose sensitive receptors to localized CO concentrations above thresholds. Note 

that, because of continued improvement in vehicular emissions at a rate faster than the rate of vehicle 

growth and/or congestion, the potential for CO hotspots in the SCAB is steadily decreasing. 

I1-9 The comment states the draft SEIR is inadequate for a large project and not consistent with the 2006 

General Plan for its project size. The City acknowledges the comment about the size of the Project and 

Draft SEIR analysis and notes it expresses the opinions of the commenter and does not raise an issue 

related to the adequacy of any specific section or analysis of the Draft SEIR. The Draft SEIR 

acknowledges the size of the Project. As no specific environmental issues is raised, no further response 

can be provided or is needed. The City will include the comment as part of the Final EIR for review and 

consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final decision.  

The City notes the comment concerning consistency with the 2006 General Plan and notes that it 

expresses the opinion of the commenter on issues that received thorough analysis in the Draft SEIR. 

Section 3.4.1 of the Draft SEIR (pp. 3-27 through 3-28) explains that a General Plan Amendment would 

be needed to accommodate the Project. The Draft SEIR describes the General Plan Amendment 

proposed to both the 2040 General Plan and 2006 General Plan, in the event the 2006 General Plan 

is operative at the time of Project consideration for approval for the reasons described in Topical 

Response 1. 

To summarize, on September 6, 2023, the Project applicant submitted an SB 330 preliminary 

application “vesting” or locking in the then-effective standards applied to the Project. Refer to Topical 

Response 1: SB 330 and General Plan Consistency Analysis. Thereafter, in May 2024, the Riverside 

County Superior Court issued a Judgment and Writ directing that the City set aside certification of the 

2040 General Plan EIR due to inadequacies identified in the Final Program EIR as to the issues of 

baseline GHG emissions, air quality, and energy use and set aside approval of the 2040 General Plan 

and related Zoning Amendments until those errors are corrected. Other than the Climate Action Plan, 

the 2040 General Plan itself was not found defective. Further, the Court did not prohibit the City from 

acting with respect to land use issues (Sierra Club v. City of Moreno Valley, CVRI2103300, April 12, 

2024, Minute Order).  

Accordingly, state housing law—including SB 330 and the Housing Accountability Act—requires the City 

to process and consider approval of this Project, a housing development project, based on the 2040 

General Plan, Zone Amendments, and related approvals.  
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The Project entitlements propose amendments to both the 2040 General Plan and the Aquabella 

Specific Plan, as well as a change of zone (rezone), to allow for the development of the Project’s 15,000 

residences and related mixed-uses and non-residential uses. In addition, if the prior 2006 General Plan 

and Final EIR is the effective General Plan when the Project is considered for approval by the City 

Council, Draft SEIR Section 3.4.1 (pp. 3-27 through 3-28) explains that an amendment to the 2006 

General Plan land use map, Figure 2-2, would be required to accommodate the Project.  

As a result, the Draft SEIR describes the discretionary approvals sought if either the 2040 General Plan 

or the 2006 General Plan (and their related zoning) is in effect when the City Council considers Project 

approval (refer to Draft SEIR Section 1.2, pp. 1-3 through 1-4, and Appendix A). Project consistency with 

the 2040 General Plan is evaluated in the Draft SEIR in Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning, and 

Appendix A, with the Draft SEIR concluding the Project would be consistent with the 2040 General Plan. 

The 2006 General Plan is also evaluated in Draft SEIR Appendix A. The analysis finds that, with the 

General Plan Amendment, the Project would be consistent with the 2006 General Plan. 

Further, under CEQA, a conflict or inconsistency with an applicable plan is not, by itself, considered a 

significant environmental impact. Instead, the inconsistency must result in a significant physical impact 

for there to be a significant impact under CEQA (14 CCR 15064.7[d]). Here, no such impact is shown. 

The final determination of consistency with the General Plan will be made by City Council. 

As the comment does not raise any more specific issue regarding the Draft SEIR analysis, no more 

specific response can be provided. The City will include the comment as part of the Final SEIR for review 

and consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final decision. 

I1-10 The comment states the Final EIR must use roadway operating conditions and level of service (LOS) to 

demonstrate how traffic increases will impact Nason Street and various intersections along Nason 

Street. It asserts this analysis and mitigation must be provided or the Draft SEIR analysis is inadequate. 

The comment does not raise an environmental issue for CEQA purposes. Draft SEIR Section 4.17, 

Transportation, specifically Section 4.17.2, Regulatory Framework (pp. 4.17-9 through 4.17-16), 

explain that LOS is no longer the CEQA metric used to evaluate transportation impacts. Thus, The 

Project’s CEQA transportation impact analysis in the Draft SEIR uses the VMT metric to evaluate and 

disclose Project impacts in a manner consistent with CEQA and current state laws and policies.  

Specifically, in 2013, the state adopted SB 743, which mandated alternative metrics replace LOS for 

determining impacts relative to transportation in CEQA documents. In the past, environmental review 

focused on LOS and the delay vehicles experienced at intersections, which resulted in mitigation that 

involves increasing capacity. This, in turn, encouraged more vehicular travel and greater pollutant 

emissions. Additionally, improvements to increase vehicular capacity often discourage alternative 

forms of transportation, such as biking and walking. 

Thus, in December 2018, the CEQA Guidelines were updated to add new Section 15064.3, which 

provides that transportation impacts under CEQA should be evaluated using a VMT metric, not LOS. 

This new VMT methodology has been required for use with land use projects since July 1, 2020. Project 

transportation impacts have therefore been assessed using the VMT metric pursuant to state law in 

Draft SEIR Section 4.17. Impacts would be less than significant under this metric, and no mitigation is 

therefore required (see Draft SEIR Section 4.17.5.2, pp. 4.17-29 through 4.17-46). 
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Further, Section 4.17.5.2 of the Draft SEIR (pp. 4.17-40 to 4.17-45) and Section 6.5 of Draft EIR 

Appendix K3, LOS Traffic Analysis, address off-ramp queuing. This analysis finds Nason Street/State 

Route 60 eastbound and westbound ramps are anticipated to experience acceptable levels of queuing. 

The off-ramp lane has sufficient storage lengths available to accommodate queuing without spilling 

back and affecting the freeway mainline. Impacts related to queuing would be less than significant, 

and no mitigation is required. 

The Draft SEIR further explains that the City required a summary of the Project’s traffic analysis using 

the LOS metric consistent with City General Plan requirements and for informational purposes. This 

LOS traffic analysis is provided as part of this Draft SEIR in Appendix K3. This appendix provides the 

information requested by the commenter, and also allows for a direct comparison to the prior LOS 

analyses completed for the prior projects. 

For informational purposes, Exhibits 4-5, 4-7, 4-8, and 4-10 of Appendix K3 show the Project 

contributions to intersection volumes along Nason Street during AM and PM peak hours. Exhibits 4-11 

and 4-13 show Project-only average daily traffic trips on Nason Street. Exhibits 6-1, 6-3, 6-4, and 6-6 

of Appendix K3 show the Horizon Year (2045) plus Project intersection volumes along Nason Street 

during AM and PM peak hours. Exhibits 6-7 and 6-9 show Horizon Year (2045) plus Project daily traffic 

trips on Nason Street. Table 6-2 in Appendix K3 provides an Intersection Analysis for Horizon Year 

(2045) with Project, including at intersections along Nason Street, with and without improvements. 

With improvements, all intersections evaluated along Nason Street are anticipated to meet the LOS 

standard at Horizon Year with Project, with the exception of Nason Street/Cottonwood Avenue in the 

AM peak hour.  

Section 7 of Appendix K3 identifies that the Project would be subject to compliance with the City’s 

development impact fee program, the Riverside County Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee, and fair 

share contributions for traffic signal and other transportation improvements, which are all aimed at 

ensuring that study area roadways and intersection expansions keep pace with the projected 

population increases. Appendix K3 Table 7-1 provides the Project’s fair share calculations for 

intersection improvements.  

Section 8 of Appendix K3 summarizes the Project roadway and intersection improvements that will be 

completed, including those that will be completed as part of the Project on and off site or that the 

Project will support through the payment of fair share fees. The commenter is directed to these sections 

of the Traffic Analysis, Appendix K3, as relates to roadway operating conditions and 

traffic improvements. 

I1-11 The commenter asks how the Project will reduce or eliminate impacts to air quality, traffic, noise, glare, 

and others since the Moreno Valley General Plan did not envision so much congestion (people, 

buildings, and cars) in only 771 acres. In response, note the Project site is 668.6 acres, not 771 acres 

(which was the size of the original Specific Plan 218). Refer to Draft SEIR Chapter 3, Project Description.  

Draft SEIR Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning; Section 4.14, Population and Housing; and Section 

6.2, Growth Inducing Impacts, discuss General Plan consistency, population and housing, and growth. 

As discussed therein, the Project aligns with local and regional land use plans, including the City’s 2040 

General Plan and SCAG’s regional planning documents. The Project does not stimulate population 
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growth beyond what is projected in these plans. Instead, it accommodates the anticipated population 

and housing needs in the City of Moreno Valley. 

California is experiencing a long-standing shortage of housing supply (see SB 330; SCAG 2020b, 2023). 

SCAG’s 6th Cycle Regional Housing Needs Assessment (2021–2029) estimates a need for 1,341,827 

housing units in the region, including 167,351 units in Riverside County and 13,627 units in the City 

during this 8-year period. If unmet, the housing deficit will increase future housing needs. Past housing 

undersupply is expected to drive similar needs through at least 2035. After that, a gradual “catch up” 

in housing supply may occur. This housing demand is expected regardless of the Project, and state 

housing law mandates that the City plan for housing. 

Despite slowed regional growth, Riverside County and the City are projected to grow significantly. SCAG 

forecasts that, from 2019 to 2050, Riverside County’s population will increase by 606,000 residents 

(25.4% growth) and households will increase by 318,000 households (42.7% growth) (SCAG 2023). 

The City is anticipated to grow by 21,900 households (40% growth) in the same time period (SCAG 

2023). The City’s population is expected to grow by 64,900 new City residents (31% growth) by 2045 

(SCAG 2020a). This population and household growth would occur regardless of the Project. 

The Project proposes 15,000 residences, 49,900 square feet of commercial and retail space, parks, 

schools, open space, and amenities on an infill site previously approved for housing (Draft SEIR Chapter 

3). Development is phased over 12-15 years, with an estimated 1,200 units built annually.  

During the current 6th Cycle Regional Housing Needs Assessment, the Project will add approximately 

4,800 units, fitting within the City’s projected need of 13,627 units. Upon completion between 2037 

and 2040, the Project’s 15,000 units would be within SCAG’s forecast of an additional 21,900 

households by 2050 (SCAG 2023). The Project would house 43,050 people, accommodating some of 

the projected population increase of 64,900 in the City. Accordingly, the Project is anticipated to 

accommodate housing and population growth outlined in SCAG’s regional plans and the City’s adopted 

Housing Element. 

The Project is consistent with the 2040 General Plan, which estimates the City will need 22,052 new 

dwelling units to house 47,162 new residents by 2040. The Project’s construction timeline anticipates 

that 15,000 units, housing 43,050 people, will be completed by 2040, helping to meet expected and 

planned growth needs on a site planned for housing development.  

The comment restates information explained in the Draft SEIR, which describes that the Project will 

result in a denser urban pattern than considered in the 2040 General Plan by concentrating additional 

housing in the City’s Downtown Center on an infill site. This would help prevent urban sprawl by 

maximizing development on an infill site, rather than inducing growth or causing an expansion into 

undeveloped areas. Infrastructure and services would be developed as part of Project and “right sized” 

to the Project to minimize impacts. The Draft SEIR evaluates the Project impact related to this 

densification, including air quality, noise, transportation, glare, and other effects.  

Additionally, the Project is requesting a General Plan Amendment so as to better reflect that the Project 

would have a denser urban pattern than that considered in the 2040 General Plan. The General Plan 

Amendment would entail, among other things, a change/update in 2040 General Plan Land Use & 

Community Character Element Table LCC-1 and related text, to update projected housing and job 
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numbers with the Project in place, and changes to 2040 General Plan Table LCC-3 to reflect the 

updated Downtown Center development program by including the Project. These changes/updates 

would also help to ensure Project consistency with the 2040 General Plan. 

To the extent the comment addresses general subject areas, the areas received extensive analysis in 

the Draft SEIR. The commenter is directed to the following locations in the Draft SEIR for where these 

general subject areas cited by the comment were addressed. 

 Air Quality 

The Draft SEIR evaluated Project air quality impacts in Section 4.3. Numerous project design features 

(PDFs) will reduce impacts to air quality, including PDF-AQ/GHG-1 through PDF-AQ/GHG-15. 

Transportation and land use PDFs would also reduce vehicle use and associated emissions (see 

Responses to Comments I1-13 to I1-15, below). Mitigation was identified for significant air quality 

impacts at MM-AQ-1 through MM-AQ-11. Despite the incorporation of all feasible mitigation, impacts to 

air quality are identified as significant and unavoidable. See Topical Response 2 for 

additional information. 

Transportation 

The Draft SEIR evaluated Project transportation impacts in Section 4.17. Transportation and land use 

PDFs promote alternative transportation and minimize VMT. See Response to Comment I1-14, below. 

Transportation impacts were determined to be less than significant such that mitigation is not required.  

 Noise 

The Draft SEIR evaluated Project noise impacts in Section 4.13. Noise impacts were found to be less 

than significant with mitigation incorporated. Resident noise is not a noise impact under CEQA 

(California Public Resources Code Section 21085). MM-NOI-1 and MM-NOI-2 address construction 

noise barriers and equipment noise controls. MM-NOI-3 provides traffic calming features along certain 

street segments during Project operation to reduce traffic noise. With these measures incorporated, 

noise impacts would be less than significant. 

Glare 

The Draft SEIR evaluated Project glare impacts in Section 4.1, Aesthetics. Glare impacts were found to 

be less than significant such that mitigation is not required. The Draft SEIR explains that, to minimize 

the impacts of glare and reflectivity, the Specific Plan design guidelines provide for clear glazing of 

windows and limited use of reflective materials for accent elements. Photovoltaic (PV) solar panels on 

site are designed to absorb light, not reflect it, and would be coated with anti-reflective materials to 

maximize light absorption. Accordingly, the Project would not introduce a new substantial source of 

glare, and impacts would be less than significant. 

As the comment does not raise any specific issue regarding these analyses, no more specific response 

can be provided or is required. The City will include the comment as part of the Final EIR for review and 

consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final decision. 
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I1-12 The comment states mitigation must be sufficient and enforceable related to impacts during 

construction and operation to Native-American relics, biological protected species, nearby schools, 

existing residents, and air quality. 

Impacts to existing residents from Project construction and operation are considered throughout the 

Draft SEIR. The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the 

Draft SEIR. As the comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis, no more specific 

response can be provided.  

The commenter is directed to the following locations in the Draft SEIR for consideration for the general 

subject areas cited by the comment. Each adopted mitigation measure will be included in the Project’s 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program to ensure enforcement (Draft SEIR Section 1A.6, p. 1A-12). 

 Tribal Cultural Resources 

The Draft SEIR evaluated Project construction and operational impacts concerning cultural and tribal 

cultural resources in Sections 4.5, Cultural Resources, and 4.18, Tribal Cultural Resources. The Project 

site has been substantially graded and disturbed in the past, such that the likelihood of encountering 

tribal cultural resources is low. The City also has engaged in consultation with California Native 

American Tribes pursuant to SB 18 and Assembly Bill 52. Impacts were identified as less than 

significant with mitigation incorporated. Refer to MM-CUL-1 through MM-CUL-9, which provide for 

archaeological and tribal monitoring throughout Project grading and proper treatment should unknown 

cultural or tribal cultural resources be discovered. 

 Biological Resources 

The Draft SEIR evaluated Project construction and operational impacts concerning biological resources 

in Section 4.4. Impacts were identified as less than significant with mitigation incorporated. Mitigation 

measures address burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus), and 

nesting birds and provide for compliance with the City’s Municipal Code as to City-regulated trees. Refer 

to MM-BIO-1 through MM-BIO-4. 

 Schools 

The proposed development of 40 acres of schools was considered as part of the Project in the Draft 

SEIR’s assessment of construction and operation impacts. In addition, any nearby schools were 

evaluated as part of the existing community (for example, in the noise or air quality health risk analysis).  

Operational impacts concerning schools also are evaluated in Section 4.15, Public Services, of the 

Draft SEIR. As explained in Section 4.15.4.2 (pp. 4.15-14 through 4.15-20), the Project site would be 

served by La Jolla Elementary, Landmark Middle School, and Vista Del Lago High School. In addition, 

the Project proposes development of 40 acres of schools, including up to three elementary schools and 

one middle school, at the site. The Project would be conditioned to pay the required development 

impact fees/school impact fees in accordance with SB 50 at the time of building permit issuance. 

Pursuant to state law, payment of fees in accordance with SB 50 fully mitigates impacts to school 

facilities that may result from the Project (Government Code Section 65995[h]). Thus, public service-

related impacts associated with schools would be less than significant. 
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 Air Quality 

The Draft SEIR evaluated Project construction and operational impacts concerning air quality in Section 

4.3. MM-AQ-1 through MM-AQ-11 were identified to help mitigate significant air quality impacts. Despite 

the incorporation of all feasible mitigation, impacts to air quality are identified as significant and 

unavoidable. Please see Topical Response 2 for additional information. 

I1-13 The comment states homes and buildings should be 100% electrified and must include smart 

technology for the efficient usage of energy and electric charging stations for cars/bikes/scooters 

available in parking lots, parks, and other public facilities. The comment also states the Project 

applicant must request that the municipal utility provide carbon-free electric energy to cover energy 

supply gaps. 

In response, please see Topical Response 4. Regarding electrification, PDF-AQ/GHG-3 requires all-

electric development for all Project-related residential and non-residential development, except for 

approximately 14,970 square feet of restaurant uses within the Project’s Town Center. Thus, the 

Project’s 15,000 residential units and most of the retail space would be all-electric. To address and 

offset the limited consumption of natural gas by on-site restaurant space, MM-GHG-1 increases the 

amount of EV charging on site above project design and regulatory requirements. 

Regarding electric vehicle charging, PDF-AQ/GHG-1 and MM-GHG-1 require the installation of ample 

on-site charging opportunities, with the infrastructure available to grow to meet any added future need. 

The Project consists of 15,000 residential units, necessitating approximately 23,000 parking spaces, 

including garages and surface spots. Additionally, another 772 spaces are planned for the Town Center 

to support commercial uses, bringing the total number of parking spaces to 23,772 (Draft SEIR Section 

3.3.5, PDF-AQ/GHG-1, p. 3-15). To support the growing need for EV charging and align with the GHG 

analysis and MM-GHG-1, approximately 56% of these parking spaces, amounting to 13,074 spaces, 

will either be pre-wired for EV charging or equipped with Level 1 or Level 2 chargers. The details are 

as follows: 

▪ Pre-Wired Spaces: These spaces will be equipped with the necessary electrical infrastructure to 

facilitate easy installation of EV chargers in the future, thereby promoting flexibility and future-

proofing the Project against increasing demand for EV charging. Pursuant to PDF-AQ/GHG-1, the 

Project shall equip 9,509 parking spaces (40% of the Project’s total number of parking spaces) in 

Project parking structures with Level 2, 240-volt EV receptacles (Draft SEIR Section 3.3.5, pp. 3-15 

through 3-16; Draft SEIR Section 4.8, pp. 4.8-28 through 4.8-29, 4.8-68). 

▪ Level 1 Chargers: These chargers provide a basic charging option, suitable for overnight or long-

duration parking situations, ensuring that residents and visitors with EVs can conveniently charge 

their vehicles. The Project shall install 2,377 Level 1 EV capable outlets to meet EV charging needs 

(Draft SEIR Section 4.8, p. 4.8-68). 

▪ Level 2 Chargers: These chargers offer faster charging capabilities, catering to shorter parking 

durations and enhancing the convenience for EV users. Pursuant to PDF-AQ/GHG-1 and 

MM-GHG-1, a total of 3,746 fully equipped Level 2 charging stations would be provided at Project 

buildout (Draft SEIR Section 4.8, pp. 4.8-28 through 4.8-29, 4.8-68, 4.8-75). 
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Integration of EVs into the market will occur progressively over time. While Executive Order N-79-20 

and CARB’s Advanced Clean Cars II Regulations plan for 100% of new cars and light trucks sold in 

California to be zero-emission vehicles by 2035, this includes plug-in hybrid EVs. Gasoline-fueled 

vehicles also will still be in use on the roads beyond this time, and gasoline-fueled vehicles may 

continue to be purchased used in-state or new from out-of-state sources (Draft SEIR Section 4.6, pp. 

4.6-8 through 4.6-9). The Project’s phased approach to EV infrastructure takes this market integration 

and gradual vehicle change-over into account, providing an adequate supply of charging facilities that 

can be scaled up as EV ownership increases. This ensures that the infrastructure will grow in tandem 

with demand, thereby optimizing resource allocation and minimizing potential underuse in the 

initial stages. 

Further, public spaces and EV chargers in commercial areas will be designed for shared use, allowing 

multiple vehicles to access charging facilities throughout the day. This shared use model enhances the 

efficiency of the charging infrastructure, maximizing the utility of each charger and ensuring that more 

vehicles can benefit from the available resources. 

The Project’s significant provision of EV charging infrastructure, representing over half of the total 

parking spaces, underscores the Project’s proactive approach to environmental sustainability and GHG 

reduction. It ensures that residents and visitors have ample access to EV charging facilities, thereby 

encouraging the purchase of use of EVs and contributing to cleaner air and a healthier environment. 

Thus, the Project exceeds current requirements for EV infrastructure by pre-wiring or equipping 13,074 

spaces with EV charging capabilities. This robust approach surpasses regulatory requirements and is 

anticipated to meet or exceed community needs. 

PDF-TRANS-8 and PDF-TRANS-13 set forth the Project’s electric scooter-share program and electric 

bikeshare program, which provide users on-demand access to charged scooters and electric bikes. 

PDF-TRANS-5 includes end-of-trip bicycle facilities. Scooters and electric bike batteries can generally 

be charged either attached or detached to the scooter/bike by plugging into a common wall outlet, 

which would be plentiful within the development. 

Title 24 and numerous PDFs address the use of smart technology for the efficient consumption of 

energy. These include PDF-AQ/GHG-5 requiring use of LED lighting; PDF-AQ/GHG-6 requiring use of 

ENERGY STAR-rated appliances for residential refrigerators, dishwashers, clothes washers, ceiling fans, 

and non-residential commercial refrigerators; and, PDF-AQ/GHG-7 requiring installation of energy smart 

meters within all residential and non-residential development.  

Regarding the request that the municipal utility provide carbon free electric energy to cover energy 

supply gaps, PDF-AQ/GHG-4 requires the Project provide rooftop PV solar panels on all residential and 

non-residential buildings in accordance with Title 24. Annual solar production is identified at 

48,122,091 kilowatt hours. Pools’ and spas’ heating demand will also be served by a minimum 50% 

solar water heating. 

Remaining electricity needs would be provided by the Moreno Valley Electric Utility (MVU). MVU does 

not provide the option of opting into a clean electricity. According to the 2022 power content label for 

MVU, renewable solar energy accounts for 33.4% of the utility’s overall energy resources—a renewable 

energy number that is anticipated to increase over time in compliance with state law (MVU 2023; Draft 

SEIR Section 4.6, p. 4.6-1). The state Regional Portfolio Standard program, as expanded and updated, 
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currently requires the following percentage of retail sales of electricity to California end-use customers 

to come from eligible renewable energy resources and zero-carbon resources: 90% by December 31, 

2035; 95% by December 31, 2040; and 100% by December 31, 2045. Because MVU is required to 

meet the state Regional Portfolio Standard milestones, the Project would benefit from this cleaner 

electricity provided by MVU. See Section 4.6.2 (pp. 4.6-2 through 4.6-11) of the Draft SEIR for 

discussion of Regional Portfolio Standard standards and milestones. 

I1-14 The comment states the Final SEIR must include 20% affordable or senior housing. It states Project 

design must also include pedestrian-only streets and bicycling lanes; design for transit access; 

sidewalks/crosswalks designed with safety in mind (including sufficient lighting and other features); 

streets with heat reflecting materials; and high-solar radiation reflecting materials for new walls, 

surfaces, driveways, parking lots, and roofs in housing and building construction. 

 Affordable Housing 

Please refer to Topical Response 6, Affordable Housing, regarding the comment about including 20% 

affordable housing. 

 Bicycle, Pedestrian, And Transit  

Concerning bike facilities, pedestrian facilities, and transit, the City notes that the Project is located in 

an infill area such that transit service, bike lanes, and pedestrian access (i.e., sidewalks and 

crosswalks) currently provide access to the site and surrounding community (see Draft SEIR Section 

4.17.1, pp. 4.17-3 through 4.17-9; Draft SEIR Appendix A, Section 4.1.1). The Project site is located in 

an area with an average VMT that is below that of the City of Moreno Valley and the region and that is 

close to major area job centers, including World Logistics Center, Riverside University Health System 

Medical Center, Kaiser Permanente Moreno Valley campus, University of California Riverside, Moreno 

Valley College, and regional and local shopping and commercial centers, which would allow residents 

to live and work locally (Draft SEIR Section 3.3.5, p. 3-24). 

Existing Transit 

Riverside Transit Agency (RTA) routes provide service near the Project site (see Draft SEIR Section 4.17, 

p. 4.17-6). These include Route 20 south of the Project site, Route 31 north of the Project site, and 

Route 41 west of the Project site. There are bus stops along Lasselle Street west of the Project site, 

along Iris Avenue south of the Project site, at the Riverside University Medical Center north of the Project 

site and along Alessandro Boulevard 0.5 miles north of the Project site.  

Route 20 operates Monday to Friday between 4:00 a.m. and 11:00 p.m. and Saturday to 

Sunday between 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m. with 1-hour headways. Route 20 provides service 

to Moreno Valley/March Field Metrolink Station and Moreno Valley College.  

Route 31 operates Monday to Friday between 5:30 a.m. and 9:00 p.m. and Saturday to 

Sunday between 7:00 a.m. and 8:30 p.m. with 1-hour headways. Route 31 provides service 

to Moreno Valley Mall and Mt. San Jacinto College.  
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Route 41 operates Monday to Friday between 6:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. and Saturday to 

Sunday between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. with 1-hour headways. Route 41 provides service 

to Mead Valley Community Center. 

In addition, the Moreno Valley/March Field Metrolink Station is located approximately 5 miles west of 

the Project site, providing rail connection. 

Existing Bike and Pedestrian Facilities 

Existing Class II bike lanes that would serve the community are provided on Cactus Avenue, Nason 

Street, Moreno Beach Drive/Iris Avenue, Lasselle Street, and John F. Kennedy Drive (see Draft SEIR 

Section 4.17, pp. 4.17-5 through 4.17-6). Class II bike lanes are what people may conventionally think 

of when picturing bike lanes, providing striped lanes designated for the use of bicycles on a street or 

highway. Vehicle parking and vehicle/pedestrian cross flow are permitted at designated locations. 

The City’s pedestrian network surrounding the Project includes sidewalks along most arterial roadways 

and crosswalks at intersections designed to ensure safe walking opportunities. Sidewalks are currently 

provided along at least one side of Cactus Avenue, Nason Street, Moreno Beach Drive/Iris Avenue, 

Lasselle Street, and John F. Kennedy Drive. 

Project Mobility Plan and Project Design 

The Project Mobility Plan integrates and builds upon the existing bike, pedestrian, and transit network 

to improve and enhance active transportation and transit access. Section 3.3.2 of the Draft SEIR (pp. 

3-7 through 3-14), under the subsection Mobility Plan, describes the Project Mobility Plan, found in 

Section 4.1.2 of the Specific Plan Amendment (Draft SEIR Appendix A). As summarized, Project 

intersection density would help facilitate shorter trips, including by walking, biking, and scooter.  

The internal street network would also contain an extensive bike network with Class II, 

buffered Class II, and off-street bike paths, and would connect to the broader Moreno 

Valley bike network and support proposed non-automobile mobility modes (e.g., bikeshare, 

electric scooter). Further, the internal street network would include a comprehensive 

sidewalk and trail network to facilitate walking. 

The Project also proposes design features to help reduce the vehicle trips generated by the 

Project. These features, known as transportation demand management (TDM) features, 

promote non-automotive modes of transportation such as walking, biking, scooter, public 

transit, and ridesharing. The TDM features used in the Project are documented by the 

California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) in its Handbook for Analyzing 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing 

Health and Equity (CAPCOA 2021). 

Figure 4-3 of the Specific Plan Amendment (Draft SEIR Appendix A) identifies existing and potential 

bike lanes to be determined during the development process.  

Draft SEIR Section 4.17.5.2, also summarizes project design features related to bike facilities, 

pedestrian facilities, and transit (pp. 4.17-30 through 4.17-31): 
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The Project would improve and enhance active transportation and transit access and 

facilities in the focus traffic study area, consistent with 2040 General Plan Circulation 

Element policies. The Project would improve the adjacent streets with continuous 

sidewalks, along with providing an extensive walkable network of sidewalks, promenades, 

and trails within the Project site. The internal street network would follow a grid pattern 

with approximately 600-foot block lengths to provide a street network similar to a 

downtown, urban area. Intersection density is a proxy for street connectivity, which helps 

to facilitate a greater number of shorter trips including those made by walking, biking, and 

scooter. The internal street network will include a comprehensive sidewalk network to 

facilitate walking. The Project would promote the use of the existing bike network along 

circulation element roadways in the focus study area and construct a Class III bike route 

along Brodiaea Avenue. Internal streets within the Project would facilitate bike routes and 

connectivity to the existing bike network. Access to all existing trails would be provided. 

The internal street network would contain an extensive bike network with Class II, buffered 

Class II, and off-street paths, and would connect to the broader Moreno Valley bike network 

and support proposed micromobility modes. PDF-TRANS-5 and PDF-TRANS-7 would further 

promote bike use through a bikeshare program and end-of-route facilities such as bike 

lockers and showers. 

The Project proposes to work with RTA to improve existing route frequencies, service hours 

and routes that would expand the transit system throughout the Project, surrounding 

school, medical uses, nearby industrial employment centers, and the broader Moreno 

Valley. The Project recognizes that a major future employer of the City will be the WLC and 

that providing transit access from the Project to WLC during hours of operation is a primary 

focus of coordination with RTA. See PDF-TRANS-9 through PDF-TRANS-12 in Section 

4.17.5. 

In total, 15 PDFs are designed to reduce Project traffic and make the development more walkable, 

bikeable, and transit-user friendly. These include PDF-TRANS-1 through PDF-TRANS-15. In addition, 

land use PDFs address aspects of Project design that promote walkability and bike-ability. These 

include PDF-LU-1 through PDF-LU-11. The commenter is encouraged to refer to Section 3.3.5 of the 

Draft SEIR (pp. 3-15 through 3-26) for a full description of these features. 

These PDFs show the Project will provide a tram connection to job centers; enhanced transit, pedestrian 

and bicycle routes; ridesharing; non-electric bikes; electric bikes; electric scooters; a mobility hub; 

access to transportation network companies (Uber and Lyft); intelligent transportation systems; and 

numerous other transportation demand management measures. Complete streets will accommodate 

the needs of bicyclists, pedestrians, and transit riders, as well as motorists. Design features include 

multi-use trails and sidewalks, crosswalks, shared roads, landscaping, and pedestrian bridges across 

arterials and the on-site drainage. Traffic calming design will include chokers (curb extensions that 

narrow a street by widening the sidewalks or planting strips, effectively creating a pinch point along the 

street), crosswalks, roundabouts landscaped medians, and shared street design to promote safer 

streets. Lighting will include street lighting, walkway and pathway lighting, and security lighting that is 

appropriately directed and shielded in compliance with City Municipal Code standards (Draft SEIR 

Section 4.1.4, pp. 4.1-7 through 4.1-12).  
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In sum, the Project design thoroughly and thoughtfully addresses pedestrian, bicycle, and transit use. 

Please refer to Sections 4 and 6 of the Specific Plan Amendment (Draft SEIR Appendix A) for 

further information. 

Design with Heat/Solar Radiation Reflective Materials 

PDF-AQ/GHG-8, Cool Pavements (Draft SEIR Section 3.3.5, p. 3-17), requires that the Project install 

cool pavements to reduce the potential for the urban heat island effect. Outdoor pavements, such as 

internal walkways and patios, shall use paving materials with a 3-year Solar Reflectance Index of 0.28 

or an initial Solar Reflectance Index of 0.33. The ample tree planting, shade coverage, and 40-acre 

lake feature will further reduce any heat island effect.  

Project building materials would comply with current California Green Building Code (Title 24, Part 11) 

and California Building Energy Efficiency Standards (Title 24, Part 6), which govern window and door 

materials, lighting, electrical panels, insulation, PV installation, and more, which would further minimize 

any urban heat island impacts. Solar PV panels installed on roofs or parking areas are designed to 

absorb light and solar radiation. The Project would use light-colored, semi-reflective, or cool-roof 

technology for all roofing. 

I1-15 The comment states Project homes and buildings must include the latest water conservation features 

including ultra-low-flow fixtures, drought tolerant and/or native landscaping, and low-water use for 

areas served with recycled water. It states the Final EIR should propose to plant more trees than 

envisioned for parks, streets, and other public areas to provide shade and buffer pollution. The 

commenter also states the Project should provide opportunities for residents to recycle. 

 Efficient Water Use 

In response, Section 4.19.4.2 of the Draft SEIR (pp. 4.19-14 through 4.19-23) summarizes that the 

Project would be designed with the latest water-efficient plumbing systems, fixtures, and faucets. 

Drought-tolerant landscaping would reduce the demand for irrigation water. Irrigation systems would 

use smart controllers to automatically adjust the amount and frequency of water based on current 

weather and soil conditions, and recycled water would be used for landscape irrigation.  

More specifically, PDF-AQ/GHG-12, Water Use Efficiency and Conservation Plan (Draft SEIR Section 

3.3.5, pp. 3-18 through 3-19), requires the following water use efficiency and conservation 

plan features: 

Indoor Conservation Features and Operations:  

▪ Install low-flow fixtures: In the residential units, install low-flow toilets at 1.28 gallons per flush, 

faucets at 1.2 gallons per minute, showerheads at 1.8 gallons per minute, and kitchen faucets at 

1.8 gallons per minute. In common areas, install faucets at O.5 gallons per minute and urinals at 

max of 0.25 gallons per minute/flush. (These fixtures use less water while maintaining 

efficient performance.)  

▪ Install dual-flush toilets: These toilets offer two flush options—one for liquid waste at less than 1 

gallons per minute and another for solid waste at 1.28 gallons per minute. (This allows the 

appropriate use of water for flushing needs.)  
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▪ Use water-efficient appliances: The Project applicant or designee shall install energy-efficient and 

water-saving appliances like dishwashers and washing machines with the ENERGY STAR label only.  

▪ Implement hot water recirculation system: The Project applicant or designee shall implement a 

recirculation system for hot water systems to ensuring low to no wasted water while waiting for 

water to reach desired temperature.  

▪ Incorporate leak detection on each residential building: Leak detection will be incorporated into 

residential structures to detect water leaks typical of residential uses such as irrigation 

and plumbing.  

▪ Capture and reuse heating, ventilation, and air conditioning condensation: The Project applicant or 

designee shall direct condensation from air conditioning units to water plants or for other non-

potable uses.  

▪ Implement good housekeeping and regular maintenance: The Project applicant or designee shall 

regularly (daily, weekly, monthly, etc. as applicable) check and maintain plumbing fixtures, irrigation 

systems, and appliances to ensure they are functioning efficiently and not wasting water.  

Outdoor Conservation Features and Operations: 

▪ Install only “Smart Irrigation Systems” for community landscaping: The Project applicant or 

designee shall utilize smart sprinkler systems that adjust watering schedules based on weather 

conditions, soil moisture, and plant needs to avoid overwatering or wasteful watering. The Project 

applicant or designee shall also incorporate seasonal specific controls to ensure watering occurs 

during the most efficient times of day.  

▪ Install adjustable water pressure regulator: The Project applicant or designee shall install pressure 

regulators to maintain optimal water pressure, preventing overuse and leaks.  

▪ Incorporate leak detection into each master landscape meter complex. Leak detection will be 

incorporated into residential structures to detect water leaks from landscaping. 

▪ Include drought-tolerant landscaping: The Project applicant or designee shall include native and 

drought-tolerant vegetation that requires less water to thrive and is known to survive in the greater 

Moreno Valley area. The Project applicant or designee shall replace drought-tolerant landscaping 

if it dies through enforceable Project covenants, conditions, and restrictions for 30 years after 

initial planting. 

▪ Harvest and reuse rainwater and drainage water: The Project’s lake shall be part of a water 

retention and reuse program. 

▪ Use permeable pavement surfaces: The Project applicant or designee shall use permeable 

materials in parking areas, internal walkways, and public areas. (These surfaces will allow water to 

infiltrate the ground rather than running off, reducing runoff and promoting groundwater recharge.) 

▪ Include community education and outreach: The Project applicant or designee shall educate 

employers, employees, and residents about water conservation practices and encourage them to 

implement mindful water usage habits through enforceable Project covenants, conditions, 

and restrictions. 

▪ Place educational signage: The Project applicant or designee shall place informational signs and 

notices at appropriate locations on the Project site to encourage water-saving behaviors among 

residents and guests. 
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PDF-AQ/GHG-13, Use Recycled Water for Irrigation (Draft SEIR Section 3.3.5, p. 3-19), further requires 

use of recycled water for irrigation areas including the school irrigated areas, Town Center irrigation, 

parks, parkways, and urban landscape. See also Section 4.4.2 and Figure 4-6 of the Specific Plan 

Amendment, Appendix A of the Draft SEIR, which outlines the Project’s Recycled Water Plan and depicts 

future recycled water improvements and potential connections. Thus, the Project homes and buildings 

include the latest water conservation features, drought tolerant landscaping, and use of recycled water 

as requested by the commenter. 

Tree Planting 

Concerning tree planting, PDF-AQ/GHG-11 (Draft SEIR Section 3.3.5, p. 3-17), requires that 30,000 

trees be planted on site at Project buildout and any die-offs replaced for 30 years to ensure their 

success in providing shade and buffering pollutants. Species would include, but not be limited to, 

southern magnolia, California sycamore, American elm, slash pine, and white ash, which are well-suited 

to the climate and provide shade canopy cover.  

The Project will be developed consistent with the Design Guidelines in the Specific Plan Amendment, 

Draft SEIR Appendix A, which states that the Project design, including street landscaping, will contribute 

to an “urban forest” character of leafy canopy trees to create cooling against the summer temperatures, 

with tree cover expected to reduce ambient temperatures by several degrees. The Specific Plan further 

provides that street landscaping will focus on creating a “veil” of trees along buildings and that 

neighborhood streets will incorporate extensive canopy, leafy trees for maximum shading and cooling 

effect. The backbone of the street landscape will be evergreen trees in sufficient density of planting to 

establish street character. Neighborhood street tree plantings will comprise a mix of coniferous and 

broad leaf evergreen to offer screening of the medium height buildings, together with broad canopy 

trees to provide ample shade coverage within the neighborhood areas. See, for example, Specific Plan 

Amendment Section 6.2.7, Street System; Section 6.3.2, Streetscape Landscaping; and Figures 6-1 to 

6-17 for depictions of the street tree planting/landscape design. 

Thus, the Project already plans for dense tree planting to create an “urban forest” feel. However, this 

comment is included in the Final SEIR for review and consideration by the decision-makers prior to a 

final decision on the project.  

Solid Waste Recycling 

Concerning opportunities to recycle, as detailed in Section 4.19.4.2 of the Draft SEIR (p. 4.19-23), the 

Project would be required to comply with the City’s Municipal Code regarding solid waste and recyclable 

material storage areas (Municipal Code, Section 6.02.050). Additionally, the City’s building code 

requires development projects to complete and submit a waste management and recycling plan for 

approval prior to issuance of building permits. The waste management and recycling plan would identify 

the project type and estimate the amount of materials to be recycled during construction. Finally, the 

Project would comply with the current California Green Building Code (Title 24), which requires 

construction waste recycling. Chapter 6.03 of the City’s Municipal Code similarly provides for waste 

reduction and recycling, and Section 6.03.130 requires compliance with California Green Building Code 

(Title 24) recycling requirements or more stringent requirements of the City for new construction. This 

includes providing access for “three container” collection services, which includes blue container 

recyclables and green container organics collection. Waste handling services within the City are 
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provided under contract by Waste Management of Inland Valley, which provides trash, recycling, and 

green waste pickup (Draft SEIR Appendix A, Section 4.6). Accordingly, the Project will provide ample 

opportunities for residents to recycle. 

I1-16 The comment states about 60% of Moreno Valley residents are Hispanic and it is important to provide 

translation of documents into Spanish to provide equal opportunity for residents to participate. 

The City acknowledges the comment and notes it raises economic, social, or political issues that do not 

appear to relate to any physical effect on the environment. The City will include the comment as part 

of the Final SEIR for review and consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final decision.  
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3 Errata 

Some commenters have suggested grammatical corrections. The City is grateful to the commenters for their careful 

attention to detail. Corrections and suggestions will be incorporated into the final document as appropriate. In 

addition to minor formatting and clarifying edits, the following edits were made to the EIR; these edits did not alter 

the content or conclusions. 

Changes are shown in strikeout/underline format (additions are underlined, deletions stricken out) and their page 

numbers in the Draft EIR are indicated. Footnotes within text brought over from the EIR have not retained their 

original numbering and are numbered consecutively within this document. The changes made to the draft are minor 

corrections and clarifications. None of the changes are substantial in nature. Additionally, no impact determinations 

have been changed and no mitigation measures have been added or substantially revised. 

3.1 Edits made to Chapter 1, Introduction 

Pages 1-3 through 1-4 

The Project consists of the following discretionary approvals, which would be submitted and processed concurrently: 

▪ Specific Plan Amendment (SPA) (PEN 23-0109) – The Aquabella SPA would update and modify previous 

Specific Plan No. 218 to take advantage of the “center city” location and to establish a prominent 

destination for area residents and workers to live and recreate within a vibrant hub for the City and region. 

The SPA is needed to provide additional housing opportunities for residents and area workers and families 

seeking to take advantage of the site’s location within central Moreno Valley, proximity to major job centers, 

efficient transportation network, sustainable lake features, and other amenities. The SPA would provide 

updated development standards and design guidelines for the further proposed development within the 

Project site and add one approximately 10-acre parcel to the eastern boundary of the Project site (APN: 

486-310-014).  

▪ General Plan Amendment (GPA) (PEN 23-0127) – Having submitted an SB 330 preliminary application, the 

Project is being processed under the 2040 General Plan, which was “locked” in place as the general plan 

and land use standards applied to the Project. See Government Code Sections 65941.1(a), 65589.5(o)(1), 

65589.5(o)(4). The A GPA would be required to (a) change the 2040 General Plan Land Use & Community 

Character Element Table LCC–1, Development Potential and Jobs-Housing Balance, and related text to 

update projected housing and job numbers to include the Aquabella Specific Plan Amendment Project; (b) 

change the 2040 General Plan Table LCC-3, Downtown Center Illustrative Development Program (Net New 

Development 2020-2040), to reflect the updated Downtown Center development program by including the 

Aquabella Specific Plan Amendment Project; and (c) change 2040 General Plan Map LCC-4, General Plan 

Land Use, to reflect the land use designation change of the approximately 10-acre parcel on the eastern 

boundary of the Project site (APN: 486-310-014) from R5 Residential to Downtown Center (Aquabella 

Specific Plan). 

If Because the 2006 General Plan is would be operative at the time of approval and pursuant to the City’s 

request, the Project wouldrequire include a GPA to also amend the 2006 General Plan Land Use Map, 

Figure 2-2, to accommodate the Project., which would designate the entire Project site “Specific Plan.” The 

2006 GPA would be concurrently processed with the 2040 GPA, which would become effective upon re-
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adoption of the 2040 General Plan. The accompanying 2040 General Plan EIR is currently 

undergoing correction. 

▪ Change of Zone (CZ) (PEN 24-0041) - Having submitted an SB 330 preliminary application, the Project is 

being processed under the 2040 Zoning that was adopted and in effect to implement the 2040 General 

Plan. See Government Code Sections 65941.1(a), 65589.5(o)(1), 65589.5(o)(4). TheA proposed change 

of zone would rezone the approximately 10-acre parcel on the eastern boundary of the Project site from R5 

Residential (R5) District to DC-SP (SP 218) in order to incorporate the parcel into the Project boundary so 

it will be subject to the zoning, design, and development requirements therein.  Assuming the 2006 Zoning 

is operative at the time of Project approval, the Project would concurrently process this 2040 change of 

zone to become effective upon re-adoption of the 2040 Zoning.  

Because the 2006 Zoning would be operative at the time of Project approval, and pursuant to the City’s 

request, the Project would also include a change of zone to rezone the entire site to Specific Plan (SP) 218 

on the 2006 Zoning Map.  

▪ Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) Certification (PEN 23-0111) – Certification of this SEIR 

(State Clearinghouse Schedule No. 2023100145) prepared in conformance with CEQA would ensure that 

the incremental environmental impacts between the Project and the previous approvals are analyzed and 

considered and that all feasible and reasonable mitigation measures or alternatives are implemented to 

reduce the identified significant impacts. Overriding considerations will be considered by the City. The SEIR 

preparation and review process requires public notification, stakeholder input, and 

community participation. 

▪ Tentative Tract Map No. 38850 (PEN 23-0118) - The Tentative Tract Map would provide the subdivision 

plans for the Aquabella Specific Plan Area for finance and conveyance purposes. The Tentative Tract Map 

would consolidate the existing 10 parcels and create an estimated 26 new parcels. 

▪ Development Agreement (PEN 23-0119) - The Development Agreement would be a written agreement 

between the Project applicant and the City in order to specify the respective obligations of the parties. 

3.2 Edits made to Chapter 1A, Executive Summary 

Pages 1A-6 through 1A-8 

The Project would require approval of the following discretionary actions by the Moreno Valley City Council, which 

are submitted and processed concurrently: 

1. Specific Plan Amendment (SPA) (PEN 23-0109) – The Aquabella Specific Plan Amendment (SPA) (Appendix 

A) would update and modify previous Specific Plan No. 218 to take advantage of the “center city” location, 

and to establish a prominent destination for area residents and workers to live and recreate within a vibrant 

hub for the City and region. The SPA is needed to provide additional housing opportunities for residents and 

area workers and families seeking to take advantage of the site’s location within central Moreno Valley, 

proximity to major job centers, efficient transportation network, sustainable lake features, and other 

amenities. The SPA would provide updated development standards and design guidelines for the further 

proposed development within the Project site, and add one approximately 10-acre parcel to the eastern 

boundary of the Project site.  

2. General Plan Amendment (GPA) (PEN 23-0127) – Having submitted an SB 330 preliminary application, the 

Project is being processed under the 2040 General Plan, which was “locked” in place as the general plan 
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and land use standards applied to the Project. See Government Code Sections 65941.1(a), 65589.5(o)(1), 

65589.5(o)(4). The A GPA would be required to (a) change the 2040 General Plan Land Use & Community 

Character Element Table LCC-1, Development Potential and Jobs Housing Balance, and related text to 

update projected housing and job numbers to include the Project; (b) change the 2040 General Plan Table 

LCC-3, Downtown Center Illustrative Development Program (Net New Development 2020-2040), to reflect 

the updated Downtown Center development program by including the Project; and (c) change 2040 General 

Plan Map LCC-4, General Plan Land Use, to reflect the land use designation change of the approximately 

10-acre parcel on the eastern boundary of the Project site (Assessor’s Parcel No. 486310014) from 

Residential (R5) District to Downtown Center (Aquabella Specific Plan).  

BecauseIf the 2006 General Plan would beis operative at the time of approval and pursuant to the City’s 

request, the Project would include require a GPA to also amend the 2006 General Plan Land Use Map, 

Figure 2-2, to accommodate the Project, which would designate the entire Project site “Specific Plan.” The 

2006 GPA would be concurrently processed with the 2040 GPA, which would become effective upon re-

adoption of the 2040 General Plan. The accompanying 2040 General Plan EIR is currently 

undergoing correction. 

3. Change of Zone (CZ)(PEN 24-0041)– Having submitted an SB 330 preliminary application, the Project is 

being processed under the 2040 Zoning that was adopted and in effect to implement the 2040 General 

Plan. See Government Code Sections 65941.1(a), 65589.5(o)(1), 65589.5(o)(4). TheA proposed change 

of zone would rezone the approximately 10-acre parcel on the eastern boundary of the Project site from 

Residential 5 (R5) District to DC-SP (SP 218) in order to incorporate the parcel into the Project boundary 

and be subject to the zoning, design, and development requirements therein. Assuming the 2006 Zoning 

is operative at the time of Project approval, the Project would concurrently process this 2040 change of 

zone to become effective upon re-adoption of the 2040 Zoning.  

Because the 2006 Zoning would be operative at the time of Project approval, and pursuant to the City’s 

request, the Project would also include a change of zone to rezone the entire site to Specific Plan (SP) 218 

on the 2006 Zoning Map. 

4. Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) Certification (PEN 23-0111) – Certification of this SEIR 

prepared in conformance with CEQA to ensure that the incremental environmental impacts between the 

Project and the previous Specific Plan are analyzed and considered, and that all feasible and reasonable 

mitigation measures or alternatives are implemented to reduce the identified significant impacts. 

Overriding considerations will be considered by the City. The processing of the SEIR requires public 

notification, stakeholder input, and community participation throughout the SEIR preparation and 

review process. 

5. Tentative Tract Map No. 38850 (PEN 23-0118) - The Tentative Tract Map would provide the subdivision 

plans for the Aquabella Specific Plan area for finance and conveyance purposes. The Tentative Tract Map 

will consolidate the existing ten (10) parcels and create an estimated twenty-six (26) new parcels. 

6. Development Agreement (PEN 23-0119) - The Development Agreement would be a written agreement 

between the Project applicant and the City in order to specify the respective obligations of the parties 

Pages 1A-10 through 1A-13 

Table 1A-21 provides a comparison of the potential impacts of the project alternatives by indicating for each 

environmental issue area if the Alternative would result in a similar, increased, slightly reduced, or reduced impact. 

Table 1A-2.1 also provides a comparison to the potential impacts resulting from the proposed project. 
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Table 1A-27-1. Comparison of the Environmental Impacts of Alternatives  

Environmental 

Topic Project  

Alternative 

11 

Alternative 

2 

Alternative 

3 

Alternative 

4 

Alternative 

5 

Alternative 

6 

Alternative 

7 

Air Quality Significant and 

Unavoidable 

(Project and 

Cumulative) 

Reduced Slightly 

reduced (Still 

Significant 

and 

unavoidable) 

Similar Reduced 

(Still 

Significant 

and 

Unavoidable) 

Slightly 

reduced (Still 

Significant 

and 

unavoidable) 

Greater Greater 

Biological 

Resources 

Less Than 

Significant with 

Mitigation  

Reduced Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar 

… 
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Based on the above analysis and the summary of impacts presented in Table 1A-27.1, the environmentally superior 

alternative would be Alternative 1: No Project - No Development, because this alternative would consist of no 

physical development of the Project site and reduce the level of impacts for all environmental impacts that are 

either less than significant with mitigation or significant and unavoidable with implementation of the Project. 

However, Alternative 1 is the CEQA “No Project” alternative, and therefore, the environmentally superior alternative 

is Alternative 5: Reduced Density, Alternative 2 (7,500 Units). 

1A.6 Summary of Environmental Impacts and 
Mitigation Measures  

Table 1A-32 provides the list of all Project Design Features (PDFs) incorporated into the Aquabella Specific Plan 

Amendment and the design of the Project in order to minimize potential environmental effects of the Project. To 

ensure enforcement, the PDFs will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP). 

Table 1A-43 summarizes the results of the environmental analysis, including the potentially significant 

environmental impacts of the Project, the proposed mitigation measures required to reduce or avoid these impacts, 

and the level of significance after mitigation. Each adopted mitigation measure also will be included in the Project’s 

MMRP to ensure enforcement. Impacts and mitigation measures in Table 1A-43 are organized by issue areas 

addressed in Chapter 4, Environmental Analysis. Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts, includes an analysis of the 

cumulative impacts of the Project for each issue. Chapter 6, Other CEQA Considerations, includes a brief analysis 

of the effects found not to be significant. 

Table 1A-32. Project Design Features  

Air Quality  

PDF-AQ/GHG-1: Electric Vehicle Charging Infrastructure. The Project applicant or designee shall provide 

electric vehicle (EV) charging infrastructure that meets or exceeds 2022 California Green 

Building Standards Code Tier 2 standards to encourage use of EVs, consistent with 

Appendix D, Table 3, of the 2022 CARB Scoping Plan. The Project provides a total of 

23,772 parking spaces. Of that amount, the Project shall install (a) 9,509 (or 40%) Level 

2 240-volt (v) electric vehicle receptacles in Project parking structures and (b) 3,566 (or 

15%) Level 2 240 v electric vehicle supply equipment (or stations) in Project parking lots 

or remaining garages. 
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Pages 1A-23 through 1A-26 

Table 1A-43. Summary of Project Impacts, Mitigation, and Level of Significance 

Environmental Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

Air Quality 

Would the project conflict with 

or obstruct implementation of 

the applicable air quality plan? 

Potentially 

Significant 

MM-AQ-1: Update the Regional 

Growth Forecast. The applicant has 

informed the Southern California 

Association of Governments (SCAG) of 

the Project so that SCAG’s next 

Regional Transportation 

Plan/Sustainable Communities 

Strategy, Connect SoCal 2024, can 

appropriately reflect residential 

housing, population, and employment 

locations and forecasts in Moreno 

Valley. The updated information 

provided to SCAG is anticipated to be 

used by the South Coast Air Quality 

Management District (SCAQMD) to 

update the Air Quality Management 

Plan (AQMP). The applicant shall 

prepare and submit a letter notifying 

SCAQMD of this revised forecast for 

use in the future updates to the plan 

as required.  

MM-AQ-2: Construction Equipment 

Exhaust Minimization. Prior to the 

commencement of any construction 

activities, the Applicant or its 

designee shall provide evidence to 

the City of Moreno Valley (City) that 

(1) for off-road equipment with 

engines rated at 25 horsepower or 

greater, no construction equipment 

shall be used that is less than Tier 4 

Final, and (2) for off-road equipment 

with engines rated less than 25 

horsepower, all construction 

equipment used shall be electrically 

powered. In the event of changed 

circumstances related to the 

availability of specific types of 

construction equipment, the 

applicant may submit a request to the 

City of Moreno Valley’s Community 

Development Department to apply an 

equivalent method of achieving 

Project-generated construction 

Significant and 

Unavoidable  
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Table 1A-43. Summary of Project Impacts, Mitigation, and Level of Significance 

Environmental Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

emissions that fall below the criteria 

pollutant mass daily thresholds for 

construction, the applicable localized 

significance thresholds (LSTs), and 

the numeric cancer risk standards 

established by the South Coast Air 

Quality Management District 

(SCAQMD). An exemption from this 

requirement may be granted if (1) the 

applicant documents equipment with 

Tier 4 Interim engines are not 

reasonably available, and (2) the 

required corresponding reductions in 

criteria air pollutant emissions can be 

achieved for the project from other 

combinations of construction 

equipment. Before an exemption may 

be granted, the Applicant’s 

construction contractor shall: (1) 

demonstrate that at least 3 

construction fleet owners/operators 

in Riverside County were contacted 

and that those owners/operators 

confirmed Tier 4 Final equipment 

could not be located within Riverside 

County during the desired 

construction schedule; and (2) the 

proposed replacement equipment 

has been evaluated using California 

Emissions Estimator Model 

(CalEEMod) or other industry 

standard emission estimation method 

and documentation provided to the 

City to confirm that Project-generated 

construction emissions would remain 

below the applicable criteria pollutant 

mass daily thresholds for 

construction, the LSTs, and the 

cancer risk threshold established by 

SCAQMD necessary project-generated 

emissions reductions are achieved. 
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Pages 1A-52 through 1A-56 

Table 1A-3. Summary of Project Impacts, Mitigation, and Level of Significance 

Environmental Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Would the project create a 

significant hazard to the public 

or the environment through 

reasonably foreseeable upset 

and accident conditions 

involving the release of 

hazardous materials into the 

environment? 

Potentially 

Significant  

MM-HAZ-1: Site Characterization and 

Remediation. Following Project design 

finalization, but prior to the issuance 

of a grading permit, the Project 

applicant/developer or their 

designated contractor shall retain a 

qualified environmental consultant to 

conduct subsurface investigations to 

fully characterize the nature and 

extent of contamination at the Project 

site. The investigation will include 

preparation of a soil sampling and 

analysis plan (SAP), which will be 

reviewed and signed by a registered 

engineer or geologist with experience 

in site characterization. The SAP will 

take into account final design and 

proposed development of each area, 

including grading and excavation 

depths, building use and occupancy 

(commercial vs residential), and other 

features which could indicate 

applicable screening levels and 

screening requirements. The SAP 

shall include methods and 

procedures to evaluate areas of the 

Project site where there are known 

soil impacts, including the former 

tank storage areas, vehicle 

maintenance areas, areas with 

elevated metals and pesticides, and 

sludge application areas. Soil 

sampling shall include at least two 

depths at each sample location to 

properly characterize potential 

subsurface impacts, and will include 

analysis for petroleum hydrocarbons, 

VOCs, SVOCs, and metals. Samples 

from at least two different depths will 

be collected from more than two 

locations in each area of concern to 

properly characterize each area, 

including, at a minimum, each former 

UST location, each sludge application 

area, the vehicle maintenance and 

storage area, the wash down area, 

Less than 

Significant with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 
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Table 1A-3. Summary of Project Impacts, Mitigation, and Level of Significance 

Environmental Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

and areas with elevated metals and 

pesticides in surface soil samples 

(identified in the 1993 Phase II ESA) 

(shown in red and yellow on Figure 

4.11-1). Soil vapor samples will be 

collected in the UST, maintenance, 

washdown, and sludge application 

areas, at dual depths, to properly 

characterize potential soil and soil 

vapor contamination due to historical 

site uses. The SAP will include 

applicable regulatory screening levels 

for both soil and soil vapor based on 

proposed site development. Site 

investigation will be conducted as 

outlined in the SAP.  

For soils, based on the results of the 

sampling and analysis and 

comparison to applicable regulatory 

screening levels, a soil management 

plan (SMP) shall be prepared by a 

qualified environmental consultant. 

The SMP will outline the proper 

screening, handling, characterization, 

transportation, and disposal 

procedures for contaminated soils on 

the Project site. The SMP will outline 

criteria for reuse on site, based on 

the final development plan and land 

use in each area, including 

comparison to regulatory screening 

levels. The SMP will include 

procedures for removal and disposal 

of soils that do not meet reuse 

criteria, including transportation, 

documentation, and landfilling 

requirements. The SMP shall include 

health and safety and training 

procedures for workers who may 

come in contact with contaminated 

soils, and will include health and 

safety and site control measures to 

prevent contaminated material 

emissions from the site (such as dust 

suppression and vehicle tracking). 

The SMP shall be implemented by the 

Project applicant or their designated 

contractor for all confirmed and 

suspected contaminated soils which 
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Table 1A-3. Summary of Project Impacts, Mitigation, and Level of Significance 

Environmental Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

require excavation and off-site 

disposal. The SMP shall also include 

procedures for the identification and 

proper abandonment of underground 

storage tanks, should any be 

identified during demolition and 

construction activities around the 

existing dairies and residences. The 

SMP shall include all applicable 

federal, state, and local regulations 

(including Riverside County 

Department of Environmental Health) 

associated with handling, excavating, 

and disposing of contaminated soils; 

the proposed disposal facility that will 

accept the contaminated soils; and 

appropriate procedures, notifications, 

permitting requirements, handling, 

and disposal requirements for 

decommissioning any underground 

storage tanks. 

For soil vapor, based on the results of 

the sampling and analysis and 

comparison to applicable regulatory 

screening levels, a soil vapor 

mitigation plan (SVMP) shall be 

prepared by a qualified 

environmental consultant. The SVMP 

will outline appropriate vapor 

mitigation methods for any proposed 

on-site buildings in areas where 

elevated soil vapor concentrations 

are identified above the applicable 

screening levels for the proposed 

land use (open space, residences, 

schools, etc.). The SVMP will be 

prepared with consideration of the 

SMP, as excavation of impacted soils 

may reduce soil vapor impacts. Vapor 

mitigation design features shall be 

implemented in accordance with the 

DTSC Vapor Intrusion Mitigation 

Advisory for all future residential 

buildings and enclosed structures in 

areas where soil vapor is present 

above applicable regulatory screening 

levels for the proposed land use. The 

construction contractor shall 

incorporate vapor mitigation design 
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Table 1A-3. Summary of Project Impacts, Mitigation, and Level of Significance 

Environmental Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

features into building plans that 

reduce potential vapor intrusion in 

buildings and enclosed structures on 

the Project site to below applicable 

screening levels. Vapor mitigation 

systems may be passive or active in 

nature, so long as they are designed 

to prevent vapor contamination in 

accordance with applicable DTSC 

regulations. Vapor mitigation systems 

must be reviewed and approved by 

the permitting agency(ies) prior to 

construction and prior to issuance of 

any certificate of occupancy. 

Operation of the Project shall 

maintain functionality of these 

features as required to ensure 

protection from vapor intrusion. 

Following completion of construction 

and occupancy of the buildings, 

indoor air monitoring will occur 

semiannually for one year to verify 

implemented measures are 

functioning properly and adequately 

mitigating vapor intrusion to below 

residential screening levels. If indoor 

air samples indicate vapor intrusion 

occurring at levels above applicable 

regulatory screening levels, 

modifications shall be made, as 

necessary, to the designed system to 

improve the efficacy in reducing 

vapor intrusion to below applicable 

screening levels. The SAP, SMP, and 

SVMP shall be submitted to the City 

for review and approval prior to 

issuance of a grading permit. Should 

the City require a qualified consultant 

to review and make 

recommendations prior to City 

approval of such plans, the Project 

applicant or designee shall pay for 

such consultant services.  

MM-HAZ-2: Characterization and 

Closure of Dump Sites. Following 

Project design finalization, but prior to 

the issuance of a grading permit, 

bBuried and open dump site areas 

identified on site will be characterized 
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Table 1A-3. Summary of Project Impacts, Mitigation, and Level of Significance 

Environmental Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

to define nature and extent of waste 

and potential contamination in 

surrounding soils and soil vapor. Soil 

will be sampled and analyzed for 

VOCs, metals, petroleum 

hydrocarbons, and SVOCs, while soil 

vapor will be analyzed for VOCs and 

methane. The full lateral and vertical 

extent of the waste will be 

characterized and limits of both 

waste fill and contamination, if any, 

will be determined based on this 

sampling and analysis. The results, 

along with a proposed closure plan, 

will be submitted to Riverside County 

DEH Environmental Cleanup Program 

for review and approval. Closure 

requirements will depend on the 

nature and extent of contamination 

and will ultimately be approved by 

Riverside County DEH in accordance 

with their rules and regulations. 

Excavation of the dump site area, if 

any, including exploration test pits, 

will be conducted following SCAQMD 

Rule 1150. Final closure 

requirements will be included in 

grading and development plans. If 

excavation is required, excavated 

wastes will be appropriately 

characterized and landfilled at a 

permitted off-site landfill in 

accordance with federal, state, and 

local rules and regulations. The 

excavation will be backfilled with 

either on-site soils or clean fill. Should 

imported fill be required, it will meet 

clean fill requirements established by 

DTSC in their 2001 Information 

Advisory Clean Imported Fill Material 

Fact Sheet. 
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3.3 Edits made to Chapter 3, Project Description 

Pages 3-14 through 3-15 

Development implementation may occur within several areas of the site simultaneously. While some of the 

infrastructure for the Project is already in place, additional infrastructure improvements would be correlated to 

correspond to residential development phasing and consider the sequence required by any public financing 

mechanisms and any Development Agreement between the applicant and City. 

Although the Project applicant had previously withdrawn the application for a Development Agreement, it thereafter 

requested that the application be reinstated to accommodate the City and the applicant’s Development Agreement 

whereby the Project applicant has agreed to construct a turn-key 24,000 square foot Senior Center (i.e., a designed, 

constructed, and delivered building) and to dedicate the subject land and improvements to the City. Construction 

of the Senior Center and the conveyance of the land and improvements to the City must occur no later than 36 

months after the occupancy permit (final inspection) is issued for the 8,000th residential unit within the Project.  In 

addition, the Aquabella Development Agreement shall (as agreed to by the City and the applicant) require the 

applicant to develop 80 acres of land for public park purposes and to dedicate said parkland and improvements to 

the City, subject to the City providing the applicant with the appropriate Development Impact Fee credits. Also, the 

applicant acknowledges that a total of 129 acres of parkland is required as a condition of approval of the Project; 

as such, the applicant acknowledges that it shall be obligated to pay the Quimby Fees and associated Development 

Impact Fees (for parks) for the remaining 49 acres that are not dedicated by or developed by the applicant. 

For the purposes of the preparation of this SEIR, Project phasing is broken down into six total Project phases. 

Implementation of each Project phase would occur in separate construction phases. 

Pages 3-27 through 3-28 

The proposed Project would require approval of the following discretionary actions by the Moreno Valley City Council, 

which are submitted and processed concurrently: 

1. Specific Plan Amendment (SPA) (PEN 23-0109) – The Aquabella SPA (Appendix A) would update and modify 

previous Specific Plan No. 218 to take advantage of the “center city” location and to establish a prominent 

destination for area residents and workers to live and recreate within a vibrant hub for the City and region. 

The SPA is needed to provide additional housing opportunities for residents and area workers and families 

seeking to take advantage of the site’s location within central Moreno Valley, proximity to major job centers, 

efficient transportation network, sustainable lake features, and other amenities. The SPA would provide 

updated development standards and design guidelines for the further proposed development within the 

Project site and add one approximately 10-acre parcel to the eastern boundary of the Project site (APN: 

486-310-014).  

2. General Plan Amendment (GPA) (PEN 23-0127) – Having submitted an SB 330 preliminary application, the 

Project is being processed under the 2040 General Plan, which was “locked” in place as the general plan 

and land use standards applied to the Project. See Government Code Sections 65941.1(a), 65589.5(o)(1), 

65589.5(o)(4). TheA GPA would be required to (a) change the 2040 General Plan Land Use & Community 

Character Element Table LCC–1, Development Potential and Jobs-Housing Balance, and related text, to 

update projected housing and job numbers to include the Project; (b) change the 2040 General Plan Table 

LCC-3, Downtown Center Illustrative Development Program (Net New Development 2020-2040), to reflect 

the updated Downtown Center development program by including the Project; and (c) change 2040 General 



3 - ERRATA 

SEIR FOR THE AQUABELLA SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENT PROJECT 15010.20 
OCTOBER 2024 3-14 

Plan Map LCC-4, General Plan Land Use, to reflect the land use designation change of the approximately 

10-acre parcel on the eastern boundary of the Project site (Assessor’s Parcel No. 486-310-014) from R5 

Residential to Downtown Center (Aquabella Specific Plan).  

BecauseIf the 2006 General Plan would beis operative at the time of approval and pursuant to the City’s 

request, the Project would include require a GPA to also amend the 2006 General Plan Land Use Map, 

Figure 2-2, to accommodate the Project, which would designate the entire Project site “Specific Plan.” The 

2006 GPA would be concurrently processed with the 2040 GPA, which would become effective upon re-

adoption of the 2040 General Plan. The accompanying 2040 General Plan EIR is currently undergoing 

correction. 

3. Change of Zone (CZ) (PEN 24-0041) - Having submitted an SB 330 preliminary application, the Project is 

being processed under the 2040 Zoning that was adopted and in effect to implement the 2040 General 

Plan. See Government Code Sections 65941.1(a), 65589.5(o)(1), 65589.5(o)(4). TheA proposed change 

of zone would rezone the approximately 10-acre parcel on the eastern boundary of the Project site from 

Residential 5 (R5) District to DC-SP (SP 218) in order to incorporate the parcel into the Project boundary, 

at which point it would be subject to the zoning, design, and development requirements therein. Assuming 

the 2006 Zoning is operative at the time of Project approval, the Project would concurrently process this 

2040 change of zone to become effective upon re-adoption of the 2040 Zoning.  

Because the 2006 Zoning would be operative at the time of Project approval, and pursuant to the City’s 

request, the Project would also include a change of zone to rezone the entire site to Specific Plan (SP) 218 

on the 2006 Zoning Map. 

4. Subsequent Environmental Impact Report Certification (PEN 23-0111) – Certification of this SEIR, which 

has been prepared in conformance with CEQA to ensure that the incremental environmental impact 

changes between the Project and the previous Specific Plan are analyzed and considered and that all 

feasible and reasonable mitigation measures or alternatives are implemented to reduce the identified 

significant impacts. Overriding considerations will be considered by the City. The preparation and review 

process of the SEIR requires public notification, stakeholder input, and community participation. 

5. Tentative Tract Map No. 38850 (PEN 23-0118) - The Tentative Tract Map would provide the subdivision 

plans for the Aquabella Specific Plan area for finance and conveyance purposes. The Tentative Tract Map 

will consolidate the existing 10 parcels and create an estimated 26 new parcels. 

6. Development Agreement (PEN 23-0119) - The Development Agreement would be a written agreement 

between the Project applicant and the City in order to specify the respective obligations of the parties. 

3.4 Edits made to Section 4.3, Air Quality 

Page 4.3-64 

MM-AQ-2 Construction Equipment Exhaust Minimization. Prior to the commencement of any construction 

activities, the applicant or its designee shall provide evidence to the City of Moreno Valley (City) 

that (1) for off-road equipment with engines rated at 25 horsepower or greater, no construction 

equipment shall be used that is less than Tier 4 Final, and (2) all generators, welders, and air 

compressors used during building construction and architectural coating of structures during 

residential (including combined residential and parking structure), retail, education (school), and 

hotel phases shall be electrically powered. Notably, generators, welders, and air compressors for 

parks/recreational and asphalt for circulation and parking phases are excluded from electrification 
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requirements in (2) due to feasibility considerations, but still subject to Tier 4 Final requirements 

in (1).  

 In the event of changed circumstances related to the availability of specific types of construction 

equipment, the applicant may submit a request to the City of Moreno Valley’s Community 

Development Department to apply an equivalent method of achieving Project-generated 

construction emissions that fall below the criteria pollutant mass daily thresholds for construction, 

the applicable localized significance thresholds (LSTs), and the numeric cancer risk standards 

established by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). An exemption from this 

requirement may be granted if (1) the applicant documents equipment with Tier 4 Interim engines 

are not reasonably available, and (2) the required corresponding reductions in criteria air pollutant 

emissions can be achieved for the project from other combinations of construction equipment. 

Before an exemption may be granted, the applicant’s construction contractor shall: (1) 

demonstrate that at least 3 construction fleet owners/operators in Riverside County were 

contacted and that those owners/operators confirmed Tier 4 Final equipment could not be located 

within Riverside County during the desired construction schedule; and (2) the proposed 

replacement equipment has been evaluated using California Emissions Estimator Model 

(CalEEMod) or other industry standard emission estimation method and documentation provided 

to the City to confirm that Project-generated construction emissions would remain below the 

applicable criteria pollutant mass daily thresholds for construction, the LSTs, and the cancer risk 

threshold established by SCAQMD necessary project-generated emissions reductions are achieved.  

3.5 Edits made to Section 4.8, Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions 

Page 4.8-1 

Climate change refers to any significant change in measures of climate, such as temperature, precipitation, or wind 

patterns, lasting for an extended period (i.e., decades or longer). The Earth’s temperature depends on the balance 

between energy entering and leaving the planet’s system. Many factors, both natural and human, can cause 

changes in Earth’s energy balance, including variations in the sun’s energy reaching Earth, changes in the 

reflectivity of Earth’s atmosphere and surface, and changes in the greenhouse effect, which affects the amount of 

heat retained by Earth’s atmosphere (EPA 2023ac). 

… 

The scientific record of the Earth’s climate shows that the climate system varies naturally over a wide range of time 

scales and that, in general, climate changes prior to the Industrial Revolution in the 1700s can be explained by 

natural causes such as changes in solar energy, volcanic eruptions, and natural changes in GHG concentrations. 

Recent climate changes, in particular the warming observed over the past century, however, cannot be explained 

by natural causes alone. Rather, it is extremely likely that human activities have been the dominant cause of that 

warming since the mid-twentieth century and is the most significant driver of observed climate change (IPCC 2013; 

EPA 2023bd). 
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Page 4.8-2, Footnote 1 

The descriptions of GHGs are summarized from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) Second 

Assessment Report (1995), IPCC Fourth Assessment Report (2007), CARB’s “Glossary of Terms Used in GHG 

Inventories” (2018), and EPA’s “Glossary of Climate Change Terms” (202416d). 

Page 4.8-4 

Gases in the atmosphere can contribute to climate change both directly and indirectly. Direct effects occur when 

the gas itself absorbs radiation. Indirect radiative forcing occurs when chemical transformations of the substance 

produce other GHGs, when a gas influences the atmospheric lifetimes of other gases, and/or when a gas affects 

atmospheric processes that alter the radiative balance of the Earth (e.g., affect cloud formation or albedo [reflection 

of light from the Earth]) (EPA 2023ce). 

… 

Per the EPA’s Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990–2021, total United States GHG 

emissions were approximately 6,340.2 million metric tons (MMT) CO2e in 2021 (EPA 2023df). Total U.S. emissions 

have decreased by 2.3% from 1990 to 2021, down from a high of 15.8% above 1990 levels in 2007. Emissions 

increased from 2020 to 2021 by 5.2% (314.3 MMT CO2e). Net emissions (i.e., including sinks) were 5,586.0 MMT 

CO2e in 2021. Overall, net emissions increased 6.4% from 2020 to 2021 and decreased 16.6% from 2005 levels. 

Between 2020 and 2021, the increase in total GHG emissions was driven largely by an increase in CO2 emissions 

from fossil fuel combustion due to economic activity rebounding after the height of the COVID-19 pandemic. The 

CO2 emissions from fossil fuel combustion increased by 6.8% from 2020 to 2021, including a 11.4% increase in 

transportation sector emissions and a 7.0% increase in electric power sector emissions. The increase in electric 

power sector emissions was due in part to an increase in electricity demand of 2.4% since 2020. Overall, there has 

been a decrease in electric power sector emissions from 1990 through 2021, which reflects the combined impacts 

of long-term trends in many factors, including population, economic growth, energy markets, technological changes 

including energy efficiency, and the carbon intensity of energy fuel choices (EPA 2023df). 

Page 4.8-9 

The Inflation Reduction Act authorized the EPA to implement the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund Program, 

which is a historic, $27 billion investment to mobilize financing and private capital to combat the climate crisis 

and ensure American economic competitiveness. The Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund will be designed to 

achieve the following program objectives: reduce GHG emissions and other air pollutants; deliver the benefits of 

GHG- and air-pollution-reducing projects to American communities, particularly low-income and disadvantaged 

communities; and mobilize financing and private capital to stimulate additional deployment of GHG and  air 

pollution reducing projects (EPA 2023eg). 

Page 4.8-23 

The RTP/SCS is updated every four years. On April 4, 2024, SCAG has recently released its draftadopted the 2024–

2050 RTP/SCS, also referred to as “Connect SoCal 2024.” However, Connect SoCal 2024 has not been adopted or 

approved at this time. CEQA does not require consideration of draft plans not adopted or approved at the time of the 

EIR (South of Market Community Action Network v. City and County of San Francisco [2019] 33 Cal.App.5th 321, 353; 

Chaparral Greens v. City of Chula Vista [1996] 50 Cal.App.4th 1134, 1145, fn. 7). For informational purposes, the 

draft Connect SoCal 2024 builds on the prior RTP/SCS and identifies the following strategy areas to support its 

https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1996254894&pubNum=0004041&originatingDoc=I36c17f604f6611e9bb0cd983136a9739&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_4041_1145&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&ppcid=249991ea1cd34f6481a8d184e5ed574c&contextData=(sc.PinpointBestHeadnote)#co_pp_sp_4041_1145
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environmental goals: Sustainable Development, Air Quality, Clean Transportation, Natural and Agricultural Lands 

Preservation, and Climate Resilience. states goals divided into four categories: (1) Mobility: Build and maintain a 

robust transportation network; (2) Communities: Develop, connect and sustain communities that are livable and 

thriving; (3) Environment: Create a healthy region for the people of today and tomorrow; and (4) Economy: support a 

sustainable, efficient, and productive regional economic environment that provides opportunities for all residents. 

Should Connect SoCal 2024 be adopted prior to certification of this SEIR, this section will be updated in the Final SEIR.  

Page 4.8-50 

This GHG analysis estimates the gain of sequestered carbon that would result from planting and growth of trees on 

site. The calculation methodology and default values provided in i-Tree Planting were used to estimate the one-time 

carbon-stock change from planting new trees based on the trees provided in the landscaping plan for the Project 

(i-Tree 2021USFS 2023).  

Page 4.8-57, Table 4.8-5 

The CAP establishes a citywide target of increasing alternatives to single-occupant vehicle use by 10% for people 

employed in Moreno Valley by 2040. If the project involves a business with over 50 employees or tenants with such 

businesses, will the project implement Transportation Demand Management strategies and programs identified in 

Connect SoCal 2024, the SCAG Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Community Strategy (RTP/SCS), 

including but not limited to: implementing commuter benefit programs, promoting telecommuting and alternative 

work schedule options, and other financial incentives? 

Page 4.8-63, Table 4.8-6 

The Project is also consistent with the goals of the Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

(RTP/SCS), “Connect SoCal 2024,” as detailed in Section 4.17, Transportation, and 4.11, Land Use and Planning. 

The Project also satisfies the City’s VMT significance criteria, which demonstrates consistency with SCAG’s SCS, as 

detailed below. 

Page 4.8-64, Table 4.8-6 

The Project would improve and enhance active transportation and transit access and facilities while diversifying 

housing in the area, consistent with General Plan Circulation Element policies and Connect SoCal 2024 goals. 

Page 4.8-67 

Project Potential to Conflict with SCAG’s 2020-2045 and 2024-2050 RTP/SCS 

The SCAG 2020–2045 RTP/SCS is a regional growth management strategy that targets per-capita GHG reduction 

from passenger vehicles and light trucks in the Southern California region pursuant to SB 375. 

Page 4.8-68 

▪ …The proposed Mobility Hub and promotion of micro mobility modes such as bikeshare and electric scooter 

along internal street network of the Project would leverage new transportation technologies and solutions 

to efficient travel for the Project occupants. The Project is consistent with the transportation-related goals 
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and policies of Connect SoCal 2024, and the does not conflict with anything related to the 

circulation system. 

In addition, as evaluated in detail in the Project’s transportation analysis, per the City’s VMT significance 

criteria, the Project would have a less than significant VMT impact under Existing (2023) conditions, Horizon 

Year (2045) conditions with full buildout of WLC and Horizon Year (2045) conditions with partial buildout 

of WLC. The Project effect on VMT was also determined to be less than significant under all scenarios. Given 

that the Project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to VMT, the Project would support the 

transportation-related goals and policies of Connect SoCal 2024. 

Page 4.8-69 

As noted above, SCAG has released its draft adopted the 2024-2050 RTP/SCS, “Connect SoCal 2024,” on April 4, 

2024. “; however, the draft has not been adopted or approved at this time. CEQA does not require consideration of 

draft plans. (South of Market Community Action Network v. City and County of San Franciso (2019) 33 Cal.App.5th 

321, 353; Chaparral Greens v. City of Chula Vista (1996) 50 Cal.App.4th 1134, 1145, fn. 7) For Informational purposes 

the”As an SB 330 project, the Project is subject to the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS because that regional plan was in 

effect when the Project’s preliminary application was submitted on September 6, 2023. (Gov. Code, §§ 65589.5(o), 

65941.1.) Nonetheless, for informational purposes, an analysis of the Project’s compliance with the applicable 

strategies of Connect SoCal 2024 is presented below.  

The following policies and strategies are intended to be supportive of implementing the 2024–2050 RTP/SCS and 

reducing GHGs: increasing access to neighborhood amenities, open space and urban greening, job centers and 

multimodal mobility options. Sustainable Development, Air Quality, Clean Transportation, Natural and Agricultural 

Lands Preservation, and Climate Resilience. The above analysis regarding consistency with the adopted Connect 

SoCal 2020 similarly supports Project consistency with these draft strategies. Should Connect SoCal 2024 be 

adopted prior to the City’s certification of this SEIR, this analysis will be updated in the Final SEIR. 

▪ Sustainable Development. The 2024-2050 RTP/SCS identifies sustainable development, including water 

and energy-efficient building practices and green infrastructure, as a strategy to reduce GHG emissions. As 

described above, targeted sustainable design strategies of the Project include electrifying all buildings 

except restaurant spaces (PDF-AQ/GHG-3), providing rooftop solar panels (PDF-AQ/GHG-4), and including 

electric vehicle charging infrastructure (PDF-AQ/GHG-1). The Project would comply with current energy code 

requirements for battery storage, which both could help provide the EV chargers with renewable, clean 

energy in place of grid electricity from MVU. The site would contain 80 acres of recreational uses, and 

30,000 trees would be planted on site (PDF-AQ/GHG-11). The Project would further support goals of 

sustainable development through provision of energy efficient appliances (PDF-AQ/GHG-6), LED lighting 

(PDF-AQ/GHG-5), energy smart meters (PDF-AQ/GHG-7), cool pavements (PDF-AQ/GHG-8), and a local 

farmer’s market (PDF-AQ/GHG-10). The Project would implement a water use efficiency and conservation 

plan for indoor and outdoor water use (PDF-AQ/GHG-12), use of recycled water for irrigation (PDF-AQ/GHG-

13), and use of local well water for the lake (PDF-AQ/GHG-14). The Project’s mixed-use design providing 

residential, retail, schools, and recreational facilities combined with the Project’s PDFs help support a 

connected, sustainable community and a healthy environment, in addition to supporting the sustainable 

development goal of the 2024-2050 RTP/SCS.  

▪ Air Quality. The 2024–2050 RTP/SCS identifies air quality as an environmental strategy because the 

transportation sector is the predominant source of criteria air pollutant emissions in the region. The 2024–

2050 RTP/SCS states that a comprehensive and coordinated regional solution with integrated land use 

and transportation planning from all levels of governments will be required to achieve the needed emission 
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reductions (SCAG 2024). The Project’s TDM program and intentional Project design supports multimodal 

mobility options, as explained below in “Clean Transportation”, support the 2024–2050 RTP/SCS regional 

transportation planning objectives that reduce mobile source emissions. As evaluated in detail in the 

Project’s transportation analysis, per the City’s VMT significance criteria, the Project would have a less than 

significant VMT impact under Existing (2023) conditions, Horizon Year (2045) conditions with full buildout 

of WLC and Horizon Year (2045) conditions with partial buildout of WLC. The Project’s less-than-significant 

VMT impact supports the SCAG objective to achieve emission reductions within the transportation sector. 

The Project’s mix of residential (primarily multi-family and workforce housing), commercial, retail, 

entertainment, employment, educational, and recreational uses support the 2024-2050 RTP/SCS 

objective of integrated land use. Overall, the Project supports the 2024-2050 RTP/SCS aim to improve air 

quality throughout the region though sustainable local and regional land use planning and implementation 

efforts, which can reduce transportation-related criteria air pollutant emissions on a per capita basis.  

▪ Clean Transportation. The 2024–2050 RTP/SCS identifies EV charging infrastructure, adoption of zero-

emission vehicles, and clean transit as ways to reduce GHG emissions from mobile sources. As described 

above, the Project would promote and support low emission technologies for transportation, such as EV 

charging stations (PDF-AQ/GHG-1), Level 2 ready receptacles, and EV capable outlets. The Project’s TDM 

program and intentional Project design supports multimodal mobility options, including cars (PDF-TRANS-

4 Rideshare Program), bus (PDF-TRANS-9 Extend Transit Network Coverage, PDF-TRANS-10 Increase 

Transit Service Frequency, PDF-TRANS-11 Implement BRT, and PDF-TRANS-12 Mobility Hub), non-electric 

and electric bicycles (PDF-TRANS-5 End-of-Trip Bicycle Facilities and PDF-TRANS-7 Non-Electric Bikeshare 

Program), electric scooters (PDF-TRANS-8 Electric Scootershare Program), and walking (PDF-LU-1 Mixed-

Use Project Design, PDF-LU-2 Provision of Urban Core, PDF-LU-3 Short Walkable Blocks, PDF-LU-4 Increased 

Residential Density, PDF-LU-5 Walkable/Bikeable Community, PDF-LU-9 Complete Streets, and PDF-LU-10 

Traffic Calming). 

▪ Natural and Agricultural Lands Preservation. The 2024–2050 RTP/SCS promotes the conservation and 

restoration of natural and agricultural lands through several policies, such as quantifying the carbon 

sequestration potential of natural and agricultural lands and prioritization of sensitive habitat and wildlife 

corridors for permanent protection. The Project would develop a residential and mixed-use Specific Plan 

development on a graded, infill site previously approved for residential mixed-use development. Developing 

this infill site would discourage sprawl into open space and agricultural areas surrounding the City and 

integrate into the land use pattern of the existing community. Therefore, the Project would not convert 

natural and working lands or interfere with this strategy.  

▪ Climate Resilience. The 2024–2050 RTP/SCS promotes regional coordination and solutions for effective 

emergency response for climate-related hazards. Additionally, in the category of climate resilience, SCAG 

has established the following policies: prioritize the most vulnerable populations and communities subject 

to climate hazards; support local and regional climate and hazard planning; support nature-based solutions 

to increase regional resilience; promote sustainable water use planning; and, support an integrated 

planning approach to help jurisdictions meet housing needs in a drier environment. While the Project does 

not directly pertain to these regional coordination efforts for climate resilience, the Project would not 

interfere with this strategy. Further, the Project has appropriately addressed hazard planning, 

wildfire/evacuation, and sustainable water use in this SEIR, as described in Sections 4.9, 4.19, and 4.20.   

Based on the analysis above, the Project would be consistent with the SCAG 2024–2050 RTP/SCS. 
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Page 4.8-74, Table 4.8-10 

Source: i-Tree Planting Calculator version 2.2.0 (USFS 2023). 

Page 4.8-76 

Third, the Project would be consistent with the SCAG 2020–2045 RTP/SCS and the 2024-2050 RTP/SCS, resulting 

in a less-than-significant impact without mitigation. 

Page 4.8-78 

Third, the Project would be consistent with the SCAG 2020–2045 RTP/SCS and the 2024-2050 RTP/SCS, resulting 

in a less than significant impact without mitigation. 

3.6 Edits made to Section 4.9, Hazards 

Pages 4.9-38 through 4.9-40 

MM-HAZ-1 Site Characterization and Remediation. Following Project design finalization, but prior to the 

issuance of a grading permit, the Project applicant/developer or their designated contractor shall 

retain a qualified environmental consultant to conduct subsurface investigations to fully 

characterize the nature and extent of contamination at the Project site. The investigation will 

include preparation of a soil sampling and analysis plan (SAP), which will be reviewed and signed 

by a registered engineer or geologist with experience in site characterization. The SAP shall take 

into account final design and proposed development of each area, including grading and 

excavation depths, building use and occupancy (commercial vs residential), and other features 

which could indicate applicable screening levels and screening requirements. The SAP shall include 

methods and procedures to evaluate areas of the Project site where there are known soil impacts, 

including the former tank storage areas, vehicle maintenance areas, areas with elevated metals 

and pesticides, and sludge application areas. Soil sampling shall include at least two depths at 

each sample location to properly characterize potential subsurface impacts, and shall include 

analysis for petroleum hydrocarbons, VOCs, SVOCs, and metals. Samples from at least two different 

depths shall be collected from more than two locations in each area of concern to properly 

characterize each area, including, at a minimum, each former UST location, each sludge application 

area, the vehicle maintenance and storage area, the wash down area, and areas with elevated 

metals and pesticides in surface soil samples (identified in the 1993 Phase II ESA) (shown in red 

and yellow on Figure 4.9-1). Soil vapor samples shall be collected in the UST, maintenance, 

washdown, and sludge application areas, at dual depths, to properly characterize potential soil and 

soil vapor contamination due to historical site uses. The SAP shall include applicable regulatory 

screening levels for both soil and soil vapor based on proposed site development. Site investigation 

will be conducted as outlined in the SAP.  

For soils, based on the results of the sampling and analysis and comparison to applicable 

regulatory screening levels, a soil management plan (SMP) shall be prepared by a qualified 

environmental consultant. The SMP shall outline the proper screening, handling, characterization, 

transportation, and disposal procedures for contaminated soils on the Project site. The SMP shall 

outline criteria for reuse on site, based on the final development plan and land use in each area, 

including comparison to regulatory screening levels. The SMP shall include procedures for removal 
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and disposal of soils that do not meet reuse criteria, including transportation, documentation, and 

landfilling requirements. The SMP shall include health and safety and training procedures for 

workers who may come in contact with contaminated soils, and will include health and safety and 

site control measures to prevent contaminated material emissions from the site (such as dust 

suppression and vehicle tracking). The SMP shall be implemented by the Project applicant or their 

designated contractor for all confirmed and suspected contaminated soils which require excavation 

and off-site disposal. The SMP shall also include procedures for the identification and proper 

abandonment of underground storage tanks, should any be identified during demolition and 

construction activities around the existing dairies and residences. The SMP shall include all 

applicable federal, state, and local regulations (including Riverside County Department of 

Environmental Health) associated with handling, excavating, and disposing of contaminated soils; 

the proposed disposal facility that will accept the contaminated soils; and appropriate procedures, 

notifications, permitting requirements, handling, and disposal requirements for decommissioning 

any underground storage tanks. 

For soil vapor, based on the results of the sampling and analysis and comparison to applicable 

regulatory screening levels, a soil vapor mitigation plan (SVMP) shall be prepared by a qualified 

environmental consultant. The SVMP shall outline appropriate vapor mitigation methods for any 

proposed on-site buildings in areas where elevated soil vapor concentrations are identified above 

the applicable screening levels for the proposed land use (open space, residences, schools, etc.). 

The SVMP shall be prepared with consideration of the SMP, as excavation of impacted soils may 

reduce soil vapor impacts. Vapor mitigation design features shall be implemented in accordance 

with the DTSC Vapor Intrusion Mitigation Advisory for all future residential buildings and enclosed 

structures in areas where soil vapor is present above applicable regulatory screening levels for the 

proposed land use. The construction contractor shall incorporate vapor mitigation design features 

into building plans that reduce potential vapor intrusion in buildings and enclosed structures on 

the Project site to below applicable screening levels. Vapor mitigation systems may be passive or 

active in nature, so long as they are designed to prevent vapor contamination in accordance with 

applicable DTSC regulations. Vapor mitigation systems shall be reviewed and approved by the 

permitting agency(ies) prior to construction and prior to issuance of any certificate of occupancy. 

Operation of the Project shall maintain functionality of these features as required to ensure 

protection from vapor intrusion. Following completion of construction and occupancy of the 

buildings, indoor air monitoring shall occur once every 6 months for 1 year to verify implemented 

measures are functioning properly and adequately mitigating vapor intrusion to below residential 

screening levels. If indoor air samples indicate vapor intrusion occurring at levels above applicable 

regulatory screening levels, modifications shall be made, as necessary, to the designed system to 

improve the efficacy in reducing vapor intrusion to below applicable screening levels. The SAP, 

SMP, and SVMP shall be submitted to the Riverside County DEH for review and approval prior to 

issuance of a grading permit. Should the Riverside County DEH require a qualified consultant to 

review and make recommendations prior to Riverside County DEH approval of such plans, the 

Project applicant or designee shall pay for such consultant services. 

MM-HAZ-2 Characterization and Closure of Dump Sites. Following Project design finalization, but prior to 

the issuance of a grading permit, bBuried and open dump site areas identified on site shall be 

characterized to define nature and extent of waste and potential contamination in surrounding 

soils and soil vapor. Soil shall be sampled and analyzed for VOCs, metals, petroleum hydrocarbons, 

and SVOCs, while soil vapor will be analyzed for VOCs and methane. The full lateral and vertical 
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extent of the waste shall be characterized and limits of both waste fill and contamination, if any, 

shall be determined based on this sampling and analysis. The results, along with a proposed 

closure plan, shall be submitted to Riverside County DEH Environmental Cleanup Program for 

review and approval. Closure requirements will depend on the nature and extent of contamination 

and shall ultimately be approved by Riverside County DEH in accordance with their rules and 

regulations. Excavation of the dump site area, if any, including exploration test pits, shall be 

conducted following SCAQMD Rule 1150. Final closure requirements shall be included in grading 

and development plans. If excavation is required, excavated wastes shall be appropriately 

characterized and landfilled at a permitted off-site landfill in accordance with federal, state, and 

local rules and regulations. The excavation shall be backfilled with either on-site soils or clean fill. 

Should imported fill be required, it shall meet clean fill requirements established by DTSC in its 

2001 Information Advisory Clean Imported Fill Material Fact Sheet.  

3.7 Edits made to Section 4.10, Hydrology 

Page 4.10-17 

Strategies to reduce groundwater contaminant levels for the lake’s water supply would include blending, monitoring, 

and adaptive management of water quality. Further, the water quality of the planned lake would be required to 

meet water quality objectives for inland surface waters, as described in the Basin Plan, and would be required to 

complete an application for discharging to surface waters under the NPDES permit program (SARWQCB SWRCB 

2019). Because of the uncertain groundwater quality, the impact would be potentially significant, and mitigation to 

ensure compliance with regulations and water quality standards is proposed herein.   

3.8 Edits made to Section 4.11, Land Use 

Pages 4.11-15 through 4.11-16 

Table 4.11-1. 2040 General Plan Land Use Consistency  

2040 General Plan Policies Project Consistency 

Land Use & Community Character Element 

Actions LCC.1-A: Use development agreements, 

impact fees, benefit districts and other mechanisms 

to ensure the provision of adequate infrastructure to 

serve new development 

Consistent. The Project would be conditioned to pay 

such appropriate impact fees as determined by the 

City’s impact fee schedule and other laws to ensure 

the provision of adequate infrastructure to serve the 

development proposed by the Project. Chapter 7 of 

the Specific Plan Amendment (Appendix A) addresses 

the various mechanisms and funding opportunities 

that may be used to ensure adequate infrastructure is 

provided concurrent with site buildout. A development 

agreement may further address these issues.  
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3.9 Edits made to Section 4.13, Noise 

Pages 4.13-6 through 4.13-7 

Operational Noise Standards 

Moreno Valley Municipal Code Section 11.80.030.C, Non-Impulsive Sound Decibel Limits, provides the 

following restriction: 

No person shall maintain, create, operate or cause to be operated on private property any source 

of sound in such a manner as to create any non-impulsive sound which exceeds the limits set forth 

for the source land use category (as defined in Section 11.80.020) in Table 11.80.030-2 when 

measured at a distance of two hundred (200) feet or more from the real property line of the source 

of the sound, if the sound occurs on privately owned property, or from the source of the sound, if 

the sound occurs on public right-of-way, public space or other publicly owned property. Any source 

of sound in violation of this subsection shall be deemed prima facie to be a noise disturbance.  

Table 11.80.030-2 of Municipal Code Section 11.80.030.C. provides:  

Table 11.80.030-2: Maximum Sound Levels (in dB(A)) for Source Land Uses 

Residential Commercial 

Daytime1 Nighttime2 Daytime1 Nighttime2 

60 dBA 55 dBA 65 dBA 60 dBA 

 

Source:  Section 11.80.030(C) of the City of Moreno Valley Municipal Code. 
1 Daytime means 8:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. 
2 Nighttime means 10:01 p.m. to 7:59 a.m. 

dBA = A-weighted decibels 

Leq = equivalent continuous sound level 

 

As stated above, Section 11.80.030.C. of the City’s Municipal Code establishes limits on non-impulsive noise where 

no person shall maintain, create, operate, or cause noise on private property to not exceed the noise standards 

shown in Table 11.80.030-2. The standards are applicable for each source land use category (residential, 

commercial) when measured at a distance of 200 feet from the property line of the source of the noise, if the noise 

occurs on privately owned property. Noise levels that exceed the noise standards in Table 11.80.030-2 are deemed 

to be a noise disturbance.  

For industrial and commercial land uses, based on the commercial land use standard of Moreno Valley Municipal 

Code Table 11.80.030-2, the operational noise level limits are 65 dBA Leq during the daytime hours (8:00 a.m. to 

10:00 p.m.) and 60 dBA Leq during the nighttime hours (10:01 p.m. to 7:59 a.m.). For residential land uses, based 

on the residential land use standard of Moreno Valley Municipal Code Table 11.80.030-2, the operational noise 

level limits are 60 dBA Leq during the daytime hours (8:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.) and 55 dBA Leq during the nighttime 

hours (10:01 p.m. to 7:59 a.m.). 
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Pages 4.13-10 through 4.13-12 

Table 4.13-6. Phase 3 Construction Noise Levels at Nearby Noise-Sensitive Receiver 

Phase  

Construction Noise 

Level (dBA) at CR2 

CR3 From Closest 

Construction 

Boundary 

Construction Noise 

Level (dBA) at CR2 

CR3 From 

Construction 

Acoustic Center 

Recommended 

Limit (FTA) 

Leq 8-hr Leq 8-hr Leq 8-hr 

(1) Site Preparation 75 58 80 

(2) Paving 74 58 

(3) Residential Building Construction 72 60 

(4) Elem. School Construction 72 51 

(5) Middle School Construction 72 51 

(6) Park Construction 72 52 

(7) Architectural Coating Res. Bld. 62 45 

(8) Architectural Coating Elem. School 65 48 

(9) Architectural Coating Middle School 65 48 

(10) Architectural Coating Park 65 48 

Source: Appendix I. 

Note: dBA = A-weighted decibels; Leq = equivalent continuous sound level (time-averaged sound level); FTA = Federal 

Transit Administration. 

Table 4.13-7. Phase 4 Construction Noise Levels at Nearby Noise-Sensitive Receiver 

Phase  

Construction Noise 

Level (dBA) at CR2 

CR4 From Closest 

Construction 

Boundary 

Construction Noise 

Level (dBA) at CR2 

CR4 From 

Construction 

Acoustic Center 

Recommended 

Limit (FTA) 

Leq 8-hr Leq 8-hr Leq 8-hr 

(1) Site Preparation 85 62 80 

(2) Paving 85 62 

(3) Residential Building Construction 79 65 

(4) Elem. School Construction 79 56 

(5) Park Construction 80 57 

(6) Architectural Coating Res. Bld. 70 58 

(7) Architectural Coating Elem. School 73 53 

(8) Architectural Coating Park 73 53 

Source: Appendix I.  

Notes: dBA = A-weighted decibels; Leq = equivalent continuous sound level (time-averaged sound level); FTA = Federal 

Transit Administration. 

Bold values exceed the recommended limit.  
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Table 4.13-8. Phase 5 Construction Noise Levels at Nearby Noise-Sensitive Receiver 

Phase  

Construction Noise 

Level (dBA) at CR1 

CR5 From Closest 

Construction 

Boundary 

Construction Noise 

Level (dBA) at CR1 

CR5 From 

Construction 

Acoustic Center 

Recommended 

Limit (FTA) 

Leq 8-hr Leq 8-hr Leq 8-hr 

(1) Site Preparation 84 54 80 

(2) Paving 84 54 

(3) Residential Building Construction 78 57 

(4) Park Construction 79 51 

(5) Architectural Coating Res. Bld. 69 50 

(6) Architectural Coating Park 72 45 

Source: Appendix I. 

Notes: dBA = A-weighted decibels; Leq = equivalent continuous sound level (time-averaged sound level); FTA = Federal 

Transit Administration. 

Bold values exceed the recommended limit. 

Table 4.13-9. Phase 6 Construction Noise Levels at Nearby Noise-Sensitive Receiver 

Phase  

Construction Noise 

Level (dBA) at CR2 

CR6 From Closest 

Construction 

Boundary 

Construction Noise 

Level (dBA) at CR2 

CR6 From 

Construction 

Acoustic Center 

Recommended 

Limit (FTA) 

Leq 8-hr Leq 8-hr Leq 8-hr 

(1) Site Preparation 75 62 80 

(2) Paving 75 62 

(3) Residential Building Construction 69 65 

(4) Elem. School Construction 69 56 

(5) Architectural Coating Res. Bld. 62 58 

(6) Architectural Coating Elem. School 61 53 

Source: Appendix I. 

Note: dBA = A-weighted decibels; Leq = equivalent continuous sound level (time-averaged sound level); FTA = Federal 

Transit Administration. 

Page 4.13-19 

Operational Noise Assessment 

As described under Section 3.1.3, Operational Noise Methodology, of Appendix I, operational noise related to HVAC 

equipment was modeled in the CadnaA model space, with a receiver at the closest existing residence to each of 

the groupings of perimeter residential structures. Figures 4.13-4 and 4.13-5 illustrates each of the multifamily 

residential structures modeled as sound sources for operational noise levels. Buildings G1–G20 each represent a 

garden apartment building housing 20 40 dwelling units, with 20 40 two-ton (i.e., refrigeration capacity or cooling 

demand met) HVAC packages units (or the functional equivalent with respect to air-conditioning comfort delivered) 

mounted on each building roof on a one-to-one unit-per-dwelling basis. Buildings H1–H14 each represent a garden 
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high-density apartment building housing 120 dwelling units, with 120 HVAC two-ton packages units mounted on 

each building roof. 

Table 4.13-15 presents the results of the operational noise modeling at the seven modeled receivers (refer to 

Figures 4.13-24 and 4.13-5) and compares these modeled operational noise levels to limits contained in the 

Moreno Valley Municipal Code. Detailed information for the operational noise modeling is provided in Appendix I. 

As indicated in Table 14.13-15, even if all facility equipment operated simultaneously during the nighttime period 

(10:01 p.m. to 7:59 a.m.) continuously over a 24-hour period, the predicted operational sound level at each of the 

modeled residential receiver locations would fall well below the most restrictive nighttime limit of 55 dBA Leq for 

residential uses (Moreno Valley Municipal Code Section 11.80.030.B.1)  zoning ordinance limit of 65 dBA CNEL. In 

addition, the predicted operational noise would remain at least 20 10 dBA below recorded ambient noise levels in the 

Project vicinity; therefore, the addition of Project operational noise would not increase ambient noise levels above 

existing conditions. Other sources of operational noise would primarily be associated with noise generated by residents 

and their guests, which is not an environmental impact under CEQA (California Public Resources Code, Section 

21085). Consequently, operational noise impacts of the Project would be less than significant. 

Table 4.13-15. Project Operational Noise Levels Compared to Municipal Code Limits 

Receptor ID 

Predicted Operational Noise Level 

(dBA Leq) 

Noise Ordinance 

Municipal Code Limit 

(dBA Leq CNEL)1 

Limit 

Exceeded?  

Receiver 1 24 29.1 55 No 

Receiver 2 22 31.7 No 

Receiver 3 23 32.8 No 

Receiver 4 24 30.9 No 

Receiver 5 26 31.0 No 

Receiver 6 27 29.1 No 

Receiver 7 31 33.3 No 

Source: Appendix I. 

Notes: dBA = A-weighted decibels; Leq = equivalent continuous sound level (time-averaged sound level); CNEL = community noise 

equivalent level Leq = Average sound level. 
1 Most restrictive residential nighttime limit.  

CadnaA calculated the noise level across the entire grid that encompasses the Project site and adjacent areas. 

Figure 4.13-4 graphically represents the noise model results, providing noise contours extending outward from the 

proposed Project to illustrate the hourly noise level from operation of the Project. As illustrated on Figure 4.13-4, 

the 35–40 dBA Leq contour barely extends beyond the multifamily residential structures and is fully contained within 

the Project site. 
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3.10 Edits made to Section 4.19, Utilities 

Pages 4.19-17 through 4.19-18 

The 1999 EIR found impacts to water supply would be less than significant. As a result of changes to age-restricted 

residential uses, the 2005 Aquabella SPA was found to reduce water demand compared to the 1999 EIR to 

approximately 2,240.18 903.67 AFY, which would continue to result in less than significant impacts related to 

water supply facilities. Overall, the Project would increase water demand by 886.82 2,203.3 to 1,278.82 2,615.33 

AFY compared to the 2005 Addendum. Table 4.19-8 compares the Project’s water demand with the 1999 EIR and 

2005 Addendum. As with the prior approvals, EMWD has the ability to provide water service to the site without the 

relocation or construction of expanded water infrastructure or development of new supply sources. Similar to prior 

approvals, impacts related to the relocation or construction of new or expanded water supply facilities would be 

less than significant.  

Table 4.19-8. Project Water Demand Compared to 1999 EIR and 2005 Addendum 
Water Demand 

Demand Type Average Day Demand (GP) 

Annual Demand 

(AFY) 

Current Project  

Potable Water 

Very High Density Residential1 2,625,000 2,942 

Hotel 37,500 42 

Commercial Retail 55,000 62 

Public Facilities 88,000 99 

Open Space Recreation  178,548 200 

Multi-Purpose Lake 180,000 202 

Total  3,519 

Recycled Water  

Recycled Water 187,000 210 

Private Well 180,000 202 

Total  412 

Total Considering Recycled Water Offsets 3,107 

1999 EIR 

Residential  N/A 2,195 

Commercial N/A 81 

Schools N/A 361 

Parks/Recreation N/A 604 

Total  3,241 

2005 Addendum  

Potable Water  

Senior Housing  876,600 982.6 2.69 

Commercial 75,000 84.07 0.23 

High school 200,000 224.18 0.61 
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Table 4.19-8. Project Water Demand Compared to 1999 EIR and 2005 Addendum 
Water Demand 

Demand Type Average Day Demand (GP) 

Annual Demand 

(AFY) 

Parks 44,010 1,340.18 0.14 

Total  3.67 

Recycled Water  

Lakes  5.1 acres 900 

Total  2,240.18 903.67 

Change in Water Demand from 2005 Aquabella SPA +1,278.82 2,615.33 

Note: 

1 Proposed density 25-50 dwelling units per acre 
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Table 1A-2. Project Design Features – Air Quality/Transportation/Land Use 

Air Quality  

PDF-AQ/GHG-1: Electric Vehicle Charging Infrastructure. The Project applicant or designee shall provide 

electric vehicle (EV) charging infrastructure that meets or exceeds 2022 California Green 

Building Standards Code Tier 2 standards to encourage use of EVs, consistent with 

Appendix D, Table 3, of the 2022 CARB Scoping Plan. The Project provides a total of 

23,772 parking spaces. Of that amount, the Project shall install (a) 9,509 (or 40%) Level 

2 240-volt (v) electric vehicle receptacles in Project parking structures and (b) 3,566 (or 

15%) Level 2 240 v electric vehicle supply equipment (or stations) in Project parking lots 

or remaining garages. 

PDF-AQ/GHG-2:  No Wood-Burning Fireplaces or Stoves and No Natural Gas Fireplaces. The Project 

applicant or designee shall install only electric fireplaces in residential units. Project 

residential units are prohibited from having wood-burning or natural gas fireplaces or 

wood-burning stoves. 

PDF-AQ/GHG-3: Require All-Electric Development. All Project-related residential and non-residential 

development shall use all-electric appliances and end uses (including heating, 

ventilation, and air conditioning; water heating; and induction cooking) with the 

exception of restaurant land uses within the retail/food and beverage space (estimated 

at approximately 14,970 square feet of the Project’s Town Center use of 49,900 square 

feet of commercial/retail use and 300,000 square feet of hotel use, totaling 349,900 

square feet). Swimming pool and spa equipment and water heating shall also use 

electricity or solar instead of natural gas. (This PDF is largely consistent with Appendix D, 

Table 3, of the 2022 CARB Scoping Plan Update, which recommends all-electric 

appliance uses without any natural gas connections or any propane or other fossil fuels 

for space heating, water heating, or indoor cooking.) 

PDF-AQ/GHG-4: Provision of Rooftop Solar. The Project applicant or designee shall provide rooftop 

photovoltaic (PV) solar panels on all residential and non-residential buildings in 

accordance with the requirements of the version of Title 24, Part 6, of the California 

Building Standards Code and California Green Building Standards Code in effect at the 

time of building permit application to provide an on-site source of renewable energy. The 

swimming pools’ and spas’ heating demand shall be served by a minimum of 50% solar 

water heating. 

The following table identifies the building type, size, PV generation per square foot, and 

the annual solar production (kilowatt-hours). 

Building Type Building Size 

PV Generation 

per Square Foot 

(kWh/sf/year) 

Annual Solar 

Production 

(kWh) 

Multifamily low-rise 6,750,000 3.16 21,330,000 

Multifamily midrise 6,750,000 3.79 25,582,500 

Hotel 300,000 0.62 186,000 

Elementary schools 192,000 3.03 581,760 

Middle school 85,000 3.03 257,550 

Restaurants 14,970 0.76 11,377 

Retail 34,930 4.95 172,904 

Total 48,122,091 

Note: kWh/sf/year = kilowatt-hour per square foot per year; kWh = kilowatt-hour. 
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Table 1A-2. Project Design Features – Air Quality/Transportation/Land Use 

PDF-AQ/GHG-5: LED Lighting. The Project applicant or designee shall install light-emitting diode (LED) 

outdoor lighting in public spaces at the Project site in compliance with dark skies design 

considerations and policies of the City of Moreno Valley General Plan 2040 and shall 

install LED lighting in all Project residential units at the time of construction. 

PDF-AQ/GHG-6: Energy Efficient Appliances. The Project applicant or designee shall install ENERGY STAR-

rated appliances for residential refrigerators, dishwashers, clothes washers, ceiling fans, 

and non-residential commercial refrigerators. 

PDF-AQ/GHG-7: Energy Smart Meters. The Project applicant or designee shall install real-time energy 

smart meters within all residential and non-residential development. 

PDF-AQ/GHG-8: Cool Pavements. The Project applicant or designee shall install cool pavements to 

reduce the potential for the urban heat island effect. Outdoor pavements, such as 

internal walkways and patios, shall use paving materials with three-year Solar 

Reflectance Index (SRI) of 0.28 or initial SRI of 0.33. 

PDF-AQ/GHG-9: Solid Waste Reduction. The Project applicant or designee shall implement a solid waste 

reduction strategy that includes, at a minimum, storage areas for recyclables and green 

waste in new construction and food waste storage (community composting zones). Solar-

powered compacting trash and recycling containers shall be provided within the public 

areas of the Project site. The Project applicant or designee shall contract with a 

commercial solid waste company to provide, remove, and replace solid waste containers 

at all residential and commercial facilities. 

PDF-AQ/GHG-10: Establish a Local Farmer’s Market. The Project applicant or designee shall establish a 

local farmer’s market for Project residents and surrounding area that provides local 

sources of food by the time or before Project development obtains certificate of 

occupancy for the 500th residential unit. 

PDF-AQ/GHG-11: Tree Planting. The Project applicant or designee shall include an urban and parkland tree 

planting program for carbon sequestration at a minimum of one tree per dwelling unit or 

a total of 30,000 trees planted at Project buildout. If a tree dies, the Project applicant or 

designee shall plant a new replacement tree as enforced through the covenants, 

conditions, and restrictions within 30 years of planting. Trees planted may include, but 

are not limited to, southern magnolia, California sycamore, American elm, slash pine, 

and white ash. 

PDF-AQ/GHG-12: Water Use Efficiency and Conservation Plan. The Project applicant or designee shall 

implement a Water Use Efficiency and Conservation Plan that includes the following 

minimum requirements: 

Indoor Conservation Features and Operations: 

• Install low-flow fixtures: In the residential units, install low-flow toilets at 1.28 gallons 

per flush, faucets at 1.2 gallons per minute, showerheads at 1.8 gallons per minute, 

and kitchen faucets at 1.8 gallons per minute. In common areas, install faucets at 

O.5 gallons per minute and urinals at max of 0.25 gallons per minute/flush. (These 

fixtures use less water while maintaining efficient performance.) 

• Install dual-flush toilets: These toilets offer two flush options—one for liquid waste 

less than 1 gallons per minute and another for solid waste at 1.28 gallons per 

minute. (This allows the appropriate use of water for flushing needs.) 

• Use water-efficient appliances: The Project applicant or designee shall install energy-

efficient and water-saving appliances like dishwashers and washing machines with 

the ENERGY STAR label only. 

• Implement hot water recirculation system: The Project applicant or designee shall 

implement a recirculation system for hot water systems to ensuring low to no wasted 

water while waiting for water to reach desired temperature. 
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• Incorporate leak detection on each residential building. Leak detection will be 

incorporated into residential structures to detect water leaks typical of residential 

uses such as irrigation and plumbing. 

• Capture and reuse heating, ventilation, and air conditioning condensation: The 

Project applicant or designee shall direct condensation from air conditioning units to 

water plants or for other non-potable uses. 

• Implement good housekeeping and regular maintenance: The Project applicant or 

designee shall regularly (daily, weekly, monthly, etc. as applicable) check and 

maintain plumbing fixtures, irrigation systems, and appliances to ensure they are 

functioning efficiently and not wasting water. 

Outdoor Conservation Features and Operations: 

• Install only “Smart Irrigation Systems” for community landscaping: The Project 

applicant or designee shall utilize smart sprinkler systems that adjust watering 

schedules based on weather conditions, soil moisture, and plant needs to avoid 

overwatering or wasteful watering. The Project applicant or designee shall also 

incorporate seasonal specific controls to ensure watering occurs during the most 

efficient times of day. 

• Install adjustable water pressure regulator: The Project applicant or designee shall 

install pressure regulators to maintain optimal water pressure, preventing overuse 

and leaks. 

• Incorporate leak detection into each master landscape meter complex. Leak 

detection will be incorporated into residential structures to detect water leaks from 

landscaping. 

• Include drought-tolerant landscaping: The Project applicant or designee shall include 

native and drought-tolerant vegetation that requires less water to thrive and is 

known to survive in the greater Moreno Valley area. The Project applicant or 

designee shall replace drought-tolerant landscaping if it dies through enforceable 

Project covenants, conditions, and restrictions (CC&Rs) for 30 years after initial 

planting. 

• Harvest and reuse rainwater and drainage water: The Project’s lake shall be part of a 

water retention and reuse program. 

• Use permeable pavement surfaces: The Project applicant or designee shall use 

permeable materials in parking areas, internal walkways, and public areas. (These 

surfaces will allow water to infiltrate the ground rather than running off, reducing 

runoff and promoting groundwater recharge.) 

• Include community education and outreach: The Project applicant or designee shall 

educate employers, employees, and residents about water conservation practices and 

encourage them to implement mindful water usage habits through enforceable Project 

CC&Rs. 

• Place educational signage: The Project applicant or designee shall place 

informational signs and notices at appropriate locations on the Project site to 

encourage water-saving behaviors among residents and guests. 

PDF-AQ/GHG-13: Use Recycled Water for Irrigation. The Project applicant or designee shall use recycled 

water for irrigation areas including the school irrigated areas, Town Center irrigation, 

parks, parkways, and urban landscape. 

PDF-AQ/GHG-14: Use of Local Well Water for Lake. The Project applicant or designee shall use local well 

water as the primary source to meet the lake initial fill and refilling needs. A minimum of 

200-acre feet per year of local water will be used for the lake at Project buildout. 
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Table 1A-2. Project Design Features – Air Quality/Transportation/Land Use 

PDF-AQ/GHG-15: Integrated Stormwater System. The Project applicant or designee shall include an 

integrated stormwater, flood control and erosion control lake system with bio basins and 

native plant restoration areas that will increase groundwater percolation and 

downstream water quality. 

Transportation 

PDF-TRANS-1: Community-Based Travel Planning. The Project’s residential uses shall implement 

community-based travel planning (CBTP). CBTP is a residential-based approach to 

outreach that provides households with customized information, incentives, and support 

to encourage the use of transportation alternatives in place of single occupancy vehicles, 

thereby reducing household vehicle miles traveled and associated greenhouse gas 

emissions. Implementation of this feature in the Project shall consist of teams of trained 

travel advisors visiting all households within the Project upon move-in and having 

tailored conversations about residents’ travel needs and educating residents about the 

various transportation options available to them. 

PDF-TRANS-2: Unbundle Residential Parking Costs from Property Costs. The Project applicant or 

designee shall unbundle, or separate, a resident’s parking costs from property costs, 

requiring those who wish to purchase parking spaces to do so at an additional cost. On 

the assumption that parking costs are passed through to the vehicle owners/drivers 

utilizing the parking spaces, this feature results in decreased vehicle ownership and, 

therefore, a reduction in vehicle miles traveled and greenhouse gas emissions. Parking 

costs must be passed through to the vehicle owners/drivers utilizing the parking spaces 

for this feature to result in decreased vehicle ownership. Implementation of this feature 

in the Project shall consist of parking spaces costing approximately $100–$150 as a 

separate monthly cost from the rental of a unit. (This required feature is consistent with 

Appendix D, Table 3, of the 2022 CARB Scoping Plan Update, which recommends that 

“multifamily residential development … [require] parking costs to be unbundled from 

costs to rent or own a residential unit.”) 

PDF-TRANS-3: Commute Trip Reduction (CTR) Program Marketing. The Project applicant or designee 

shall implement a marketing strategy to promote the Project site employer’s CTR 

program. Information sharing and marketing shall promote and educate employees 

about their travel choices to the employment location beyond driving such as carpooling, 

taking transit, walking, and biking, thereby reducing vehicle miles traveled and 

greenhouse gas emissions. 

Implementation of this measure will consist of: 

• On-site or online commuter information services 

• Employee transportation coordinators 

• On-site or online transit pass sales 

• Guaranteed ride home service 

PDF-TRANS-4: Rideshare Program. The Project applicant or designee shall implement a ridesharing 

program and establish a permanent transportation management association with 

funding requirements for employers. Ridesharing encourages carpooled vehicle trips in 

place of single-occupied vehicle trips, thereby reducing the number of trips, vehicle miles 

traveled, and greenhouse gas emissions. 

Implementation of this measure in the Project will consist of employers promoting the 

following:  

• Designating a certain percentage of desirable parking spaces for ridesharing 

vehicles 
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• Designating adequate passenger loading and unloading and waiting areas for 

ridesharing vehicles 

• Providing an app or website for coordinating rides 

PDF-TRANS-5: End-of-Trip Bicycle Facilities. The Project applicant or designee shall install and maintain 

end-of-trip bicycle facilities. Per CAPCOA’s 2021 GHG Handbook, end-of-trip facilities 

include bike parking, bike lockers, showers, and personal lockers. The provision and 

maintenance of secure bike parking and related facilities encourages commuting by 

bicycle, thereby reducing vehicle miles traveled and greenhouse gas emissions. 

Implementation of this required feature will be sized to encourage bicycling by providing 

facilities to accommodate 10%–20% of the forecasted 804 employees staffed daily on 

the Project site. Implementation of this feature shall also be regularly maintained by the 

Project applicant or designee through the permanent transportation management 

association referenced in PDF-TRANS-4.  

PDF-TRANS-6: Discounted Transit Program for Work Trips. The Project applicant or designee shall 

provide subsidized, discounted, or free transit passes for employees through the 

permanent transportation management association referenced in PDF-TRANS-4. Per 

CAPCOA’s 2021 GHG Handbook, reducing the out-of-pocket cost for choosing transit 

improves the competitiveness of transit against driving, increasing the total number of 

transit trips and decreasing vehicle trips. This decrease in vehicle trips results in reduced 

vehicle miles traveled and thus a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions. The Project 

design shall ensure accessibility either within 1 mile of high-quality transit service (rail or 

bus with headways of less than 15 minutes), 0.5 miles of local or less frequent transit 

service, or along a designated shuttle route providing last-mile connections to rail 

service. With the availability of bikeshare service, the Project site may be located up to 2 

miles from a high-quality transit service. 

Implementation of this feature in the Project shall be provided by the Project applicant or 

designee through the permanent transportation management association referenced in 

PDF-TRANS-4. Transit service shall be expanded with implementation of the Project to 

the following: 

Bus Rapid Transit is proposed on Alessandro Boulevard that would provide high-quality 

transit service within 0.5 miles of the Project.  

Bus service will provide direct connections to the Moreno Valley/March Field Metrolink 

Train Station located approximately 5 miles west of the Project.  

Bikeshare will be available to support the discounted transit program, including a non-

electric bike share program with a minimum of 150 bikes and an electric bike share 

program with a minimum of an additional 150 bikes. 

PDF-TRANS-7: Non-Electric Bikeshare Program. The Project applicant or designee shall establish a 

non-electric bikeshare program within the Project area through the permanent 

transportation management association referenced in PDF-TRANS-4. The bikeshare 

program shall provide users with on-demand access to non-electric bikes for short-term 

rental purposes. Per CAPCOA’s 2021 GHG Handbook, this encourages a mode shift from 

vehicles to bicycles, displacing vehicle miles traveled and thus reducing greenhouse gas 

emissions. This program shall provide 25 electric bikes at certificate of occupancy of 

each 2,500th unit, and a minimum of 150 such bikes located within 0.5 miles of the 

Project’s mobility hub to be maintained by the Project applicant or designee. 

PDF-TRANS-8: Electric Scootershare Program. The Project applicant or designee shall establish the 

scootershare program within the Project area through the permanent transportation 

management association referenced in PDF-TRANS-4. Scootershare programs provide 
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users with on-demand access to electric scooters for short-term rental purposes. Per 

CAPCOA’s 2021 GHG Handbook, this encourages a mode shift from vehicles to scooters, 

displacing vehicle miles traveled and thus reducing greenhouse gas emissions. 

PDF-TRANS-9: Extend Transit Network Coverage. The Project applicant or designee shall coordinate 

with the Riverside Transit Agency to update bus service routes and service times to serve 

the new community through the permanent transportation management association 

referenced in PDF-TRANS-4. This would extend transit network coverage to existing and 

future employment centers, such as the World Logistics Center. Additionally, this would 

include extending transit hours for all shift times, such as the midnight shift change at 

the World Logistics Center. Per CAPCOA’s 2021 GHG Handbook, this feature includes 

expansion of the local transit network by either adding or modifying existing transit 

service or extending the operation hours to enhance the service near the Project site. 

Starting services earlier in the morning and/or extending services to late-night hours can 

accommodate the commuting times of alternative-shift workers. This encourages the use 

of transit and therefore reduces vehicle miles traveled and associated greenhouse gas 

emissions. 

PDF-TRANS-10: Increase Transit Service Frequency. The Project applicant or designee shall coordinate 

with the Riverside Transit Agency (RTA) to update bus service routes and service times to 

serve the new community. This will include working with RTA to establish Bus Rapid 

Transit on Alessandro Boulevard and providing direct bus connections to the Moreno 

Valley/March Field Metrolink Train Station. Per CAPCOA’s 2021 GHG Handbook, 

increased transit frequency reduces waiting and overall travel times, which improves the 

user experience and increases the attractiveness of transit service. This results in a 

mode shift from single occupancy vehicles to transit, which reduces vehicle miles 

traveled and associated greenhouse gas emissions. 

PDF-TRANS-11: Implement Bus Rapid Transit (BRT). The Project applicant or designee shall support the 

City of Moreno Valley and the Riverside Transit Agency plans for BRT along Alessandro 

Boulevard. Implementation of this feature would include improved travel times from 

transit signal prioritization, increased service frequency, and a full-featured BRT service 

operating on a fully segregated running way with a specialized vehicles, attractive 

stations, and efficient fare collection practices. 

Per CAPCOA’s 2021 GHG Handbook, this feature will convert an existing bus route to a 

BRT system. BRT includes the following additional components, compared to traditional 

bus service: exclusive right-of-way (e.g., busways, queue jumping lanes) at congested 

intersections, increased limited-stop service (e.g., express service), intelligent 

transportation technology (e.g., transit signal priority, automatic vehicle location 

systems), advanced technology vehicles (e.g., articulated buses, low-floor buses), 

enhanced station design, efficient fare-payment smart cards or smartphone apps, 

branding of the system, and use of vehicle guidance systems. BRT can increase the 

transit mode share in a community due to improved travel times, service frequencies, 

and the unique components of the BRT system. This mode shift reduces vehicle miles 

traveled and the associated greenhouse gas emissions. 

PDF-TRANS-12: Mobility Hub. The Project applicant or designee shall develop a state-of-the-art Mobility 

Hub at or near the Project site to bolster the effectiveness of active transportation 

options (mobility hubs are places of connectivity that bring together multiple modes of 

travel and strengthen first-mile/last-mile connections to transit). Mobility hubs provide a 

centralized location for non-automotive transportation modes to connect users to their 

destinations. There are limited benefits to implementing a stand-alone mobility hub, as 

the facility is meant to promote and support alternative transportation modes. Mobility 

hubs should be supplemented with additional strategies or programs that provide 

increased public transit, bicycle, and pedestrian access and improvements. 
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Implementation of the Mobility Hub shall require coordination with the Riverside Transit 

Agency, Metrolink, and the City of Moreno Valley. Though the proposed Mobility Hub is 

not included in CAPCOA’s 2021 GHG Handbook, many of the characteristics of the 

Mobility Hub (increased transit accessibility, increased bicycling accessibility) are part of 

other transportation demand management (TDM) strategies outlined in CAPCOA. The 

Mobility Hub is anticipated to strengthen the effectiveness of other proposed TDM 

strategies. However, to provide a conservative approach to trip generation, additional 

reductions were not applied for the Mobility Hub in the vehicle miles traveled reduction 

calculated for the Project. 

PDF-TRANS-13: Electric Bikeshare Program. The Project applicant or designee shall establish an electric 

bikeshare program within the Project area through the permanent transportation 

management association referenced in PDF-TRANS-4. The bikeshare program shall 

provide users with on-demand access to bikes for short-term rental purposes. Per 

CAPCOA’s 2021 GHG Handbook, this encourages a mode shift from vehicles to bicycles, 

displacing vehicle miles traveled and thus reducing greenhouse gas emissions. Like the 

non-electric bike program in PDF-TRANS-7, this program shall provide an additional 25 

electric bikes at certificate of occupancy of each 2,500th unit, and a minimum of an 

additional 150 such bikes located within 0.5 miles of the Project’s mobility hub to be 

maintained by the Project applicant or designee. 

PDF-TRANS-14: Provide Shuttle Service to Employment Centers. The Project applicant or designee shall 

provide shuttle service to existing and future employment centers, including the World 

Logistics Center. Such service shall be provided at the completion of the 2,500th unit, 

and be located within 0.5 miles of the Project’s mobility hub. 

PDF-TRANS-15: Implement Market Price Public Parking. The Project applicant or designee shall install 

parking meters or implement a residential parking permit program that prices all on-

street public parking in the Project’s Town Center at market rates. Pricing on-street 

parking helps incentivize shifts to alternative transportation modes, decreasing total 

vehicle miles traveled to and from the priced areas. 

Land Use 

PDF-LU-1: Mixed-Use Project Design. The Project design shall integrate a mix of residential, 

commercial, retail, entertainment, employment, educational, and recreational uses that 

capture and reduce vehicular trips and associated environmental impacts, including 

greenhouse gas emission reductions. The Project also shall include reduced parking 

requirements in its regulatory Specific Plan as a vehicle miles traveled (VMT) reduction 

tool, consistent with Appendix D, Table 3, of the 2022 CARB Scoping Plan Update, which 

recommends reduced parking requirements to reduce VMT. 

PDF-LU-2: Provision of Urban Core. The Project shall create an urban core that provides a wide 

array of residential units, including workforce housing, oriented toward the adjacent, 

existing regional medical centers, the community college, and other nearby job centers 

to further reduce vehicle trips and associated environmental impacts 

PDF-LU-3: Short Walkable Blocks. The Project design shall be composed of short, walkable blocks 

of up to 600 feet in length. 

PDF-LU-4: Increased Residential Density. The Project shall increase residential density, leading to 

shorter vehicle trips and fewer single-occupancy vehicle trips than surrounding lower-

density developments. The increase in residential density in this infill Project site 

surrounded by existing urban uses and served by existing utilities and essential public 

services (e.g., transit, streets, water, and sewer) reduces vehicle miles traveled (VMT). 

The residential increase is also consistent with Appendix D, Table 3, of the 2022 CARB 

Scoping Plan Update, which recommends locating residential and mixed-use 

development projects on infill sites surrounded by urban uses, existing utilities, and 
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essential public services as a means of reducing VMT. The increase in residential density 

is also consistent with Appendix D, Table 3, of the 2022 CARB Scoping Plan Update, 

which recommends transit-supportive densities at a minimum of 20 residential dwelling 

units per acre to reduce VMT. The Project site is in proximity to existing transit options, 

which is also consistent with Appendix D, Table 3, of the 2022 CARB Scoping Plan 

Update. 

PDF-LU-5: Walkable/Bikeable Community. The Project site is located in an area with average 

vehicle miles traveled below that of the City of Moreno Valley and the region. The Project 

design shall, and does, provide a walkable and bikeable community proximate to major 

area job centers, including World Logistics Center, Riverside University Health System 

Medical Center, Kaiser Permanente Moreno Valley campus, University of California 

Riverside, Moreno Valley College, and regional and local shopping and commercial 

centers, which would allow residents to live and work locally, cutting commute times, 

reducing vehicle trips, reducing greenhouse gas emissions, and improving air quality. An 

efficient transportation network is a central tenet of the Project, which will provide a tram 

connection to job centers, enhanced transit, pedestrian and bicycle routes, ridesharing, 

non-electric bikes, electric bikes, electric scooters, a mobility hub, transportation network 

companies (Uber and Lyft), intelligent transportation systems, and transportation 

demand management measures. 

PDF-LU-6: Transit Benefits. The Project site is located along major transit routes, and the Project 

applicant or designee shall support frequent and reliable transit service and other multi-

modal transportation measures, including walking and biking. The Riverside Transit 

Agency (RTA) provides existing bus routes proximate to the site. Route 31 runs along 

Nason Street to the Riverside University Medical Center. Route 20 also serves the site 

along Alessandro, Nason, and Moreno Beach Dr. to the Riverside University Medical 

Center, Kaiser Permanente Hospital, and Moreno Valley College, as well as along Nason 

and Lasselle Street. Route 41 serves the site from the Medical Center to Moreno Valley 

College and areas to the south. Route 20 bus service also connect passengers to the 

Moreno Valley/March Field Metrolink Station across Interstate 215. The Project 

applicant or designee shall coordinate with the RTA with respect to transit service and 

other multi-modal transportation options related to the Project to reduce vehicle miles 

traveled. 

PDF-LU-7: Integrated Design. The Project plans shall include an integrated, connected town center 

neighborhood intended to maximize walkability, bike-ability, and transit use as part of an 

efficient transportation network in the City of Moreno Valley. The Project incorporates 

transit, pedestrian, and bicycle routes and other multi-modal transportation programs 

and technologies to move residents efficiently to and from major job centers and reduce 

the need for on-site parking. Extensive parks, trails, the lake promenade and open space 

features, sidewalks, internal walkways, and roadways on site shall be required to 

encourage biking and walking. Trees and landscaping shall be used throughout the 

Project site, along streets, and along multi-use trails and sidewalks to improve the 

pedestrian experience and have a cooling effect to further promote walking and biking. 

Such required design ensures reductions in vehicle miles traveled and greenhouse gas 

emissions. 

PDF-LU-8: Other Integrated Project Features. The lake promenade and integrated trail system shall 

be required to connect the residential, retail, restaurant, recreational, hotel, and other 

uses, providing a route that users can walk and bike along. Sidewalk improvements shall 

be provided throughout the community to promote walking. Bike lanes and shared-use 

streets shall be incorporated through the Specific Plan area to complement the new and 

existing development in a way that promotes the human scale. These bike lanes shall 
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connect to existing Class II bike lanes on Cactus Ave., Nason Street, Iris Ave, Lasselle 

Street, and John F. Kennedy Dr. 

PDF-LU-9: Complete Streets. Complete streets, which are local roads and streets that adequately 

accommodate the needs of bicyclists, pedestrians, and transit riders, as well as 

motorists, shall be provided to promote pedestrian and bicycle use through the 

incorporation of design features such as multi-use trails and sidewalks, crosswalks, 

shared roads, landscaping, and pedestrian bridges across arterials and the on-site 

drainage. 

PDF-LU-10: Traffic Calming. Traffic calming design of neighborhoods streets shall include street 

chokers (curb extensions that narrow a street by widening the sidewalks or planting 

strips, effectively creating a pinch point along the street), crosswalks, roundabouts 

landscaped medians, and shared street design to promote safer streets. 

PDF-LU-11: Roundabouts. The Project shall include roundabouts as a means of traffic calming and 

GHG reduction. 
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Table 1A-3A. Summary of Project Air Quality Impacts, Mitigation, and Level of Significance 

Environmental Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 

Significance After 

Mitigation 

Air Quality 

Would the project conflict with or 

obstruct implementation of the 

applicable air quality plan? 

Potentially 

Significant 

MM-AQ-1: Update the Regional Growth Forecast. The applicant has 

informed the Southern California Association of Governments 

(SCAG) of the Project so that SCAG’s next Regional Transportation 

Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy, Connect SoCal 2024, can 

appropriately reflect residential housing, population, and 

employment locations and forecasts in Moreno Valley. The updated 

information provided to SCAG is anticipated to be used by the South 

Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) to update the Air 

Quality Management Plan (AQMP). The applicant shall prepare and 

submit a letter notifying SCAQMD of this revised forecast for use in 

the future updates to the plan as required.  

MM-AQ-2: Construction Equipment Exhaust Minimization. Prior to 

the commencement of any construction activities, the Applicant or 

its designee shall provide evidence to the City of Moreno Valley 

(City) that (1) for off-road equipment with engines rated at 25 

horsepower or greater, no construction equipment shall be used 

that is less than Tier 4 Final, and (2) for off-road equipment with 

engines rated less than 25 horsepower, all construction equipment 

used shall be electrically powered. An exemption from this 

requirement may be granted if (1) the applicant documents 

equipment with Tier 4 Interim engines are not reasonably available, 

and (2) the required corresponding reductions in criteria air 

pollutant emissions can be achieved for the project from other 

combinations of construction equipment. Before an exemption may 

be granted, the Applicant’s construction contractor shall: (1) 

demonstrate that at least 3 construction fleet owners/operators in 

Riverside County were contacted and that those owners/operators 

confirmed Tier 4 Final equipment could not be located within 

Riverside County during the desired construction schedule; and (2) 

the proposed replacement equipment has been evaluated using 

California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) or other industry 

standard emission estimation method and documentation provided 

Significant and 

Unavoidable  
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Environmental Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 

Significance After 

Mitigation 

Air Quality 

to the City to confirm that necessary project-generated emissions 

reductions are achieved. 

MM-AQ-3: Additional Construction Equipment Reductions. Prior to 

the issuance of grading permits, the Project applicant or its 

designee shall provide evidence to the City that the following 

strategies shall be implemented during the Project’s construction 

phase: 

Use electric or hybrid powered equipment for generators and other 

small pieces of equipment over 25 horsepower (e.g., forklifts), as 

commercially available.  

Use cleaner-fuel equipment such as replacing diesel fuel with 

compressed natural gas (CNG) or renewable diesel, as 

commercially available. 

Commercially available equipment is herein defined as equipment 

sourced within 50 vehicle miles of the Project site and within 10 

percent of the cost of the diesel-fueled-equivalent equipment. The 

Project applicant must contact at least three (3) contractors or 

vendors within Riverside County and submit to the City justification 

if the specified equipment is not commercially available. 

MM-AQ-4: Limit Truck and Equipment Idling During Construction. 

The Project shall reduce idling time of heavy-duty trucks either by 

shutting them off when not in use or reducing the time of idling to 

no more than 3 minutes (thereby improving upon the 5-minute 

idling limit required by the state airborne toxics control measure 13 

CCR 2485). The Project shall post clear signage reminding 

construction workers to limit idling of construction equipment. 

MM-AQ-5: Construction Dust Control Plan. Prior to the issuance of 

grading permits, the Project applicant or its designee shall develop 

and implement a Dust Control Plan to reduce Project-generated 

dust during construction and ensure compliance with the South 
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Environmental Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 

Significance After 

Mitigation 

Air Quality 

Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Rule 403. The 

Dust Control Plan shall include at a minimum the following control 

strategies: 

• Water or use another SCAQMD-approved dust control non-toxic 

agent shall be used on the grading areas at least three times 

daily. 

A 15 mile per hour speed limit on unpaved surfaces shall be 

enforced. 

All main roadways shall be constructed and paved as early as 

possible in the construction process. 

Building pads shall be finalized as soon as possible following site 

preparation and grading activities. 

Grading areas shall be stabilized as quickly as possible. 

Chemical stabilizer shall be applied, a gravel pad shall be installed, 

or the last 100 feet of internal travel path within the construction 

site shall be paved prior to public road entry, as well as and for all 

haul roads. 

Wheel washers shall be installed adjacent to the apron for tire 

inspection and washing prior to vehicle entry on public roads. 

Visible track-out into traveled public streets shall be removed with 

the use of sweepers, water trucks, or similar method within 30 

minutes of occurrence. 

Sufficient perimeter erosion control shall be provided to prevent 

washout of silty material onto public roads. 

Unpaved construction site egress points shall be graveled to 

prevent track-out. 
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Environmental Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 

Significance After 
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Construction access points shall be wet-washed at the end of the 

workday if any vehicle travel on unpaved surfaces has occurred. 

Transported material in haul trucks shall be watered or treated. 

All soil disturbance and travel on unpaved surfaces shall be 

suspended if winds (instantaneous gusts) exceed 25 miles per 

hour. 

On-site stockpiles of excavated material shall be covered. 

Haul truck staging areas shall be provided for loading and 

unloading of soil and materials and shall be located away from 

sensitive receptors at the farthest feasible distance. 

Construction traffic control plans shall route delivery and haul 

trucks required during construction away from sensitive receptor 

locations and congested intersections to the extent feasible. 

Construction Traffic Control plans shall be finalized and approved 

prior to issuance of grading permits. 

MM-AQ-6: Notification of Construction Activities. Prior to the 

commencement of any construction activities, the applicant or its 

designee shall provide evidence to the City of Moreno Valley that 

the applicant has employed a construction relations officer who will 

address community concerns regarding on-site construction activity. 

The applicant shall provide public notification in the form of a 

visible sign containing the contact information of the construction 

relations officer, who shall document complaints and concerns 

regarding on-site construction activity. The sign shall be placed in 

easily accessible locations along Cactus Avenue, Iris Avenue, 

Laselle Street, and Oliver Street and noted on grading and 

improvement plans. 

MM-AQ-7: Use of Super-Compliant Low-VOC Paint During 

Construction. During construction, the Project shall use super-
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compliant low volatile organic compounds (VOC) paint (less than 10 

grams per liter VOC) for all interior and exterior paint applications 

for residential and non-residential land uses. 

MM-AQ-8: Low-VOC Cleaning Supplies and Paint Educational 

Program. Prior to the occupancy of any on-site development, the 

applicant or its designee shall provide evidence to the City of 

Moreno Valley that the applicant/phase developer has developed a 

Green Cleaning Product and Paint education program to be made 

available at rental and purchasing offices and/or on websites. The 

educational program shall include a flyer (hardcopy and/or digital) 

that includes, at a minimum, an explanation of what volatile organic 

compounds (VOCs) are, how VOCs affect us, where to find low-VOC 

alternatives for cleaning supplies and paint, and additional 

resources for learning more. 

MM-AQ-9: Use Low-VOC Cleaning Supplies and Paint for Applicant 

and Homeowners Association Operated Spaces. Prior to the 

issuance of building permits, the applicant or its designee shall 

provide evidence to the City of Moreno Valley that for applicant (or 

its designee) and homeowners association operated spaces that 

provisions are in place to ensure only zero- or low-volatile organic 

compound (VOC) cleaning supplies and super compliant-VOC paints 

(less than 10 grams per liter VOC) are used during Project 

operation. 

MM-AQ-10: Use of Zero-Emission Landscape Equipment for 

Applicant-Operated and Homeowners Association Land. Only zero-

emission landscaping equipment will be used during project 

operation on land controlled by the applicant (or its designee) or a 

homeowners association. Gasoline-fueled landscaping equipment 

will be prohibited. 
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MM-AQ-11: Landscape Maintenance Equipment Emission 

Reduction. The Project Applicant shall implement the following 

landscape maintenance equipment reduction measures: 

• Outdoor Electrical Outlets. Prior to the issuance of building 

permits, the Project Applicant or its designee shall provide 

evidence to the City of Moreno Valley that the design plans 

include electrical outlets on the exterior of the structure to 

facilitate use of electrical lawn and garden equipment. 

Encourage Utilization of Existing Yard Equipment Exchange and 

Rebate Programs. The applicant (of its designee) or Project’s future 

homeowners association shall educate future residents about the 

South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Electric 

Lawn Mower Rebate Program and the Commercial Electric Lawn 

and Garden Equipment Exchange Program. When conventional 

gasoline-powered yard equipment (e.g., lawn mowers, leaf blowers 

and vacuums, shredders, trimmers, and chain saw) are exchanged 

for electric and rechargeable battery-powered yard equipment, 

direct greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from fossil-fuel combustion 

are displaced by indirect GHG emissions associated with the 

generation of electricity used to power the equipment. 

Would the project result in a 

cumulatively considerable net 

increase of any criteria pollutant for 

which the project region is non-

attainment under an applicable 

federal or state ambient air quality 

standard? 

Potentially 

Significant 

MM-AQ-2 through MM-AQ-11 (see above) Significant and 

Unavoidable 

Would the project expose sensitive 

receptors to substantial pollutant 

concentrations? 

Potentially 

Significant 

MM-AQ-2 through MM-AQ-7 (see above) Significant and 

Unavoidable 
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Would the project result in other 

emissions (such as those leading to 

odors) adversely affecting a 

substantial number of people? 

Less Than 

Significant 

N/A Less Than Significant 

Would the project have a 

cumulative effect on air quality 

resources? 

Potentially 

Significant 

MM-AQ-1 through MM-AQ-11 (see above) Significant and 

Unavoidable 
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Audrey Herschberger, PE 

HAZARDS SPECIALIST 

Audrey Herschberger is a professional environmental engineer with 12 years’ 

experience in environmental consulting, specializing in due diligence and 

assessment of hazards and hazardous materials for property acquisition and 

development. Ms. Herschberger’s experience includes over 100 Phase I 

Environmental Site Assessments (ESAs) and multiple Phase II Environmental 

ESAs under ASTM E1527-13, ASTM E1527-21, ASTM E2247-16, and ASTM 

E1903-19; dozens of hazards and hazardous material analyses under CEQA; 

management of small to mid-size environmental sampling and permit 

compliance projects; and hazardous material management. She has 

experience with regulatory compliance and permitting in Oregon, Washington, 

and California. 

Select Project Experience 
Dominguez Creek EIR, Plentitude Holdings, LLC, Carson, California. Served as 

Project Engineer. Completed hazards and hazardous materials analysis for CEQA 

EIR for development of recreational site on closed landfill. Project challenges 

includes development on a closed landfill and adjacent to a blimp port. 

Multiple Phase I Initial Site Assessments (ISA), City of La Cañada Flintridge, 

California. Served as Project Engineer and Environmental Professional. 

Completed multiple Phase I ISAs for the installation of soundwalls along 

Caltrans-owned and operated highways. Project analysis required evaluation of 

typical Phase I ESA hazards and Caltrans-specific road hazards, including 

aerially-deposited lead and chromium-yellow road paint.  

Mission Valley Campus Master Plan EIR, San Diego State University (SDSU), 

San Diego, California. Served as Project Engineer. Completed hazards and 

hazardous materials analysis for CEQA EIR for demolition of SDSU Stadium and 

redevelopment of land for expanded campus and housing. Project required 

hazards analysis for adjacent petroleum terminal, including a transecting 

petroleum pipeline, demolition using explosives, and mitigation for onsite 

treatment and monitoring system for petroleum release from adjacent terminal. 

Multiple EIR and MND documents, Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP), Los Angeles County, 

California. Served as Project Engineer. Completed hazards and hazardous materials analysis for CEQA EIR and 

MND for multiple linear trunkline projects. Projects required mitigation of potentially hazardous material sites 

adjacent to proposed alignment. 

Phase I and Phase II ESA Peer Review, City of Oxnard, California. Served as Project Engineer and Environmental 

Professional. Completed peer review of a Phase I and Phase II ESA for a Caltrans-owned access road on behalf of 
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the City of Oxnard. The Phase I and II were completed by a private developer, and the City was to purchase the 

road for future occupant access. 

Multiple Hazardous Material Removal Document Review, Private Developer, Jamestown, California. Served as 

Project Engineer and Environmental Professional. Completed peer review of multiple investigation and 

remediation documents on a former lumber mill and processing plant prior to acquisition of the property. Review 

was focused on potential hazards associated with acquisition and the CEQA process.  

Monterey Bay Regional Water Project EIR, California State Lands Commission, Monterey County, California. Served 

as Project Engineer. Completed hazards and hazardous materials analysis for CEQA EIR for large linear water 

distribution project. Project required analysis in multiple cities and two counties.  

Facilities Master Plan EIR, Orange County Sanitation District (OCSD), Orange County, California. Served as Project 

Engineer. Completed hazards and hazardous materials analysis for CEQA EIR for county-wide facilities 

improvement project. Project required individual evaluations on three separate components (2 treatment plants, 

and county-wide proposed facility upgrades). Project included mitigation for methane risks and potential 

environmental contamination from previous industrial activities. 

Hazardous Material Contingency Plan for contaminated soil and groundwater, City of Chula Vista, Chula Vista, 

California. Served as Project Engineer. Created a hazardous material contingency plan (HMCP) for contaminated 

soil and groundwater management during construction of a subsurface water pipeline. Soil and groundwater were 

contaminated with volatile organic compounds. HMCP included measures for identification, management, 

handling, discharge, and disposal of contaminated soil and groundwater, as well as a health and safety plan. 

Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan, Olympic Well Field, Santa Monica, California. Served as Project Engineer. 

Prepared a contingency plan for construction of improvements to water supply wells for the City of Santa Monica. 

Construction was to occur in an area of regional groundwater contamination, potentially impacting soil, soil vapor, 

and groundwater in the area of construction. The contingency plan included health and safety measures, air 

monitoring, and proper handling and disposal techniques for contaminated soil and groundwater. 

Project Environmental Engineer, Golder Associates Inc., Portland, Oregon. Served as environmental consultant for 

large, multinational, employee-owned corporation. Managed multiple small to mid-size environmental engineering 

and compliance projects. Completed and managed over 30 Phase I and Phase II Environmental Site Assessments. 

Specialized in Oregon and Washington stormwater permitting and compliance. Assisted with and managed 

stormwater treatment design projects to meet requirements of the Oregon Industrial Stormwater General Permit 

(1200-Z Permit). Provided field engineering oversight on remediation system construction, environmental drilling, 

and stormwater treatment system installation. Remediation projects include installation of a soil-vapor extraction 

system for perchloroethylene (TCE) contamination and dig & haul of petroleum contaminated soils. Managed 

hazardous material and hazardous waste handling projects, including hazardous waste removal, disposal, and full 

documentation for submittal to the overseeing regulatory agency. (2012–2015) 

Environmental Engineer, Shaw Environmental Inc. Portland, Oregon. Served as entry-level engineer; advancing to 

mid-level engineer in four years. Completed large portfolios of Phase I Environmental Site Assessments, at least 

50 Phase I ESAs completed in all. Performed stormwater sampling and compliance under the Oregon and 

Washington industrial general permits and construction permits. Field and reporting engineer completed SPCC 

Plans under the Code of Federal Regulations 40 CFR 112. Environmental sampling on a wide variety of 

contaminated sites, including asbestos, polychlorinated biphenyls, petroleum, volatile organic compounds, 

polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons, and heavy metals. (2008–2012) 
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Matthew Morales 

AIR QUALITY SPECIALIST 

Matthew Morales is an air quality specialist with 18 years’ experience 

preparing technical analyses for numerous planning and environmental 

projects related to development, natural resource management, and facility 

expansion. Mr. Morales is trained in air quality, including toxic air contaminants 

(TACs) and greenhouse gas (GHG), and he is adept at applying air quality 

models, such as the California Emissions Estimator Model, Caline4, 

AERSCREEN, AERMOD, and HARP 2, to perform quantitative analyses for 

National Environmental Policy Act and California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA) environmental documents, such as environmental impact reports 

(EIRs), initial studies (ISs), and mitigated negative declarations (MNDs).  

Project Experience 
North Hollywood Central Chlorination Stations Upgrades Project, Los Angeles 

Department of Water and Power, California. The Los Angeles Department of 

Water and Power proposes to expand the treatment capacity of its existing 

Rinaldi-Toluca and North Hollywood West Chlorination Stations and to replace 

its existing North Hollywood Chlorination Station with the new North Hollywood 

Central Chlorination Station within the same property. The Los Angeles 

Department of Water and Power would also assume responsibility for the 

operations of groundwater remediation facilities related to the North Hollywood 

Operable Unit Second Interim Remedy. The IS/MND prepared for the project addresses the construction of the 

three chlorination stations and the operation of the chlorination stations and the North Hollywood Operable Unit 

Second Interim Remedy facilities. Prepared the air quality, GHG, and energy sections of the IS/MND. 

8850 Sunset Boulevard EIR, City of West Hollywood, California. The proposed mixed-use project is located along 

the Sunset Strip and entails the demolition of the Viper Room nightclub building and the construction and 

operation of an approximately 420,000-square-foot, 15-story building with 115 hotel guest rooms, 41 multifamily 

residential units, and supporting amenities, such as meeting rooms, pools, restaurants, lounges, retail space 

ancillary to the hotel, and spa/gym space. Prepared the air quality, GHG, and energy sections of the draft EIR and 

a subsequent memorandum that included construction and operational health risk assessments as part of the 

final EIR.  

Sustainability Policy and Regulatory Update EIR, County of Santa Cruz, California. The County of Santa Cruz’s 

Sustainability Policy and Regulatory Update consists of amendments to the County of Santa Cruz’s General 

Plan/Local Coastal Program and the Santa Cruz County Code. The update also includes the adoption of 

Countywide Design Guidelines; guidelines for special areas, such as the Pleasure Point and Portola Drive 

Commercial Corridor; and a General Plan land use map and/or zoning map for selected parcels. Served as senior 

air resources specialist and prepared the air quality, GHG, and energy analyses for the EIR.  
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Hesperia Commerce Center II, Covington Group, Inc., Hesperia, California. The project would include construction 

of three industrial/warehouse buildings with associated office spaces, surface parking, and loading areas. The 

northwesternmost building would be 1,567,317 square feet, the southernmost building would be 2,065,987 

square feet (which would potentially be divided between two spaces within the same building), and the 

northeasternmost building would be 112,125 square feet, for a total of 3,745,429 square feet. Prepared the air 

quality chapter of the EIR and provided senior review of the GHG and energy chapters.  

B.F. Sisk Safety of Dams Modification Project—Supplemental Biological Resource Surveys, Environmental 

Permitting, and Supplemental EIR, California Department of Water Resources, Merced, California. Served as 

senior air resources specialist for the preparation of the air quality (including an ambient air quality analysis) and 

GHG chapters of the supplemental EIR. The supplemental EIR was prepared with an emphasis on defining the 

proposed changes to the approved project since the certification of the B.F. Sisk Dam Safety of Dams Modification 

Project 2019 Environmental Impact Statement/EIR. The approved project—referred to as the Crest Raise 

Alternative in the 2019 EIS/EIR—involves making improvements to the downstream side of the existing dam to 

enhance its stability and increasing the dam crest height to reduce the potential of water overtopping the dam if 

seismic-induced slumping were to occur. These improvements would be accomplished by (1) constructing stability 

berms and downstream crack filters in select areas, (2) adding additional material over the entire area of the 

existing embankment, (3) installing a new filter around the existing spillway conduit, and (4) extending the spillway 

conduit to meet the resultant downstream edge of the extended embankment. Construction of three foundation 

shear keys to anchor the proposed stability berms to underlying bedrock is also part of the Crest Raise Alternative.  

Graham Hill Water Treatment Plant Facility Improvement Project, City of Santa Cruz, California. Serving as senior 

air resources specialist to prepare the air quality (including construction and operational health risk 

assessments), GHG, and energy chapters of the EIR for the proposed project, working in close coordination with 

the City. The proposed project would replace the majority of the existing water treatment processes at the Graham 

Hill Water Treatment Plant and associated infrastructure with modern facilities. The upgrade would increase the 

reliability of the plant to meet current and anticipated future water quality requirements, improve the ability to 

treat variable and degraded source water quality conditions, support treatment of winter water to facilitate 

implementation of the City’s Water Supply Augmentation Strategy and Securing Our Water Future Policy, and 

modernize the plant to meet contemporary building, electrical, and fire code requirements.  

El Camino Senior Housing, PMB, LLC, San Diego, California. The project consists of the expansion of an approved 

church to include a 105,568-square-foot assisted living facility with 105 rooms and supporting amenities on the 

3.97-acre parcel to the south of the church. Serving as senior air resources specialist to prepare the air quality 

and GHG chapters of the subsequent EIR.  

Conditional Use Permit 019427-2022 for 2420 South Reservoir Street (Siemens Corporation), City of Pomona, 

California. The project involves the demolition of Siemens Corporation’s existing 57,213-gross-square-foot (gsf) 

manufacturing/warehouse facility and the development of an approximately 154,000 gsf high-bay 

manufacturing/warehouse facility. Specifically, the facility would include 117,500 gsf of manufacturing space, 

15,500 gsf of warehouse space, and 21,000 gsf of office space. The project would be subject to approval of a 

Conditional Use Permit because it includes the development of an industrial facility of more than 20,000 square 

feet within an industrial zone. Prepared a technical memorandum, including construction and operational health 

risk assessments, that assessed air quality, GHG, and energy impacts.  

149 McNear Residential Project, MC2 Petaluma, LLC, Petaluma, California. The proposed project entails the 

demolition of three existing houses on the 4.09-acre site and the construction of 80 new residential units. There 

would be seven single-family homes, ranging in size from 1,851 square feet to 2,040 square feet, each with 
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two-car attached garages. The 73 multifamily units would range in size from 749 square feet to 1,524 square feet 

and each have attached one- or two-car garages. A surface parking lot with 36 parking spaces would also be 

constructed as part of the proposed project. Served as senior air resources specialist and project manager for the 

preparation of an air quality and GHG technical memorandum for the proposed project.  

Biological Services, Hughes Circuits, San Marcos, California. The project includes the development of a 

67,410-square-foot light industrial building on approximately 2.61 acres of the 10.46-acre site. The remaining 

approximately 7.85 acres within the project boundary would remain in its current condition. Prepared an air 

quality and GHG technical report for the project, as well as the air quality, GHG, and energy EIR chapters.   

Northgate Town Square Technical Studies Support, Merlone Geier Management, LLC, San Rafael, California. 

Assisted in the preparation of an air quality and GHG technical report for the proposed project, with the primary 

responsibility of developing a quantitative construction health risk assessment and a screening-level operational 

health risk assessment. The project involves the redevelopment of the existing Northgate Mall through the 

demolition of the majority of the mall structure and the Sears, Macy’s, and Kohl’s anchor buildings; 

redevelopment of commercial spaces; construction of new commercial pads at the northern periphery of the 

property; construction of new structured and surface-level parking facilities; development of multifamily dwelling 

units; and development of community open space and amenities. The applicant proposes to complete this 

redevelopment in two phases pursuant to its 2025 Master Plan and 2040 Vision Plan. 

Specialty Granules Ione Plant Mine and Reclamation Plan Expansion Project EIR, Benchmark Resources, Ione, 

California. Specialty Granules proposes to expand the existing footprint and depth of Ione Quarry to access 

additional rock reserves. This expansion requires an amended Conditional Use Permit and an amended 

reclamation plan that allows for the expanded proposed mining area and additional stockpiling area(s) for the 

proposed project. The project does not propose an increase in the current rates of production at the quarry or 

changes to other operations. After the expansion, the quarry’s total surface disturbance would have increased 

from approximately 56 acres to approximately 136 acres, and the depth would be approximately 280 feet below 

mean sea level, compared to 325 above mean sea level under existing conditions. The stockpile area’s total 

surface disturbance would be approximately 86 acres and have a maximum elevation of 560 feet mean sea level. 

Serving as project manager and senior air resources specialist for the preparation of air quality, GHG, and energy 

analyses and EIR sections for the project.  

Northstar at Tahoe CEQA Services, Northstar Community Services District, Truckee, California. Served as senior 

air resources specialist for Dudek’s preparation of an IS/MND evaluating Northstar Community Services District’s 

proposed development of a biomass energy plant, which would be connected to approximately 13 buildings and 

facilities within and adjacent to Northstar Village to provide heating and reduce annual natural gas consumption. 

The District already conducts vegetation clearing for fuel management and defensible space and, until recently, 

has relied on pile burning, chipping, and spreading to dispose of the biomass collected through these programs. 

Under the proposed project, the biomass materials would be transported to the Tahoe Truckee Sierra Disposal 

Eastern Regional Landfill to be sorted. The materials that meet the biomass plant criteria would be returned to the 

District for use in the plant. Critical project issues include air quality. Prepared construction and operational health 

risk assessments and coordinated closely with the Placer County Air Pollution Control District.  

Stoddard Wells Warehouse, Covington Investments, LLC, Apple Valley, California. The project would provide 

2,520,000 square feet of industrial/warehouse space and associated improvements on 143 acres of vacant land, 

including loading docks, tractor-trailer stalls, passenger vehicle parking spaces, and landscape area. The layout of 

the buildings is most representative of a high-cube warehousing land use. However, because a specific end user 

is not in place for the proposed project, a 15% high-cube cold storage warehousing and 85% high-cube fulfillment 
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center warehousing split of the building’s total square footage was applied to provide a conservative analysis in 

the event that a small portion of the facility is used for cold storage. Prepared the air quality, GHG, and energy 

chapters of the EIR. Notably, the air quality analysis included construction and operational health risk 

assessments to evaluate the potential impacts associated with exposure of proximate sensitive receptors to diesel 

particulate matter exposure. 

California Department of Motor Vehicles Fell Street Headquarters Renovation, California Department of General 

Services, San Francisco, California. Prepared a technical memorandum and air quality, GHG, and energy analyses 

for the California Department of General Services’ Department of Motor Vehicles field office reconstruction 

project that involves the demolition of the existing 2-story field office at 1377 Fell Street in San Francisco and the 

construction of a single-story facility of a similar size. The air quality analysis included a construction health risk 

assessment based on the proximity to existing off-site residential sensitive receptors.  

Buttonwillow City Cal Centre Industrial Project, Faring Capital, Buttonwillow, California. Served as senior air 

resources specialist and project manager for the preparation of an air quality/GHG technical memorandum and a 

health risk assessment memorandum for the project, which consists of 4 million square feet of planned 

warehouse buildings and associated parking/loading areas; stormwater management, wastewater treatment, and 

potable water treatment facilities; public roads; a power station (microgrid); an electric charging center; a 

photovoltaic grid; and landscaping on approximately 255 acres. The warehouse facilities would be composed of 

four buildings: a 590,000-square-foot high-cube cold storage warehouse, a 1,300,000-square-foot high-cube 

fulfillment center warehouse, a 1,260,000-square-foot high-cube transload and short-term storage warehouse, 

and an 850,000-square-foot high-cube transload and short-term storage warehouse. The project site is currently 

developed as irrigated agriculture and is bounded by 7th Standard Road to the south, Buttonwillow Drive to the 

west, and Interstate 5 to the east. 

35th and Avenue H Lancaster 18 Analysis Report, West Avenue H 18, LLC, Lancaster, California. The project would 

include construction of an industrial warehouse building and associated improvements on 20.15 acres of vacant 

land. The proposed project would provide 395,390 square feet of industrial/warehouse space and include 

associated improvements, such as loading docks, tractor-trailer stalls, passenger vehicle parking spaces, 

stormwater detention basins, and landscape area. The ground floor of the building would provide 10,000 square 

feet of office space. Prepared an air quality, GHG, and energy technical memorandum, inclusive of construction 

and operational health risk assessments, as well as the IS/MND analyses.  

Los Angeles Medical Center Master Plan EIR, Kaiser Foundation Health Plan, Inc., California. Kaiser Permanente 

is proposing to replace existing facilities at its Los Angeles Medical Center campus and add new buildings on 

adjacent parcels of land. The existing medical center campus contains approximately 2 million square feet of 

building area. The total building area to be demolished is 234,200 square feet, and the total building area to be 

constructed is 401,100 square feet under Option A and 433,100 square feet under Option B. The total parking 

structure area to be demolished is 129,800 square feet, and the total parking structure area to be constructed is 

655,800 square feet. Serving as senior air resources specialist for the air quality and GHG analyses of the project 

and development of the respective EIR chapters.  

Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) Alameda Main Street Ferry Terminal Refurbishment Project 

IS/MND, City of Alameda, California. The project would include the replacement of the existing bridge walkway and 

foundation, gangway, float, and guide piles and upgrades to utilities at the project site. Assessed the air quality, 

energy, and GHG impacts associated with the project. 
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Santa Cruz Water Rights Project EIR, City of Santa Cruz, California. Served as senior air resources specialist on the 

Santa Cruz Water Rights Project EIR and prepared the air quality, GHG, and energy analyses. Components of the 

project include modifications to existing water rights and related actions required to implement the proposed 

modifications, including expansion of place of use, clarifications on method and points of diversion and 

rediversion, the addition of an underground storage supplement, extension of time to put water to full beneficial 

use, and the incorporation of bypass requirements for each water right. The underlying purpose of the project is to 

improve City of Santa Cruz water system flexibility while enhancing stream flows for local anadromous fisheries. 

The proposed project also includes water supply augmentation components and surface water diversion 

improvements that could result after the water rights modifications are approved. Physical infrastructure 

improvements include aquifer storage and recovery facilities in the Beltz system and potentially elsewhere, intertie 

facilities to allow for water transfers with neighboring agencies, and improvements to the Tait Diversion/Coast 

Pump Station and the Felton Diversion. 

Idaho-Maryland Mine Project Air Quality and GHG Technical Report, Nevada County, California. Prepared the air 

quality and GHG emissions technical report for the project. The project proposes to reinitiate underground mining 

and ore processing of the Idaho-Maryland Mine in unincorporated Nevada County. The proposed facilities and 

operations would be located on two properties owned by Rise Grass Valley Inc., referred to as the Centennial 

Industrial Site and the Brunswick Industrial Site. Specific tasks include construction and operational criteria air 

pollutant and GHG emissions estimates, as well as a health risk assessment to analyze TAC (such as diesel 

particulate matter) exposure at off-site sensitive receptors. 

Combie Road Corridor Improvement Project Air Quality and GHG Technical Memorandum, Nevada County, 

California. Prepared a technical memorandum that presents the air quality and GHG impact analysis of the 

project, pursuant to the Northern Sierra Air Quality Management District guidance. The project includes the 

improvement and widening of approximately 4,800 feet of Combie Road in Nevada County, California. 

Station Avenue Project – Central Rohnert Park Priority Development Area Plan EIR Consistency Review, City of Rohnert 

Park, California. The Station Avenue Project is within the Central Rohnert Park Priority Development Area Plan area. 

This analysis was prepared to evaluate the consistency of the project with the Priority Development Area EIR. The 

project would remove the two existing buildings (former State Farm Insurance building and City’s Corporation 

Yard), surface parking lots, trees, and grass areas and would result in the construction of a central business 

district, urban neighborhood, and new downtown area for the city. As part of the consistency review, an HRA was 

performed that assessed potential cancer and chronic health risk at existing residences proximate to the site, as 

well as operational health risk for the new residents associated with exposure to TACs from major roadways and 

the adjacent Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit operations. 

Meridian West Campus-Lower Plateau Project EIR, March JPA, California. Prepared the air quality and GHG 

analyses as part of a comprehensive EIR for a large-scale business and warehouse development project in the 

western portion of the March JPA jurisdiction. The project, approved by the Board Commissioners in 2017, would 

result in the construction of approximately 2.3 million square feet of industrial warehouse and business park 

uses. Air and GHG emissions were one of the key issues associated with the project. 

Canyon Springs Healthcare Campus Specific Plan, Specific Plan Amendment, and EIR, City of Riverside, California. 

Managing the preparation of a new specific plan, amendment to an existing specific plan, and preparation of an 

associated EIR for a new healthcare campus in the City of Riverside. The 50.85-acre project site is currently 

located within the Canyon Springs Business Park Specific Plan. The Canyon Springs Business Park Specific Plan is 

proposed to be amended to remove the project site from the specific plan area and create a new Canyon Springs 

Healthcare Campus Specific Plan. The overall project site is broken up into three smaller sites within the new 
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Canyon Springs Healthcare Campus Specific Plan. Site A is proposed to be developed as a senior housing facility 

with an approximately 375,000-square-foot, 3-story, 234-unit senior “age-restricted”, multifamily housing facility. 

Site B is proposed to be developed as an independent living/memory care, assisted living, and skilled nursing 

facility. Site C is proposed to be developed with a hospital, five medical office buildings, a central energy plant, 

and two parking structures, as well as associated landscaping and infrastructure improvements. Key issues for 

this project are air quality, traffic, as well as potential impacts from helicopter operations. 

Belden Barns Farmstead and Winery EIR, Sonoma County, California. As the air quality analyst, assessed the 

criteria air pollutant and GHG emissions associated with construction and operation of the project, which includes 

development of a winemaking, hospitality, and farmstead food production facility. 

Roberts’ Ranch Specific Plan EIR, City of Vacaville, California. As the air quality analyst, assessed the criteria air 

pollutant emissions associated with construction and operation of the Roberts’ Ranch Specific Plan land uses in 

the City of Vacaville. 

Grapevine Project Air Quality and GHG Technical Report, Tejon Ranch Corporation, Kern County, California. 

Prepared the air quality and GHG emissions technical report for the project. The Grapevine Specific Plan project, 

which is located in the west-central portion of 270,000-acre Tejon Ranch, would be developed as a residential 

community and employment center within 4,780 acres of the 8,010-acre property. The project, which includes up 

to 12,000 residential units and 5.1 million square feet of commercial and light industrial land uses (including a 

community college and medical campus), is designed as a series of conveniently located village centers, each 

composed of a mix of housing, neighborhood-serving retail and office uses, schools, parks, and community 

services. Specific tasks include construction and operational criteria air pollutant and GHG emissions estimates, 

industrial source emissions calculations, odor assessment, Valley Fever assessment, and other air quality topics. 

Land Park Commercial Center Project EIR, City of Sacramento, California. As the air quality analyst, assessed the 

criteria air pollutant and GHG emissions associated with construction and operation of the Commercial Center 

project and alternatives. For GHGs, included a compliance analysis based on the City of Sacramento Climate 

Action Plan Consistency Review Checklist. 

Avram Apartments Air Quality and GHG Technical Memorandum, City of Rohnert Park, California. Served as air 

quality analyst. Assessed the criteria air pollutant, GHG, and TAC emissions associated with the construction and 

operation of the Avram Apartments project. A construction health risk assessment was prepared to estimate 

potential risk of proximate sensitive receptors from exposure to diesel exhaust from construction equipment and 

trucks. An operational health risk assessment was also prepared to estimate potential risk of on-site residents to 

diesel particulate matter from truck traffic on Highway 101. 

Ponte Palmero Phase 2 Project EIR, El Dorado County, California. Assessed the criteria air pollutant and GHG 

emissions associated with construction and operation of the project, which includes development of a community 

care facility, an assisted living facility, and a clubhouse as Phase 2 of the Ponte Palmero retirement village. 

Oakmont Senior Assisted Living Facility IS/MND, City of Novato, California. As the air quality analyst, assessed the 

criteria air pollutant and GHG emissions associated with construction and operation of the proposed assisted 

living community within the City of Novato. 
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Clearwater at Sonoma Hills Assisted Living and Memory Care Facility IS/MND, City of Rohnert Park, California. As 

the air quality analyst, assessed the criteria air pollutant and GHG emissions associated with construction and 

operation of the project, which includes development of an assisted living and memory care facility within the City 

of Rohnert Park. 

Residences at Five Creek Project IS/MND, City of Rohnert Park, California. As the air quality analyst, assessed the 

criteria air pollutant, GHG, and TAC emissions associated with the construction and operation of the Residences at 

Five Creek mixed-use and City public safety and public works facility. A construction health risk assessment was 

prepared to estimate potential risk of proximate sensitive receptors from exposure to project-related diesel 

exhaust from construction equipment and trucks. A cumulative operational health risk assessment was also 

prepared to estimate potential risk of on-site residents to TACs from permitted stationary sources within 1,000 

feet of the project site. 

Bellevue Ranch 7 Project IS/MND, City of Santa Rosa, California. As the air quality analyst, assessed the criteria 

air pollutant and GHG emissions associated with construction and operation of the project, which includes 

development of 30 single-family homes within the City of Santa Rosa. 

High Speed Rail Preconstruction, Dragados-Flatiron Joint Ventura, Fresno, California. Assessed criteria air 

pollutant emissions associated with re-examination of changes to select construction activities in comparison to 

the Final EIR/environmental impact statement prepared for the project. 

CORE 2 Greenhouse Expansion Project IS/ND, University of California Davis, Davis, California. The proposed CORE 

2 project includes the Cacao Germplasm Greenhouses, the Phase 1 Greenhouses, and a Future Expansion Area, 

as well as demolition of the existing Orchard Park greenhouses. Prepared the air quality and GHG analyses for the 

proposed project, accounting for the unique attributes associated with greenhouse structures (such as lighting 

and water use). 

Creative Arts and Holloway Mixed-Use Project EIR, San Francisco State University, San Francisco, California. The 

proposed project includes construction of new housing, neighborhood-serving retail, and student support services on 

the south side of Holloway Avenue, and construction of the Creative Arts replacement building and concert hall on 

the north side of the Holloway Avenue/Font Boulevard intersection. The project would also include preparation and 

implementation of design guidelines, transportation and parking improvements, utility connections, storm drainage 

improvements, landscaping, and lighting. Prepared the air quality and GHG chapters of the EIR for the project. 

Performing Arts and Culinary Services Facility Project IS/MND, Woodland Community College, Woodland, 

California. The proposed project includes construction of a new 29,118-square-foot Performing Arts and Culinary 

Services Facility, which will provide for a new facility to consolidate and expand space for the Woodland 

Community College’s Performing, Fine Arts and Speech programs while creating space for a new Culinary Arts 

program. Prepared the air quality and GHG analyses for the project. 

Siskiyou II Science Replacement Building Project IS/MND, California State University Chico, Chico, California. Prepared 

the air quality and GHG analyses for the project, which includes replacement of the existing Siskiyou Hall with a four to 

five story building that would provide space for laboratories, support space, offices, classrooms, and a vivarium. 

New Student Union IS/MND, Fresno State University, Fresno, California. Prepared the air quality and GHG 

emissions analyses for the project, which includes the demolition of the existing 7,400-square-foot Keats building, 

amphitheater, and stage on the project site, and the construction of a new, 70-foot tall, 80,000-gross-square-foot 

Student Union building. The building would include lounge spaces, meeting rooms for student clubs and 
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organizations, campus-serving retail services and program spaces, and offices for professional staff affiliated with 

Fresno State. The Project would also include a 12,000-square-foot multi-purpose ballroom accommodating 800 

seats. A new student plaza would be created north of the new Student Union building.  

San Jacinto Master Plan Project EIR, Mount San Jacinto College, San Jacinto, California. The proposed project 

includes the demolition of approximately 207,180-gross-square-feet of existing buildings and facilities and the 

construction of approximately 594,614-gross-square-feet, which is a net increase of approximately 387,434-gross-

square-feet campus wide at buildout. Approximately 4,053 parking spaces would be provided upon full buildout of 

the project, consisting of 2,396 student parking spaces, 497 visitor parking spaces, 310 faculty/staff parking 

spaces, 650 overflow parking spaces, and 200 parking spaces in a commuter lot. The total on-campus parking could 

serve up to approximately 16,212 students. Prepared the air quality and GHG emissions chapters of the EIR. 

College Boulevard Improvement Project Air Quality and GHG Technical Report, Oceanside, California. Prepared the 

air quality and GHG emissions technical report for the project, which consists of widening College Boulevard to a 

six-lane major arterial from Olive Drive to Old Grove Road, as well as road and right-of-way improvements to the 

corridor to enhance existing and future traffic operations, provide congestion relief, reduce queue lengths, 

improve safety conditions for the un-signalized intersections and access points along the corridor, and provide 

safer travel routes for bicyclists and pedestrians.  

South of Palermo 115 kV Power Line Reinforcement Project IS/MND, Butte/Yuba/Sutter Counties, California. The 

project includes reinforcement of the existing PG&E 115 kV overhead electric power line system between Palermo, 

Pease, Bogue, and Rio Oso Substations near the City of Oroville and through a small portion of Marysville in Butte, 

Yuba, and Sutter Counties. The project would replace the existing conductor and modify/replace existing lattice 

steel towers along approximately 59.5 miles of PG&E’s existing Palermo–Rio Oso 115 kV transmission system. 

Prepared the IS/MND sections to address air quality and GHG emissions impacts of the project. 

San Pablo Municipal Broadband Project IS/MND, San Pablo, California. The proposed San Pablo Municipal 

Broadband Project includes the installation of a fiber-optic ring, spur lines (or running lines), and aggregators that 

connect to the fiber-optic ring infrastructure. From these aggregators (either in prefabricated fiber huts or existing 

equipment rooms in existing commercial buildings), the fiber-optic cables would travel along existing streets 

(below ground) into vaults or utility cabinets and to and from the handholes/cabinets directly to customers. 

Prepared the IS/MND sections to address air quality and GHG emissions impacts of the project. 

Los Coyotes Water Reclamation Plant Sewer Rehabilitation Project IS/MND, County Sanitation District No. 2, 

Los Angeles County, California. The proposed project consists of the rehabilitation of portions of the Joint Outfall F 

Unit 3A, a reinforced concrete pipe, by constructing a concrete encasement around the existing siphon structure. 

The Joint Outfall Unit 3A is a sewer pipeline that connects upstream sewer flows to the Los Coyotes Water 

Reclamation Plant, which is approximately 300 feet east of the area proposed for rehabilitation. The project 

alignment includes two distinctive portions of the Joint Outfall F Unit 3A located on either side of the San Gabriel 

River. Prepared the IS/MND sections to address air quality, energy, and GHG impacts associated with the project.  

Las Flores Enhanced Water Reliability Project IS/MND, Santa Margarita Water District, Las Flores, California. 

Prepared the IS/MND sections to address air quality, energy, and GHG impacts associated with the project, which 

includes installation of approximately 3,800 linear feet of 16-inch pipe and 6,390 linear feet of 8-inch pipe in 

residential streets and easements through previously disturbed open space. The Project also involves the 

conversion of the Las Flores Lift Station, currently out of service, to a recycled water booster pump station, and 

the rehabilitation of an approximately 3,650 foot long 10-inch existing force main in the right-of-way within Antonio 

Parkway. Upon completion, the project would permanently convert a total of 209 acre-feet per year of irrigation 

demand from potable to recycled water. 
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Ames Noll 

AIR RESOURCES SPECIALIST 

Ames Noll (she/her) is an air resources specialist, specializing in the 

preparation of air quality, greenhouse gas (GHG), and energy analyses of 

projects subject to compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Ms. Noll is 

responsible for completing air quality and GHG emissions modeling and 

technical assessments for a wide range of development projects 

throughout California.  

Dudek Project Experience 
Confidential Solar and Battery Storage Projects, Confidential Client, Los 

Angeles County, California. Prepared the air quality and GHG emissions 

assessments for multiple solar and battery storage projects in 

unincorporated Los Angeles County. The assessments included construction 

health risk assessments (HRA) for existing residents surrounding the project 

area. The projects would support the storage of renewable energy generated in the region.  

Downtown West Planned Unit Development (PUD), City of Ontario, California. Prepared the air quality, GHG, and 

energy initial study/mitigated negative declaration (IS/MND) sections for a project to revitalize the City of Ontario’s 

downtown area. The Downtown West PUD would streamline the PUD process for developers and property owners.  

Assisted Living Facility, HSB Pasadena LLC, Pasadena, California. Prepared the air quality and GHG technical 

memorandum to support a Categorial Exemption for a 95-unit senior living facility. The analysis included a 

construction HRA for existing residents surrounding the project area. 

New Century Mazda Dealership, City of Alhambra, California. Prepared the air quality technical memorandum to 

support a Categorial Exemption for an automobile dealership in the City of Alhambra.  

Lion’s Gate Multi-Family Project, City of Rancho Cucamonga, California. Prepared the air quality technical 

memorandum to support a Categorial Exemption for a 145-unit multifamily residential development in 

Rancho Cucamonga. 

Fairmount Avenue Fire Station, City of San Diego Public Works Department, San Diego, California. Preparing the 

air quality, GHG, and energy assessments for a new fire station in the City of San Diego. The project would 

increase the current and future capacity of the San Diego Fire Department.  

2023 Annual Report, SpaceX, Vandenberg Space Force Base (VSFB), California. Assisted in preparing the annual 

emissions report for the 2023 reporting year for the SpaceX space launch operations. This included detailed air 

emissions calculations for operating the space launch vehicles at VSFB. The 2023 annual report was completed 

in accordance with the Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District’s rules and regulations. 
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University of California, 
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South Bay Area Plan, Los Angeles County, California. Assisting in preparing the air quality, GHG, and energy 

assessments for the South Bay Area Plan Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (EIR) in Los Angeles 

County, California.  

Confidential Battery Storage Project, Confidential Client, San Diego County, California. Assisting in preparing the 

air quality, GHG, and energy assessments for a project in San Diego County. The assessment included a 

construction health risk assessment for existing residents surrounding the project area. The project would support 

the storage of renewable energy generated in the region.  

San Diego County Water Authority Climate Action Plan Update, San Diego, California. Assisting in the GHG 

emissions forecasting for the Water Authority’s inventory by modeling emissions from the construction and 

operation of future projects. Collaborating with other Dudek and Water Authority members to recommend GHG 

reduction strategies to achieve net zero emissions by 2030. 

Relevant Previous Experience 
Compliance Intern, Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District, California. Reviewed more than 1200 

permitted facilities’ annual reports detailing their yearly emissions and compared reports to district permit 

limitations to determine compliance with district rules and regulations. Inspected over 200 diesel-fired emergency 

backup generators and boilers remotely and in the field. Issued more than 80 violations to permitted sources 

for non-compliance with permit limitations and annual reporting requirements. Corresponded with and advised 

over 100 facility contacts on how to adhere to District and state rules and regulations.  

Awards 
Outstanding Achievement Award, University of California, Santa Barbara, Environmental Studies Department, 

2023. Received above a cumulative 3.85 GPA over 4 years of undergraduate education at the University of 

California, Santa Barbara. 
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Jennifer Reed 

AIR QUALITY SPECIALIST 

Jennifer Reed is an air quality and climate change specialist with 18 years’ 

experience. Ms. Reed leads Dudek’s air quality services team, and has been 

responsible for the management, analysis, and technical leadership of projects 

subject to compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and 

the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). She has completed numerous 

environmental documents in support of a diverse range of public and private 

developments and has served in a managing and technical role for Climate 

Action Plans (CAPs) and Climate Action and Adaptation Plans (CAAPs). Ms. Reed 

specializes in air quality, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, health risk assessment 

(HRA), and energy technical analyses, as well as climate action planning, and 

continues to be on the forefront of evolving science, emissions modeling computer 

programs, regulatory framework, case law, and planning best practices.  

Ms. Reed has prepared air quality and GHG assessments for a wide variety of 

development projects throughout California, including large residential 

projects, commercial and retail projects, industrial projects, mixed-use 

developments, colleges and universities, healthcare facilities, energy projects, 

water and wastewater infrastructure, and transportation improvements, 

including California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) air quality 

analyses. Additionally, she has considerable experience in project planning and 

regulatory compliance pursuant to the California Coastal Act (CCA) and has 

experience in project management, land-use permit processing, constraints 

analysis, development feasibility studies, due diligence investigations, and various other land-use 

planning projects. 

Project Experience 

Development 

Grapevine Specific Plan Project, Tejon Ranch Corporation, Kern County, California. Prepared the air quality and 

GHG emissions technical report for the project, provided management of the HRA and criteria pollutant air quality 

impact analysis, and provided ongoing technical support. The Grapevine Specific Plan project, which is located in the 

west-central portion of 270,000-acre Tejon Ranch, would be developed as a residential community and employment 

center within 4,780 acres of the 8,010-acre property. The project, which includes up to 12,000 residential units and 

5.1 million square feet of commercial and light industrial land uses (including a community college and medical 

campus), is designed as a series of conveniently located village centers, each composed of a mix of housing, 

neighborhood-serving retail and office uses, schools, parks, and community services. Specific tasks include 

construction and operational criteria air pollutant and GHG emissions estimates, industrial source emissions 

calculations, carbon monoxide (CO) hotspot analysis, odor assessment, Valley Fever assessment, and other air 

quality topics. Also prepared the air quality and GHG emissions technical report for the Supplemental Recirculated 
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Environmental Impact Report (EIR), which evaluated buildout of the project under five development and vehicle 

miles traveled scenarios. 

Globemaster Corridor Specific Plan EIR/EIS, City of Long Beach, California. Prepared the air quality, GHG 

emissions, and energy analysis for Phase 2 of the C-17 Transition Master Plan, which provides a framework for 

development and improvement of the former Boeing C-17 site, Cherry Avenue corridor planning, and surrounding 

area. Operational emissions were estimated for the Proposed Project (7,011,195 square feet) and Existing 

Scenario (2,094,175 square feet), which included over 20 different land uses, including warehouse and 

manufacturing. Mobile source emissions were evaluated in a spreadsheet model using EMFAC2017 emission 

factors and project-specific vehicle miles traveled for automobiles and heavy-duty trucks separately and all other 

emissions were estimated using CalEEMod. In addition to the typical land use development emission sources, 

sources associated with industrial and warehousing land uses such as off-road equipment (forklifts and yard 

trucks), emergency generators, and transport refrigeration unit emissions were included to comprehensively 

evaluate the potential emission inventory associated with Specific Plan implementation. To disclose the 

magnitude of potential construction emissions, a construction modeling scenario was developed and feasible 

mitigation measures were identified. A detailed list of feasible operational mitigation measures were identified to 

reduce potential project impacts. 

Colton Lee Manufactured Housing Community EIR, County of Ventura, California. Served as deputy project 

manager and lead environmental analyst overseeing and contributing to the hazardous materials and public health 

(Valley Fever), land use, noise and vibration, recreation, transportation and tactical access, visual resources and 

glare, water supply and fire flow availability, GHG, long-term impacts, and alternatives sections of the EIR. This 

project includes the development of a 100-unit manufactured housing community and widening and safety 

improvements to the main roadway corridor within the Santa Susana Knolls. 

Gless Ranch EIR and Air Quality and GHG Technical Report, City of Riverside, California. Prepared the air quality 

and GHG technical report and EIR section for the proposed 40-acre commercial development in Riverside. The 

project included approximately 420,000 square feet of retail and commercial space with three major stores and 

several small stores. The air quality assessment included an analysis of the project’s GHG emissions and the impact 

on climate change, along with a review of project features and possible mitigation measures to reduce those 

emissions. Carbon loss was estimated for the removal of an existing citrus grove. 

Solana Torrance Air Quality/GHG Report, Reylenn Properties LLC, Torrance, California. Managed and prepared the 

technical report that analyzed potential impacts associated with development of a 300-unit multifamily residential 

development, which includes three-, four-, and five-story residential structures constructed over a parking garage and 

associated amenities. The analysis included a construction HRA to evaluate cancer and non-cancer risk associated 

with project-generated diesel particulate matter (DPM). 

Otay Ranch Village 14 and Planning Areas 16/19, Jackson Pendo Development, San Diego County, California. 

Managed and contributed to the air quality and GHG emissions technical reports for development of 994 homes, 

up to 10,000 square feet of commercial/retail uses, public safety facilities, an elementary school, parks, and 

recreational facilities.  

Casden Development Projects EIR, City of Oxnard, California. As deputy project manager and lead environmental 

analyst, oversaw and contributed to the air quality, land use and planning, public services, long-term impacts, and 

alternatives sections of the EIR. This project includes the development of two adjacent project sites, resulting in a 

total of 344 residential units. 
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Lakeview Promenade Mixed-Use Project EIR, City of Santa Maria, California. Served as deputy project manager and 

lead environmental analyst. Oversaw and contributed to the air quality, transportation, hazardous materials and 

hazards, utilities, growth-inducing impacts, and alternatives sections of the EIR, which assessed the impacts of 

270 multifamily residential units, 40,000 square feet of retail space, 15,000 square feet of restaurant space, 

14,000 square feet of medical office space, and 1,500 square feet of professional space. 

Five Lagunas Project, Merlone Geier Management LLC, Laguna Hills, California. Prepared the air quality and GHG 

emissions assessment that analyzed potential impacts associated with redevelopment and reconfiguration of uses 

within an approximately 68-acre portion of the approximately 240-acre Urban Village Specific Plan area of the City at 

the Laguna Hills Mall. The project included the redevelopment of the existing mall property through the partial 

demolition and reconstruction of the southern portion of the central mall building, the construction of new 

commercial spaces on development pads (decreasing department store and retail space, but increasing restaurant, 

health club, cinema, and flex retail/medical office uses), and development of high-density multifamily dwelling units. 

EIR, Costco/Vineyard Phase II Retail Development Project, City of Murrieta. Contributed to the air quality, GHG 

emissions, and energy technical reports and sections of the EIR for the proposed 224,650-square foot Costco 

warehouse, retail center, and a 40-pump gas station. The HRA was conducted to evaluate the potential project 

construction and operation exposure to the nearby residential and student receptors. Operational sources of toxic air 

contaminants (TACs) included heavy-duty trucks (circulation and idling), on-site off-road equipment, transport 

refrigeration units, gas station operation (loading, dispensing, and spillage), and emergency diesel generators.  

Truck Facility Specific Plan Project, KL Fenix Corporation, Carson, California. Prepared the air quality, GHG 

emissions, and HRAs (construction and operation) analyses for the proposed truck facility in Carson. The truck facility 

would mainly contribute to mobilizing goods that are imported or exported through the Ports of Los Angeles and Long 

Beach. The warehouse space with an attached office area would total 53,000 square feet and would include 102 

parking spaces for warehouse/office use, 475 parking spaces for cargo containers, and six loading docks. 

Housing Element Update Program EIR, County of Los Angeles, California. Prepared the air quality, GHG emissions, 

and energy analysis for the County’s Housing Element Update for the 2021–2029 planning period. The analysis 

will evaluate the net change in emissions and associated potential impacts resulting from implementation of the 

land-use and zoning changes to provide additional housing opportunities within the County. 

Heritage Ridge (North Willow Springs) Project, The Towbes Group Inc., Goleta, California. Managed and prepared 

the technical report that analyzed potential impacts associated with development of two housing concepts and a 

neighborhood park on a 16.2-gross-acre site. The first housing concept is a senior housing project that includes a total 

of 132 units in two buildings. The second housing concept is workforce housing that includes 228 units in six buildings. 

Fairview Fuel Depot Project, John Price, Goleta, California. Managed and prepared the technical memorandum that 

analyzed potential impacts associated with remodeling of an existing gasoline service station, which included 

conversion of the existing service bays to an expanded convenience market. 

Country Club Villages, New Urban West Inc., Escondido, California. Contributed to the air quality and GHG 

emissions analyses for the EIR for The Villages Specific Plan located in the city of Escondido. The project proposes 

a series of residential villages and the ultimate development of 392 homes, a club house, restaurant, open 

spaces, and greenbelt throughout the community, within a previous golf course.  

4275 Mission Bay Drive Mixed-Use Project, JPI Real Estate Acquisition LLC, San Diego, California. Contributed to 

the GHG emissions technical report that analyzed potential impacts associated with development of 172 residential 
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units totaling approximately 200,000 square feet gross floor area, 15,500 square feet of commercial retail and 

office space, and subterranean parking. The project is designed to be a transit-oriented development and GHG 

emissions reductions associated with the project’s sustainable design features were quantified in the analysis. 

Murrieta 180 Project, Bel Air Murrieta LLC, Riverside County, California. Prepared the air quality and GHG 

emissions assessments for the construction of a 196-unit multifamily residential community on a vacant 9.85-acre 

parcel. The units will be located in nine three-story buildings, situated around community open space, and will 

include amenities such as a two-story community center and pool, children’s play area, and barbecue areas.  

Los Alamos Community Plan Update EIR, County of Santa Barbara, California. Contributed to the air quality, public 

services/solid waste, transportation and parking, and GHG sections of the EIR for the 2010 projected community 

plan buildout. The Los Alamos Community Plan Update encompasses a 1.0-square-mile area and proposes revisions 

to the 1994 Los Alamos Community Plan that will allow for development of up to 643 new residential units and 

534,709 square feet of new commercial/industrial square footage in the community. 

Yokohl Ranch EIR, The Yokohl Ranch Company LLC, Visalia, California. Contributed to the preparation of the air 

quality and GHG sections of the draft EIR for the proposed Yokohl Ranch project and provided peer review of the air 

quality impact assessment prepared by the applicant’s air quality consultants to ensure consistency with CEQA 

guidance. The project proposes development of up to 10,000 dwelling units as well as mixed-use, neighborhood 

commercial, commercial recreation, schools, parks, and light industrial land uses within three planning areas 

totaling 6,572 acres of the 36,219-acre project site. 

Miramar Hotel Project, Caruso Affiliated, Montecito, California. Prepared an air quality assessment technical 

memorandum for the project, which is an amendment to the approved development plan for construction of a new 

hotel on the Miramar Hotel project site. The Miramar Hotel Remodel Project was approved by Santa Barbara County 

in 2008 with 186 rooms. The new proposed project represents a reduction in program and square footage from the 

previously approved plan and proposes development of a 170-room hotel with 258 restaurant seats, a 400-guest 

banquet facility, a private beach club, a spa facility, and four employee housing units. 

Las Vegas/San Pedro Creeks Capacity Improvements Project, Caltrans, Santa Barbara County, California. 

Responsible for development of technical reports that analyze potential air quality, noise, and water quality impacts 

resulting from the proposed improvements to drainage systems, including upgrades or replacement of culverts and 

bridges and the installation of berm and flood wall along Las Vegas and San Pedro Creeks under Calle Real, SR 101, 

and the Union Pacific Railroad. 

Mariposa at Ellwood Shores Assisted Living Facility HRA, Robert Dixon, Goleta, California. Contributed to the HRA 

for the proposed Mariposa at Ellwood Shores project in Goleta. The proposed assisted living facility would house up 

to 99 residents in 63 units. The facility includes a 350-kilowatt, diesel-fueled emergency generator; it is near the 

Reliant Ellwood peaking power plant and adjacent to Ellwood Elementary School. The HRA evaluated the potential 

health impacts from the operations of both the emergency generator and the peaking power plant on the residents 

of the facility and the Ellwood Elementary School. 

ARCO Service Station Expansion, Bonsall Service Station LP, San Diego County, California. Responsible for 

preparation of air quality and GHG assessments, which include modeling of gasoline tank emissions. Dudek was 

contracted by Bonsall Service Station LP to provide environmental services (CEQA documentation) to raze and 

rebuild the ARCO ampm station located near the community of Bonsall in San Diego County. The project proposes 

to rebuild the existing gasoline canopy from a four- to a nine-multiproduct dispenser. 
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McDonald’s Drive-Through at Camino Real Market Place GHG Assessment, McDonald's USA LLC, Goleta, California. 

Prepared the GHG analysis for the addition of a drive-through facility and related on-site parking lot to the existing 

restaurant. Analysis included calculation of emissions from vehicle travel and vehicle idling. Dudek provided basic 

planning, civil engineering, and necessary environmental studies and permitting documentation for approval of the 

proposed project. 

Montclair Plaza Expansion CEQA Review, Best, Best and Krieger LLP, Montclair, California. Contributed to the air 

quality and GHG sections for a proposed commercial infill redevelopment project in the city of Montclair. The project 

proposes redevelopment and expansion of Montclair Plaza, an indoor, two-story shopping mall that opened in 1968 

and was last renovated in 2008. The applicant’s goal is to revitalize and increase the gross leasable area of the 

current shopping center site for greater walkability and a more upscale shopping experience.  

Costco Project Air Quality Technical Report, Costco Wholesale, San Marcos, California. Prepared the air quality 

technical report that included modeling of project-generated air pollutant emissions and analysis of potential 

construction, operation, odor, health risk, and GHG impacts resulting from the proposed project, which would replace 

an existing Costco warehouse and Harley Davidson building with a new Costco warehouse, gasoline station, car 

wash, tire center, food center, and other associated improvements. 

Vincent Winery Odor Abatement Plan, Aladdin Developers Inc., Santa Ynez, California. Developed an odor 

abatement plan to mitigate the potential for Vincent Winery to cause adverse odors to satisfy a condition of approval 

required by the County of Santa Barbara. The plan includes a discussion of policies and procedures for complaints, a 

summary of potential odor sources, and a description of methods to reduce and minimize odors. 

The Villages at San Jacinto Specific Plan, City of San Jacinto, California. Contributed to an air quality assessment 

for a large specific plan in western Riverside County. The project included up to 1,329 residential units, a high 

school, 196,963 square feet of commercial and office space, and parks. The air quality assessment included an 

analysis of the project’s GHG emissions and the impact on climate change, along with a review of project features 

and possible mitigation measures to reduce those emissions. 

Templeton Hills Assisted Living Project, Templeton Hills Group, LLC, San Luis Obispo County, California. Prepared a 

memorandum that assessed potential cancer risks from diesel particulate matter (DPM) associated with siting 

sensitive land uses near a high-traffic-volume roadway (Highway 101) using a screening method, as recommended 

by the San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District. The assessment was based on the protocol developed by 

the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District for evaluating the location of sensitive land uses 

adjacent to major roadways. 

635 South Citrus Avenue Mitigated Negative Declaration, Best, Best and Krieger LLP, Covina, California. Prepared 

the air quality and GHG emissions analysis of the mitigated negative declaration (MND) for the proposed 

commercial infill redevelopment project in the city of Covina. The project consists of redeveloping an automobile 

rental facility into an automobile dealership, with the overall purpose of revitalizing a partially vacant, aging 

commercial building to allow for an updated commercial use. 

Rice Ranch Specific Plan, Rice Ranch Community, LLC, Orcutt, California. Prepared the GHG Emissions Technical 

Report and air quality and GHG sections of the impact analysis for the proposed subdivision of several hundred 

single and multifamily residential units on vacant parcels in the community of Orcutt.  

Bacara Resort and Spa Completion Phase Project EIR, Goleta, California. Contributed to the air quality, GHG, and 

aesthetics/visual resources sections, as well as other required CEQA EIR sections, which analyze impacts associated 
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with the development of 55 resort condominiums and associated facilities within a portion of the existing hotel 

property located adjacent to the Pacific Ocean. 

Alexander Crossings Apartments Project EIR, City of Napa, California. Assisted in preparation of air quality, GHG 

emissions, public services, and public utilities sections of the EIR for a 134-unit, multifamily housing project located 

on a 6.39-acre site in the City of Napa. The MND originally prepared for the project is in litigation, and the City has 

hired Dudek to prepare an EIR, which was certified in 2012. 

Haskell’s Landing Initial Study Initial Study/MND and Staff Report, City of Goleta, California. Contributed to the air 

quality and GHG sections of the initial study (IS)/MND, which analyzed the potential impacts resulting from 

development of 101 market-rate and affordable residences. 

Eastlake Apartments, Mid Town LLC, Chula Vista, California. Contributed to the air quality and GHG emissions 

assessments for the construction and operation of 156 residential apartment units on a 9.3-acre site located at the 

southwest corner of State Route (SR) 125. Contributed to the roadway health risk assessment (HRA), which 

determined the potential impact to the future residents of the proposed project area due to diesel particulate matter 

emissions resulting from truck traffic along SR 125. 

Arlington Cultural Arts Village, Arlington Theatre LLC, Santa Barbara, California. Prepared the air quality technical 

report for the development of 29 residential units and 10,000 square feet of commercial/retail space. Responsible 

for calculation of project-generated air pollutant emissions and analysis of potential construction and operational air 

quality and GHG impacts associated with the proposed mixed-use development. 

The Festival Specific Plan EIR, City of San Jacinto, California. Contributed to the EIR air quality section and modeling 

of estimated project-generated emissions associated with the construction and operation of a large-scale, 

multiphase commercial/retail project. 

Rubidoux Child Development Center, County of Riverside, California. Prepared the air quality and GHG analysis for 

an IS/MND for the proposed Child Development Center facility located in the community of Rubidoux. The Child 

Development Center is planned to be about 15,000 square feet on 1.5 acres next to a new library facility. Dudek 

prepared the MND and circulated it for public review in less than three weeks from notice to proceed. 

Starbucks Coffee Project, Starbucks Corporation, Encinitas, California. Prepared the GHG emissions technical 

report that analyzed potential GHG emissions associated with development of a coffee shop with drive-through and 

consistency of the project with the City’s Climate Action Plan. For disclosure, the analysis also compared GHG 

emissions associated with the project without a drive-through. 

Air Quality Studies, Riverbend Sand and Gravel LLC, Fresno County, California. Contributed to the air quality 

impact analysis and HRA for the proposed Riverbend Sand and Gravel mine, aggregate plant, hot-mix asphalt 

plant, and ready-mix concrete plant located southeast of Sanger, in California's Central Valley. The ambient air  

quality impacts due to emissions of criteria air pollutants were evaluated using dispersion modeling in 

accordance with San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District's guidance. 

Two Rivers Cement Throughput Expansion Project, Two Rivers Cement LLC, Sacramento-Yolo Port District, 

Sacramento, California. Contributed to the key section of an air quality assessment for a Supplemental EIR that 

evaluates amending the lease with the Port of West Sacramento to increase the amount of cement permitted to 

be offloaded, stored, and transported from the Port. Project concerns include air quality, noise, and truck traffic in 

the area. 



 

 7 

Highway 41 Quarry, Vulcan Materials Company, Madera County, California. Contributed to key section of an air 

quality assessment for a proposed hard rock quarry, aggregate plant, and asphalt plant. The project would involve 

production of approximately 2.5 million tons of aggregate and 500,000 tons of asphalt. Tasks included estimates of 

criteria air pollutants, toxic air contaminants, and GHGs from diesel off-road equipment, motor vehicles, and 

aggregate and asphalt processing equipment. It included a health risk and odor assessment and air quality impact 

analysis. The risk assessment and air quality impact analysis were prepared for the applicant to submit to the 

Madera County Planning Department for use in an EIR for the proposed project. 

Emission Inventory for the Idaho-Maryland Mining Corporation, Grass Valley, California. Contributed to revisions to 

an emission inventory for a proposed gold mine and tile manufacturing facility in Grass Valley. Revisions included 

improved emission factors and estimates for mobile equipment, trucks and employee vehicles, and tile kilns and 

dryers. New emission estimates included several hazardous air pollutants associated with natural gas combustion 

and additional indirect sources (electricity and water supply) of GHGs. Audited the Microsoft Excel workbooks used to 

calculate the project emissions and provided recommendations for improving the assessment and potentially 

reducing emissions to less-than-significant levels. 

El Monte Sand Mining Project EIR, County of San Diego. Contributed to the air quality and GHG emissions and 

energy analysis in support of the preparation of a subsequent EIR for the El Monte Sand Mining Project, which would 

provide locally sourced sand aggregate for use in the San Diego region. The EIR was prepared in compliance with 

CEQA, and ensures that information required by the public as well as County of San Diego decision makers is both 

adequate and available.  

Jurupa Business Park Project Addendum, City of Fontana, California. Prepared the GHG report for an addendum to 

the Final EIR for the Jurupa Business Park project. The addendum was prepared to clarify minor changes to the Final 

EIR, which analyzed the development of three distribution/manufacturing buildings for various industrial and 

commercial uses, totaling 1,277,728 square feet of gross building area. 

Newport Banning Ranch Coastal Consulting Services, Aera Energy LLC, Orange County, California. Provided coastal 

consulting services for the project located on a 401-acre site currently and historically used for oilfield development 

and production. The project includes the abandonment and re-abandonment of oil production facilities; site 

remediation; consolidation of existing surface oil production facilities; residential, commercial, resort, visitor-serving 

commercial, and community park land use development; and preservation of open space. 

Dublin Canyon Road Projects, Valley Capital Realty and Mortgage, Alameda County, California. Contributed to two 

HRA memorandums for residential projects on Dublin Canyon Road. The screening HRAs evaluated the potential 

health impacts to residential sensitive receptors resulting from nearby roadways and stationary sources. 

Sunrise Specific Plan, City of San Marcos, California. Contributed to the air quality and GHG emissions analyses 

for the technical report and EIR for the Sunrise Specific Plan. The project proposes up to 192 multifamily dwelling 

units on a 14.4-acre site situated at the City of San Marcos’ southeastern limits. 

Hughes Circuits Project, City of San Marcos, California. Contributed to the air quality and GHG emissions analyses for 

the technical report and EIR for the Hughes Circuits Project. The project consists of development of a 

67,410-square-foot manufacturing building to support the expansion of the existing operations of Hughes Circuits Inc. 



 

 8 

Education 

San Diego State University (SDSU) Plaza Linda Verde Addendum 2, Gatzke, Dillon and Balance, California. 

Prepared the CO hotspot analysis and contributed to the air quality and GHG emissions analysis. The technical 

memorandum studied the ramifications of the modifications to the subject segment of College Avenue for 

implementation of the Complete Streets Scenario and the changed circumstances on the previously certified 

environmental analysis contained in the 2011 Final EIR.  

New Student Services and Administration Building, Riverside Community College District (RCCD), California. 

Prepared the air quality and GHG analysis for the proposed project, which includes construction of a new, two-story 

Student Services and Administration Building with one-story elements to consolidate all student services and 

administration into an approximately 45,000-square-foot building that will include up to 132 existing employees. 

Le Petite Ecole School Project, Gerald Gaucher, San Diego County, California. Managed and prepared the GHG 

emissions technical report that analyzed potential impacts associated with renovation and redevelopment of an 

approximately 55,560-square foot two-story office suite to accommodate an English-French pre-kindergarten 

through 12th grade private school over two phases. Because Phase 1 and Phase 2 involve different land uses, 

different land use intensity, and different operational years, the analysis evaluated emissions associated with each 

distinct phase to identify the potential maximum annual (i.e., worst-case) project-generated operational emissions. 

Richland Elementary School Reconstruction Project, San Marcos Unified School District, California. Prepared the 

air quality and GHG emissions technical report and energy IS/MND assessment for the project, which entails 

complete reconstruction of the existing elementary school. The project includes demolition of existing school 

buildings and construction of new facilities, including five new buildings (with 44 classrooms), new play structures 

and fields, and reconfiguration of the parking and drop-off areas. 

Campus Master Plan (CMP) EIR, California Polytechnic University (Cal Poly), Pomona, California. Prepared the air quality 

and GHG emissions assessments for the proposed CMP Revision EIR. The CMP Revision would update the previous 

2000 Master Plan and govern development of the campus over the next 20 years. The air quality and GHG 

assessments evaluated an increase from the current population of 15,715 full-time equivalent students to 20,000 

full-time equivalent students and a net increase of campus buildings of nearly 2 million square feet plus nearly 

1.7 million square feet of additional public-private partnership buildings. The GHG assessment required an evaluation 

of the goal of reducing the energy used by campus buildings to 1999/2000 levels on per-square-foot basis and the use 

of reclaimed water to serve agricultural and landscape irrigation needs. The GHG assessment evaluated the net 

change in GHG emissions relative to current levels and to levels that would result from business as usual. 

Student Housing and Dining Commons Replacement EIR, Cal Poly Pomona, California. Prepared the air quality and 

GHG emissions assessments for the proposed new campus student housing and dining commons. The existing 

dining facility and several existing residence halls have reached their usable life and need replacement. The project 

entails construction of seven new housing buildings, a new state-of-the-art food preparation/dining commons facility, 

a new central plant, transportation improvements, and other ancillary recreation and open space areas around the 

new building complex. 

Valor Academy Expansion IS/MND, Los Angeles, California. Prepared the air quality and GHG assessment and 

provided technical support for noise and traffic impact analysis. Valor Academy, a private school located in the Arleta 

community of Los Angeles, is proposing to incrementally increase its enrollment from 200 to 480 students, establish 

modular classrooms on the property until construction of new classroom and administration buildings are complete, 

and construct a new surface parking lot over four phases of development. 
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West Campus Classroom and Office Building IS/MND, Santa Barbara City College (SBCC), California. Prepared the 

air quality and GHG IS/MND sections for the proposed project, which proposes a complex of two structures that 

include classrooms, staff offices, and associated infrastructure. The project represents the second of three phases 

of portable building removal on the college campus, locating the existing academic programs and student services 

into permanent buildings. 

Moreno Valley Campus Parking Structure and Surge Space, RCCD, Riverside, California. Prepared the air quality 

and GHG technical report and associated IS/MND sections for the proposed project. The project included demolition 

of an existing 140-space surface parking lot and replacement with an 800-space, four-story (one floor belowground 

and three floors aboveground) parking garage facility that will house office space for college staff, meeting rooms, 

and a small retail bookstore and will be designed and built following Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design 

(LEED) standards. 

Student/Academic Services Phase III, RCCD, Riverside County, California. Prepared the air quality and GHG 

technical report for construction of a student academic services facility at the Moreno Valley Campus. The proposed 

project consists of construction of a new three-story academic building to provide additional office and student 

space to support the continued growth and existing needs of the college. 

Norco Network Operations Center, RCCD, Riverside County, California. Prepared the air quality and GHG technical 

report associated IS/MND sections for the proposed project. RCCD contracted with Dudek to prepare necessary 

CEQA documentation to build two new structures, a main office and maintenance structure, at the existing 

RCCD Norco Campus. The total building area was approximately 21,900 square feet on 2.23 acres of land. 

University High School Project, San Diego City Schools, California. Analyzed potential air quality and global climate 

change impacts resulting from improvements to existing athletic facilities, and the replacement of natural turf with 

artificial turf and track surface with synthetic materials within the school’s football stadium.  

Energy 

Block 12 Development Project, Aera Energy LLC, Kern County, California. Prepared an air quality analysis for an oil 

and gas development project in Kern County, California. The project consists of the development of oil production 

and steam injection wells, as well as associated supporting infrastructure, in an existing oil field. 

North South Project, Southern California Gas Company (SCGC), San Bernardino County, California. Contributed to 

the preparation of the air quality and GHG analysis of the project, which will provide natural gas needed to maintain 

reliability and balance the available supply with customer demand within the Southern System. Primary components 

of the project consist of installation of a 36-inch diameter transmission pipeline extending approximately 95 miles 

within the counties of San Bernardino and Riverside, and rebuilding of the Adelanto Compressor Station. 

Foundation Windpower IS/MND, Riverside County, California. Prepared the air quality and GHG analysis for the 

installation of two 1-megawatt wind turbines in unincorporated Riverside County. The wind turbines would be a 

maximum of 338 feet in height and located one-half mile south of Interstate 10 (I-10), within an existing gravel 

mining site for Robertson’s Ready Mix Concrete. 

Campo Wind Project EIS/EIR, Campo Reservation, California. Contributed to the air quality and GHG emissions 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) sections and technical report and the air quality, GHG emissions, and Energy 

sections of the EIR for the proposed 60 turbine, 252 megawatt wind energy project located on 2,200 acres under 

the jurisdiction of the Campo Band of Diegueno Mission Indians Reservation with a portion of the generation 
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transmission line facilities located on approximately 200 acres of private lands that consisted of 14 parcels in 

southeastern San Diego County. Ensured the analyses was complete, defensible, and prepared in compliance with 

NEPA and CEQA.  

Haynes Generating Station Demolition Project IS/MND, Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, Long Beach, 

California. Prepared the air quality and GHG emissions IS/MND analysis for the project, which assessed the 

demolition of decommissioned Units 3–6 at Haynes Generating Station in Long Beach. Key issues evaluated in the 

CEQA documentation included the effects of the proposed demolition activities on nearby sensitive receptors 

(air quality, noise, and construction traffic), containment and removal of potentially hazardous materials, and other 

construction-related effects. Haynes, Scattergood, Valley, and Harbor are generating stations in the Los Angeles 

Department of Water and Power system that are part of the focus of the Sustainable City pLAn, which aims to have 

100% carbon-free sources of energy in Los Angeles by 2050.  

Valley Generating Station Demolition Project IS/MND, Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, California. 

Prepared the air quality and GHG emissions IS/MND analysis for the project, which included the demolition of four 

units at Valley Generating Station in the Sun Valley area of Los Angeles.  

Healthcare 

Kaiser Antelope Valley Wind Turbine Project, Kaiser Foundation Health Plan Inc., Lancaster, California. Prepared 

the air quality and GHG emissions analysis for the implementation of an on-site wind turbine to primarily supply 

power to the Kaiser Permanente Antelope Valley Medical Offices buildings and the future hospital to be constructed 

on site. The report also evaluated the benefit the proposed wind turbine project would have by reducing GHG 

emissions associated with consumption of electricity produced by nonrenewable sources (fossil fuels), which would 

instead be produced using project-generated wind energy. 

Foothill Centre Project, The Towbes Group Inc., Santa Barbara, California. Managed and prepared the technical 

report that analyzed potential impacts associated with development of office buildings for use as a medical clinic, 

surgical center, and general office space. In addition to estimating construction and operational emissions, the 

report included an assessment of potential cancer risk and chronic hazard index for non-cancer health impacts 

associated with operation of an emergency diesel generator. 

Scripps Memorial Hospital La Jolla Master Plan EIR, Childs Mascari Warner Architects, California. Served as an air 

quality analyst in the preparation of the project EIR and air quality technical report for the expansion of the existing 

Scripps Memorial Hospital La Jolla. Primary task involved analysis of potential CO hotspot impacts. 

New Kaiser Medical Center Project, Kaiser Foundation Health Plan Inc., San Diego, California. Served as an air 

quality analyst in the preparation of the project EIR and air quality technical report for the development of 

936,000 square feet of new hospital campus uses on approximately 20 acres located in the Kearny Mesa planning 

area in the City of San Diego.  

Military 

California Dry Dock Solutions, Allied Defense Recycling LLC, Vallejo, California. Contributed to an analysis of mobile 

source emissions associated with a proposed shipyard operation to dismantle U.S. Navy ships. The analysis included 

trucks and employee vehicles, mobile equipment, and paved road dust. 
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Municipal 

California Air Resources Board (CARB) Southern California Consolidation Project, Department of General Services 

(DGS), Riverside, California. Contributed to the air quality and GHG emissions analysis for the consolidation and 

relocation of CARB’s motor vehicle emissions standards development and testing to an 18-acre campus style 

facility. The new campus, which will be a national and international center for air pollution and climate change 

research, is designed to accommodate approximately 460 employees and will include approximately 

800,000 square feet of testing space, chemistry laboratory space, office/administrative space, and facilities and 

support space (e.g., warehouse, shipping and receiving area, and vehicle wash areas). Key issues for the project 

were air quality and GHGs, due to vehicle miles traveled for the employees traveling to the new campus and 

CARB's goal to achieve net zero energy for the project. In addition to employee vehicle emissions, emissions were 

estimated for vehicle testing, vehicle fueling, fuel storage, boilers, a fuel cell plant, an emergency generator, 

chemistry laboratory, and miscellaneous operations that generate criteria air pollutant, GHGs, and toxic air 

contaminant emissions. A net carbon storage and sequestration analysis for the project was conducted. 

Santa Monica City Yards Master Plan EIR, Santa Monica, California. Contributed to the air quality and GHG 

emissions analysis for implementation of the City of Santa Monica City Yards Master Plan, which would entail 

demolition of existing buildings/facilities and reconstruction of the City Yards Site with new buildings/facilities, 

infrastructure upgrades, circulation improvements, and sustainable features to address existing deficiencies. 

Emission sources included emergency generators, offroad equipment, welders, and fire department training. 

Resource Management 

Energy and Conservation Action Strategy Update, City of Vacaville, California. Contributed to the preparation of the 

Energy and Conservation Action Strategy (ECAS) Update, which provides a strategic road map for the City of 

Vacaville to meet the state’s GHG reduction targets established by Senate Bill 32 and demonstrate substantial 

progress towards meeting Executive Order S-3-05. The year 2035 was identified as the target year, which required 

a reduction of approximately 54% from the 2035 business-as-usual scenario. The ECAS Update builds on the 

strategies and measures established by the City’s 2015 ECAS, identifies GHG reduction targets, and develops 

locally applied actions to reduce GHG emissions from community-wide activities. Emission sectors included 

transportation, residential energy, nonresidential energy, water and wastewater, solid waste disposal, off-road 

equipment, and carbon storage. The ECAS Update identified new City policies to account for a reduction of more 

than 300,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent, which exceeded the City’s GHG reduction target. 

Yolo County Climate Action and Adaptation Plan, Yolo, California. Serving as Project Manager for the CAAP. Technical 

assistance focus is on the GHG inventory, GHG reduction measures, and the adaptation reduction measures, as 

well as preparing the plan in an understandable and engaging fashion. The County’s goal is carbon negative by 

2030 and the CAAP will include a Community Engagement and Equity Strategy along with extensive outreach 

materials and website, three types of GHG inventories (community-wide, municipal, and a consumption-based 

narrative), collaboration with the Resources Conservation District to identify carbon sequestration potential, 

identification of vulnerabilities and adaptation and resilience strategies, development of a feasible funding and 

financing roadmap, and preparation of an implementation and monitoring plan that integrates with the County’s 

existing tools. 

Climate Action and Adaptation Plan, Buena Park, California. Serving as Project Manager to assist the City in 

developing a CAAP to meet statewide GHG reduction and climate adaptation goals, with an emphasis on how the 

local economy in Buena Park can meaningfully contribute to emission reductions and build communitywide 

resilience. To do this sustainability leaders for Buena Park’s tourism businesses and logistics warehouses, which 
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drastically impact transportation emissions, are joining an environmental working group and will collaborate with 

the City on policy. The CAAP includes a robust existing plan, policies, and best practices review; development of a 

GHG emissions inventory, forecasts, target setting, and local gap analysis; vulnerability assessment and 

development of adaptation measures; development of tiered GHG emission reduction measures; creative 

stakeholder engagement; effective implementation plan for ongoing monitoring and reporting; and a CEQA 

analysis and CEQA tiering mechanism. The final plan is being developed with implementation tools that ensure 

ease of use by city staff, and a website-focused final product that will allow residents to interact with the plan in 

an engaging way. 

San Diego County Water Authority Climate Action Plan Update, San Diego, California. Serving as Project Manager to 

assist the Water Authority in preparing an updated CAP to meet current protocols and ensure integration with the 

Water Authority’s upcoming Master Plan Update. Tasks include reviewing existing GHG emissions inventory data, 

development of an updated GHG baseline, establishment of forecasted business-as-usual emissions, identification 

of a GHG emission-reductions target and establishment of objectives, identify and evaluate GHG reduction 

measures that are feasible and effective (GHG reduction and cost-effective), preparation of an updated CAP 

document, and CEQA integration including a CEQA streamlining mechanism.  

Malibu Parks Public Access Enhancement Plan, Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority, Los Angeles 

County, California. Contributed to the air quality, noise, traffic and parking, and GHG sections of the EIR, which 

analyzes impacts associated with implementation of a comprehensive plan, consisting of a public works plan and 

City of Malibu Local Coastal Program (LCP) Amendment, to address park and recreational facility program needs for 

state-owned parklands. 

Tejon Mountain Village Project, Kern County, California. Contributed to the climate change analysis for the 

Tehachapi Uplands Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP), which covers approximately 144,000 acres 

of the 280,000-acre Tejon Ranch property. The plan addresses the Tehachapi Mountains portions of Tejon Ranch, a 

transverse range providing an important regional linkage between the Sierra Nevada and the Coastal Ranges and 

provides for conservation and coverage of 27 species. Potential carbon loss for land use changes and associated 

removal of vegetation was included. 

Rincon Trail Project, City of Carpinteria, California. Deputy project manager and lead environmental analyst for 

preparation of an IS and MND to assess a 1-mile segment of the Carpinteria Coastal Vista Trail in eastern 

Santa Barbara County. The Rincon trail is located along Carpinteria Bluffs, on lands within the jurisdictions of the 

City of Carpinteria and the County of Santa Barbara, and it extends within the Union Pacific Railroad and Caltrans 

rights-of-ways. As part of the 1,200-mile California Coastal Trail, the Rincon segment will provide a hiking and 

biking connection between Santa Barbara and Ventura Counties and will improve safety and access to the 

Santa Barbara Channel shoreline. 

Yuba-Sutter Regional Conservation Plan EIR/EIS, Counties of Yuba and Sutter, California. Prepared the air quality 

and GHG/climate change analyses for the Yuba-Sutter Regional Conservation Plan, which will serve as an habitat 

conservation plan (HCP)/ natural community conservation plan (NCCP) for the Counties of Yuba and Sutter and 

Cities of Wheatland, Yuba City, and Live Oak. The Plan will provide endangered species coverage for commercial, 

residential, industrial, and associated development; public and private infrastructure; water supply and delivery 

facilities; waste management facilities; and HCP/NCCP management activities. Covered activities will also include 

operation and maintenance of public service, public and private infrastructure, recreational, transportation, flood 

control, and other stream-related and waste management facilities and HCP/NCCP management activities. 
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Tejon Ranch Ranch-Wide Carbon Storage Analysis White Paper, Kern and Los Angeles Counties, California. 

Managed and contributed to an evaluation of carbon stored within approximately 250,000 acres of conserved 

land including permanently preserved land, agricultural land, and retained natural open space within 

development areas. The study area supports 111 different vegetation/land cover types, which were grouped into 

seven general categories for reporting: chaparral, forest, grassland, riparian and wetland, scrub, woodland, and 

agriculture. The white paper focused on estimating the carbon stored in two pools: aboveground live biomass 

(e.g., trunks, branches) and belowground live biomass (e.g., roots), and estimated carbon stored based on 

available authoritative sources. After estimating the snapshot of total carbon stored within the conserved lands, to 

understand the estimated carbon in everyday terms, the study then presented the equivalent of the carbon stored 

in GHG emissions from various sources, including passenger vehicles driven for one year and homes’ electricity 

use for one year. 

TerraCount Assessment for San Diego County, San Diego County, California. Project manager and GHG lead for the 

San Diego Association of Governments carbon storage and sequestration assessment for San Diego County using 

the California Department of Conservation’s TerraCount tool. The analysis will estimate the carbon inventory for 

the natural and working lands of San Diego County to estimate the current carbon storage and forecasted trends 

to 2050 and report out the effects of management activities and co-benefits in the region. 

Monterey Airport Focused Carbon Sequestration Analysis, Coffman Associates, Monterey County, California. 

Prepared a focused carbon sequestration analysis for the Monterey Peninsula Airport Runway Safety Area 

Improvements project proposed by the Monterey Peninsula Airport District to address the Supreme Court of California’s 

finding that the potential change in carbon dioxide (CO2) sequestration from the loss of vegetation requires further 

study than what was provided in the 2011 EIR. The analysis estimates CO2 emissions associated with the one-time loss 

of sequestered carbon resulting from proposed land use changes. This analysis also estimates a one-time carbon-stock 

change associated with the proposed planting of trees that will sequester new CO2. 

Monterey Regional Airport’s Proposed Master Plan and Associated Development Projects Focused Carbon 

Sequestration Analysis, Coffman Associates, Monterey County, California. Managed and contributed to a focused 

carbon sequestration analysis to estimate and evaluate the potential net change in sequestered carbon associated 

with implementation of the proposed project and an alternative. The one-time loss of sequestered carbon resulting 

from proposed removal of trees and the gain of sequestered carbon from tree plantings was estimated using the 

i-Tree software suite developed and provided by the United States Forest Service. The carbon loss from vegetation 

removal (non-trees) was estimated using the California Emission Estimator Model (CalEEMod). 

As-Needed Environmental Services for the State Water Project, Division of O&M, Castaic, California. Contributed to 

the air quality and GHG emissions analyses for projects under the California Department of Water Resources State 

Water Project contract—specifically, the Sisk Dam Safety Project Subsequent EIR. 

Transportation 

San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG)/Caltrans Public Works Plan, Kimley-Horn & Associates, 

San Diego County, California. Contributed to the Public Works Plan, specifically the Energy Conservation and 

Emissions Reduction Chapter and the LCP/Plan Consistency Analyses. Dudek was contracted on the proposed 

transportation improvements to I-5 and the Los Angeles–San Diego Rail Corridor in northern San Diego County. 

Improvements to I-5 proposed by Caltrans District 11 will include adding managed and general-purpose lanes from 

La Jolla Village Drive in the city of San Diego to Harbor Drive in the city of Oceanside, including a number of bridge 

and interchange structures. 
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Cesar Chavez Boulevard Improvement, KOA Corporation, Calexico, California. Prepared an Air Quality Study Report 

and an Air Quality Conformity Analysis for the project, which proposes the widening of Cesar Chavez Boulevard to five 

lanes (from 2nd Street to SR 98) and implementation of additional improvements including surface rehabilitation, 

turn lanes, traffic signal, lighting, and sidewalks. The purpose of the project is to improve traffic operations, 

accommodate cross-border vehicular access to the Land Port of Entry, and accommodate local access along 

Cesar Chavez Boulevard. The Air Quality Conformity Analysis included a Transportation Air Quality Conformity 

Findings Checklist and a PM Conformity Hot Spot Analysis Project Summary for Interagency Consultation with the 

Transportation Conformity Working Group. 

Concord Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) Station Air Quality, NCE, Contra Costa County, California. Prepared an Air 

Quality Conformity Analysis for the project, which proposes to improve bicycle and pedestrian access to the 

Downtown Concord BART station. The project includes corridor enhancements along five roadways in Downtown 

Concord to provide last mile bicycle and pedestrian connections to the Concord BART station from the east, south, 

and west, and would also include bicycle detection at multiple signals, two enhanced crosswalks, and a raised 

intersection. This report is provided all information needed to support a full project-level conformity determination. 

I-210 Soundwall Phase III Improvements Project, Ardurra, La Cañada Flintridge, California. Prepared the air quality 

and GHG emissions analysis for the project, which includes development of three soundwalls totaling approximately 

5,310 feet in length. The analysis included Clean Air Act transportation conformity, estimated construction 

emissions, and a GHG emissions analysis to support Executive Order B-30-15. 

I-5/Grapevine Interchange Improvement Project, Tejon Ranch Corporation, Kern County, California. Prepared the 

preliminary air quality and climate-change technical memorandum pursuant to Caltrans’s Guidelines for Preparing a 

Preliminary Environmental Analysis Report (PEAR) for Project Study Report/Project Development Support. Four build 

alternatives were analyzed. Under the build alternatives, the existing interchange would be replaced with a new 

interchange and a new, separate local road overcrossing would be constructed over I-5. The local road overcrossing 

would also be designed to accommodate “complete streets” concepts for roadways, such as prioritizing bicycle travel 

and enhancing pedestrian travel. Under two build alternatives, the existing southbound I-5 Commercial Vehicle 

Enforcement Facility would be relocated. 

Water 

Orange County Sanitation District Facilities Master Plan, Project No. PS17-08. Prepared the air quality, GHG 

emissions, and energy sections of a Program EIR for the Sanitation District’s 2017 Facilities Master Plan. The 

analysis covers projects included in a 20-year Capital Improvement Program to ensure that the Sanitation District 

can sustain its infrastructure, meet future regulatory requirements, and continue to provide a reliable service to the 

public. These include facilities at Reclamation Plant No. 1 in Fountain Valley, Treatment Plant No. 2 in Huntington 

Beach, the sewer collection system, and improvements at various pump stations. All 75 project- and program-level 

projects were evaluated quantitatively at either a project-level or representative project approach.  

Pure Water Program, North City Project, EIR, City of San Diego, California. Contributed to the air quality and GHG 

technical analyses for the North City Project which proposed to produce 30 million gallons per day of potable 

recycled water. This included expansions of existing water reclamation facilities, construction of new treatment 

facilities, and installation of 29 miles of new pipeline. The project included installing landfill gas fueled power 

generation at the existing treatment facility. A health risk assessment was prepared as part of the project for both 

construction and operation. This project utilized the City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) Checklist to evaluate the 

project’s impact to GHG emissions. 
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Olympic Well Field Restoration and Arcadia Water Treatment Plant Project, City of Santa Monica, California. 

Prepared the air quality, GHG emissions, and energy assessment for the project, which aims to enhance 

sustainability of the City of Santa Monica’s water supply through developing alternative water supplies and 

expanding local groundwater supplies to eliminate reliance on purchase of imported water supplies. The Project 

would accomplish this goal through the restoration of the Olympic Well Field’s pumping capacity, expansion of local 

groundwater production and concurrent reduction of imported water supply, conveyance of the extracted 

groundwater to a new Olympic Advanced Water Treatment Facility (co-located at the Arcadia Water Treatment Plant) 

via a new dedicated pipeline, and upgrades to the Arcadia Water Treatment Plant with an innovative concentrate 

treatment technology to increase production efficiency and produce additional potable water production while 

reducing concentrate discharges to the sewer system. 

Wheeler Reef Subsequent EIR, California State Lands Commission, San Clemente, California. Prepared the 

subsequent EIR air quality, GHG emissions, and energy analyses of the effects of expanding the existing Wheeler 

North Reef by an additional 210 acres. Emissions were estimated for tugboats and other marine vessels, off-road 

equipment, and on-road vehicle travel. For the tugboats, transit, maneuvering, and hoteling emissions were 

separately evaluated for each air basin (South Coast Air Basin, San Diego Air Basin, and outside of United States 

waters), as applicable, under unmitigated and mitigated conditions.  

San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board Former Naval Training Center Boat Channel Sediment 

Remediation Project. Contributed to the air quality and GHG emissions assessments of proposed remedial actions 

including dredging of contaminated sediment, dewatering on a barge, testing of dredged materials, vessel 

transport to Naval Base San Diego (between Piers 11 and 12), and truck transport of dredged materials to the 

Copper Mountain Landfill disposal facility in Wellton, Arizona. The air quality and GHG emissions analysis 

estimated emissions from operation of a tugboat, work boat, derrick barge, and vibracore sampler, as well as 

truck trips and worker vehicle trips. 

Distribution System Infrastructure Protection Program (EIR, Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, 

Orange County, California. Prepared the air quality and GHG emissions analyses for the Program EIR for the 

Orange County region Operations and Maintenance Plan and Capital Investment Plan. The EIR includes analyses for 

approximately 300 facility sites in Orange County. 

Distribution System Infrastructure Protection Program EIR, Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, 

San Bernardino, California. Prepared the air quality and GHG emissions analyses for the program EIR for the 

Western San Bernardino County Region Operations and Maintenance Plan and Capital Investment Plan.  

San Bernardino County Master Storm Water System Maintenance Program EIR, San Bernardino County Flood 

Control District, California. Contributed to the air quality and GHG emissions analyses for the program EIR for 

maintenance of approximately 500 flood-control facilities within San Bernardino County, including channels, dams, 

basins, groins, storm drains, levees, and spreading grounds. Projects were evaluated using a representative project 

approach, which allows for estimation of emissions from activities by modeling representative projects for each activity 

and scaling emissions appropriately to account for anticipated maximum daily and annual maintenance activities.  

Lakeland Village Master Drainage Plan Program, County of Riverside, California. Contributed to preparation of a 

program EIR for the District’s Lakeland Village Master Drainage Plan, including air quality and GHG emissions 

analyses. Master drainage plans are long-term planning documents that identify facilities and locations for future 

storm drain infrastructure. The storm drain facilities will be built over 10 to 30 years; therefore, a program EIR will be 
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prepared to outline the environmental analysis and framework for future mitigation that may be needed when a 

specific facility is to be constructed. 

Coastal Treatment Plant Export Sludge Force Main Replacement Project, South Orange County Wastewater 

Authority, Aliso Viejo, California. Prepared the air quality and GHG EIR sections for the replacement of approximately 

16,600 feet of two existing parallel 4-inch pipelines between the Coastal Treatment Plant and Alicia Parkway with a 

single 6-inch force main made of high-density polyethylene, which would minimize anticipated corrosion challenges.  

Bandicoot and Oak Hills Basins IS/MND Project, County of San Bernardino, California. Prepared an air quality 

assessment and CEQA documentation for the construction of two storm-water detention basins to provide additional 

flood protection for the existing downstream structures, residences, businesses, and for public safety due to historic 

flooding within the project area. 

Temescal and Dawson Canyons Pipelines and Non-Potable Water Tank IS/MND, Temescal Valley Water District, 

Riverside County, California. Prepared an air quality and GHG assessment for the construction of a 6,700-linear-foot 

Temescal Canyon Pipeline, an 11,800-linear-foot Dawson Canyon Pipeline, and a 1.5-million-gallon non-potable 

water tank, located in unincorporated Riverside County. 

Plano Forcemain CEQA Services, Santa Margarita Water District, Irvine, California. Prepared the air quality and 

GHG assessment for the relocation of the Plano lift station force main from underneath Tijeras Creek onto a new 

bridge crossing the creek. The bridge would be built within the District’s existing 100-foot wide permanent easement. 

The project would also include the construction of a new lift station and 3-inch to 6-inch diameter sewer line in the 

Cañada Vista Park for new sewer service at the park. 

Recycled Water MNDs, El Toro Water District (ETWD) Orange County, California. Prepared an air quality assessment 

and CEQA documentation (IS/MND, MND Addendum, and CEQA Plus analysis) for the expansion of the ETWD Water 

Recycling Plant to provide for the delivery of up to 1,175 acre-feet per year of additional tertiary-treated recycled 

water to existing dedicated irrigation customers within the ETWD service area. Separate evaluations were conducted 

for the water recycling plant expansion and the distribution system. The assessment included estimates of 

construction and operational emissions of criteria air pollutants and GHGs. 

Biodiesel Feedstock Production Facility, Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD), Perris, California. Prepared an 

air quality assessment for a biodiesel feedstock production facility at the Perris Valley Regional Water Reclamation 

Facility. The facility would process approximately 5 million gallons of trap waste annually, which is anticipated to 

result in an estimated 200,000 gallons of recovered biodiesel feedstock product for production of biofuels. The 

assessment included estimates of construction and operational emissions of criteria air pollutants and GHGs. The 

operational mobile source calculations relied on EMFAC2011-generated emission factors for trucks. Boiler emissions 

were based on Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) emission factors and compliance with the South Coast Air 

Quality Management District (SCAQMD) rule for small boilers and water heater. 

West Padaro Lane Sewer Main Line Extension IS/MND, Douglas Harris, Carpinteria, California. Prepared the air 

quality and GHG assessment for the proposed 4,100-foot long extension of a Carpinteria Sanitary District sewer main 

that would be aligned along a rural residential street that parallels the coastline about 600 feet from the shore. 

Hay Ranch Water Extraction and Delivery System, Coso Operating Company LLC, Coso Junction, California. 

Contributed to the air quality and GHG sections of the environmental assessment, which analyzed the construction 

of a groundwater extraction and pipeline delivery system from the Coso Hay Ranch to the water distribution station 

and injection system located at the Coso Geothermal Field. 
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Eric Schniewind 

GEOLOGIST, HYDROLOGIST, HAZARDOUS MATERIALS SPECIALIST 

Eric Schniewind (AIR-ik SHNEE-wind, he/him) has 30 years’ experience as a 

geologist, hydrogeologist, hydrologist, and hazardous materials specialist in 

environmental consulting, with the last 20 years focusing on California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

environmental review. His technical background includes geotechnical 

engineering, soil and groundwater contamination investigations, environmental 

remediation planning and implementation, and Phase I Environmental Site 

Assessments (ESAs). In addition, Eric has been involved in fault trace 

identification and landslide hazard studies. His general responsibilities have 

included providing geological, geotechnical, hydrogeological, and hazardous 

materials technical support for CEQA/NEPA documents, such as Environmental 

Impact Reports (EIRs), Environmental Impact Statements (EISs), and 

environmental assessments (EAs).  

Mr. Schniewind has contributed CEQA analysis for a wide range of projects located throughout California, including 

water infrastructure, wastewater treatment plants, groundwater water supply programs, commercial 

developments, large-scale residential developments, shoreline projects involving sea-level-rise issues, solar and 

wind energy developments, petroleum refineries, electric grid transmission projects, sports and entertainment 

arenas, General Plan updates, high-rise developments, military base redevelopments, port redevelopments, 

transportation improvements, hospital expansions and redevelopments, airports, rocket engine testing, research 

and development facilities involving radioactive materials, large-scale hazardous materials remediation projects, 

and landfill expansions and redevelopments (also including joint CEQA/NEPA projects). His NEPA experience has 

included projects for or including the California Coastal Commission, U.S. Navy, U.S. Department of Energy, U.S. 

Bureau of Reclamation, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, and U.S. Veterans Affairs 

throughout the western United States. 

Previous Project Experience 
Creekside Village Specific Plan Draft EIR, El Dorado County, California. Provided analysis for the geology and 

hydrology sections of the EIR for this mixed-use Specific Plan that covers over 200 acres in unincorporated El 

Dorado County. Analysis involved substantive changes to drainage patterns to an expansive undeveloped area. 

Trails at Lyons Canyon Project Draft EIR, Los Angeles County, California. Prepared the geology, hydrology, and 

hazardous materials sections of the Draft EIR for this large-scale development on over 230 acres that would 

include development of residential units, a recreation center, a future fire station, flood control facilities, open-

space and pocket parks, internal roadways, and a water tank. 

Hunter Subdivision Project EIR, City of St. Helena, California. Provided analysis for the hydrology and utilities 

sections of the EIR for this controversial project. Analysis involved a thorough evaluation of water supply and 

groundwater resources that would be associated with this new development. In addition, the site is protected 
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by a levee that is not certified by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), but is designed to provide 200-

year flood protection. 

Aviara Apartments Project Joint EIS/EIR, City of Carlsbad, California. Provided the analysis for the geology, 

hydrology, and hazardous materials sections of the EIS/EIR, where the primary environmental issues associated 

with the project included slope stability, drainage control changes, and the potential for legacy contaminants. The 

project involved developing a multifamily apartment community on two different parcels that had former industrial 

and commercial land uses. 

Bella Linda Residential Development EIR, City of Temecula, California. Analyzed potential impacts related to 

geology, hydrology, and hazardous materials for a residential development in the City of Temecula on a site that is 

adjacent to Pechanga Parkway and Loma Linda Road. The project included 325 apartment units and 49 senior 

family units and would require General Plan and zoning amendments resulting in a change from the existing 

Professional Office designation to Medium Density Residential.  

Brisbane Baylands Specific Plan EIR, City of Brisbane, California. Prepared the geology, hydrology, and hazardous 

materials sections of the EIR for a Specific Plan for an approximately 600-acre planning area in the City of 

Brisbane. The brownfield site was formerly occupied by a landfill and a railroad yard. The Specific Plan presented 

for evaluation included a variety of land uses, such as commercial/retail, research and development, 

civic/cultural, institutional, industrial, residential, and public space/open space. Upon completion, the proposed 

project would include more than 7 million square feet of nonresidential development and approximately 5 million 

square feet (4,500 units) of medium- to high-density residential development. Major issues included settlement of 

nonengineered fill and waste materials, hydrology, hazards/hazardous wastes, geology and ground 

settlement/stability, and sea level rise. 

Solaris Business Park Specific Plan, Draft EIR, City of Escondido, San Diego County, California. Provided the 

analysis for the geology, hydrology, hazards, and hazardous materials sections of the EIR for this proposed 

business park on largely undeveloped land. The 45 acre-site would include a variety of office, research and 

development, industrial, and hospital land uses to support the neighboring hospital facility. The project site is 

located on a rocky hillside that would require rock blasting for the purposes of foundation construction.  

Insite 1450 Artesia Specific Plan EIR, Gardena, Los Angeles County, California. A mixed-use redevelopment is 

proposed for this underutilized, blighted property that includes historical sumps that were used for disposal of 

sludge wastes, refinery wastes, and other hazardous substances. Redevelopment plans would include 

remediation of site and vapor controls to protect future inhabitants. Provided the analysis of the geology, 

hydrology, and utilities sections of the EIR. 

Western South of Market Community Plan, Rezoning of Adjacent Parcels and 350 Eighth Street Project EIR, City of 

San Francisco, California. Provided the analysis for the geology, hydrology, and hazardous materials sections of 

the EIR that addresses environmental impacts of the Western South of Market (SoMa) Community Plan, Rezoning 

of Adjacent Parcels, and the 350 Eighth Street Project. These three geographically related projects are located in 

an area generally bounded by Market, Fourth, Townsend, and 13th Streets in San Francisco. The Western SoMa 

Community Plan was developed through a community-driven planning process and seeks to protect existing 

residential enclaves and districts, while attempting to channel commercial and office growth to the southern 

portion of the plan area, closer to the Caltrain tracks along Townsend Street. Issues included seismic hazards, 

legacy contaminants, and changes to drainage patterns.  

Treasure Island Naval Base and Yerba Buena Island Redevelopment Plan EIR, City of San Francisco, California. 

Hazardous materials specialist and geologist for the EIR on the redevelopment of the former naval base that had a long 
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history of hazardous materials use. The base was divided into separate areas determined by historical releases of a 

wide range of contaminants. The proposed project included development of wetland for treatment of stormwater 

runoff. Geotechnical hazards at the Treasure Island site included the placement of unengineered fills that are 

comprised primarily of dredged sediment, the presence of soft Bay Mud deposits, a perimeter berm that is founded on 

hydraulically placed dredged sediments, liquefaction, settlement, and lateral spreading.  

Sunnydale-Velasco Housing Reconstruction EIR, City of San Francisco, California. Conducted the analysis for 

geology, hydrology, and hazardous materials sections of the EIR for this Focused EIR on the 50-acre Sunnydale-

HOPE Redevelopment Plan Project located in San Francisco along the bay shoreline. Key environmental issues 

analyzed included exposure to seismic hazards, such as slope stability and settlement.  

Central District Redevelopment Plan EIR, Oakland, California. Provided the geology, hydrology, and hazardous 

materials sections of the EIR associated with future development and activities that could occur with proposed 

amendments to the Central District Redevelopment Project Area in downtown Oakland. This program-level 

document identified appropriate mitigation measures that would reduce the potential effects of future 

development. Key issues included tsunami runup, seismic ground-shaking hazards, and settlement associated 

with soft compressible Bay Mud deposits.  

Saddle Crest Homes EIR, Orange County, California. Authored the geology and hydrology sections of the EIR for a 

proposed residential development in unincorporated Orange County within the Foothill/Trabuco Specific 

Plan. Project included development of approximately 65 homes with an average lot size of 20,000 square feet on 

113 acres. Project comprised analysis of two project designs where issues included flooding, seismic hazards, 

and slope stability. 

Bayview Development EIR, Contra Costa County, California. Conducted technical analysis and data review on 

landslide hazards for a controversial hillside development and the hydrology and hazardous materials analysis for 

the EIR. This project required large-scale grading efforts that left relatively steep slopes above proposed 

residential development. Various geotechnical grading, drainage, and other geotechnical mitigation measures 

were proposed to ensure slope stability.  

Oak to Ninth Avenue Waterfront Development EIR, City of Oakland, California. Analyzed the various geotechnical 

challenges associated with shoreline development on Bay Mud, soil and groundwater quality issues, shoreline 

erosion potential, effects of dredged sediments for use as fill, and the presence of contaminated subsurface 

materials and their potential impacts to the public. The project would redevelop an underutilized maritime 

industrial area along the Estuary and the Embarcadero into a revitalized area. As part of a Port of Oakland 

endeavor, this project would also include a new wetland at the mouth of Clinton Basin.  

Gateway Village Project-Specific EIR, Madera County, California. Prepared the geology and hydrology sections for a 

Program EIR for the Gateway Village project, a mixed-use development of residential, retail, office, open-space, 

and public facilities located north of Fresno along State Route 41. The EIR documented potential impacts 

associated with implementation of the project’s Area Plan, Specific Plan, and Infrastructure Master Plan and will 

be used to the extent feasible by Madera County in approving subsequent phases of the project. Analyzed existing 

technical reports to address water supply, hydrology and water quality, and soils/geology issues. 

Huntington Village Specific Plan, Draft Subsequent EIR, City of Arcadia, Los Angeles County, California. Provided 

the analysis for the geology and hydrology sections of the EIR, which addresses environmental impacts associated 

with the implementation of the Specific Plan. The analysis considered the redevelopment across the 11.5-acre 

site that would demolish existing structures to create new residential and commercial land uses at the site. 
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South Bay Area Plan, Draft Program EIR, Los Angeles County, California. Prepared the CEQA analysis for the 

geology and hydrology issue areas for this program analysis, which would guide future development within seven 

different County communities and provide land use and zoning changes to facilitate additional housing and 

commercial uses. While the program does not include specific development, the analysis had to consider a full 

buildout scenario with zoning changes. 

Mesa Verde Specific Plan, Draft Subsequent EIR, City of Calimesa, Riverside County, California. Provided the 

analysis for the geology, hydrology, and hazardous materials sections of the SEIR, which addresses environmental 

impacts associated with the amended Specific Plan. The analysis considered the phased development across the 

nearly 1,500 acre site that would develop currently vacant land with residential units of varying densities, a 

Business Park, commercial, school, and open space/parkway land uses. 

Housing Incentive Overlay Zone, Draft EIR, City of Fullerton, Orange County, California. Conducted the analysis for 

the hydrology, minerals, and utilities sections of the Draft EIR (DEIR), which addresses environmental impacts 

associated with the City’s Program to apply a housing overlay on 759 parcels across the City to accommodate the 

City’s Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) goals. The analysis considered the potential impacts of 

redeveloping these parcels even though the project does not include specific development. 

Clara Oaks Specific Plan, Draft Subsequent EIR, City of Claremont, Los Angeles County, California. Provided the 

analysis for the geology and hydrology sections of the DEIR, which addresses environmental impacts associated 

with the phased development across the 103-acre site that would develop currently vacant land with 40 individual 

residential lots as well as a public trail parking lot/drainage lot and booster pump station, potable water tank site, 

open-space areas, on-site access roads, and associated utility infrastructure. 

City of Sacramento 2040 General Plan, Master EIR, City of Sacramento, California. Provided the analysis for the 

geology, hydrology, and utilities sections of the Master EIR, which addresses environmental impacts associated 

with the implementation of the updated 2040 General Plan. The analysis considered development across the City 

and all the inherent hazards that are present within the City with the new General Plan policies constructed to 

mitigate impacts. 

Dublin Sphere of Influence Project EIR, Danville, California. Conducted technical analysis of geologic impacts 

associated with the Dublin Preserve Sphere of Influence and General Plan Amendment to support developing 

1,450 acres of land in Alameda County at the eastern edge of the City of Dublin into the Dublin Sphere of 

Influence. The project would also amend the Dublin General Plan and Eastern Extended Planning Area to 

incorporate the same. Key issues included transportation access, development in proximity to Cottonwood Creek 

that bisects the site, preservation of steep undeveloped hillsides and grasslands, and consideration of potentially 

historical farms. 

Bay Point Waterfront Strategic Plan EIR, San Francisco, California. Evaluated geologic and hydrologic impacts for 

the EIR for the proposed Bay Point Waterfront Strategic Plan. The redevelopment agency proposed to revitalize the 

Bay Point waterfront area by developing a full-scale marina with related commercial/support uses, medium-

density housing, interconnected open space and pedestrian walkways, and natural open space. A majority of the 

Plan Area is located within the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission. 

The Plan also required an amendment to change both the urban limit line and the land use designations for some 

portions of the site. 
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Dear  Mr.  Daymude:

The following  summarizes  a survey  for bat  species  conducted by Dudek  within  the Aquabella  project  site  (project

site),  and  within a  100-foot buffer  of the project site boundary  (study area),  from  March  19 to  March  26, 2024.  This

report  provides methods  and  results of the surveys and discusses  conclusions supported by these results.

1  Introduction

The purpose of the survey was to inspect any areas that could support crevice or foliage roosting bat species and

collect acoustic data on bat species potentially active in the study area.  Particular focus  was  on  the potential for

special-status   bats,  including  but  not  limited  to  Townsend’s   big-eared   bat   (Corynorhinus   townsendii), western

red  bat  (Lasiurus frantzii  [formerly  L.  blossevillii]), western yellow bat (Lasiurus xanthinus), and California mastiff
bat (Eumops perotis californicus), all  of which are  California Species of Special Concern  and known to occur in

the project site region,  to occur within the  project  site and study area. In general, bats  require  sheltered locations

to roost during the day and  surrounding  habitat with  a  suitable insect prey  base for foraging  at night. Bats use roost

sites  for  hibernation,  mating,  rearing  young,  and  avoiding  inclement  weather  and  predation  and  can  roost  in  a
variety  of natural and artificial  substrates  including  trees  and  snags,  bridges,  culverts, and  buildings  (Kunz  and

Fenton   2003).  Common   species   occurring   in  Southern  California  include   Brazilian   free-tailed   bat

(Tadarida  brasiliensis),  big   brown   bat   (Eptesicus   fuscus),  Yuma   myotis   (Myotis   yumanensis),  California

myotis  (Myotis californicus), and fringed myotis (Myotis thysanodes),  among others. Less-common species that

may  sometimes  roost  in  buildings,  trees, and  cliff  faces  include  Townsend’s  big-eared  bat, little  brown  bat

(Myotis lucifugus), and pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus)  (Kunz  and Martin,  1982; Wilkins, 1989).

2  Methods

2.1  Project Location and Site Description

The  project site  is  generally  located in western Riverside County, south of State Route 60 (Moreno  Valley Freeway),

east  of  Lasselle  Street  Road,  north  of  Iris  Avenue,  and  west  of  Oliver  Street,  and  is  bisected  by  Nason  Street

(Figure  1, Project Location; figures are  attached at the end of this  report). The  project  site is on Assessor’s Parcel

Numbers 486-300-013, 486-310-036, 486-310-014, 486-320-012, 486-320-009, 486-300-012, 486-320-010,



TO:  ANDREW DAYMUDE 
SUBJECT:  RESULTS OF BAT ROOST AND ACOUSTIC MONITORING SURVEYS FOR THE AQUABELLA PROJECT 

 

 JUNE 2024 2 
   

486-320-013, 486-320-011, and 486-310-035, and associated rights-of-way. The latitude and longitude for the 

approximate center of the project site are 33°54′12.94″ N and 117°11′49.39″ W, and the site is mapped on the 

U.S. Geological Survey Sunnymead quadrangle, Sections 15, 16, 21, and 22 of Range 3W, Township 3S. 

The project site is generally flat, with elevations ranging from 1,490 feet to 1,560 feet above mean sea level. The 

site has experienced substantial disturbance from historical agricultural activities and previous grading, which have 

occurred off and on across the entire site over the past two decades. In several areas, shallow basins have formed 

as a result of the initial grading of the site, particularly in association with contouring for a planned artificial lake 

feature and on flat graded pads that are found across the site where soil compaction allowed for shallow 

depressions to occur. Only 6% of the project site supports areas of native vegetation, most of which is within the 

riparian vegetation area extending along the southern edge of the existing County flood control channel that was 

established and preserved as mitigation in association with previously acquired state and federal wetland permits. 

Additional areas of more sparse riparian vegetation occur in the central area of the project site, south of Cactus 

Avenue and west of Nason Street.  

Currently, the project site is predominantly characterized as highly disturbed and developed. The majority of the 

site is either in a disturbed condition or supports existing development, while the rest is dominated by non-native 

grasses and forbs, primarily due to past agriculture and grading activities. As a result of the high level of historical 

disturbances, the project site does not support the original natural landscape or soil surfaces that occurred prior 

to disturbance. 

2.2 Bat Focused Surveys 

2.2.1 Roosting Habitat Assessment 

Prior to conducting the field survey, Dudek bat biologist Jacob Rogers conducted a desktop review to identify 

potential roosting habitat such as buildings, bridges, and trees. Additionally, data included in the National 

Hydrography Dataset (USGS 2024) and National Wetlands Inventory (USFWS 2024) were reviewed to determine 

the location of any mapped drainages or waterways that could potentially provide suitable foraging and/or roosting 

habitat for bats.  

Following this review, Dudek biologists Jacob Rogers and Steven Neumann conducted a field assessment within 

the project site to identify and evaluate potential bat roosting and hibernaculum sites (e.g., buildings, tree snags, 

culverts and roadway overpasses, rock outcroppings). Potential bat roost sites were surveyed during daytime hours 

when bats would be roosting and bat sign (e.g., guano, staining) would be visible. Dudek also recorded information 

on any potential suitable roosting locations immediately adjacent (within the 100-foot survey buffer) to the project 

site. During the roost site assessment, all current white-nose syndrome decontamination protocols were followed 

to prevent spreading the fungus that causes white-nose syndrome in many bat species. Potential locations for later 

bat emergence surveys and passive acoustic monitoring of bat activity were also identified during the roost 

assessment. 

2.2.2 Emergence Surveys 

The emergence surveys included monitoring for visual signs of bat emergence at the highest-quality potential 

roosting habitat observed on the project site during the roost habitat assessment, i.e., the riparian trees and 
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vegetation that lined the County flood control channel along the southern boundary of the project site (see 

Figure 2 below). The surveys were conducted from 30 minutes prior to sunset to 90 minutes after sunset. Prior 

to sunset, Dudek biologists positioned themselves to view the trees from opposite directions, particularly near 

locations where bats could potentially emerge from any active roost sites. Dudek visually monitored the survey 

area until lighting conditions after sunset no longer permitted visual observation.  In conjunction with the visual 

monitoring, Dudek biologists used an Echo Meter Touch 2 Pro bat detector attached to an iPhone to monitor any 

bat activity that may occur during the emergence surveys.  

2.2.3 Acoustic Monitoring and Analysis 

Passive acoustic detectors record the high-frequency sounds emitted by echolocating bats and reduce the need to 

capture, handle, stress, or alter the behaviors of the animals being monitored (Schwab and Mabee 2014). Passive 

acoustic surveys also provide the ability to study multiple sites simultaneously and are generally less labor intensive 

than capturing bats; the use of acoustic detectors have become standard methodology in the study and survey of 

bats (Rydell et al. 2017; Towsey et al. 2014). 

For the passive acoustic monitoring, Dudek biologists deployed two Wildlife Acoustics SM4BAT full spectrum 

acoustic detectors within the project site (see Figure 2 below). The detectors were deployed for one week (7 

monitoring nights) in order to reach a >90% confidence level of detecting all bat species present within an 

approximate 100-meter perimeter around each detector. Each detector recorded echolocation calls from 30 

minutes prior to sunset to 30 minutes after sunrise during the sampling period.  The detectors were secured in a 

box with an omnidirectional microphone raised on an approximately 6-foot pole (see photos below).  

At the completion of the acoustic monitoring period, individual call files were downloaded and analyzed to determine 

the species detected using Sonobat 4.2 software. The analysis included a combination of data review by the 

software as well as manual vetting of individual recordings by viewing digital sonograms of the calls. Clear 

recordings with two or more echolocation pulses were defined as a “bat pass.” Recordings were processed and 

analyzed within the U.S. West suite of Sonobat 4.3.0 software (Sonobat Bat Call Analysis Software, USA). Sonobat 

software first scrubbed files to remove recordings without bats, then classified and/or identified remaining files to 

species level.  

Following data processing, any questionable or ambiguous identifications were manually vetted to either confirm 

or correctly identify the recording using available reference files and classification keys. Total bat passes indicate 

activity levels at a detector site, not the total number of individual bats found, as one bat can record multiple 

echolocation calls. 

Dudek biologists conducted the daytime inspection for potential bat roosting, the visual emergence surveys, and 

active acoustic monitoring under favorable weather conditions. 
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3 Results 

3.1 Roosting Habitat Assessment  

No suitable bat roosting habitat was determined to be present within the project site, either within the disturbed areas 

that dominate the project site or within the riparian trees within the County flood control channel along the southern 

boundary. Furthermore, no suitable roost habitat was observed immediately adjacent to the project site. 

3.2 Emergence Surveys 

As previously noted, the emergence surveys focused on the riparian trees and vegetation area within the flood 

control channel along the southern boundary of the project site as this area provided the only potential bat roosting 

habitat. No bats were observed emerging from the riparian trees and vegetation during the survey period.  

3.3 Acoustic Analysis 

A total of 1,263 bat passes were identified to the species level during the 7-night passive acoustic monitoring effort. 

Only two species, both considered common, were identified within the confirmed bat pass call files: Brazilian free-

tailed bat (1,214 passes; 96.1%) and California myotis (49 passes; 3.9%). The identifiable bat passes corresponded 

to a low-to-moderate level of activity. The result of the acoustic monitoring is indicative of foraging activities in a 

given area and are typically not representative of a colony of bats that would be emerging from a roost, which can 

generate thousands of calls in a single night. The bats recorded during the passive monitoring effort were 

presumably foraging within the study area and roosting elsewhere in the project site region.  

4 Conclusions 

As noted above, no roosting bats were detected during the survey. The disturbed habitat that dominates the site is 

primarily non-native grassland and does not provide the resources required for bat roosting. Dudek examined the 

trees within the County flood control channel for any obvious signs of foliage-roosting bats and monitored the trees 

during emergence surveys. The trees and shrubs there are generally small, short, and lack crevices, hollow trunks, 

or thick foliage—characteristics that tree-roosting bats generally utilize. Furthermore, the flood control channel 

generally experiences high levels of noise and human activity disturbances from development which essentially 

surrounds the project site. Active acoustic monitoring results during the emergence survey support the absence of 

roosting bats in this channel. In addition, passive acoustic analysis did not detect any foliage-roosting bats using any 

part of the project site during the survey period.  

Passive acoustic monitoring results indicate a fairly low level of bat activity and bat diversity. Additionally, greater 

bat activity was acoustically detected along the County flood control channel at the project site southern boundary 

than within the disturbed grassland characterizing most of the remainder of the site. Because of the riparian 

vegetation along the channel, it is likely that this feature provides more insect resources for foraging bats, thus 

resulting in more bat activity being recorded.  
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As previously noted, only two common bat species were acoustically recorded: Brazilian free-tailed bat and common 

myotis. Brazilian free-tailed bats were the most actively recorded during acoustic monitoring. These bats are 

abundant throughout their range, roost in large groups, travel long distances nightly while foraging, and are often 

found foraging over uncluttered open environments such as that within the project site. These bats require 

structures for roosting, like buildings, bridges, and caves. Furthermore, this species is known to roost communally 

in large groups, and roosts are conspicuous and easy to locate; however, no such roosts were detected within the 

study area.  

California myotis are also common and abundant throughout California. They generally prefer to roost in crevices 

and could possibly be using nearby cliff face crevices as roosts. This species uses desert, chapparal, woodlands, 

and forests as foraging habitat. The common California myotis was detected only at and near the County flood 

control channel. 

In conclusion, only two common bat species were detected during the project site surveys; no bat species 

considered of special status by state and/or federal resource agencies were detected during the surveys, and no 

bats were observed to be roosting within the study area. Therefore, proposed development within the project site 

is not expected to result in any adverse impacts to roosting bats.  

If you have any comments or questions regarding the contents of this report, feel free to contact Tommy Molioo at 

949.373.8321 or tmolioo@dudek.com or Jacob Rogers at 805.450.5414 or jrogers@dudek.com.  

Sincerely, 

_______________________________ _______________________________ 

Tommy Molioo Jacob Rogers 

Senior Bat Biologist Bat Biologist 

Att.: Figures 

 Photo Log 

cc: Keith Babcock, Dudek 
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Photo 1. Northern detector location in disturbed habitat. Photo 2. Example of rolling habitat throughout the project site. 

  

Photo 3. Southern detector location in riparian habitat. Photo 4. Riparian corridor and roost emergence habitat. 
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Photo 5. Bat detector setup example. Photo 6. Bat detector microphone extended vertically. 

  

Photo 7. Example of Sonobat analysis of a bat pass. Photo 8. Single bat call from pass, analyzed and identified to species. 
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