9.0 Responses to Comments

9.0

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

The Moreno Valley General Plan Draft EIR was circulated for public review for a period
of 45 days extending from June 16, 2005 to August 1, 2005. The Draft EIR was
distributed to a variety of public agencies and individuals.
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, the City of Moreno Valley has
evaluated the comments on environmental issues received from those agencies/parties
and has prepared written responses to each pertinent comment relating to the adequacy of
the environmental analysis contained in the Draft EIR. There has been good faith,
reasoned analysis in response to comments, rather than conclusionary statements
unsupported by factual information.
The agencies, organizations, and interested persons listed on the “Response to Comments
Index” submitted comments on the Draft EIR during the public review period. Each
comment submitted in writing is included, along with a written response where
determined necessary. Each comment letter is identified with a letter in the upper right
corner of the first page of the letter. The individual comments have been given reference
numbers, which appear in the right margin next to the bracketed comment. For example,
Letter A will have comment numbers A1, A2, etc.
In response to comments received, certain revisions have been made in the EIR. These
revisions to the EIR are generally minor text changes that do not constitute significant
additional information that changes the outcome of the environmental analysis or require
recirculation of the document (Guidelines Section 15088.5). All such changes are noted
in the responses to comments. Very minor text changes are generally noted and
summarized, while more involved textual changes are reproduced in these responses to
comments in strikeout/underline format as a courtesy to the commenter.
The agencies, organizations, and individuals that submitted comments on the Draft EIR
are identified in Table 9-1 Responses to Comments Index. The comment letters and
responses are provided on the following pages.
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Table 9-1
Responses to Comments Index
Name
Southern California Gas
Company
State of California Health and
Human Services Agency
Department of Health Services
Morongo Band of Mission
Indians
Friends of the Northern San
Jacinto Valley (Letter 1)
Sierra Club, San Gorgonio
Chapter (Letter 1)
Riverside County Flood Control
and Water Conservation District
Riverside County Transportation
Commission (RCTC)
Department of Conservation
California Geological Survey
Center for Biological Diversity
Friends of the Northern San
Jacinto Valley (Letter 2)
Southern California Association
of Governments (SCAG)
State of California Department of
Fish and Game, Eastern SierraInland Deserts Region
Gerald M. Budlong (Letter 1)
Gerald M. Budlong (Letter 2)
San Bernardino Valley Audubon
Society
State of California Department of
Parks and Recreation, Inland
Empire District
California Regional Water
Quality Control Board, Santa Ana
Region
City of Riverside
Sierra Club, San Gorgonio
Chapter (Letter 2)

Letter Date
June 23, 2005

Letter
Descriptor
A

June 28, 2005

B

B1

August 16,
2005
July 14, 2005

C

C1-C8

D

D1-D2

July 15, 2005

E

E1-E4

July 18, 2005

F

F1-F10

July 19, 2005

G

G1-G7

July 29, 2005

H

H1-H15

August 1, 2005

I

I1-I24

August 1, 2005

J

J1-J7

July 27, 2005

K

K1

August 1, 2005

L

L1-l7

July 27, 2005

M

M1-M6

August 1, 2005

N

N1-N21

July 27, 2005

O

O1-O4

August 1, 2005

P

P1

3737 Main Street, Suite 500
Riverside, California, 92501

July 29, 2005

Q

Q1-Q9

3900 Main Street, Riverside,
California, 92522
4079 Mission Inn Avenue,
Riverside, California, 92501

July 27, 2005

R

R1-R3

July 25, 2005

S

S1-S29

Address
1981 W. Lugonia Avenue,
Redlands, California 923749720
1616 Capitol Avenue, MS 7418,
P.O. Box 997413, Sacramento,
California 95899-7413
245 N. Murray Street, Suite C,
Banning, California 92220
P.O. Box 9097, Moreno Valley,
California, 92552-9097
4079 Mission Inn Avenue,
Riverside, California, 92501
1995 Market Street, Riverside,
California, 92501
4080 Lemon Street, 3rd Floor,
Riverside, California, 92502
801 K Street, MS 12-32,
Sacramento, California 958143531
1095 Market Street, Suite 511,
San Francisco, CA 94103
P.O. Box 9097, Moreno Valley,
California, 92552-9097
818 West Seventh Street, 12th
Floor, Los Angeles, California,
90017-3435
3602 Inland Empire Blvd., Suite
C-220, Ontario, California
91764
24821 Metric Drive, Moreno
Valley, California 92557
24821 Metric Drive, Moreno
Valley, California 92557
P.O. Box 10973
San Bernardino, California
92423
17801 Lake Perris Drive, Perris,
California, 92571
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Table 9-1
Responses to Comments Index
Riverside Transit Agency

Pete and Arlene Weaver
Margie Breitkreuz
Michael A. McKibben, Ph.
State of California Governor's
Office of Planning and Research
Department of California
Highway Patrol, Riverside Area

1825 Third Street, P.O. Box
59968, Riverside, California,
92517
11630 Redlands Blvd., Moreno
Valley, California, 92555
None given
23296 Sonnet Drive, Moreno
Valley, California, 92557
1400 Tenth Street, P.O. Box
3044, Sacramento, California
95812
8118 Lincoln Avenue, Riverside,
California, 92504

Moreno Valley General Plan
Final Program EIR

9-3

July 27, 2005

T

T1-T20

July 25, 2005

U

U1

July 27, 2005
July 28, 2005

V
W

V1-V7
W1-W12

August 2, 2005

X

X1

July 21, 2005

Y

Y1
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RESPONSE TO LETTER A: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY,
JUNE 23, 2005
A1:

Comment noted. The City understands that future projects will be provided
service in accordance with the policies and extension rules on file with the
California PUC and that because Gas Company facilities are in the area, extension
of gas service to new developments would not, in itself, be expected to cause a
significant effect on the environment. The issues raised by this comment letter do
not change the overall analysis, conclusions, or mitigation requirements contained
within the EIR. No change to the EIR is required as a result of this comment.
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RESPONSE TO LETTER B: STATE OF CALIFORNIA HEALTH AND HUMAN
SERVICES AGENCY DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES, JUNE 28, 2005
B1:

Comment noted. No specific plans to develop a new water supply well or make
modifications to the existing domestic water treatment system is proposed at this
time. The City understands that any amendments to the water system permit must
be reviewed and approved by the CDHS Riverside District Office and that future
developments may be subject to separate environmental review. The issues raised
by this comment letter do not change the overall analysis, conclusions, or
mitigation requirements contained within the EIR. No change to the EIR is
required as a result of this comment.
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RESPONSE TO LETTER C: MORONGO BAND OF MISSION INDIANS,
AUGUST 16, 2005
C1:

Mitigation Measure C1 will ensure that projects in areas with the potential for
significant historic, prehistoric archaeological, and paleontological resources such
as the areas identified in the reports as "prehistoric site complex" areas will be
reviewed for impacts to these resources pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act Guidelines. No change has been made to the project mitigation as a
result of this comment.

C2:

The referenced paragraph has been revised as follows:
Human occupation of Southern California may date as far back as 10,000 years.
However, there is no evidence of human activity in the Moreno Valley region
prior to about 2,300 years ago. By the time the Spanish began to explore
California, descendents of the Shoshonean people, the Luiseño, held the territory
that currently includes the Moreno Valley planning area. However, other groups
such as the Serrano and Cahuilla were also in the area. The most important
habitation sites in Moreno Valley and the western San Jacinto Valley were at
Perris Reservoir.
This revision does not change the overall analysis, conclusions, or mitigation
requirements contained within the EIR.

C3:

The referenced paragraph has been revised as suggested. This revision does not
change the overall analysis, conclusions, or mitigation requirements contained
within the EIR.

C4:

The referenced paragraph has been revised as suggested. This revision does not
change the overall analysis, conclusions, or mitigation requirements contained
within the EIR.

C5:

The referenced paragraph has been revised as follows:
No known human remains were identified in the Study of Historical and
Archaeological Resources for the Revised General Plan report prepared by
Archaeological Associates. In accordance with State law, the County Coroner
will be contacted if human remains are inadvertently discovered.
This revision does not change the overall analysis, conclusions, or mitigation
requirements contained within the EIR.

C6:

The referenced paragraph has been revised as suggested. This revision does not
change the overall analysis, conclusions, or mitigation requirements contained
within the EIR.
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C7:

Please see Response C1.

C8:

The City will remove Appendix F from publicly-available copies and will not post
the appendix on the City’s website. However, the report may be made available
to other archeological consultants preparing archaeological reports for projects
within the Planning Area as determined appropriate by the Planning Director.
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RESPONSE TO LETTER D: FRIENDS OF THE NORTHERN SAN JACINTO
VALLEY (LETTER 1), JULY 14, 2005
D1:

The City respectfully disagrees with this comment. A development agreement
remains on the property that protects the rights of the parties of the agreement
from such things as the City changing the Specific Plan without the consent of the
property owners. Although the State now owns 1,000 acres of the Moreno
Highlands Specific Plan (MHSP) and it is unlikely that the land will be built
upon, the City does not have the consent from all the parties of the development
agreement to change the underlying land uses in the Specific Plan to reflect the
MSHCP and the State's purchase. Therefore, the maps in the General Plan and
EIR accurately reflect the currently approved Specific Plan for the area.
Additionally, because the maps and analysis in the EIR reflect the area consistent
with the land uses approved in the MHSP, the EIR provides a worst-case scenario
analysis of impacts associated with development of the area. No change to the
mapping or analysis in the General Plan EIR is required as a result of this
comment. Should all parties of the development agreement consent to the change
in land uses in the future, the City will pursue a General Plan Amendment (GPA)
and appropriate environmental analysis of the GPA at that time.

D2:

As described in Response D1 above, the EIR accurately reflects the land uses in
the MSHP area that are identified in an approved Specific Plan and associated
development agreement. Although the City agrees that it is unlikely that the area
will ever be developed, the inclusion of the area as shown provides a worst-case
scenario for the analysis of impacts. No change to the EIR is required and thus no
new comment period will be provided.
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RESPONSE TO LETTER E: SIERRA CLUB, SAN GORGONIO CHAPTER,
JULY 15, 2005
E1:

Please see Response D1 regarding the Moreno Highlands project. The general
comment that the document must have been written four or five years ago cannot
be adequately responded to because no specific examples are given. However, it
should be noted that technical studies were prepared in late 2004 through 2005,
and the document was largely written and completed in early 2005 to reflect the
information and policies contained in the proposed public review Draft General
Plan. Existing baseline data from 2000 is established in the EIR consistent with
CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a).
Additionally, although all maps within the document were provided on disk, hard
copies of the EIR were also available at the City's Community and Economic
Development Department and the Moreno Valley Branch Library. Both of these
locations were noted on page 1-2 of the EIR.

E2:

As described in Response E1, the Year 2000 was established as the existing
baseline conditions consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a). The
information in Table 5.6-1 is still accurate today, and the Farm Road Fault is
identified and discussed on page 5.6-4 of the EIR. As described by the California
Geological Survey in Letter H, the California Geological Survey has not yet
zoned the "Farm Road strand" as an active fault; therefore, it is not mapped as
such on Figure 5.6-2. No change is required to the EIR as a result of this
comment.

E3:

Please see Response E1 above. No alternative has been approved by the City at
this time; rather, this EIR analyzes three alternatives at an equal level of detail
throughout the EIR and two additional alternatives in Section 6.0. Additionally,
Section 5.2 analyzes traffic/circulation impacts of each of the three alternatives in
detail.

E4:

No revisions are required to the EIR based on the issues raised in this comment
letter.

E5:

Nothing in CEQA requires an EIR to analyze the environmental justice issues of a
proposed project. However, the proposed General Plan includes policies and
programs related to improving transit-oriented development, such that the
Riverside Transit Agency (RTA) in its letter dated July 27, 2005 (Letter T)
provided general support for the proposed General Plan and minor
recommendations for elaborating on some of the policies and programs within the
Plan. Sustainable development is a term that covers a variety of issue areas, often
addressed on a more regional scale. However, the proposed General Plan
includes a variety of programs for conserving and enhancing important resources
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that in turn make development more sustainable.
required as a result of this comment.
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RESPONSE TO LETTER F: RIVERSIDE FLOOD CONTROL AND WATER
CONSERVATION DISTRICT, JULY 18, 2005
F1:

Comment noted. This introduction summarizes the contents and applicability of
the proposed General Plan and no further response is required.

F2:

The referenced paragraphs have been revised as follows to respond to Comment
F2 and F3:
The Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
(RCFCWCD) has prepared Master Drainage Plans for all the cities watershed
areas in western Riverside County generally at the request of cities or in
unincorporated areas where drainage infrastructure is necessary for existing or
planned development. These documents analyze drainage flows and make
recommendations for improvements. When fully implemented, MDP facilities
will provide adequate drainage outlets and will relieve those areas within the
MDP boundaries of the most serious flooding problems.
A flood control system has been constructed within much of Moreno Valley to
direct runoff from developed areas and prevent flooding. Flood control
deficiencies have been identified and improvements have been proposed in the
Master Drainage Plans (West End, Sunnymead Area, Perris Valley and the
Moreno Valley Master Drainage Plan). A master drainage plan has not been
adopted for the area generally located east of Theodore Street.
These revisions do not change the overall analysis, conclusions, or mitigation
requirements contained within the EIR.

F3:

Please see Response F2 above.

F4:

The referenced paragraph has been revised to clarify that the repair and
maintenance program refers to RCFCWCD-owned facilities on an as-needed
basis.
This revision does not change the overall analysis, conclusions, or mitigation
requirements contained within the EIR.

F5:

The reference to "a flood that might occur once in one-hundred years" has been
deleted on Page 5.13-27. This revision does not change the overall analysis,
conclusions, or mitigation requirements contained within the EIR.

F6:

Comment noted. The applicable language has been revised to indicate that
development will not be precluded in this area but must coordinate with the
District. This revision does not change the overall analysis, conclusions, or
mitigation requirements contained within the EIR.
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F7:

The applicable paragraph on page 5.13-27 has been revised as suggested. This
revision does not change the overall analysis, conclusions, or mitigation
requirements contained within the EIR.

F8:

The extension of infrastructure associated with development allowed pursuant to
the General Plan is assumed throughout the EIR at a program-level of analysis.
The City agrees that future development projects within rights-of-way may
require coordination with the District and/or an encroachment permit if within a
District right-of-way. The appropriate CEQA analysis will also have to be part of
the approval process associated with the extension of any future infrastructure
project.

F9:

Comment noted. The Santa Ana Watershed Project Authority and National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System programs are described on pages 5.7-9
and 5.7-10 of the EIR.

F10:

Comment noted.
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RESPONSE TO LETTER G: RIVERSIDE COUNTY TRANSPORTATION
COMMISSION (RCTC), JULY 19, 2005
G1:

As discussed in Section 5.2 of the DEIR, General Plan Land Use Alternatives 2
and 3 improve the balance of trip productions to attractions over the existing
Circulation Element. This improved trip balance is the result of improved jobs to
housing balance, and will result in reduction of total vehicular miles of travel on
the state freeway system, inclusive of SR-60. In addition, the proposed
Circulation Element promulgates the City’s continued participation in a number
of regional transportation programs intended to mitigate traffic impacts to the
state freeway system. (Please see the proposed Circulation Element programs 510 through 5-13.) Consequently, implementation of General Plan Land Use
Alternative 2 or 3 will result in a reduction in total number of future trips
generated in the City, with consequent benefits to SR-60.

G2:

The City of Moreno Valley General Plan Traffic Study (Traffic Study), contained
in Volume II Appendix B of the DEIR, forecasts build-out Average Daily Traffic
(ADT) on Theodore Street to be no higher 27,500 trips per day. This is the
maximum build-out forecast for Theodore Street regardless of the General Plan
Land Use Alternative assessed. The design capacity assumed for a Minor Arterial
in high employment areas and areas in the vicinity of SR-60 is 22,250-33,750
ADT; and the ultimate design capacity for a Minor Arterial, assuming LOS “E”,
is 25,000-37,500 ADT. Consequently, a designation of Minor Arterial is
considered appropriate for projected ultimate conditions on Theodore Street. As
noted in Response G1, the proposed General Plan is expected to result in fewer
trips on SR-60.

G3:

The proposed Circulation Element promotes convenient, safe and efficient bus
and rail transportation systems. Major bus and rail programs addressed through
the proposed Circulation Element include: the RTA public bus service; the Transit
Oasis, which has been promoted as part of the RCIP; and future commuter rail
along the RCTC rail line located west of Moreno Valley, parallel to I-215. The
City is an active participant in each of these regionally sponsored programs, each
of which are expected to reduce SOV use. Quantification of potential SOV use
reductions are not included in the Traffic Study forecasts, noted in response to
comment #2, above. However, it is realistic to expect that successful
implementation of these transit programs could result in less vehicle trips than
projected in the Traffic Study.
As of 2004, a Transit Center in the vicinity west of I-215 and south of Alessandro
Boulevard has been the focus of March Joint Powers Authority; however, this
does not preclude consideration of alternative Transit Center locations.
The proposed Circulation Element contains two goals. Goal 1 focuses on
vehicular circulation, and Goal 2 focuses on alternatives to single occupant
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vehicular travel. In support of Goal 2, the proposed Circulation Element
promulgates programs 5-10, 5-14 and 5-15, which promote regional activities that
support SOV use reduction.
G4:

The DEIR states that RCTC owns the rail line located west of Moreno Valley,
parallel to I-215. RCTC is requesting that this rail line be referred to as the San
Jacinto Branch Line (SJBL), which currently provides Burlington, Northern &
Santa Fe (BNSF) freight service to the region. RCTC also requests that the
commuter rail serving the future Alessandro Blvd. train station be identified as the
Metrolink Perris Valley Line (PVL). This additional information provided by
RCTC is incorporated herein as part of the EIR. This revision does not
substantially change the overall analysis, impact conclusions, or mitigation
requirements of the EIR.

G5:

As discussed in the DEIR, the combined effect of the City’s proposed land use
and transportation polices would be to reduce traffic volumes on most freeway
and major arterial facilities within the City of Moreno Valley. Although regional
growth and traffic may result in future traffic increases along SR-60 and I-215,
the proposed General Plan will result in a reduction in total number of trips
generated in the City, which consequently benefits to SR-60 and I-215. In
addition, pursuant to Section 15130(a)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines, a project's
contribution to traffic is less than cumulatively considerable if the project is
required to implement or fund its fair share of a mitigation measure or measures
designed to alleviate the cumulative impact. The City has in place the TUMF and
DIF, which establish a fair share contribution for new development in order to
facilitate build-out of the planned circulation systems. Consequently, cumulative
impacts related to the project are less than considerable, and no mitigation is
necessary.
Mitigation TR-1, which as RCTC notes supports implementation of signalization,
lane widening, turning lanes and channelization, is proposed to provide
congestion relief on City arterials; it is not offered as mitigation for future
highway traffic or cumulative impacts. As discussed in the DEIR, the proposed
General Plan will not result in significant adverse impacts to highways or
significant adverse cumulative impacts. Consequently, no mitigation measures are
required to address highway or cumulative impacts.

G6:

The proposed Circulation Element includes 21 programs that support its goals to
improve vehicular circulation and reduce SOV use. Through these programs, the
proposed Circulation Element supports preservation of corridors and locations for
future roadways and transit facilities.

G7:

Mitigation TR-1 offers a comprehensive program of studies and improvement
measures expected to reduce impacts to local roadway levels of service. However,
although this mitigation measure is expected to improve local roadway levels of
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service, it is not known at this time if these improvements would reduce all local
arterial traffic capacity deficiencies to less than significant levels. Consequently,
the DEIR concludes that project impacts to local roadway levels of service would
be considered significant after mitigation. No other feasible mitigation measures
relative to local roadway levels of service have been identified. Regarding other
traffic and circulation issues addressed in the DEIR, no mitigation measures were
found to be warranted.

Moreno Valley General Plan
Final Program EIR

City of Moreno Valley
July 2006

9.0 Responses to Comments

RESPONSE TO LETTER H: DEPARTMENT OF
CALIFORNIA GEOLOGICAL SURVEY, JULY 29, 2005

CONSERVATION

H1:

Responses to the detailed comments provided in this comment letter are provided
below.

H2:

In preparation of the City’s General Plan Safety Element and Geology/Soils
section of the EIR, staff researched numerous studies regarding geology and
seismicity in the region and within Moreno Valley. Four of these reports are
noted in the references portion of Section 5.6 of the EIR. The City feels the detail
provided in the General Plan and EIR is adequate to allow for future projectspecific review of development and mitigation of geologic and seismic hazards in
the community. Additionally, the commenter’s letter is now part of the Final EIR
and thus readily available for future reference by the staff and the public. The
information provided in CGS Special Publication 102 is thus noted and will be
made available for staff use in the processing of future projects.

H3:

According to the commenter in H1, this comment letter addresses the General
Plan and not the EIR. Therefore it is unclear to which map or graphical errors the
commenter is referring because the Safety Element does not contain a geologic
map, per se. The Seismic Hazards Map provided in the General Plan illustrates
faults zoned by the CGS. The CGS Recommendations also address the General
Plan and not the content or adequacy of the EIR and no further response is
required. The bibliography provided by the commenter is part of the Final EIR,
and thus readily available to staff and the public.

H4:

It is not clear if this comment addresses the General Plan or EIR. The EIR
includes Figure 5.6-1, which illustrates the Planning Area geology, and supportive
text on page 5.6-3 describing the geologic and soils characteristics.

H5:

The Draft EIR describes the potential earthquake scenarios for Moreno Valley
along the San Jacinto, Elsinore, and San Andreas faults and assesses the impacts
associated with soil and slope stability, subsidence, fault rupture, groundshaking
and liquefaction. The impacts associated with soil and slope stability, fault
rupture, and groundshaking are considered significant in the EIR. Two mitigation
measures are provided to address these significant impacts, one of which requires
geologic studies to be performed during the review of future development
projects. None of the information provided in this comment letter (hereby
incorporated into the Final EIR by reference) substantially changes the
significance conclusions or mitigation requirements for geologic and seismic
hazards associated with the proposed project.

H6:

This comment does not specifically address the content or adequacy of the EIR
and no further response is required. However, references to the Alquist Priolo
Earthquake Special Studies Zones will be corrected as suggested. The Farm Road
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Fault, which has not been officially zoned by the CGS, is not currently mapped in
the General Plan. Studies are ongoing regarding this fault and should this fault be
zoned by CGS, it will be added to the General Plan map through a General Plan
Amendment. The impacts of any such amendment would be assessed at the time
the General Plan Amendment is proposed.
H7:

Although the City has seen no evidence of liquefaction events occurring in the
community nor has any geotechnical report recently submitted to the City
identified liquefaction hazards, the Riverside County General Plan does identify a
range of liquefaction susceptibility in Moreno Valley ranging from very low with
deep groundwater in the northern and eastern portions of the community to very
high with shallow groundwater generally west of Perris Boulevard. Because of
this conflicting information, the City has decided be conservative and incorporate
the County’s liquefaction data into the City’s General Plan and identify potential
risks associated with liquefaction in Section 5.6 of the EIR. The City Engineer
routinely requires project proponents to evaluate the potential for land settlement
when conducting foundation investigations, which would address this potential
impact. Additionally, as suggested by the commenter, the City has modified
Mitigation Measure GS1 and Policy 6.1.1 of the General Plan as follows:
GS1. The City shall reduce the fault rupture and liquefaction hazards through
the identification and recognition of potentially hazardous conditions and
areas as they relate to the San Jacinto fault zone and the high and very
high liquefaction hazard zones. During the review of future development
projects, the City shall require geologic studies and mitigation for fault
rupture hazards in accordance with the Alquist-Priolo Special Study Zones
Act. Additionally, future geotechnical studies shall contain calculations
for seismic settlement on all alluvial sites identified as having high or very
high liquefaction potential. Should the calculations show a potential for
liquefaction, appropriate mitigation shall be identified and implemented.
(Policy 6.1.1).
The revisions to the analysis of the EIR and the proposed mitigation will reduce
any potential liquefaction hazards to a level less than significant. It should also be
noted that the area subject to high and very high liquefaction potential according
to the County’s mapping is largely developed, and the new General Plan policies
and land uses will not affect this existing development. Additionally, although
new non-residential development may occur in the vacant lands in this area, no
new residential development is expected in this area. Therefore, potential impacts
to new homes and residents will not occur.

H8:

This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the EIR and no further
response is required.
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H9:

The EIR indicated that a portion of the Planning Area has experienced subsidence
in the past. However, the area is located within the San Jacinto Wildlife Area or
within the designated floodplain, where the risk of injury or loss of life due to
subsidence is considered low.

H10: This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the EIR and no further
response is required.
H11: This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the EIR and no further
response is required.
H12: This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the EIR and no further
response is required.
H13: This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the EIR and no further
response is required.
H14: This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the EIR and no further
response is required.
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RESPONSE TO LETTER I:
AUGUST 1, 2005

CENTER FOR BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY,

I1:

Comment noted. For a response to the specific issues raised in this letter, please
see responses I1 through I24.

I2:

Comment noted. As described in more detail in the responses below, the City
disagrees that the EIR is inadequate to meet either the procedural or substantive
mandates of CEQA. For responses to the specific issues raised in this letter,
please see the responses below.

I3:

The DEIR analyzes a reasonable range of alternatives including three land use
alternatives analyzed at an equal level of detail throughout the EIR and two
additional alternatives presented and discussed in Section 6.0 Alternatives. The
three alternatives analyzed throughout the EIR address the same land area because
the General Plan establishes policies and land use designations for lands within
the probable long-term physical boundaries of the City, including all lands within
its current jurisdictional limits and its existing sphere of influence.
In addition to the alternative land use development scenarios proposed by the
three alternatives analyzed throughout the EIR, two additional alternatives were
developed. The Increased Preservation of Agricultural Land alternative would
result in fewer acres being developed for urban uses, while the Reduced Density
Alternative would result in approximately 10 percent fewer homes and population
in Moreno Valley yet the same amount of land disturbed for urban development.
The EIR does not reject the Increased Preservation of Agricultural Lands
alternative for any reason, yet simply notes that the alternative would not reduce
any of the project impacts to a level less than significant, nor would it achieve all
project goals to the same degree as the preferred alternatives.
Additionally, the EIR found that regional traffic impacts would likely be greater
because development may occur in less remote areas if less land is made available
for development within Moreno Valley. With the abundance of vacant land in the
region, it is likely that developers would prefer large expanses of vacant land to
infill parcels, which are more likely to be smaller and more expensive to develop.
Therefore, the reasoning within the EIR is sound with regards to this issue.
The EIR does not make any claims with regard to urban sprawl. The Moreno
Valley General Plan establishes land use designations consistent with the
biological protection goals of the MSHCP and does not propose urban uses within
the MSHCP preserve areas. The direct and indirect impacts of new development,
including residential and non-residential development located adjacent to preserve
areas were analyzed in Section 5.9 Biological Resources of the EIR. The
mitigation proposed, including compliance with the MSHCP will reduce these
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potentially significant impacts to biological resources to a level less than
significant.
Riverside County, including even many of its more urbanized areas, is still
actively farmed. Because of this, the EIR addresses impacts to agricultural
resources. As described in the EIR, the loss of farmlands as a result of urban
development is a significant impact that cannot be fully mitigated at either the
project or cumulative level. Should the City Council wish to approve the project
and certify the EIR, they will have to adopt a Statement of Overriding
Considerations to address this significant and unavoidable impact.
I4:

The EIR does not reject the Increased Preservation of Agricultural Lands
alternative for any reason, yet simply notes that the alternative would not reduce
any of the project impacts to a level less than significant, nor would it achieve all
project goals to the same degree as the preferred alternatives. Although not
analyzed at an equal level of detail to the three primary alternatives analyzed in
the EIR, Section 6.2 provides a full analysis of this alternative in accordance with
CEQA. The Council is still free to consider this alternative during the public
hearings for the project.

I5:

Pages 5.9-32, 5.9-62, 5.9-63, 5.9-87 and 5.9-88 of the EIR identify the
conservation goals for the San Jacinto Wildlife Area (SJWA), potential impacts,
and mitigation measures for impacts to the SJWA. The EIR concludes that direct
impacts would be limited in this area under each of the three Alternatives since a
large portion of this area is designated Floodplain or is in State of California
Department of Fish and Game ownership and will be maintained in its natural
state. Indirect impacts (such as increased lighting, traffic, water runoff, noise, and
predatory domestic animals) to sensitive resources are also analyzed in the EIR.
As described in the EIR, the MSHCP includes guidelines to reduce the effects of
development along the urban/wildlands interface. Due to the biological value of
the San Jacinto Core Reserve, MHSCP § 6.1.4, Guidelines Pertaining to the
Urban/Wildlands Interface, would apply to any development proposed adjacent to
the reserve and would provide protection to the reserve from indirect effects.
Implementation of the MSHCP and the proposed mitigation will reduce potential
impacts to the SJWA to a level less than significant for each of the alternatives.
Because the MSHCP and proposed mitigation adequately addresses this impact,
no alternative is required to reduce this impact to a level less than significant.

I6:

The EIR identifies significant and unavoidable impacts to traffic, air quality, and
agricultural resources, not to loss of open space, fragmentation and loss of natural
habitats, or water resource availability. Nothing in the General Plan precludes
clustered development of the type suggested by the commenter. Additionally, the
General Plan proposes higher density housing around transit hubs and along
transit routes. The proposed General Plan also includes policies and programs
related to improving transit-oriented development, such that the Riverside Transit
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Agency (RTA) in its letter dated July 27, 2005 (Letter T) provided general
support for the proposed General Plan and minor recommendations for
elaborating on some of the policies and programs within the Plan.
I7:

First, the analysis in the EIR provides a comparison of the existing conditions at
the time of the issuance of the NOP pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section
15125(a) to the future conditions associated with each of the General Plan land
use alternatives. The air quality analysis is adequate as presented.
In regard to the biological assessment, the EIR’s biological resources analysis was
compiled using known or potential occurrence of species as determined by
existing information, field surveys, and predictions of occurrence based on
suitable habitat presence and species range. Experts were consulted where a lack
of species-specific information existed. The commenter is generally accurate
when they state that the DEIR is not based on species-specific surveys for
threatened, endangered, and sensitive plants. However, some field surveys were
conducted and the methodology employed for the assessment is typical of a
program level biological assessment. Furthermore, extensive efforts were put into
collecting information for the development of the MSHCP and that data
contributed to the EIR. It would not be practicable to attempt site-specific data
collection for the entire study area, nor would that data effectively change the
conclusions of the EIR as the General Plan Update as all subsequent discretionary
projects within the study area would still be subject to the MSHCP. The United
States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and California Department of Fish and
Game (CDFG) concurred with the development of the MSHCP, the MSHCP plan
has been through the CEQA review and approval process, and an implementing
agreement has been approved; thus, reliance upon the MSHCP’s biological data,
supplemented with additional site specific data should not be considered a faulted
approach. Perhaps most importantly, site-specific data collection is required as
part of the MSHCP review and compliance process.
The development application review process requires that development
applications be submitted to the City of Moreno Valley (City). The City’s
planning staff must determine whether the project is consistent with the MSHCP.
Any proposed discretionary project must comply with the MSHCP § 6.1.2,
measures to protect species associated with riparian/riverine areas and vernal
pools; § 6.1.3 protection of narrow endemic plant species; and any additional
survey requirements outlined in § 6.3.2. Additionally, indirect effects of projects
on the MSHCP Conservation Area shall be addressed per MSHCP § 6.1.4,
Guidelines Pertaining to the Urban/Wildlands Interface. For any instance where
the MSHCP was deemed to have insufficient information to consider a covered
species “adequately conserved”, additional data collection is required, specifically
habitat suitability assessments. The general development application review
process outlined in the MSHCP, has been deemed adequate to allow for take
under the plan and provides a sound basis for ensuring adequate future
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conservation under the proposed Moreno Valley General Plan Update, as the
General Plan policies and EIR mitigation require future development to comply
with the MSHCP.
I8:

The proposed project is the adoption and implementation of the updated General
Plan. No other specific project, development, or activity is proposed at this time.
Despite this, the EIR rightfully examines the expected “secondary” effects of
adoption of the new plan policies and land use designations, namely the level and
type of development that could potentially occur within the planning area by
buildout. As an information document, the EIR provides a program-level analysis
of impacts to all environmental issue areas required by CEQA. Volume I of the
EIR provides more than 400 pages of text (100 pages on biological resources
alone), over 60 tables, and about 30 figures analyzing existing and future
conditions associated with buildout of the General Plan. Because it is unclear
exactly where and when development will occur, site specific analysis is not
feasible nor particularly telling at this level of analysis. For these reasons, the
EIR is adequate as a program-level disclosure and information document.
Because the commenter does not identify any particular issues that are deficient,
no more specific response can be provided.

I9:

As stated previously, the USFWS and CDFG concurred with the development of
the MSHCP, the MSHCP plan has been through the CEQA review and approval
process, and an implementing agreement has been approved; thus, reliance upon
the MSHCP’s biological data, supplemented with additional site specific data
should not be considered a faulted approach for a program level review. The
comments state that “the MSHCP itself requires site-specific analyses of impactsthe very analyses that this EIR is attempting to direct back to the MSHCP” and
goes on to state that this ensures that “no meaningful analysis of the
impacts…will ever be conducted”. However, nothing in the proposed General
Plan Update proposes specific development at this time. In fact, when specific
development is proposed, the City will require all projects to comply with the
MSHCP compliance, which in turn would require site-specific surveys. As stated
within the comment, “the analysis of environmental impacts in the MSHCP was
programmatic, and as such the implementation of the MSHCP does not eliminate
the requirement under CEQA to conduct and disclose project-level, species
specific analyses in an EIR”; similarly, the General Plan Update analysis is
programmatic and does not eliminate the requirement under CEQA to conduct
and disclose project-level, species specific analyses, on the contrary, it relies upon
this. Relying upon the approved and adopted MHSCP is no different than relying
upon compliance with existing federal, state, or local regulations to ensure that
future, project-specific impacts are assessed and mitigated accordingly, an
approach frequently used and accepted in the compilation of CEQA documents.
Also, see response to I-12.
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I10:

Please see response I9 above.

I11:

As previously stated, nothing in the General Plan proposes site specific
development at this time. Because it is unclear exactly where and when
development will occur, site specific analysis is not feasible nor particularly
telling at this level of analysis. Site specific design and mitigation measures for
biological resources consistent with the MSHCP will occur at the time specific
projects are brought forward. The MSHCP has been designed to achieve regional
preservation goals and compliance with the MSHCP will ensure important plant
and animal species, including wildlife corridors, are protected. The general
development application review process outlined in the MSHCP, has been
deemed adequate to allow for take under the plan and provides a sound basis for
ensuring adequate future conservation under the proposed Moreno Valley General
Plan Update, as the General Plan policies and EIR mitigation require future
development to comply with the MSHCP.

I12:

As previously stated, nothing in the General Plan proposes site specific
development at this time. Because it is unclear exactly where and when
development will occur, site specific quantitative analysis is not feasible nor
particularly telling at this level of analysis.
Please see response I5 for a discussion of impacts to the San Jacinto Wildlife Area
Core Reserve. Like the San Jacinto Wildlife Area, impacts and mitigation
measures associated with the Badlands are also discussed throughout section 5.9
Biological Resources of the EIR.
The suggested mitigation measures are repetitive of existing state, local, and
federal regulations as well as mitigation goals found within the MSHCP. Because
it is unclear exactly where and when development will occur, identifying site
specific design requirements and mitigation is not feasible nor particularly telling
at this level of analysis. Site specific design requirements and mitigation
measures for biological resources consistent with the MSHCP will occur at the
time specific projects are brought forward. The general development application
review process outlined in the MSHCP, has been deemed adequate to allow for
take under the plan and provides a sound basis for ensuring adequate future
conservation under the proposed Moreno Valley General Plan Update, as the
General Plan policies and EIR mitigation require future development to comply
with the MSHCP.

I13:

This comment again addresses the lack of site specific, quantitative impact
analysis. Volume I of the EIR provides more than 400 pages of text (100 pages
on biological resources alone), over 60 tables, and about 30 figures analyzing
existing and future conditions associated with buildout of the General Plan.
Because it is unclear exactly where and when development will occur, site
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specific analysis is not feasible nor particularly telling at this level of analysis.
For these reasons, the EIR is adequate as a program-level disclosure and
information document.
I14:

This comment again addresses the lack of site specific, quantitative impact
analysis. Volume I of the EIR provides more than 400 pages of text (100 pages
on biological resources alone), over 60 tables, and about 30 figures analyzing
existing (baseline) and future conditions associated with buildout of the General
Plan. As previously discussed in the above responses to comments, the nature of
the proposed project (update/alteration of land use designations), does not allow
for any type of quantitative analysis as there are no assurances that subsequent
development will take place at an accurately predictable rate or pattern.
Therefore, it is required that subsequent projects perform site-specific analysis to
ensure that development remains consistent with the MSHCP goals and policies
and does not result in take of uncovered sensitive species. The general
development application review process outlined in the MSHCP, has been
deemed adequate to allow for take under the plan and provides a sound basis for
ensuring adequate future conservation of the identified species as the General
Plan policies and EIR mitigation require future development to comply with the
MSHCP.
Additional portions of this comment were addressed previously under I-12.

I15:

As previously discussed in the above responses to comments, the nature of the
proposed project (update/alteration of land use designations), does not allow for
any type of quantitative analysis as there are no assurances that subsequent
development will take place at an accurately predictable rate or pattern. Potential
pollutants and runoff impacts vary greatly depending upon the specific type of
development proposed, grading required, materials used, etc. None of these
factors is known for any particular parcel at this time. Because of this, the City
requires that future development projects be reviewed pursuant to CEQA and
conform to the City’s permit requirements at the time specific projects are brought
forward. The commenter is correct in stating that nothing in NPDES provides an
exemption from CEQA. Accordingly, all discretionary projects will be reviewed
pursuant to CEQA.

I16:

Impacts to surface water resources, including drainages and wetlands and their
associated plant and animal species, are analyzed both in Section 5.7
Hydrology/Water Quality and 5.9 Biological Resources. Mitigation required in
both sections (HW1, HW3, B2, and B4) will reduce potential water quality
impacts to a level less than significant. Impacts to groundwater recharge levels
and quality are analyzed in Section 5.7 Hydrology/Water Quality. Mitigation
Measures HW1 and HW3 will reduce potential groundwater impacts to a level
less than significant.
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I17:

The commenter sites requirements for specific development projects. As
previously noted, no specific development is proposed at this time. However,
water supply was analyzed in Section 5.13 of the EIR and estimated assumptions
for future water demand were given. As described in Section 5.13, future water
supplies (including projected demand from the General Plan) should be
considered adequate to meet demand. No agency identified an uncertainty for
water supply for the area and the City works with the water agencies to conserve
water and expand the use of reclaimed water and other acceptable sources of
irrigation water.

I18:

Impacts associated with Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs) are more appropriately
analyzed at the project level because they vary greatly depending upon type of use
and location with respect to sensitive receptors. Analyzing potential impacts
associated with HAPs is infeasible at this level because no specific development
project, operational, or construction activity is proposed at this time.
The most relevant health effects of the analyzed air pollutants are summarized in
pages 5.3-4 and 5.3-5 as well as discussed throughout Section 5.3. Impacts to
sensitive receptors are described on page 5.3-16. Ten mitigation measures are
proposed to reduce impacts; however, due to the regional nature of air quality
impacts, a significant unavoidable impact was identified as remaining.

I19:

The EIR states on page 5.3-16 that “ . . .implementation of the General Plan could
violate the existing federal, state, and local air quality standard and conflict with
the SCAQMD Air Quality Management Plan or SCAG Growth Management
Plan.” As also stated in the EIR, the City will continue to implement statemandated air quality regulations, as well as SCAQMD Air Quality Management
Plan (AQMP) regulations such as Rule 403. However, as also stated in the EIR,
combined emissions from Moreno Valley and surrounding areas are expected to
continue to exceed state and federal standards even with continued
implementation of the AQMP. This was considered a significant and unavoidable
regional air quality impact to which the project contributes.

I20:

SCAQMD acknowledges (slightly) O3 and nitrogen deposition effects on plants
and agriculture in their latest air quality guidance handbook. Although high
concentrations of O3 and nitrogen deposition can have negative effects on plants
and ecosystem, nitrogen deposition is a regional concern that is being studied by
regional, state, and federal air pollution agencies and is not a local issue that the
General Plan could have any substantial effect on. No information has been
provided by the commenter nor has the City discovered in any research, that
nitrogen deposition has any negative effect on human health.

I21:

In addition to existing laws and regulations applicable to development in the
planning area, the EIR identifies ten mitigation measures addressing operational,
vehicular, and construction-related emissions. Seven mitigation measures (AQ7
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through AQ10) specifically address reducing vehicular emissions, only three of
which are more policy-oriented language supporting transportation and transit
improvements region-wide. The City’s development review process ensures
projects comply with existing laws and regulations as well as specific design and
mitigation measures at the time specific projects are proposed. However, because
the local and regional impacts of new growth cannot be reduced to a level less
than significant, the EIR identified a significant and unavoidable impact to air
quality at a project level and in the cumulative scenario. The comment regarding
impacts to water quality and supply are discussed in responses I15 through I17
above.
I22:

The EIR analyzes air quality impacts to criteria pollutants in light of the
cumulative setting and identifies the long-term air quality impact as significant
and unavoidable due to cumulative effects in combination with air emissions
within the South Coast Air Quality Basin as a whole. This analysis is presented in
section 5.3 and 7.1 of the EIR. Please also see responses I18 through I21 above.

I23:

As described in the responses above, the commenter has provided no substantial
evidence that the EIR is “basically inadequate and conclusory in nature”.
Because of this, no new information is required to be added to the EIR that meets
any of the criteria identified in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. No
recirculation of the EIR is required.

I24:

For the reasons described in the responses to comments above, the City
respectfully disagrees with the commenter’s assertions and thus no revised Draft
EIR will be issued.
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RESPONSE TO LETTER J: FRIENDS OF THE NORTHERN SAN JACINTO
VALLEY (LETTER 2), AUGUST 1, 2005
J1:

As stated on pages 5.8-6 and 5.8-9 of the EIR, no land within the Planning area is
currently under a Williamson Act contract.

J2:

The proposed General Plan and the land use alternatives analyzed in the EIR
reflect the appropriate City designation based on the existing land use. No change
to the General Plan or EIR analysis is required as a result of this comment.

J3:

The impacts of the proposed Circulation Plan, including future improvements to
the circulation system, are evaluated in the EIR. As described in Section 5.1, no
circulation element roadway is anticipated to divide an established community.
Potential impacts to residents as a result of the proposed circulation system are
mostly associated with air quality and noise, which are addressed in Sections 5.3
and 5.4 of the EIR, respectively. Upon its completion, Pigeon Pass Road and all
other connectors to the Bi-County Corridor will meet or exceed all applicable
safety standards; the additional traffic will not directly reduce safety. To maintain
safety, the City maintains a crossing guard system, supplemented by school-zone
signing and markings to notify drivers to use caution.

J4:

As described in the EIR, all new development allowed under the General Plan
will be required to provide parkland or fees equal to three acres per 1,000
residents, which is consistent with the Quimby Act. The City is unsure of which
40-acre park the commenter is referring so no response is possible.

J5:

The traffic study was completed in late 2004 with the traffic analysis in the EIR
completed in June 2005, not 2000. The 2000 data identified in Tables 5.2-5.2-2
and 5.2-3 establish the existing conditions, which is consistent with the timing of
circulation of the Notice of Preparation for the project, and thus consistent with
the intent of CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a).

J6:

This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the EIR and no further
response is required. However, the City will comply with State regulations with
regard to SB 221, SB610, and AB901 for water supply assessments.

J7:

No issues raised within this comment letter provide substantial evidence that the
EIR is inaccurate or invalid.
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RESPONSE TO LETTER K: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF
GOVERNMENTS (SCAG), JULY 27, 2005
K1:

Comment noted. The City will notify SCAG of the Final EIR.
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RESPONSE TO LETTER L: STATE OF CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH
AND GAME, EASTERN SIERRA-INLAND DESERTS REGION, AUGUST 1,
2005

L1:

Comment noted. Responses to the agency’s detailed comments are found below.

L2:

Comment noted.
contents.

L3:

The City as a signatory to the MSHCP will comply with the mitigation
requirements and obligations as detailed in the MSHCP and the Implementing
Agreement. As noted by the commenter in L5, the City’s specific responsibilities
are detailed in the section of the Implementing Agreement entitled Permittees’
Take Authorization and Obligations. There is no need to duplicate these
requirements as they are already listed in a publicly available document.

L4:

The requested information is documented in the MSHCP and need not be repeated
in this EIR to gain a proper understanding of the project’s potential impacts and
mitigation requirements. The noted agencies will work together to reduce impacts
to sensitive species in accordance with the signatory take authorization and
obligations identified in the Implementing Agreement to the MSHCP. Ultimate
responsibility will fall to the lead agency as determined through the project
process.

L5:

Please see response L3 above.

L6:

Please see response D1 explaining the development agreement that exists on this
property. Notwithstanding that agreement and the perceived inconsistency, text
on page 5.9-88 the EIR clearly states that the “land use designation is just a
technicality. The SJWA is operated by CDFG for wildlife conservation purposes
and Moreno Valley does not have jurisdiction over the area. It would not be
subject to development, regardless of the designations or road alignments shown
on the Moreno Valley General Plan. Therefore, none of the proposed land use
alternatives would have a direct effect on the SJWA”.

L7:

It is the intent of the City not to duplicate mitigation measures and all measures
included in the EIR will be implemented through the Mitigation and Monitoring
and Reporting Program (MMRP) adopted by the City.
However, the
Hydrology/Water Quality section of the EIR will be revised to include reference
to Mitigation Measure B4. Please also see L3 above.
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RESPONSE TO LETTER M: GERALD M. BUDLONG (LETTER 1), JULY 27,
2005
M1:

Comment noted. Please also see response to Letter N.

M2:

Comment noted.

M3:

Comment noted. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the
City’s General Plan or EIR and no further response is required.

M4:

Comment noted. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the
City’s General Plan or EIR and no further response is required.

M5:

This area is designated primarily for Rural Residential with some land designated
Commercial as well. Although these designations were clear in the Biological
Resources Report in Volume II of the EIR, the land use maps in Volume I will be
revised to more clearly distinguish between the designations.

M6:

Elimination of the corridor is not anticipated under the proposed DEIR as any
subsequent development would be required to comply with the MSHCP, which
specifically addresses the corridor described in comments M-2 and M-3 (as Core
H and Proposed Core 3) and requires conservation within the appropriate sub unit,
cell group, and cell to ensure assembly of the Proposed Core 3 and connectivity to
Core H. It is a goal of the MSHCP to avoid creating biological islands; thus,
compliance with the plan should avoid such an impact.
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RESPONSE TO LETTER N: GERALD M. BUDLONG (LETTER 2), AUGUST 1,
2005
N1:

Comment noted. Please see Responses N2 through N21 for detailed responses to
these comments.

N2:

The sphere of influence (SOI) boundary shown in the General Plan and EIR
represents the proposed SOI for the planning period of the General Plan. There
are no plans to extend the SOI boundary as far east as Laborde Canyon at this
time. Should the SOI be extended in the future, the proposed boundary
adjustment would have to undergo separate environmental review pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) during which time the hazards
associated with extending development into any new areas would be analyzed.

N3:

This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the EIR. Since the
area in question was developed prior to the analysis of the proposed General Plan,
it is considered part of the existing setting and is not under the purview of this
EIR analysis.

N4:

The EIR recognizes that dam inundation is a potential flood hazard throughout
several portions of the planning area, however the potential for significant damage
to occur as a result of dam failure is remote. As described in the EIR on page 5.56 and illustrated on Figure 5.5-2, even with instantaneous failure of Lake Perris
Dam with the reservoir at or near capacity, only a very small area south of
Nandina Avenue along the Perris Valley Storm Drain and the Mystic Lake area
would be subject to dam inundation. This area is proposed primarily for nonresidential development by each of the three Land Use Alternatives.
Consistent with the commenter's findings, according to the Division of Dam
Safety website, "the Department of Water Resources (DWR), with support from
expert consultants, has identified potential seismic safety risks in a section of the
foundation of Perris Dam. There is no imminent threat to life or property
[emphasis DWR's]. However, in the interest of ensuring the maximum public
safety for those using and living downstream of the lake, the state has determined
that it is necessary to lower the water level while additional analysis is performed.
The reservoir level will be lowered over a period of several weeks. When
completed, reservoir water storage will be reduced by about 42% (approximately
52,362 acre-feet) and surface reservoir area will be reduced by about 18% (410
acres)." (downloaded by P&D Consultants August 15, 2005) With the lowering
of the reservoir, the area subject to inundation will be further reduced during the
study period. Once the findings of the studies are known, additional studies could
be required to obtain further information about the identified deficiencies or the
state may directly proceed to develop repair alternatives. In either case, DWR will
be working closely with other involved agencies, including Metropolitan Water
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District of Southern California, the California Department of Parks and
Recreation, Department of Fish and Game, and the Department of Boating and
Waterways, on the appropriate next steps.” (Source: Lake Perris and Perris Dam
Fact Sheet 2005, California Department of Water Resources downloaded by P&D
Consultants August 15, 2005).
Additionally, as further described on page 5.5-4 of the EIR, the City of Moreno
Valley is required by Section 8589.5 of the California Government Code to have
in place emergency procedures for the evacuation and control of populated areas
within the limits of inundation below dams. In addition, real estate disclosure
upon sale or transfer of property in the inundation area is required under AB 1195
Chapter 65 passed on June 9, 1998. These existing regulations and City of
Moreno Valley policies reduce the potential for significant dam failure flood
hazards to a level less than significant.
N5:

This map has been modified accordingly. This modification does not change the
analysis or conclusions of the EIR.

N6:

The stated figure is being update to reflect the conditions cited by the commenter.
This modification will not increase any impacts identified in the EIR. In fact less
of an area will now be identified as potentially subject to high fire hazards than
was identified in the FEIR. Additionally, fiscal effects of the proposed project
need not be analyzed in an environmental impact report.

N7:

The City will consider the new AICUZ Report when adopted by the Air Force.
Any changes to the Plan resulting from the newly adopted AICUZ Report would
have to be processed through a General Plan Amendment with the appropriate
level of environmental review at that time.

N8:

The figure has been revised and is included in the Final EIR. However, this
change does not affect the overall analysis, impact conclusions, or mitigation
requirements identified in the EIR.

N9:

Comment noted. The City proposes land use designations in these areas that
include open space or non-residential uses.

N10: All faults currently zoned as active by the California Geological Survey (CGS)
(see Letter H) have been identified and analyzed in the General Plan and EIR.
The Farm Road Fault, which has not been officially zoned by the CGS, is not
currently mapped in the General Plan. Studies are ongoing regarding this fault
and should this fault be zoned by CGS, it will be added to the General Plan map
through a General Plan Amendment. The impacts of any such amendment would
be assessed at the time the General Plan Amendment is proposed.
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N11: All faults currently zoned as active by the California Geological Survey (CGS)
(see Letter H) have been identified and analyzed in the General Plan and EIR.
The Box Springs Fault, has not been officially zoned by the CGS.
N12: The references to eliminating the Casa Loma Fault are unclear as the General Plan
and DEIR discuss the Casa Loma Fault (a strand or branch of the San Jacinto
Fault), and no references to the fault being “dead” or “eliminated” are contained
within either of the city’s Draft documents. The County’s General Plan
eliminates the Casa Loma Fault and Reche Canyon Faults from their maps of
Moreno Valley due to lack of evidence. Similarly, these faults have been
excluded from the City’s exhibits of active faults.
N13: Please see Response N12.
N14: Please see Response N12. Further, the City has not seen or been provided any
written evidence by a qualified geologist that the Casa Loma fault does extend
beyond the Earthquake Fault Zone.
N15: Please see Response N12.
N16: Please see Responses N4 and N5 above.
N17: Comment noted. This correction has been made to the Final EIR.
N18: Comment noted. Figure 5.7-2 will be revised accordingly. The proposed revision
to the basin map does not affect the overall analysis, impact conclusions, or
mitigation requirements identified in the EIR.
N19: Copies of these documents were distributed to these agencies and no comment
was received from either one.
N20: The shaded areas in Figure 5.11-1, including the northern end of the Planning
Area illustrate the dominant scenic resources in or visible to the community.
Although they are not specifically identified, Reche Peak and Olive Hill are
within the areas shaded on Figure 5.11-1 and generally discussed on page 5.11-1.
N21: Page 5.11-1 discusses the important scenic resource of the San Bernardino and
San Gabriel Mountains, including the fact that “winter snows on the mountains
often offer a striking view”. No change to the General Plan or EIR is proposed in
response to this comment.
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RESPONSE TO LETTER O: SAN BERNARDINO VALLEY AUDUBON
SOCIETY, JULY 27, 2005
O1:

Please see Response D1. The direct and indirect impacts to sensitive biological
resources and wildlife corridors in the Planning Area are based on the worst-case
development scenario presented in the EIR. Future transportation upgrades
ultimately will be determined by need based on future specific development
projects as they are proposed, not solely based on existing modeled data. As
future development and transportation projects are proposed, the impacts of these
projects, including direct and indirect impacts to biological resources will be
assessed pursuant to CEQA. Additionally, future projects within the Planning
Area must comply with the mitigation requirements established by the MSHCP,
which provides for buffering of significant biological resources, where
appropriate.

O2:

All faults currently zoned as active by the California Geological Survey (CGS)
(see Letter H) have been identified and analyzed in the General Plan and EIR.
The Farm Road Fault, which has not been officially zoned by the CGS, is not
currently mapped in the General Plan. Studies are ongoing regarding this fault
and should this fault be zoned by CGS, it will be added to the General Plan map
through a General Plan Amendment. The impacts of any such amendment would
be assessed at the time the General Plan Amendment is proposed.

O3:

Pages 5.9-32, 5.9-62, 5.9-63, 5.9-87 and 5.9-88 of the EIR identify the
conservation goals for the San Jacinto Wildlife Area (SJWA), potential impacts
and mitigation measures for impacts to the SJWA. The EIR concludes that direct
impacts would be limited in this area under each of the three Alternatives since a
large portion of this area is designated Floodplain or is in State of California
Department of Fish and Game ownership and will be maintained in its natural
state. Indirect impacts (such as increased lighting, traffic, water runoff, noise, and
predatory domestic animals) to sensitive resources are also analyzed in the EIR.
Also, as described in the EIR, the MSHCP includes guidelines to reduce the
effects of development along the urban/wildlands interface. Implementation of
the MSHCP and the proposed mitigation will reduce potential impacts to the
SJWA to a level less than significant.
Because the San Timoteo State Park and Lake Perris are outside of the Planning
Area, the proposed General Plan does not propose any uses adjacent to these
areas.

O4:

As explained in Responses O1 through O3 above, nothing in this comment letter
provides substantial evidence that the EIR is outdated or incomplete and no
revision to this EIR is proposed as a result of this comment letter.
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RESPONSE TO LETTER P: STATE OF CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF
PARKS AND RECREATION, INLAND EMPIRE DISTRICT, AUGUST 1, 2005
P1:

Please see Comment N6 in response to the fire hazards figure.
Figure 5.7-1 is not intended to illustrate potential sources of drainage, although
Lake Perris is identified on the figure and in the text. The text on page 5.7-1 will
be revised to explicitly state that Lake Perris is a potential source of drainage
waters flowing to developed areas. This change does not affect the overall
analysis, impact conclusions, or mitigation requirements identified in the EIR.
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RESPONSE TO LETTER Q: CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY
CONTROL BOARD, SANTA ANA REGION, JULY 29, 2005
Q1:

The “Environmental Setting” section of the Section 5.7 describes the RWQCB’s
Basin Plan and Beneficial uses of the project affected watersheds and
groundwater basins. A discussion of the RWQCB’s Basin Plan and the federal
and State antidegradation policies have been added to the “Existing Regulations”
section of Section 5.7. Additionally, the impact analysis has been revised slightly
to explicitly state the project’s potential for impacts associated with the water
quality objectives and beneficial uses as defined in the Basin Plan. None of the
information added changes any of the impact conclusions or mitigation proposed
as the City actively complies with the requirements of the Basin Plan and other
applicable State and federal requirements.

Q2:

General storm water flows and the City’s major drainage facilities are illustrated
in Figure 5.7-1. Because no specific development projects are proposed and the
and the amount and location of grading to occur is unknown at this time, no more
specific drainage plan can be shown. However, please note that mitigation
measure HW2 requires the City’s storm drain system to conform to the Riverside
County Flood Control and Water Conservation District master drainage plans and
the requirements of the Federal Emergency Management Agency. This measure
will assure the City continues to work to provide an adequate drainage system in
the City.

Q3:

Mitigation Measure HW3 requires the City to comply with the provisions of its
permits issued by the RWQCB for the protection of water quality pursuant to the
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System. This includes permit no.
CAS618033. Additionally, as the commenter notes, the DEIR describes the
NPDES/MS4 program on pages 5.7-9 and 5.7-10. The water quality impact
discussion on page 5.7-11 has been revised to explicitly indicate that
implementation of Mitigation Measure HW3 will be a crucial part of the city’s
participation in local municipal compliance with the Board’s pending TMDL for
nutrients and pathogens entering Canyon Lake. The project’s potential impact to
Canyon Lake was previously identified in the DEIR. This comment confirms that
the NPDES permits, including the MS4 permit are the primary tools to address
potential impacts to surface water quality, including Canyon Lake. This revision
does not change the analysis, potential impact or mitigation requirements of the
EIR.

Q4:

Mitigation Measure HW1 requires the City to implement NPDES Best
Management Practices relating to construction of roadways. Pursuant to the
provisions of its permits issued by the RWQCB (Mitigation Measure HW1), all
future development and significant redevelopment in the Planning Area will be
required to implement non-point sources pollution control measures. The analysis
on page 5.7-11 has been revised to clarify that BMPS are required both during
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construction and for the life of the project. During the city’s review of project
BMPs and when determined appropriate, the City will encourage BMPs that use
the principles of low impact development.
Q5:

This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the EIR and no further
response is required. However, during the development review process, the City
advises applicants of the need to comply with the noted permit programs. The
city also has several pages of its website devoted to storm water pollution
prevention and the NPDES.

Q6:

The City feels that the DEIR is not the appropriate location for detailed guidelines
or requirements for holding ponds and constructing wetlands as requirements for
these may change over time. During the review of future development projects,
the City will comply and ensure applicant compliance with the MS4 permit
requirements and recommendations for holding ponds and constructed wetlands,
including minimum detention times.

Q7:

The City will preserve and protect native vegetation in compliance with the
Western Riverside County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP)
and associated state and federal permits (Mitigation Measure B2). Mitigation
Measure B3 also requires projects, where feasible, to minimize impacts on
sensitive habitat. During the review of development and construction projects,
the City will consider, where appropriate, carrying roadways or pipelines over
ravines, arroyos and slope drainages, rather than through them.

Q8:

The City will preserve and protect native vegetation in compliance with the
Western Riverside County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP)
and associated state and federal permits (Mitigation Measure B2). Mitigation
Measure B3 also requires projects, where feasible, to minimize impacts on
sensitive habitat, including native vegetation.

Q9:

The City’s practice is to support the connection or conversion of existing septic
systems to sewer when sewer systems are available. Where groundwater
subbasins are identified appropriate disposal systems for waste disposal are
evaluated.
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RESPONSE TO LETTER R: CITY OF RIVERSIDE, JULY 27, 2005
R1:

A substantial portion of the Box Springs Mountain Park is designated as Open
Space under each of the three alternatives, with the remainder proposed for
Hillside Residential. As described in Chapter 9 Goals and Objectives of the
General Plan, the Hillside Residential category is intended for low density
residential development with a maximum density of one dwelling unit per acre.
The intent of the designation is to minimize grading in areas with slopes greater
than 10 percent. The City feels the current designations are appropriate for the
Box Springs Mountain area and no changes to the land use map are proposed in
response to this comment.

R2:

These comments do not address the content or adequacy of the EIR and the
mitigation identified in the EIR is adequate to address the program-level impacts
identified. No change to the General Plan or EIR has been made as a result of this
comment.

R3:

Comment noted. Please refer to Response N7.
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RESPONSE TO LETTER S: SIERRA CLUB, SAN GORGONIO CHAPTER
(LETTER 2), JULY 25, 2005
S1:

It is not clear which ideas and suggestions are referred to by the commenter;
therefore, it is not possible to respond in detail to this comment. However, the
responses to the NOP were reviewed during preparation of the General Plan and
EIR and taken into consideration where appropriate.

S2:

It is not clear how the commenter determined that cumulative impacts from
adjacent jurisdictions were not included in the EIR analysis. Consistent with
CEQA and the program-level nature of the EIR, cumulative impacts from regional
growth were accounted for using the regional growth projections method and
SCAG forecasts for the region consistent with the 2004 Regional transportation
Plan (RTP). The City's traffic model assumes build-out of land near Moreno
Valley's limits in accordance with Riverside County and SCAG (Southern
California Association of Governments) land-use assumptions; thus, cumulative
traffic impacts are accounted for. Growth-inducing impacts of the proposed
project are analyzed in section 7.2 of the EIR and were determined significant to
areas surrounding the Planning Area.

S3:

Potential hazards such as toxic plumes are heavily regulated by several federal,
State, and regional agencies and are the responsibility of the hazardous waste
generator. Development pursuant to the General Plan will not increase any
hazards associated with toxic plumes at March Air Reserve Base. All
contaminated wells on and off-base have been closed since 1988 and a
groundwater containment system has been installed to prevent off-site
groundwater migration. The removal of abandoned underground storage tanks
and contaminated soil was completed by the Air Force in 1992. (Source: EPA
Website, Region 9, updated February 2, 2005, downloaded by P&D Consultants
August 16, 2005). Additionally, with the base realignment and use of only a
portion of the site for ongoing reserve activities, ongoing hazards associated with
the Reserve Base are further reduced.

S4:

The mapping and analysis provided in the EIR is accurate based on currently
zoned faults. As described on page 5.6-4 of the EIR, it has been speculated that
the Casa Loma Strand might extend northwest of the Alquist Priolo Fault Zone,
but geologic studies completed to-date have been unable to show that the fault
extends beyond the zone. Additionally, the Farm Road Fault is identified and
discussed on page 5.6-4 of the EIR. As described by the California Geological
Survey in Letter H, the California Geological Survey has not yet zoned the "Farm
Road strand" as an active fault; therefore, it is not mapped as such on Figure 5.62. The alternative land use maps identify the uses considered appropriate along
Gilman Springs Road within the City’s Planning Area. As stated on page 5.6-4 of
the EIR, existing state law and city regulations and practices require most
development applications within the Alquist-Priolo Zone to include geologic
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reports addressing potential surface rupture due to faulting. No structure for
human occupancy is permitted to be placed across the trace of an active fault, nor
generally within 50 feet of any active fault trace.
No change is required to the EIR as a result of this comment.
S5:

State Route 60 is a regional transportation facility; the City controls neither the
timing nor the scope of improvements to it. However, city policy is to advocate
funding and completion of improvements that enhance connections between
Moreno Valley and points west.

S6:

Figure 5.4-1 illustrates noise contours associated with aircraft activity at the
March Air Reserve Base ARB. The noise contours take into account all aircraft
activity at the ARB.

S7:

The analysis of single-event noise is not required by CEQA and the noise
contours shown reflect a realistic average exposure to noise levels in the Planning
Area. Additionally, each of the General Plan land use alternatives proposes either
open space or non-habitable Business Park uses within and adjacent to the ARB
Noise Impact Area. No homes are proposed within the direct flight path of the
ARB.

S8:

This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the EIR and no further
response is required. However, Eucalyptus Avenue is planned to provide such a
connection (Gilman Springs to Eucalyptus to Redlands).

S9:

The General Plan does not propose any buildings specifically, but would allow
limited Hillside Residential development in the vicinity of the proposed tunnel.
The tunnel would be outside Moreno Valley's city limits and would not be
planned, designed, or constructed by the City of Moreno Valley. The
environmental impacts of the proposed tunnel will have to be evaluated by the
agency responsible for constructing the tunnel at the time a specific alignment is
chosen and plans for the tunnel move forward.

S10:

If constructed, the Bi-County Corridor would skirt the western city limits and
tunnel under Box Springs Mountain. It would possibly connect to Pigeon Pass
Road and Reche Canyon Road. More information is available from the Riverside
County Integrated Plan website (www.rcip.org) or by contacting the Riverside
County Transportation and Land Management Agency at (951) 955-1800. As
described in Section 5.1, no circulation element roadway is anticipated to divide
an established community.
By State law, trucks cannot be prohibited from using the Bi-County Corridor and
its connecting facilities, by state law.
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The additional traffic would not directly reduce safety near schools. To maintain
safety, the City manages a crossing guard program, supplemented by school-zone
signing and markings to notify drivers to use caution.
The impacts of the proposed Circulation Plan, including future improvements to
the circulation system, are evaluated in the EIR. Potential impacts to residents as a
result of the proposed Circulation system are mostly associated with air quality
and noise, which are addressed in Sections 5.3 and 5.4 of the EIR, respectively.
S11:

The mapping information provides is based on the U.S. EPA Envirofacts database
and is meant to show the approximate location of hazardous materials sites. The
text on page 5.5-1 describes the number and types of businesses that this may
entail. The intent is not to call out one specific business or address out of the 40
or so identified in the EIR.

S12:

Figure 5.5-2 of the EIR shows all potential dam inundation areas in the Planning
Area. Moreno Valley is not subject to inundation from the Lake Hemet Dam.

S13:

This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the EIR. However, a
majority of 100-year and 500-year flood plain areas are either designated as
Floodplain, Open Space, very low density residential (rural residential categories)
or for non-residential development such as Commercial and Business Park. Any
development allowed in these areas must comply with existing programs to
reduce flood hazards.

S14:

It is unclear to where in the EIR or General Plan the commenter is referring as no
concrete lined channels are proposed by the project. Because this comment does
not address the content or adequacy of the EIR, no further response is required.

S15:

The MSHCP determined the appropriate boundaries of the SJWA based on the
number and limit of sensitive resources in the area. Surrounding areas and
additional areas need not also be kept free from development. As shown in Table
5.9-6, indirect impacts to the San Jacinto Wildlife Area will be limited to field and
croplands, which are not generally considered sensitive resources. Also,
mitigation for all direct and indirect impacts of future development will be
required as described on page 5.9-90 of the EIR. Compliance with the MSHCP
and associated State and federal permit requirements will largely ensure
protection of the resources identified.

S16:

Impacts to viewsheds and scenic resources are analyzed in Section 5.11
Aesthetics. This section recognizes that new development has the potential to
impact these resources. Mitigation Measures A1 through A6 are proposed to
reduce potential impacts to these resources to a level less than significant.
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S17:

Regional modeling efforts and the transportation analysis performed for the
General Plan and EIR indicated the need for Moreno Beach Boulevard south of
the SR-60 as a primarily a 6-lane Divided Major Arterial and north of the SR-60
as a four-lane Arterial. The DEIR has evaluated the impacts of this roadway as
such. Riverside County's Circulation Element includes Reche Canyon Road as a
Mountain Arterial (which can be two-lane or four-lane). Moreno Beach Drive is
intended as a four-lane facility north of State Route 60 to provide a connection to
Reche Canyon Road.

S18:

Alessandro and Cactus are necessary east-west routes through the City. The
Circulation Plan shown on Figure 5.2-1 and in the General Plan show that
Alessandro runs north of the SJWA and Cactus loops north at Redlands
Boulevard before it hits the western boundary of the SJWA. Neither of these
roadways are proposed to pass through the SJWA.

S19:

The Moreno Valley Traffic Model predicts acceptable level of service for Nason
Street as a four-lane facility between Fir Avenue and Alessandro Boulevard with
completion of the preferred land-use plan. Nason Street is planned for six lanes
between Alessandro Boulevard and Cactus Avenue, near the hospital.

S20:

It is unclear what the commenter means by “. . .Tables 5.2-9 and 5.2-10 must
reflect the actual LOS.” The City establishes an LOS C or an LOS D as
acceptable depending upon roadway type and location. LOS D is commonly
established as the acceptable criteria for more urban areas and heavier traveled
roadways. As described in Section 5.2, LOS D is applicable to intersections and
roadway segments that are adjacent to freeway on/off ramps, and/or adjacent to
employment generating land uses. LOS C is applicable to all other intersections
and roadway segments. Boundary intersections are assumed to be LOS D.
Tables 5.2-9 and 5.2-10 reflect the roadway design capacities for LOS C and LOS
D and the projected volumes and volume to capacity (V/C) ratios, indicating that
several roadway segments will exceed the City’s LOS standards based on the
proposed roadway type and overall circulation plan. It is also not correct to state
that LOS D-F requires two to three cycles to pass through an intersection,
although it can generally be stated that the worse the LOS, the longer the wait.
Additionally, the commenter is generally correct in stating that Alternative 3 is
the less intense land use alternative, as shown in Tables 5.2-11 and 5.2-12.
Level of Service 'D' is described by the Transportation Research Board's Highway
Capacity Manual (2000 Ed.) as follows: 'At LOS D, the influence of congestion
becomes more noticeable. Longer delays may result from some combination of
unfavorable progression, long cycle lengths, and high v/c ratios. Many vehicles
stop, and the proportion of vehicles not stopping declines. Individual cycle
failures are noticeable.
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S21:

The requested analysis has not been performed because it would not reflect any
potentially “real” conditions in the City. Signals are synchronized such that one
would not be stopped at every signal and no route is expected to experience
failing (level of service D, E, or F depending upon roadway )for the entire length
of the roadway within the Planning Area. No revision to the traffic analysis has
been made as a result of this comment. Additionally, the City's level of service
standard is "C" except under certain conditions (near freeway interchanges and in
high-employment centers).

S22:

It is not clear in which way the commenter believes the Plan conflicts with the
stated regional plans. However, it should be noted that regional plans and
projections such as the SCAQMD AQMP and SCAG Growth Management Plan
generally incorporate planning data from a jurisdiction’s adopted plans. In this
case, the most recent regional plans and projections would have reflected the
adopted General Plan (or Alternative 1). Because the project proposes changing
the land uses from the adopted General Plan, the proposed land uses and
accompanying population assumptions would likely vary from the assumptions
for Moreno Valley that are reflected in the SCAQMD and SCAG plans. This is
not uncommon when new General Plans are proposed and regional agencies are
often updating their plans and projections to reflect such new information.

S23:

No specific concern regarding the data is identified by the commenter. The
analysis provides a comparison of the existing conditions at the time of the
issuance of the NOP pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a) to the future
conditions associated with each of the General Plan land use alternatives. The air
quality analysis is adequate as presented.

S24:

Comment noted.

S25:

The impacts of PM 10 and 2.5, including impacts on children and the elderly are
identified in Table 5.3-4. The EIR includes 10 mitigation measures intended to
address and minimize air quality impacts, including those associated with PM 10
and 2.5. No additional mitigation has been identified by the commenter to further
reduce PM 10 and 2.5 impacts.

S26:

This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the EIR.

S27:

Please see Response D1.

S28:

Please see Response D1.

S29:

These items are provided as Appendices to this letter for the public record. The
letter dated July 15, 2005 has been responded to as Letter E above. The
appendices to this Letter S do not raise any issues that have not already been
responded to herein or in Letter E.
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S30:

Nothing raised in this comment letter provides substantial evidence that the DEIR
needs to be revised to be considered adequate.
Additionally, although all maps within the document were provided on disk, hard
copies of the EIR were also available at the City's Community and Economic
Development Department and the Moreno Valley Branch Library. Both of these
locations were noted on page 1-2 of the EIR.
The City will keep the Sierra Club notified of actions related to the General Plan
and will make hard copies of the Final document available to the public.
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RESPONSE TO LETTER T: RIVERSIDE TRANSIT AGENCY, JULY 27, 2005
T1:

Comment noted.

T2:

This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the EIR and no further
response is required. However, Policy 5.8.1, advocates express-bus service,
supports deployment of Bus Rapid Transit in Moreno Valley.

T3:

Comment noted. The City looks forward to continuing to work with RTA to
improve transit service in Moreno Valley.

T4:

This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the EIR. The Plan
generally provides a twenty year blueprint for growth, although actual buildout
according to the proposed land uses will not likely occur within the next twenty
year period and perhaps not until about 2050.

Comments T5 through T19 below generally address the content of the General Plan and
not the content or adequacy of the EIR. The responses below are provided as a courtesy
in response to RTA’s review of the General Plan. Nothing in the responses below require
the addition of significant new information to the EIR.
T5:

A route-by-route map would not suit the purposes of the General Plan document,
as bus routes are added, changed, and removed regularly; and thus such a map
would quickly be out-of-date. Further, the General Plan is a city policy document,
and including such a map may imply the City maintains approval authority over
transit lines.

T6:

The proposed BRT route alignment should be discussed with City of Moreno
Valley staff prior to planning for deployment. Day Street is unimproved between
Cottonwood Avenue and Alessandro Boulevard and may not be suitable for BRT
buses; specifically, it may be deficient in roadway width, vertical alignment,
and/or structural cross-section. Therefore, it is inappropriate to discuss the routing
of this line in the General Plan at this time.

T7:

In accordance with Policy 5.8.1, Moreno Valley will support reserving future
right-of-way for BRT stations. Specific station locations should be proposed
to the City and accepted prior to reserving right-of-way.

T8:

Policy 5.8.1 serves to support deployment of said BRT-related design features.

T9:

This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the EIR and no further
response is required. However, please note that Paragraph 5.7.4 in the General
Plan Traffic Study appendix is identical to Policy 5.8.1.
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T10: An entitlement application for modifications to the Moreno Valley Mall is
currently under review; as part of the work, the mall will undertake the transit
center relocation as described in the comment. City staff and the project applicant
will coordinate the transit center relocation with the RTA. Since this work is still
pending, no specific discussion is recommended for inclusion in the General Plan
or EIR.
T11: The City will support transit deployment in accordance with all policies under
Objective 5.8 (encourage development of an efficient public transportation system
for the entire community).
T12: Comment noted.
T13: The General Plan and EIR have been modified to provide this additional
clarification. This clarification does not change the analysis, mitigation
requirements or conclusions of the EIR.
T14:

The General Plan and EIR have been modified to provide this additional
clarification. This clarification does not change the analysis, mitigation
requirements or conclusions of the EIR.

T15:

The City's proposed land-use plan does not include provisions for substantial,
dedicated transit centers; however, the City will continue to consider their
inclusion as part of larger developments in accordance with policies 5.8.4 and
5.8.5. Also, Section 5.2.4.1 of the General Plan has been edited to specifically
define the relationship between a Transit Oasis and commuter transit facilities. It
is our understanding, based on reviewing the RCIP documents, that the term
'Transit Oasis' refers to a feeder system of buses rather than a dedicated land use.
The revised text reflects this understanding. This change does not affect the
analysis, mitigation, or conclusions of the Draft EIR.

T16: Comment noted.
T17: Comment noted.
T18:

Comment noted.

T19:

RTA's recommended policy is noted. This comment does not address the content
or adequacy of the EIR.

T20: Comment noted. The City looks forward to continuing to work with RTA to
improve transit service for residents of Moreno Valley.
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RESPONSE TO LETTER U: PETE AND ARLENE WEAVER, JULY 27, 2005
U1:

Comment noted. The City acknowledges the commenter’s general support for
Alternative #2, which was analyzed in detail in the Draft EIR. Because this
comment does not address the content or adequacy of the EIR, no further response
is required.
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RESPONSE TO LETTER V: MARGIE BREITKREUZ, JULY 27, 2005
V1:

Comment noted. The City acknowledges the commenter’s general support for
Alternative #3, which was analyzed in detail in the Draft EIR. Because this
comment does not address the content or adequacy of the EIR, no further response
is required.

V2:

This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the EIR, and no further
response is required. The area between Moreno Beach Drive and Quincy Street,
and between Ironwood and Locust Avenues is partially improved with ½ acre lots
and is currently zoned RA2 (Residential Agriculture – 2 dwelling units per acre);
this zone permits animal keeping. The General Plan will not impact the animal
keeping provisions. The area north of Locust Avenue is proposed to be changed
from R2 (2 dwelling units per acre) to R1 (1 dwelling unit per acre).

V3:

This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the EIR, and no further
response is required.

V4:

Please see Response S17.

V5:

The Sinclair Street overcrossing of State Route 60 is proposed for removal from
the City's Circulation Element primarily because the proposed land-use plan
anticipates less commercial and industrial land use (and therefore less
traffic) around Sinclair Street than the currently adopted plan. This resulted in
the removal recommendation for two reasons: First, were it to be constructed, the
traffic model predicts little vehicular traffic would use it (even upon build-out of
the City); and second, its elimination is not predicted to cause adjacent facilities
(both overcrossings and intersections) to operate below the City's level of service
standard. The traffic model that was used to analyze the Circulation Element is
closely tied to the proposed land uses, as is required by state law.

V6:

This comment addresses Zoning regulations and not the General Plan or General
Plan DEIR and no further response is required.

V7:

This comment identifies several policy recommendations for the General Plan that
if included by the City will not worsen any environmental impacts analyzed in the
EIR. The City will consider the proposed recommendations and incorporate the
recommendations into the Plan where appropriate and where not already covered
by similar policy language. The City will also provide the following policy
within the General Plan: Future development in hillside areas shall occur in a
manner that will maintain natural open space areas, protect significant landforms
and other natural resources, protect views from existing development, retain
opportunities for views from development sites, preserve and enhance vistas from
public places, and minimize the extent and occurrence of erosion and other
potential hazards of development in areas of steep topography.

Moreno Valley General Plan
Final Program EIR

City of Moreno Valley
July 2006

9.0 Responses to Comments

RESPONSE TO LETTER W: MICHAEL A. MCKIBBEN, PH.D., JULY 28, 2005
W1:

The City regrets that the commenter did not receive direct notice of the draft
EIR’s availability; however, a Notice of Availability was published in The Press
Enterprise on June 17, 2005 and copies of the document were provided at the
public library and at City Hall. Since no specific extension period was requested
and the commenter was clearly able to provide formal written comments a few
days prior to the end of the 45-day public review period, no formal extension has
been granted by the agency.

W2:

Comment noted. The Seismic Hazards map identified in the EIR illustrates all
faults currently zoned as active by the California Geological Survey (CGS) (see
Letter H). The Farm Road Fault, which has not been officially zoned by the CGS,
is not currently mapped in the General Plan. Studies are ongoing regarding this
fault and should this fault be zoned by CGS, it will be added to the General Plan
map through a General Plan Amendment. The impacts of any such amendment
would be assessed at the time the General Plan Amendment is proposed.

W3:

Please see Response W2 above.

W4:

The EIR identified the potential for subsidence in the Planning Area; however, the
area is located within the San Jacinto Wildlife area or within the floodplain where
the risk of injury and loss of life is minimal. Please see response H7 regarding
liquefaction potential in the Planning Area.

W5:

Comment noted. Evidence of subsidence and shallow groundwater were both
noted as existing conditions in the Planning Area.

W6:

The language used in the EIR was not meant to imply doubt. The term
“reportedly” was used because we were referring to a fact reported by another in a
specifically footnoted comment (commenter’s own letter dated September 28,
2000). The term used does not change the conclusions in the EIR regarding
hazards associated with landslides.

W7:

As described in Section 5.6 of the EIR, future development in the Planning Area
will be subject to geologic studies and mitigation for seismic hazards in
accordance with the Alquist Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act and the UBC.
Based on the Threshold of Significance established in the EIR, these existing laws
will reduce the exposure of people or structures to unacceptable risks of major
geologic, seismic or soils hazards that could not be overcome by using reasonable
construction and/or maintenance practices to a level less than significant. In other
words, with implementation of the assumed mitigation, the level of risk in the
Planning Area is not expected to be “unacceptable”, therefore, the impact is less
than significant. Although it is recognized within the EIR that these measures
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cannot provide 100 percent protection against seismic damage, the remaining risk
is not “unacceptable”. Please also see Response W8 in regard to ground shaking.
W8:

The three pages of ground motion data provided by CGS in their comment Letter
H (see Comment H5) is hereby incorporated by reference into the Final EIR. This
information does not change the significance conclusions or proposed mitigation
in the EIR. Please also see Response W7 above.

W9:

Not all references contained within an EIR need to be provided as appendices to
the report. In instances where small portions of a larger report were used as
reference materials, a simple bibliography of the note or reference is provided.
This is the case with the references in question.

W10: Please see Response W7 above.
W11: Please see Response W7 above.
W12: Comment noted.

Moreno Valley General Plan
Final Program EIR

City of Moreno Valley
July 2006

9.0 Responses to Comments

RESPONSE TO LETTER X: STATE OF CALIFORNIA GOVERNOR’S OFFICE
OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH, AUGUST 2, 2005
X1:

This letter acknowledges that the DEIR complied with the State Clearinghouse
review requirements for draft environmental documents. No further response is
required.
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RESPONSE TO LETTER Y: DEPARTMENT OF CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY
PATROL, RIVERSIDE AREA, JULY 21, 2005
Y1:

The analysis used to plan the City's circulation system assumes State Route 60
would be a 10-lane facility at build-out. This facility is under the purview of
other agencies and thus not discussed in great detail in the City’s planning
document beyond how it affects the City’s land use and planning efforts.
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