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MoVal 2040 Project EIR

Letters of Comment and Responses

The following letters of comment were received from agencies, organizations, and individuals
during the public review period (April 2, 2021 to May 17, 2021) of the Draft EIR. A copy of
each comment letter along with corresponding staff responses is included here. Some of the
comments did not address the adequacy of the environmental document; however, staff has
attempted to provide appropriate responses to all comments as a courtesy to the commenter.
The comments received did not affect the conclusions of the document. Where responses to
comments required minor revisions to the Draft EIR, changes to the text are shown in
strikeout, underline format. Such format shows deletions as strikeout text and additions as
underline text.

Letter | Author | Page Number |
Agencies

A-1 Moreno Valley Unified School District RTC-3

A-2 South Coast Air Quality Management District RTC-4

A-3 Southern California Association of Governments RTC-13

Organizations
0-1 Riverside County Farm Bureau RTC-18
0-2 Sierra Club RTC-20
Individuals

I-1 Alvarez, Oscar RTC-47
1-2 Ashley, Lynn RTC-77
1-3 Barrionuevo, Concepcion RTC-78
1-4 Baxter, Barbara and Don RTC-81
1-5 Chelbana, Tom & Teri RTC-82
1-6 Castellano, Cipriano and Family RTC-83
1-7 Dudeck, Ronald (4/29/21) RTC-84
1-8 Dudeck, Ronald (5/2/21) RTC-86
1-9 Dunn, Eric (4/9/21) RTC-87
1-10 Dunn, Eric (4/23/21) RTC-90
I-11 Ferrier, Elaine RTC-91
1-12 Fuller, Sam and Shirley RTC-93
1-13 Hague, George (03/30/21) RTC-94
1-14 Hague, George (05/17/21) RTC-106
1-15 Hague, George (05/17/21) RTC-233
1-16 Hague, George (05/17/21) RTC-238
1-17 Hague, George (05/17/21) RTC-252
1-18 Hague, George (5/17/21) RTC-254
1-19 Hernandez, Sandra RTC-258
1-20 Horn, Charles and Kristy RTC-259
1-21 Hrowal, Herb and Lori RTC-261
1-22 Israel, David RTC-262

RTC-1



Letter Author Page Number
1-23 Jianniino, Steve and Manya RTC-266
1-24 Lardner, Melody RTC-268
1-25 Locke, Stella (4/22/21) RTC-270
1-26 Locke, Stella (4/23/21) RTC-271
1-27 Locke, Stella (4/27/21) RTC-272
1-28 Locke, Stella (5/2/21) RTC-273
1-29 Lockhart, Joe RTC-274
1-30 Lopez, Maddy RTC-276
1-31 Lopez-Ramirez, Angel RTC-277
1-32 Mansfield-Howlett, Rachel RTC-279
1-33 McKinley, Linda RTC-368
1-34 Moya, Lorena RTC-369
1-35 Narog, Marcia RTC-370
1-36 Rhames, Lia RTC-371
1-37 Rhames, Shade RTC-373
1-38 Rhames, Shyann RTC-377
1-39 Robinson, Lindsay (4/5/21) RTC-379
1-40 Robinson, Lindsay (4/19/21) RTC-380
1-41 Robinson, Lindsay (5/15/21) RTC-381
1-42 Robinson, Lindsay (5/17/21) RTC-383
1-43 Stancic, Dusan RTC-401
1-44 Stidham, Phil and Cynthia RTC-402
1-45 Then, Keri RTC-404
1-46 Thornsley, Tom RTC-405
1-47 Thornsley, Tom (5/17) RTC-407
1-48 Torres, Christina RTC-420
1-49 Torres, Ivette RTC-421
1-50 Vince RTC-422
1-51 Wilson, D. RTC-423
1-52 Wilson, D. RTC-424
1-53 Wun, Ken RTC-425
1-54 Zeitz, Susan RTC-426
1-55 Zeitz, Susan (5/17) RTC-427
1-56 Zeitz, Susan (5/17) RTC-428
1-57 Zeitz, David RTC-431
1-58 Zeitz, David (5/17) RTC-432
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LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter A-1

Introductory comment. See responses to specific comments below.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in the
analysis of the Draft EIR. Impacts associated with air quality are
presented in Section 4.3 Air Quality of the Draft EIR. Impacts
associated with noise are presented in Section 4.13 Noise of the Draft
EIR. Impacts associated with transportation are presented in
Section 4.16 Transportation of the Draft EIR.

As future development is proposed, development impact fees would be
determined as part of a future site-specific discretionary review.

Public notice will be provided for future actions associated with the
project.
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Letter A-2

1

Comment 1 provides a summary of South Coast AQMD staff’s three
main comments. Please refer to the following responses.
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RESPONSE

South Coast AQMD has provided recommended revisions to the
existing air quality mitigation measures. The first suggested revision
is related to CEQA air quality localized significance thresholds (LST)
impact analysis. The City’s process for evaluation of future
development that could be implemented under the 2021 GPU would
include environmental review and documentation pursuant to CEQA.
This includes future project-level evaluation of a project in relation to
the South Coast AQMD’s LSTs. The following text has been added to
Section 4.3.5.2(b) of the EIR to specifically identify this future
requirement: “Further, as a part of the process for the evaluation of
future development projects, air quality impacts would be evaluated
using SCAQMD guidelines, regional emissions thresholds, and
localized significance thresholds (LSTs). Projects that would exceed the
SCAQMD significance thresholds would be required to implement
project-level reduction measures to reduce potential impacts.”

The second suggested revisions are related to MM AQ-1. The suggested
revisions include project-level mitigation measures. The measure that
encourages the use of Tier 4 Final construction equipment has been
added to MM AQ-1. However, the suggested additions related to
project-level detailed contractor requirements and the use of ZE and
NZE trucks were not included, since these are detailed project-level
requirements that would not be applicable or feasible at the plan level
of analysis. Additionally, while these measures could reasonably apply
to very large scale projects, it would not be appropriate for smaller
projects due to potential costs to implement. These measures may be
considered when future project-level construction-related air quality
impacts are evaluated, as appropriate.
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South Coast AQMD has provided additional recommended project-level
air quality mitigation measures related to future distribution and
warehouse projects. These measures have been added, for the most
part, to Section 4.3.5.2(b) of the EIR. Portion of the first suggested
bullet point have not been included, since these are detailed project-
level requirements that would not be applicable or feasible at the plan
level of analysis. These measures may be considered when future
project-level operational-related air quality impacts associated with
distribution and warehouse projects are evaluated, as appropriate.
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The first three suggested distribution and warehouse measures have
been added to Section 4.3.5.2(b) of the EIR. However, “Maximum use
of solar energy by installing solar energy arrays” has been revised to
state “Promote and incentivize solar installations on new and existing
industrial and warehousing facilities through partnerships with
energy providers”, which is CAP GHG reduction measure I-2. The five
recommended measures related to distribution and warehouse truck
traffic have been added to Section 4.3.5.3(b) of the EIR.

Health risks associated with placing sensitive receptors within 500 feet
of a freeway is provided in Section 4.3.5.3(b) of the EIR. Additional
language has been added to the section to state that, as a part of project
review and documentation, project-level health risk reduction
strategies for sensitive land uses in close proximity to freeways will be
evaluated, and if necessary, a site-specific mobile source Health Risk
Assessment analysis would be conducted following SCAQMD guidance.
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A discussion of the strategies that would reduce exposure in included
in Section 4.3.5.3(b) of the EIR. These strategies include planting
vegetation between the receptor and the freeway, constructing barriers
between the receptor and the freeway, and installing newer
electrostatic filters. Additional language regarding the use of MERV-
13 filters has been added to the section. South Coast AQMD comments
regarding costs are noted.

The comment provides conclusionary statements. Please refer to the
previous responses.
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Letter A-3

1

Introductory comment. See responses to specific comments below.
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The City initiated the MoVal 2040 project in October 2019, prior to
certification of the latest RTP/SCS in September 3, 2020. Therefore,
updating the project with information from the latest RTP/SCS
certified in September 3, 2020 was not feasible due to the substantial
amount of work that had already been completed based on the
RTP/SCS that was available at the time the City began the MoVal 2040
project.
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Section 4.3 Air Quality has been revised to expand mitigation based on
comments received from the Southern California Air Quality
Management District. The EIR provides satisfactory mitigation based
on the programmatic evaluation of the MoVal 2040 project.

The City submitted the Housing Element Update to the State Housing
and Community Development Department for 60-day review prior to
adoption of the 6th cycle Final Regional Housing Needs Assessment
(RHNA) Allocation Plan. The Housing Element Update has been
updated to reflect the numbers presented in the adoption of the 6th
cycle Final RHNA Allocation Plan.
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Letter O-1

1

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in the
analysis of the Draft EIR.
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Letter O-2

1

Introductory Comment. See responses to specific comments below.
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The DEIR evaluates impacts compared to the existing conditions as
required by CEQA. In addition to this analysis, the transportation and
other technical sections also evaluate the impacts compared to the
existing plan for comparison purposes. This is typical in order to
understand how the proposed plan compares to the adopted plan, but
does not form the basis for the analysis. As referenced by the
commenter, the DEIR uses a 2018 baseline to establish the baseline
existing conditions. This baseline represents existing conditions as of
2018 in addition to recently approved projects and pipeline projects
(including the WLC). The DEIR baseline was prepared using the City’s
best estimate of existing and foreseeable development. See Section
3.2.4 of the DEIR for a description of Buildout Projections.

This comment cites references from the CEQA guidelines and case law.
The comment suggests that the EIR needs to include more detail about
the impacts of the project but does not indicate specifically what portion
of the analysis is of concern. The EIR includes a thorough analysis of
buildout of the General Plan for all CEQA subject areas at a level of
detail appropriate for a programmatic analysis. Appendix E VMT
Impact memo includes an appendix that discloses assumptions
associated with truck trips for the existing plan, proposed plan and
build-out of both plans. These numbers include anticipated warehouse
development in the City.
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The current Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) is the Final 2016
AQMP that was adopted on March 3, 2017. The 2017 AQMP relies on
emissions inventories and future projections that are based in part on
the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 2016
Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
(RTP/SCS). The 2016 RTP/SCS relies on land use plans provided by
local jurisdictions at the time that the 2016 RTP/SCS was being
prepared, which would include General Plan land use amendments
approved since the adoption of the 2006 General Plan. Therefore, the
2017 AQMP is based on future growth projections that take into
account these land use amendments.

Further, a 2018 baseline was used in the air quality analysis, not the
2006 General Plan. The 2018 baseline is based on year 2018 population
and employment, vehicle miles traveled (VMT), and building energy
data provided by local utilities in preparation of the CAP. This baseline
also takes into account recently approved and pipeline projects,
including the WLC. The SCAG model consistent with the 2016 SCAG
RTP/SCS growth projections was used to project future emissions
under both the adopted and proposed land use plans, both of which
include the WLC project as well as other warehouse projects approved
since adoption of the 2006 General Plan. Text has been added to the
Air Quality section of the EIR to clarify this.

The comment also points out that NOx emissions associated with the
WLC would exceed the significance thresholds. A program-level
comparison of the emissions that would occur under buildout of the
adopted land use plan and buildout of the proposed land use plan was
done in order to determine if the 2021 GPU would conflict with
implementation of the AQMP. At the project-level, the City’s process
for evaluation of future development that could be implemented under
the 2021 GPU would include environmental review and documentation
pursuant to CEQA, as
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4 cont.

well as an analysis of those site-specific projects for consistency with
the goals, policies, and recommendations of the 2021 GPU. Additional
measures that can be implemented at the project level have been added
to the FEIR in order to facilitate future site design at warehouse and
distribution center sites to reduce impacts.

The SCAQMD significance thresholds are project-level thresholds.
Project-level standards are not appropriate for a program-level
analysis, as the thresholds are conservative and intended to ensure
many individual projects would not obstruct the timely attainment of
the national and state ambient air quality standards. Generally,
discretionary, program-level planning activities, such as general plans,
community plans, specific plans, etc., are evaluated for consistency
with the local air quality plan. In contrast, project-level thresholds are
applied to individual project-specific approvals, such as a proposed
development project. At the program level, the analysis compares
emissions generated by project buildout to emissions generated under
buildout of the adopted land use plan to determine if the emissions
would exceed the emissions estimates included in the AQMP, and to
determine whether it would obstruct attainment. The air quality
analysis does come to a conclusion and finds that with implementation
of future site-specific air quality analysis for individual projects and
application of General Plan and CAP policies, a cumulatively
considerable net increase in operational criteria pollutants would not
occur and the project would not obstruct attainment of appliable
federal or state ambient air quality standards. Detailed model results
are included in Appendix B of the EIR.

The comment states that the DEIR does not disclose the number of
diesel truck trips inclusive of all projects approved pursuant to general
plan amendments since 2006. As discussed in response to comment 4,
the analysis is based on year 2018 baseline VMT along with 2016 SCAG
RTP/SCS growth projections which take into account land use
amendments and projects approved since adoption of the 2006 General
Plan, and pipeline projects. The traffic modeling conducted for the
baseline year and for the buildout year included medium truck and
heavy truck percentages specific to each roadway segment included in
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6 cont.

the VMT analysis. Although the air quality section does not indicate
the number of diesel trips, the emission calculations and VMT
presented in the analysis take into account all existing and future
diesel truck trips. Refer to response to comment 5 regarding the
program-level of analysis.

The comment also provides a list of 13 industrial projects that are
approved or are in the process of being reviewed. As discussed, the
analysis takes into account land use amendments that were approved
since adopted of the 2006 General Plan. Additionally, in developing the
2021 GPU land use map, the City took into account approved and
pipeline projects to date, including all of the projects listed in the
comment. The analysis uses the appropriate baseline based on the best
available information at the time of preparation. The comment
incorrectly states that the analysis did not consider cumulative
development.

Further, the analysis provided is conservative as it does not take into
account the recent WLC EIR settlement which includes legally binding
requirements to implement a number of additional mitigation
measures that would minimize air quality impacts. Measures that
would be implemented at WLC would result in lower Citywide air
emissions include but are not limited to:

e Provide up to 1,000 eBike subsidies in the amount of $500 to WLC
employees who commit to bike to work at least twice per week on
average. The subsidies will be phased proportionately with
buildout of the first 15 million square feet of the project.

e Develop and implement program to ensure knowledge of trip
reduction measures by project employees.

e Provide 40% subsidies for bus passes for tenants’ employees who
commit to bus to work at least twice per week on average.

e Require tenants to have trip reduction plans to achieve 1.3 average
vehicle ridership as a factor of total number of employees (in tenant
leases).

e Require tenants to have a Transportation Management Association
to encourage carpooling (in tenant leases).
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6 cont.

Provide bike lockers for 5% or more of building users within
50 yards of employee building entrances.

Fund a zero emission shuttle that circulates within the Specific
Plan area and has pickup and drop-offs at the closest off-site bus
stop no later than the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for
15 million square feet of warehouse buildings.

WLC will provide 1,000 Level 1 chargers in WLC parking lots,
phased proportionately with project buildout, and will ensure that
they function properly for at least 15 years from their dates of
installation.

WLC will provide 80 Level 2 chargers in WLC parking lots with
two ports per charger (for a total of at least 160 ports), phased
proportionately with project buildout, and will ensure that they
function properly for at least 15 years from their dates of
installation.

WLC will install signage at each EV parking space stating that
the parking space is for EVs only and improperly parked vehicles
will be towed.

WLC must construct all warehouse buildings to achieve at
least LEED Silver Certification for core and shell. If the WLC
seeks to advertise a building as having LEED Silver Certification,
it shall apply for certification. If certification is granted, notice
shall be provided to Petitioners.

Warehouse roof areas not covered by solar panels shall be
constructed with materials with an initial installation Solar
Reflective Index Value of not less than 39.

As none of these measures were assumed in the EIR analysis, and the
WLC represents a large portion of Citywide emissions, the EIR
provides a conservative analysis.
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The City’s process for evaluation of future development that would be
implemented would include environmental review pursuant to CEQA.
This includes an analysis of consistency with the goals, policies, and
recommendations of the 2021 GPU, as well as the evaluation of future
development projects air quality impacts using SCAQMD guidelines,
regional emissions thresholds, and localized significance thresholds
(LSTs). Projects that would exceed the SCAQMD significance
thresholds would be required to implement project-level reduction
measures to reduce potential impacts. Additional measures that can be
implemented at the project level have been added to the FEIR in order
to facilitate future site design at warehouse and distribution center
sites to reduce impacts.

It is not possible to identify specific mitigation measures for future
projects at a program level of analysis as site specific analysis and
project details are not available at this time. However, as each future
project would be reviewed during a subsequent CEQA review using
SCAQMD guidelines, regional emissions thresholds, and localized
significance thresholds (LSTs), all feasible project specific mitigation
measures would be applied at that time. Additionally, applicable
General Plan and CAP policies would apply during subsequent
environmental review.

The comment suggests that the EIR include a requirement that
tenants shall be required to use zero emission vehicles. State
requirements for phasing in of low and zero emission trucks and
vehicles would be implemented within the City regardless of a specific
mitigation measure or policy. Additionally, as detailed in the prior
response, the WLC will be required to incorporate measures that will
result in electrification of vehicles and equipment. As one of the largest
contributors of air emissions in the city, the requirements of the WLC
will significantly reduce air emissions beyond the assumptions in the
EIR. Other projects within the City will phase in the State’s clean truck
technology in accordance with mandated timelines. Regarding
consistency with RTP goals for zero and near-zero emissions
transportation technologies, each future project proposed consistent
with the General Plan will undergo a site-specific environmental
review that will include evaluation of consistency with Regional Plans
including any SCAG policies.
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The comment incorrectly states that the Draft EIR concludes air
quality impacts are significant. For clarity, the Draft EIR concludes
that construction emissions associated with the project would be
significant and identifies feasible mitigation measures to minimize
adverse impacts. For operational air quality impacts, the Draft EIR
concludes that impacts would be less than significant. The requirement
to phase in lor or zero emission technologies is already being mandated
at the State level and would be implemented in the City in accordance
with State timelines.
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The CAP incorporates measures that would support emission
reductions including transportation measures T-1 through T-10 that
would be implemented in order to meet the City’s GHG reduction goals
consistent with statewide standards. These measures include
implementing Transportation Demand Management strategies and
programs identified in Connect SoCal, increasing the use of public
transportation and alternative modes of travel, implementing trip
reduction programs, and installing electric vehicle stations and other
alternative fuel vehicle support infrastructure. The CAP is a Qualified
GHG Reduction Strategy, and future development project would be
required to demonstrate compliance with the CAP measures. While
these measures were designed to reduce GHG emissions, they would
also serve to reduce emissions of criteria pollutants including NOx.

Assumptions of mobile emissions consider buildout of the project as a
whole, including build out of the General Plan, recently approved
projects, and pipeline projects. The assumptions associated with
vehicle usage for build out of the project is contained as an appendix to
the VMT Impact Memo, which can be found as Appendix E of the Draft
EIR. GHG emission reductions were calculated based on accepted
guidance documents including CAPCOA and other sources.
Additionally, the analysis is conservative as it did not include any of
the recently mandated measures that will be implemented at WLC as
a result of a settlement agreement.
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12

The CAP was prepared as a qualified CAP wherein emissions were
calculated based on well documented and accepted guidance for
emissions calculations such as CAPCOA and other sources. Emission
reduction estimates based on various measures are conservative and
account for the low end of emissions reductions in order to provide a
conservative analysis. In order for future development to find GHG
impacts would be less than significant, future projects would have to
demonstrate consistency with the CAP and applicable policies.
Appendix C-1 includes Potential Project Level GHG Reduction
Measures. As stated in Appendix C-1, implementation of the listed
measures are not essential for the City to meet its GHG reduction
targets.

The comment references CAP measure TR-3 and other CAP measures
and raises concern that the policies do not mandate but only encourage
specific actions. The polices are intentionally flexible to allow for
appropriate project level implementation. Accordingly, the GHG
reductions assumptions used for each measure are appropriately
conservative. Appendix B of the CAP provides Table B-1 which
identifies the estimated GHG reductions associated with each
measure. For TR-1, for example, the City’s goal for this measure is to
achieve a 10 percent increase in alternative mode wuse. This
conservative assumption accounts for the fact that the policy is not a
mandate for every project. The comment also references policy I-1 and
questions the emission reduction estimates. Like the example above,
the emission reductions are based on accepted guidance (e.g. CAPCOA)
and are conservative. Further, the recent mandates for additionally
energy efficiency at the WLC resulting from the court settlement, will
likely alone achieve the GHG reduction goals in I-1, as these were not
anticipated in the analysis.
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13

Comment noted. The EIR appropriately concludes that implementation
of the project would result in less than significant GHG emissions.
Implementation of the CAP was found to achieve the required emission
reductions to meet State GHG reduction goals. The comment does not
identify a specific concern regarding the adequacy of the analysis.
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15

While page 4.6-7 states “impacts would need to be addressed in detail
at the time specific projects are proposed”, a program-level of analysis
1s also provided. The analysis identifies the total energy consumption
that would be associated with buildout of the 2021 GPU. Specifically,
the existing and future VMT are disclosed in Section 4.6.5.1(b), and the
total existing and future electricity and natural gas consumption is
provided in Table 4.6-2. Analysis is not deferred.

A future increase in VMT and energy consumption over the existing
baseline condition does not inherently imply that the project would
result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during
project construction or operation. Further, through implementation of
the energy-related GHG reduction measures included in the CAP as
well as increasingly energy-efficient building code (Title 24 and
CalGreen) requirements, future construction would be more energy
efficient than existing buildings. Additionally, the building area
assumptions are disclosed in Table 3-4 of the EIR.

The comment states that “the City has taken no steps towards energy
efficiency beyond the claim that future projects will comply with
regulations then in effect such as CalGreen/Title 24.” The CAP contains
numerous GHG reduction measures that focus on energy conservation.
The CAP is a Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy, and future
development project would be required to demonstrate compliance with
the CAP measures.
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17

18

Refer to response to comment 2 and 4 above for discussion of the
appropriate baseline in the EIR. Appendix E VMT Impact memo
includes an appendix that discloses assumptions associated with truck
trips for the existing plan, proposed plan and build-out of both plans.
These numbers include both employee and truck trips from anticipated
warehouse development in the City. The SCAG growth projections are
the basis for buildout assumptions; however, ultimate growth
projections used in the analysis were refined as detailed in Section
3.2.4 of the EIR. The EIR analysis is not inconsistent with SCAG
growth projections, rather the analysis refines the projections for
Moreno Valley based on more specific information not incorporated into
regional projections.

CEQA requires lead agencies to incorporate mitigation to the extent
feasible. As detailed in Section 4.16.7.2 Topic 2: Vehicle Miles Traveled,
compared to the existing 2006 General Plan, implementation of the
project would result in lower VMT using several metrics,
demonstrating a land use plan that would increase per capita VMT
efficiency. However, some metrics showed an increase in VMT based
on several metrics (shown in bold in Table 4.16-5).” Although the
proposed plan would reduce VMT compared to the adopted plan, VMT
would exceed some thresholds resulting in a significant impact. The
project includes a number of TDM goals, policies, and actions that
would support VMT reductions; however, anticipated VMT reductions
associated with proposed TDM measures would not be large enough to
reduce VMT to below all significance thresholds. As the plan itself has
reduced VMT compared to the existing plan and policies and TDM
goals, policies, and actions have been included to support VMT
reductions, adequate and feasible measures have been implemented.

The EIR analysis appropriately provides an analysis of cumulative
impacts. The bulk of the analysis is cumulative as it anticipates build
out of the proposed plan, recently approved projects, and pipeline
projects.
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20

21

While areas north of State Route 60 planned for Highway/Commercial
are not currently served by sewer, these areas are within the Eastern
Municipal Water District service boundaries and service can be
provided by connecting to nearby facilities. Section 5.3.2 of the FEIR
was revised to clarify the required extension of services. Extension of
services to this area would not remove major barriers to growth as
facilities are nearby. Additionally, the existing plan has designations
north of State Route 60 that would also require the extension of sewer;
therefore, the plan does not introduce land uses requiring sewer that
do not already exist in the area.

Comment noted. CEQA Findings fI-1 will be available for review prior
to public hearing on the project.

The comments in this letter did not raise any issues that would require
recirculation.
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Letter I-1

la

Introductory comment noted.
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1b

Comments noted. The comment does not raise issues regarding the
adequacy of an EIR. Issues of environmental justice are addressed
within the proposed Environmental Justice Element of the General

Plan.
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Comments noted. The comment does not raise issues regarding the
adequacy of an EIR. Issues of environmental justice are addressed
within the proposed Environmental Justice Element of the General
Plan.

The comment incorrectly states that it is necessary to reduce total mass
emissions in the City in 20 years. Emissions will inherently increase in
the City due to planned growth. The appropriate metric for
consideration is per capita reductions in GHG. The CAP appropriately
demonstrates reductions in per capita GHG consistent with State
reduction targets. Issues of environmental justice are addressed within
the proposed Environmental Justice Element of the General Plan. The
comment does not raise issues regarding the adequacy of an EIR.
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Comment noted. The comment does not raise issues regarding the
adequacy of an EIR.

Issues of environmental justice are addressed within the proposed
Environmental Justice Element of the General Plan. Regarding public
participation, the City conducted numerous public outreach efforts and
provided materials in Spanish where feasible. The comment does not
raise issues regarding the adequacy of an EIR.
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Comment noted. The comment does not raise issues regarding the
adequacy of an EIR.

Comment noted. The comment does not raise issues regarding the
adequacy of an EIR.

A focus of the land use plan was to focus density along major
transportation corridors where services are available and accessible to
residents. The General Plan Circulation Element addresses the bicycle
network and connectivity. The comment does not raise any issues
regarding the adequacy of an EIR.
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11

12

Comment noted. The comment does not raise issues regarding the
adequacy of an EIR.

Comment noted. The comment does not raise issues regarding the
adequacy of an EIR.

Comment noted. The comment does not raise issues regarding the
adequacy of an EIR.

Comment noted. The comment does not raise issues regarding the
adequacy of an EIR.
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13 Comment noted. This comment cites information unrelated to the EIR
analysis.
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14  Refer to response to Comment 3 above.
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Future projects proposed within the City will be required to undergo a
site specific environmental analysis that considers air quality impacts.
This would include an analysis of consistency with the goals, policies,
and recommendations of the 2021 GPU, as well as the evaluation of
future development projects air quality impacts using SCAQMD
guidelines, regional emissions thresholds, and localized significance
thresholds (LLSTs). The comment does not raise issues regarding the
adequacy of an EIR.

Impacts related to biological resources are addressed in Section 4.4 of
the EIR. Adoption of the proposed plans does not require approval from
state or federal regulatory agencies; however, future projects
implemented under the General Plan may require State or Federal
agency approvals depending on the resources identified during
subsequent environmental review. The comment does not raise issues
regarding the adequacy of an EIR.
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17 Comment noted. The comment does not raise issues regarding the
adequacy of an EIR.
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Issues of environmental justice are addressed within the proposed
Environmental Justice Element of the General Plan. Materials were
provided in Spanish were feasible. The comment does not raise issues
regarding the adequacy of an EIR.

RTC-69




LETTER RESPONSE

19 Comment noted. The comment does not raise issues regarding the
adequacy of an EIR.
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Comment noted. The comment does not raise issues regarding the
adequacy of an EIR.

Comment noted. The comment does not raise issues regarding the
adequacy of an EIR.
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22 Comment noted. The comment does not raise issues regarding the
adequacy of an EIR.
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23 Comment noted. The comment does not raise issues regarding the
adequacy of an EIR.

RTC-73




LETTER RESPONSE

24 Comment noted. The comment does not raise issues regarding the
adequacy of an EIR.

RTC-74




LETTER RESPONSE

25 Comment noted. The comment does not raise issues regarding the
adequacy of an EIR.
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26 Comment noted. The comment does not raise issues regarding the
adequacy of an EIR.
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Letter I-2

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in the
analysis of the Draft EIR. The General Plan Update includes increased
residential density in order to accommodate the City’'s RHNA
allocation in accordance with State Housing laws.
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Letter I-3

Introductory comment. See responses to specific comments below.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in the
analysis of the Draft EIR. The General Plan Update includes increased
residential density in order to accommodate the City’s RHNA
allocation in accordance with State Housing laws.

See responses to specific comments below.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in the
analysis of the Draft EIR.

Section 4.7.5.1.a of the Draft EIR states the following:

Title 8, Chapter 8.21 Grading Regulations of the Municipal Code
specifies that a geotechnical report is required for all grading projects,
and a preliminary soil report, preliminary engineering geology report,
and/or seismicity report may be required depending on site specific
conditions.

Additionally, 2021 GPU Safety Element includes the following policy
that was presented in Section 4.7.5.1.a of the Draft EIR:

S.1-1 Continue to restrict the development of habitable structures
within Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones consistent with state
law.

Therefore, future projects proposed within the San Jacinto Fault Zone
would require geotechnical investigations to determine the seismic site
characteristics and appropriate safety measures, and habitable
structures would be restricted within Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zones consistent with state law.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in the
analysis of the Draft EIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in the
analysis of the Draft EIR.
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As described in Section 2.1.4 of the Draft EIR, the City conducted
numerous public outreach efforts. Initial outreach included
stakeholder interviews, six ‘pop-up’ outreach events, a community-
wide online survey, as well as five community workshops (four in-
person workshops including an EIR scoping meeting and one virtual
workshop). This phase generated input from nearly 700 Moreno Valley
community members (Draft EIR page 2-9). The City formed the
General Plan Advisory Committee (GPAC), as an advisory body to the
City Council and included representation from the perspective of
residents, businesses, and other community stakeholders in the
development of the 2021 GPU. Additional community-wide surveys
and multiple public meetings were held between December 2019 and
May 2020, with close to 1,000 community members participating in the
2021 GPU process. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the Draft EIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in the
analysis of the Draft EIR. Impacts associated with air quality are
presented in Section 4.3 Air Quality of the Draft EIR. Impacts
associated with Dbiological resources are presented in Section 4.4
Biological Resources of the Draft EIR. Impacts associated with police
protection are presented in Section 4.15 Public Services and
Recreation.
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Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in the
analysis of the Draft EIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in the
analysis of the Draft EIR. Impacts associated with air quality are
presented in Section 4.3 Air Quality of the Draft EIR. Impacts
associated with biological resources are presented in Section 4.4
Biological Resources of the Draft EIR.
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Letter I-4

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in the
analysis of the Draft EIR.

All comments will be provided to the decision makers for consideration.
This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in the analysis of the
Draft EIR.

Comment noted. While the comment expresses concern about
significant negative impacts related to noise truck traffic, pollution,
and crime, the comment does not raise a specific issue or concern about
the content of the Draft EIR therefore a more detailed response cannot
be provided. Refer to the following Draft EIR Sections for discussion of
impacts related to noise (4.13), air quality (4.3), and transportation
(4.16).

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in the
analysis of the Draft EIR.
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Letter I-5

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in the
analysis of the Draft EIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in the
analysi