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1.0 Introduction 

The Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), as required pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines 
Sections 15089 and 15132, includes the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) or a revision 
thereof, comments and recommendations received on the DEIR, a list of persons, organizations, 
and public agencies commenting on the DEIR, and the responses of the lead agency, which is 
the City of Riverside (City) for this Project, to significant environmental points raised in the review 
and consultation process. A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) is also 
included to ensure compliance during Project implementation (Public Resources Code Section 
21081.6, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15097). 

1.1.       Purpose of the EIR Process 

This Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) is an informational document to evaluate the 
potential environmental impacts of the proposed Mission Grove Apartments Project (Project). The 
primary objectives of the EIR process under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) are 
to inform decision-makers and the public about a project’s potentially significant environmental 
effects, identify feasible ways to minimize significant effects, and consider a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the project.  

This Final EIR contains 1) The Draft EIR (incorporated by reference in accordance with State 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15150); 2) Errata, a revision of the DEIR, including minor changes that 
clarify or correct minor inaccuracies; 3) Comments received on the DEIR; 4) List of persons, public 
agencies, organizations that commented on the DEIR; and 5) Responses to significant 
environmental points raised in the review period.  Pursuant to the requirements of CEQA, the City 
of Riverside must certify the EIR as complete and adequate prior to any potential approval of the 
project or a project alternative. 

Revisions to the Draft EIR necessary in light of the comments received and responses provided, 
or necessary to amplify or clarify material in the Draft EIR, are included in the responses to 
comments as well as the Errata. Underlined text represents language that has been added to the 
Draft EIR; text with strikeout has been deleted from the Draft EIR. All revisions are then compiled 
in the order in which they would appear in the Draft EIR (by section and page number) in Section 
3, Revisions to the Draft EIR, of this document. Page numbers cited in this section correspond to 
the page numbers of the Draft EIR. When mitigation measure language has been changed, it has 
been changed in the text on the stated Draft EIR page, the summary table (Draft EIR Table 1) in 
the Executive Summary of the Draft EIR, and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 
(MMRP). The Final EIR includes the responses to comments on the Draft EIR provided herein 
and the text of the Draft EIR, revised based on responses to comments and other information. 

1.2. EIR Certification Process and Consideration of Project Approval 

In accordance with the requirements of CEQA and the procedures of the City of Riverside, the 
EIR must be certified as complete and adequate prior to any potential final action on the proposed 
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project. Once the EIR is certified and all information considered, using its independent judgment, 
the City can choose to take no action, or to take action to go forward with the proposed project, 
make changes, or select an alternative to the proposed project. While the information in the EIR 
does not constrain the City’s ultimate decision under its land use authority, the City must respond 
to each significant effect and mitigation measure identified in the EIR as required by CEQA by 
making findings supporting its decision. 

1.3. Public Review Summary 

The City circulated the DEIR for the Project for a 45-day public review period from May 10, 2024 
through June 24, 2024. Notices of Completion and Availability of the DEIR were circulated to the 
State Clearinghouse, responsible agencies, trustee agencies, and other interested parties on May 
10, 2024.  

General public Notice of Availability of the DEIR was also given by publication in The Press-
Enterprise daily circulation newspaper on May 10, 2024. As required by Public Resources Code 
Section 21092.3, a copy of the public notice was posted with the Riverside County Clerk on May 
8, 2024. 

As prescribed by the State CEQA Guidelines Sections 21091 (d), the City of Riverside, as the 
lead agency, is required to 1) evaluate comments on significant environmental issues received 
during the 45-day public comment period, and may respond to late comments, from persons who 
have reviewed the Draft EIR; and 2) prepare written responses to comments. (CEQA Guidelines, 
§ 15088). The Responses to Comments, along with the comment letters, are included in Section 
2 of this FEIR. In accordance with the provisions of Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, the 
City has provided a written response to each commenting public agency no less than 10 days 
prior to the proposed certification date. 
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2.0 Response to Comments 
This Response to Comments (RTC) section provides responses to public and agency written 
comments received by the City of Riverside on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for 
the proposed Mission Grove Apartments Project (Project). The DEIR identifies the likely 
environmental consequences associated with development of the proposed Project and 
recommends mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacts. In addition to providing 
responses to public and agency comments received on the DEIR, this RTC document also makes 
revisions to the DEIR to clarify or amplify the existing analysis, as necessary, in response to those 
comments or to make clarifications to information presented in the DEIR. 

2.1 Environmental Review Process 
According to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), lead agencies are required to 
consult with public agencies having jurisdiction over a proposed project and to provide the general 
public with an opportunity to comment on the DEIR. 

On October 28th 2022, the City of Riverside circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for a 30-day 
period to identify environmental issue areas potentially affected if the proposed project were to be 
implemented. As discussed in Section 2.3 of the DEIR, the NOP was distributed to the State 
Clearinghouse, responsible agencies, and individuals/parties considered likely to be interested in 
the proposed Project and its potential impacts. Comments received by the City of Riverside on 
the NOP and during the November 2nd, 2022 virtual EIR scoping meeting are summarized in Table 
2.0-1 of the DEIR. These comments were taken into account during the preparation of the DEIR. 

The DEIR was made available for public review on May 10th 2024, and was distributed to local 
and State responsible and trustee agencies. Copies of the Notice of Availability of the DEIR were 
mailed to a list of interested parties, groups and public agencies, as well as property owners and 
occupants of nearby properties. The DEIR and an announcement of its availability were posted 
electronically on the City’s website. The Notice of Availability of the DEIR was also posted at the 
office of the Riverside County Clerk and with the State Clearinghouse. Copies of the DEIR were 
made available for public viewing at the following City facilities: (1) Riverside City Hall, Community 
& Economic Development Department, Planning Division, 3900 Main Street, Third Floor, 
Riverside, CA 92522; (2) the Riverside Main Public Library, 3911 University Avenue, Riverside, 
CA 92508; and (3) Riverside Public Library, Orange Terrace Library, 20010-B Orange Terrace 
Parkway, Riverside, CA 92508.  

The 45-day CEQA public comment period began on May 10th, 2024 and ended on June 24th, 
2024. The City of Riverside received over 200 comment letters on the DEIR prior to the close of 
the public comment period. Copies of all written comments on the DEIR received are included in 
Section 2.3 of this document, as are responses to those comments. 

2.2 Topical Comments and Responses 
The City received 202 comment letters from individuals associated with the Mission Grove 
Neighborhood Alliance organization. The comments in these letters generally followed templates 
available on the organization’s website. As the repeated comments covered the same or similar 
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topics in the DEIR, topical responses are provided in Table 2.2-1. The template comment letters 
received are contained in Appendix K to this EIR. 

Table 2.2-1 – Topical Response to Comments 
1. Community Outreach 

What community outreach has 
been conducted to gauge 
public opinion on the proposed 
General Plan Amendment, 
and what feedback has been 
received? 

Response:  

In accordance with CEQA Guideline Section 15082 – Notice 
of Preparation and Determination of Scope of EIR, the City 
prepared the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) and EIR Scoping Meeting for the 
Mission Grove Apartments Project. This Notice of 
Preparation for the proposed Project, dated October 28th, 
2022, was made available for public access on the City’s 
Planning webpage, under the Development Projects and 
CEQA Documents – Projects in Process section. The Notice 
of Preparation provided the period for public comment 
(October 28th, 2022, through November 28th, 2022) and 
provided information on how to attend a virtual scoping 
meeting for the proposed Project, which was held on 
November 2nd, 2022. During the scoping meeting a brief 
presentation on the proposed Project and an opportunity to 
review the proposed Project was provided. Additionally, 
during the Notice of Preparation public review period of 
October 28th, 2022, through November 28th, 2022, public 
agencies and interested organizations and individuals had 
the opportunity to identify those environmental issues with 
the potential to be affected by the proposed Project and that 
they requested to be addressed in the DEIR. The City 
received only one comment letter in response to the Notice 
of Preparation and no comments during the virtual scoping 
meeting. Appendix A of this EIR contains the Notice of 
Preparation and the comment letter received during the 30-
day review period, and a summary is included in DEIR 
Section 2.0 Introduction (p. 1.0-6). 

On June 24, 2024 the City mailed out a Notice of Availability 
to property owners within 300 feet of the Project site and to 
various Federal, State, regional, and local government 
agencies, and other interested parties, including the 
agencies/interest groups that commented on the Notice of 
Preparation. The Notice of Availability was also published in 
the Press Enterprise newspaper. 

A Notice of Public Hearing was mailed to property owners 
within 300 feet of the project site after the 45-day comment 

What input has been received 
from the residents of the 
single-family and multi-family 
neighborhoods, and how has 
this feedback influenced the 
project design? 

What specific measures will be 
taken to ensure that the voices 
and concerns of the local 
community, who are most 
affected by the project, are 
adequately heard and 
addressed throughout the 
planning and approval 
process? 

How will the community 
and local stakeholders be 
informed and involved in 
the subdivision process, 
and what opportunities will 
they have to provide input? 
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period, which was held at the City’s July 18, 2024 Planning 
Commission meeting.  

The proposed Project Applicant sent postcards to a total of 
768 neighbors, many of whom extended beyond a 1,000-
foot radius, which exceeded the 300-foot noticing radius 
employed by the City. The Applicant additionally hosted 
Open House Community Meeting on September 12th, 2023, 
in a vacant space within the Mission Grove Plaza (Unit 1C). 
In addition, the proposed Project Applicant hosted the 
Mission Grove Neighborhood Alliance’s (MGNA) monthly 
meeting on October 9th, 2023 at the Mission Grove Plaza 
and provided refreshments and seating for 163 attendees. 
Prior to hosting the October 9th, 2023, MGNA meeting, the 
proposed Project Applicant attended the September 11th, 
2023 MGNA meeting to extend the invitation to host the 
following month’s meeting. Moreover, the proposed Project 
Applicant attended the May 29th, 2024 MGNA meeting at the 
Canyon Crest Country Club to engage with MGNA executive 
committee prior to the DEIR public comment period 
deadline. The Project Applicant also met with two MGNA 
members on June 11, 2024. Thus, the proposed Project 
Applicant has put forth several efforts both before and 
during the DEIR public review period to notify and engage 
with the public and local community, providing the public 
with multiple opportunities to participate in the Project’s 
planning and development process. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or 
conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not provide new 
information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content 
of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

2. Aesthetics 
What landscaping plans have 
been developed to soften the 
visual impact of the project and 
enhance its integration with the 
existing environment? 

Response:  

As outlined in the DEIR, in Section 5.1 Aesthetics (pp. 5.1-1 
- 5.1-24) the Project will have a variety of landscaping styles 
that would help decrease the “visual impact” of the project. 
The proposed Project would incorporate a variety of 
aesthetic improvements such as planting trees along 
walkways, lighting for nighttime safety, fencing and walls 

How does the project's height, 
massing, and scale compare 
to the existing buildings in the 
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area, and what measures will 
be taken to mitigate any 
potential negative visual 
impacts? 

What environmental 
considerations have been 
made to ensure the project 
does not negatively impact the 
surrounding residential 
neighborhoods? 

How will the project contribute 
to the overall aesthetics and 
urban design of the Mission 
Grove area? 

designed to increase the development’s aesthetics, and 
open space areas for residents.  

The Project’s design, including the proposed height and 
layout, has been assessed for its visual and community 
impacts in Section 5.1 Aesthetics (pp. 5.1-1 - 5.1-24). The 
analysis includes considerations of the Project's fit within the 
existing Mission Grove Specific Plan and addresses 
potential visual impacts and community concerns. 

The DEIR addresses the compatibility of the proposed 
Project with the surrounding area in Section 5.1 Aesthetics 
(pp. 5.1-2 - 5.1-3), including considerations of building 
height and visual character. The Project’s proposed 
buildings are designed to align with the City’s broader 
planning goals, even if there are no similar structures 
immediately adjacent to the Project site.  

The proposed Project includes buildings that are taller than 
the existing structures in the immediate vicinity, however the 
proposed Project’s maximum height of 57 feet 2 inches 
would be below the maximum height of  60 feet allowed 
within the CR zoning. This does not conflict with the City’s 
long-term planning objectives, which may include 
accommodating higher density development in specific 
areas. The Project aims to provide high-quality residential 
units in an area designated for development, contributing to 
the City’s goals of increasing urban density and housing 
availability. Taller buildings can accommodate more 
residents within a smaller footprint, promoting efficient use 
of land and infrastructure. 

As outlined in the rendering below, the closest apartment 
building and the closest single-family residence are located 
183 feet apart and separated by Mission Village Drive. The 
line of sight between the apartment building and the nearby 
residences is broken up with the following: sidewalk, 
landscaping, parking, carports, fencing and evergreen hedge 
screening at the apartment development, trees within the 
landscaping buffer/setback on the north side of Mission 
Village Drive, Mission Village Drive, and a sidewalk, 
landscaping and block wall on the south side of Mission 
Village Drive. The distance between the apartment buildings 
and the nearest residences as well as trees, fencing and 
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block wall reduce the visibility of the nearby single-family 
residences by the apartment tenants and vice versa. 

The DEIR addresses the Project's buildout, which is 
recorded under Section 3.0 Project Description (pp. 3.0-15 - 
3.0-17), and its visual impacts within Section 5.1 Aesthetics 
(pp. 5.1-1 - 5.1-24), which found that potential impacts from 
the Project would be “less than significant impact” and 
therefore no mitigation would be required. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or 
conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not provide new 
information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content 
of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

 

 
 

3. Air Quality 
Can you provide a detailed air 
quality impact analysis that 
specifically addresses the 
cumulative effects of adding 
600-800 vehicles daily to the 
area, particularly during peak 
morning and evening hours?  

Response:   

The DEIR addresses the concerns of Air Quality within 
Section 5.3 Air Quality (pp. 5.3-1 - 5.3-29), and its analysis 
is based on data and modeling in the Air Quality, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy Impact Analysis 
Memorandum for the Proposed Mission Grove Apartments 
Project in Riverside, California, prepared by LSA 
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Have you conducted any air 
quality modeling to assess the 
potential increase in criteria 
pollutants, especially those for 
which the region is already in 
nonattainment? 

Associates, Inc. (LSA 2023; Appendix B). This detailed 
analysis considered the result of the proposed Project’s 
effect to significantly impact existing and applicable air 
quality plans to have a significant net increase of pollutants, 
whether it may expose sensitive communities or result in 
emissions or odors that would adversely affect a substantial 
number of people. The proposed Project was determined to 
be less than significant for all of the above potential impacts.  

This analysis incorporated mitigation to reduce vehicle miles 
traveled by incentivizing public transportation, electric 
vehicle charging stations, pedestrian improvements, 
subsidizing public transportation, traffic calming measures, 
and car/ride-sharing programs (see Vehicle Miles Traveled 
Analysis prepared by LSA (April 2023) and the Traffic 
Operational Analysis, also prepared by LSA (December 
2022); these analyses are contained in Appendix I). 

As outlined above, the EIR analysis is based on the Project 
specific Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and 
Energy Impact Analysis Memorandum for the proposed 
Project (LSA 2023; Appendix B), which was based on the 
Project generated traffic identified in the Project’s Traffic 
Operational Analysis. The nearest sensitive receptors to the 
proposed Project site are the single-family residential units 
approximately 115 feet to the south of the site boundary (p. 
5.3-26). As concluded in DEIR Section 5.3 Air Quality (pp. 
5.3-26 – 5.3-27), the proposed Project would not expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. 
As the Project would not expose sensitive receptors closest 
to the Project site, it also would not expose other sensitive 
receptors that are further away (including schools, hospitals, 
and other residential areas). In addition, as outlined in the 
DEIR Section 5.3 Air Quality (p. 5.3-26) the Project’s 
construction and operation trips would not result in a 
cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria 
pollutant for which the Project region is in nonattainment of 
applicable Federal or State Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(AAQS), which are the air pollutants known to be hazardous 
to human health. Therefore, as the proposed Project would 
not expose nearby sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations or criteria pollutants and the effects 
would be less than significant.  

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or 
conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not provide new 

Can you provide an analysis of 
how the project's air quality 
impacts might change under 
different future scenarios, such 
as increased adoption of 
electric vehicles or changes in 
regional transportation 
patterns? 

How will the project address 
potential health impacts on 
nearby sensitive receptors 
(e.g., schools, hospitals, 
residential areas) due to 
increased air pollution from 
additional traffic? 
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information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content 
of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

4. Energy 
What renewable energy 
sources, if any, are being 
considered for integration into 
the project to reduce reliance 
on non-renewable resources? 

Response:  

The DEIR thoroughly addresses concerns regarding energy 
consumption efficiency and considerations for non-reliance 
on non-renewable resources (such as coal, natural gas, and 
oil) within Section 5.6 Energy (pp. 5.6-1 - 5.6-18), and an 
analysis of the potential energy use of the Project during 
operation as well as its construction is found in Appendix B 
as Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy 
Impact Analysis Memorandum for the proposed Mission 
Grove Apartments Project prepared by LSA Associates. 
(LSA 2023).  

The Project includes photovoltaic/solar to reduce reliance on 
non-renewable resources. The DEIR discusses how the 
proposed Project would incorporate energy reduction 
measures as well as the use of a photovoltaic/solar system 
to assist with power needs in the development. The 
proposed Project would adhere to applicable California 
Code Title 24, Part 6 energy efficiency standards as 
described in Section 5.6.2.2 of the DEIR (p. 5.6-6).  

A detailed analysis of the Project’s demand for non-
renewable energy resources from construction and 
operation of the Project was conducted and is provided in 
Appendix B of the DEIR and the results summarized in 
Section 5.6 Energy of the DEIR (pp. 5.6-1 – 5.6-18).  

The estimated construction fuel usage is 14,906 gallons. 

The estimated annual Project operational use of gasoline is 
176,738 gallons/year, of diesel is 126,865 gallons/year, and 
natural gas is 473,806 thousand British thermal units 
(kBTU)/year. 

In addition to compliance with existing energy guidelines 
and plans, the project would reduce use of natural gas to 
only the outside amenities and residences would have 
electric power instead. 

Can you provide a detailed 
analysis of the projected 
increase in demand for non-
renewable energy resources, 
such as petroleum products 
and natural gas, due to the 
operation of the project? 

Have you conducted a life-
cycle analysis of the project’s 
energy consumption, including 
both construction and 
operational phases? If so, can 
you share the results? 
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Analysis shows that the footprint, given the energy reduction 
measures the project will implement, the electricity demand 
associated with the Project, not including the amount 
generated and offset by solar energy, would be 
approximately less than 0.01 percent of Riverside County’s 
total electricity demand. An increase in cooling needs for the 
Project’s residents would not increase energy needs to a 
significant level.  

The comments do not affect the analysis completed or 
conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not provide new 
information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content 
of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

5. Land Use and Planning 
How will the proposed mixed-
use development ensure 
compatibility with the Mission 
Grove Plaza Shopping 
Center's commercial uses? 

Response:  

As defined in the Riverside Municipal Code (RMC) Chapter 
19.120, the MU-U Zone provides for opportunities for 
primarily high-density residential development with 
commercial, office, institutional, and business uses 
emphasizing retail, entertainment, and student-oriented 
activities. Such development is intended to facilitate the 
grouping of innovative housing options with employment 
uses entertainment activities, and public gathering spaces, 
transit stations and other community amenities, such as art 
in public spaces. The focus of the development and design 
standards is on ensuring that large-scale mixed-use projects 
are functionally integrated through the relationships between 
location and type of uses and structures, the efficient use of 
land, optimal site planning and design elements.  

The proposed MU-U zone is a horizontal mixed-use 
between the apartment buildings and the adjacent shopping 
center, within the Mission Grove Plaza, as compared to a 
vertical mixed-use with commercial/retail on the bottom floor 
and residential on above floor(s) in the same building. RMC 
Chapter 19.120 allows for either singular, stand-alone uses 
that contribute to a mixture of uses within the zone or 
combined uses in one project as a mixed-use. The proposed 
Project is the stand-alone use that contributes to the mixture 
of uses within the zone. 

What strategies will be 
employed to maintain a 
harmonious transition between 
the high-density residential 
area to the north and the 
single-family residential area 
to the south? 

What measures will be taken 
to ensure that the proposed 
zoning changes do not 
negatively impact the existing 
community structure and 
purpose that have been 
carefully designed to promote 
thriving neighborhoods?  

How does the proposed 
project plan to address 
potential concerns from 
residents regarding the 
integration of high-density 
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residential units into an area 
currently zoned for commercial 
retail, particularly in terms of 
maintaining community 
cohesion and character? 

The project has been designed to be consistent with the 
purpose of the Mixed-Use Zone as follows: 

• To encourage a mixture of compatible and 
synergistic land uses, such as residential with 
compatible nonresidential uses including office, 
retail, personal services, public spaces and other 
community amenities; 

• To strengthen the interaction between residential, 
commercial and employment uses in order to reduce 
dependency on automobiles, improve air quality, 
decrease urban sprawl, facilitate use of transit and 
encourage conservation of land resources; 

• To revitalize deteriorating commercial areas by 
integrating residential uses into the commercial 
fabric to create an active street life and enhance the 
vitality of businesses; 

• To foster pedestrian-oriented activity nodes by 
providing a mix of uses in compact walkable areas; 

• To increase the area available for residential 
development and provide alterative types of housing; 

• To encourage medium- and high-density residential 
development to occur in close proximity to 
employment and services; and 

• To allow for a greater variety of land uses and 
structures, including flexibility in site planning. 

As designed, the project strengthens the interaction 
between the proposed mix of uses, creating a pedestrian-
oriented environment while ensuring the overall design and 
proposed uses are compatible with uses in the surrounding 
neighborhoods by incorporating enhanced pedestrian 
connections to adjacent commercial uses, and siting 
buildings further from existing single-family residential to the 
south. As proposed the project is consistent with the 
purpose and all applicable development standards in the 
zoning code (RMC). 

Through the design review process, City staff has worked 
with the applicant to make sure the Project smoothly 
integrates its high-density residential units into the 
commercial shopping center and maintains the community 
character without negatively impacting the existing 
community structure. 

What specific benefits does 
the proposed Zoning Code 
Amendment offer to the 
existing community, and how 
do these benefits outweigh the 
potential negative impacts 
identified in the EIR, 
particularly in terms of traffic, 
parking, and overall 
community integration? 

How will the realignment of 
parcel lines in the southwest 
and southeast corners impact 
the overall development and 
existing infrastructure? 

Will there be any 
changes in zoning or 
land use regulations for 
the newly created 
parcels, and if so, what 
are they? 

How will the subdivision 
affect the operations 
and accessibility of the 
existing Mission Grove 
shopping center? 

What specific benefits does 
the proposed General Plan 
Amendment and zoning 
change offer to the existing 
community, and how do these 
benefits outweigh the potential 
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negative impacts identified in 
the EIR? 

The proposed General Plan Amendment and zoning change 
allows the redevelopment of a closed retail store into much 
needed housing. The benefit to the community from the 
Project is a new option for housing in the area and a new 
source of patrons for the existing businesses in the 
shopping center. 

The Project proposes a Parcel Map (No. 38598) to 
subdivide the 19.27-acre Parcel 1 of Parcel Map 36320 into 
two parcels (Parcel 1 – 9.92 acres, Parcel 2 – 9.35 acres) 
for financing and conveyance purposes. As proposed, the 
Parcel Map meets the minimum standards of the 
Subdivision Code (Title 18) and lot standards of the MU-U – 
Mixed Use-Urban Zone. The General Plan Amendment, 
zoning change and Specific Plan Amendment will apply only 
to the Project’s Parcel 1 of 9.92 acres. The subdivision will 
not affect the existing infrastructure, accessibility, or 
operations of the Mission Grove Plaza (shopping center). 
The City staff reviews the proposed subdivision to ensure it 
complies with all applicable City, state, and federal 
regulations. 

Rezoning and redevelopment of the proposed Project site 
would serve to increase the type and amount of housing 
available, consistent with the goals of the City’s Housing 
Element, and would assist the City in meeting housing 
demand as part of the City’s growth projections (p. 5.11-10). 

As outlined in the DEIR, Section 5.11 Land Use and 
Planning, Table 5.11-1 Consistency with Applicable General 
Plan Policies, (pp. 5.1-12 - 5.11-52), the Project includes 
paved walkways and marked crosswalks throughout the 
Project site for resident paths of travel. These residential 
paths of travel would connect to existing public paths of 
travel, such as the sidewalks along Mission Grove Parkway 
and Mission Village Drive, which would create walkable and 
bikeable connectivity between the Project’s residential uses 
and surrounding existing shopping center uses.  

The Project does not propose “low-income housing”/ 
affordable housing under the definition made by the 
California Department of Housing and Community 
Development. Low-income housing is not identified as part 
of the Project per DEIR Section 3.0 Project Description (p. 
3.0-23). 

How does your proposed 
residential development align 
with the local community's 
long-term urban planning 
goals and housing needs, and 
can you provide data to 
support this alignment? 

Can you provide specific 
examples of how your project 
will create a walkable 
neighborhood and foster a 
distinctive, attractive 
community with a strong 
sense of place, given its 
location in a primarily 
suburban setting? 

How does the subdivision 
support the overall goals and 
vision of the proposed Mixed 
Use-Urban development? 

What steps are being taken 
to ensure that the subdivision 
process is compliant with all 
local, state, and federal 
regulations? 

What measures are being 
taken to ensure affordable 
housing options are included 
in the proposed apartment 
project? 

What strategies will be 
implemented to mitigate 
potential conflicts between 
residential and retail activities 
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within the mixed-use 
environment? 

No conflicts were identified in the DEIR between the 
proposed Project and the adjacent commercial retail uses 
and therefore, no mitigation measures are required. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed 
or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not 
provide new information or evidence related to the 
analysis completed in the DEIR, and does not reflect 
on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This 
comment is noted for the record and no changes to 
the DEIR are required. 

6. March Air Reserve Base/Inland Port Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 
What specific aspects of the 
project’s density were flagged 
as inconsistent by the Air 
Force? 

Response:  

The DEIR considers the proximity of the Project to the 
March Air Reserve Base/Inland Port Airport (MARB/ IPA) 
and evaluates the potential safety hazards associated with 
this proximity. The detailed analysis is provided in Section 
5.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials (pp. 5.9-14 - 5.9-24), 
as well as Section 5.11 Land Use and Planning (pp. 5.11-54 
- 5.11-64). The analysis in the DEIR related to MARB/ IPA is 
based on the MARB/IPA Land Use Compatibility Plan, the 
Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) 
Staff Report prepared for the Project (Case Number 
ZAP1548MA22), dated September 14, 2023 and the 
Riverside County ALUC Development Review Letter for the 
Project.  The Riverside County ALUC is the lead agency 
responsible for airport land use compatibility planning in 
Riverside County and its fundamental purpose is the orderly 
expansion of airports and adoption of land use measures 
that minimize the public’s exposure to excessive noise and 
safety hazards around public airports.  

The DEIR concludes that the Project would have a 
significant and unavoidable impact under Threshold E 
because it is located within the vicinity of the March Air 
Reserve Base/Inland Port Airport and exceeds the 
maximum allowed density of 6 dwelling units per acre 
(du/ac). Due to this, the proposed location poses potential 
safety hazards for residents and workers in the Project area 
due to the increased risk of more people concentrated in an 
area that may have an emergency landing and/or potential 
aircraft crash at the Project site. 

How does the Air Force define 
“inconsistent density” in the 
context of this project? 

Were there any proposed 
solutions or mitigation 
measures suggested to 
address the density concerns? 

What steps are being taken to 
ensure compliance with 
ALUC’s recommendation? 

What impact could 
inconsistent density have on 
the base’s operations or 
surrounding community? 

How does the inconsistency 
affect the overall mission 
readiness of the Air Force at 
March Air Reserve Base? 
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As outlined in the DEIR, Section 5.9 Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials (p. 5.9-19), the Project will comply with 
the recommended ALUC conditions of approval, including 
restriction on outdoor lighting, prohibited uses, and notices 
and informational brochures for prospective purchasers and 
tenants. The Project will also comply with recommended 
conditions related to light and glare with minor modifications, 
to ensure safety but allow for flexibility in the final design of 
the Project’s solar panels. These are City of Riverside 
Conditions of Approval for the Project.  

The determination of significant and unavoidable impacts 
under Threshold E is based on the finding that although the 
Project is otherwise wholly consistent with all other criteria, it 
is inconsistent with one applicable MARB/ IPA LUCP land 
use compatibility criteria, the residential density criteria for 
Zone C2. There are no feasible mitigation measures that 
would reduce impacts related to inconsistency with the 
residential density criteria. The Project is allowed to be 
considered under CEQA regulations, which permit the 
approval of projects with significant and unavoidable 
impacts if a Statement of Overriding Considerations is 
adopted, demonstrating that the benefits of the Project 
outweigh these impacts. 

As discussed in the DEIR, Section 7.0 Alternatives, an 
alternative with a lower density multi-family residential 
project consistent with ALUC density criteria was evaluated 
as Alternative #2. (pp. 7.0-1 - 7.0-30)  

No specific comments directly from the Air Force were 
provided to the City. The ALUC Consistency with MARB/IPA 
Analysis and Findings, from the Staff Report is included in 
the DEIR (pp. 5.9-14 - 5.9-17), as follows, but no additional 
detail provided. 

 

 
 

The analysis of consistency with residential density is based 
on safety factors to limit the potential risk of an off-field 
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aircraft landing, i.e. emergency landing at the Project site 
and does not relate to the overall mission and readiness of 
the Air Force and MARB. 

As further outlined in Appendix O – Johnson Aviation 
Consulting Technical Memorandum, Mission Grove 
Apartments Project – Response to ALUC Comment on 
City’s Intent to Overrule, the ALUC letter cites three main 
comments in response to the City’s Findings of the intent to 
overrule resolution. These same comments are echoed in 
the Caltrans letter. The three comments all focus on the 
proposed residential density and purport that the density 
introduces a new safety risk beyond that which already 
exists with the current commercial land use designation. The 
Project will not affect the orderly expansion of the March 
ARB. It is located 3.3 miles from the closest point on 
Runway 14/32 and surrounded by fully developed, existing 
residential and commercial land uses. The Project site is in 
a dense, urban neighborhood that is more than 9.300 feet 
west of the nearest point of Runway 14 Accident Potential 
Zone II (APZ-II) and has coexisted with the Airport for 
decades with no aircraft accidents or incidents within the 
Compatibility Zone C2. The existing commercial land use 
designation allows for more intense use and people per acre 
than the Project’s proposed density (p. 3). The Project’s 
average intensity would be 123 people per acre or 
approximately 61.3 percent of the allowable 200 people per 
acre commercial average intensity in Compatibility Zone C2 
(p.5). No actual safety risk has been documented by ALUC 
within the ALUCP or the ALUC Staff Report for the Project 
(p. 5). 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or 
conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not provide new 
information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content 
of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

7. Noise 
What study did you use to 
determine the reduction with 
the "shielding"?  

Response:  

As outlined in the DEIR Section 5.13 Noise (pp. 5.13-1 - 
5.13-27), a detailed Project specific Noise and Vibration 
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The HVAC system noise for 
345 units running possibly 24 
hours a day, is going to be a 
noise issue for the sensitive 
receptor (single family homes) 
across the street. The DEIR 
Section 5.13 states that the 
city's noise control section 
(Title 7) states the exterior 
noise standard in residential at 
night is 45 dBA, which 
contradicts what is stated in 
the Appendix H. Which is 
correct? 

Impact Analysis was prepared for the proposed Project and 
was included in the EIR in Appendix H. Table G in the 
Project specific Noise and Vibration Impact Analysis 
identifies the City of Riverside Maximum Noise Level 
Standards for types of land uses, whether exterior or 
interior, and for various specified time periods.  

For noise sources that are generally constant, such as 
HVAC equipment, the RMC allows an up to 5 dBA increase 
from the noise standard for noise levels that occur for a 
cumulative period of more than 30 minutes in any hour, 
which is identified as L50 (exterior).  The L50 (exterior) 
standard is applicable to noise sources that are generally 
constant, such as HVAC equipment. Therefore, the City’s 
exterior daytime and nighttime 30-minute noise standards 
are 55-60 dBA and 45-50 dBA, respectively, for residential 
uses. Based on the analysis in the Project specific Noise 
and Vibration Impact Analysis, which is summarized in the 
DEIR Section 5.13 Noise, Noise is not exceeded at nearest 
sensitive receptors from the Project’s HVAC equipment. 

The nighttime noise standard of 45 dBA Lmax (anytime) is 
an interior noise standard. The Lmax (anytime) noise 
standard applies to noise sources that generate 
instantaneous maximum noise levels. The exterior-to-interior 
noise reduction for residential structures with standard 
construction is 20-25 dBA. Interior noise levels at the closest 
residence would not exceed the nighttime noise standard of 
45 dBA Lmax (anytime). 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or 
conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not provide new 
information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content 
of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

8. Parking 
What parking solutions are 
being considered to 
accommodate the needs of 
both the new residential units 
and the existing retail 
establishments? 

Response:  

The Zoning Code requires a total of 513 parking spaces for 
this project. Due to the mixed-use context of the proposed 
Project, as outlined in the DEIR Section 3.0 Project 
Description (p. 3.0-16), the Project includes 604 parking 
spaces and of these, 513 will be dedicated for the 
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How does your parking 
strategy align with or impact 
local public transportation 
usage? Have you considered 
partnering with local transit 
authorities to offer alternatives 
to car ownership? 

apartments and 91 will be shared between the proposed 
apartments and the existing adjacent retail.  

As outlined in the DEIR, Section 5.17 Transportation (p. 
5.17-8) Riverside Transit Authority (RTA) bus routes 20 and 
22 currently serve the project area with bus stops along 
Alessandro Boulevard and Mission Grove Parkway South 
adjacent to the Project site. There is currently an existing 
bus stop located approximately 265 feet north of the 
intersection of Mission Grove Parkway/Mission Village Drive 
for the southbound directions of the routes. This bus stop 
will be relocated approximately 200 feet north of the existing 
location as part of the project.  

Please refer to topical response transportation/VMT for 
discussion of strategies to reduce trips/VMT by the residents 
of the Project. Mitigation Measure MM TRANS-4, included in 
the EIR Section 5.17 Transportation (pp. 5.17-22 - 5.17-23), 
the Project would implement a subsidized transit pass 
program that would provide up to $60 for an RTA monthly 
bus pass or up to $100 for a monthly Metrolink pass.  

In DEIR Section 5.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions, several 
reduction measures to decrease the need for vehicle 
reliance and increase walkability are listed in Table 5.8-7 
RRG-CAP (Riverside Restorative Growthprint – Climate 
Action Plan) Project Consistency (p. 5.8-35), such as:  

• Creation of pedestrian network improvements 
• Providing traffic calming measures  
• Car sharing programs  
• Increasing transit service frequency/speed 

Encouragement of telecommuting 
• Providing Electric Vehicle parking and charging 

infrastructure. 
Additionally, the goal of the DEIR is not to analyze economic 
assessments or impacts that the project may have, as 
CEQA does not require it. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or 
conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not provide new 
information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content 
of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

What measures are you taking 
to ensure that this parking 
strategy doesn't result in 
increased on-street parking in 
surrounding neighborhoods? 

How do you plan to 
communicate this parking 
policy to potential residents, 
and what strategies will you 
use to encourage single-car 
households? 

Are you incorporating any 
smart parking technologies or 
systems to manage and 
optimize parking usage within 
the development? 

How flexible is your parking 
plan? Can you adapt the 
number of available spaces or 
pricing structure if demand 
patterns change over time? 

Have you considered offering 
any incentives for residents 
who choose not to use their 
included parking space, such 
as reduced rent or alternative 
amenities? 

What provisions are you 
making for visitor parking 
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under this unbundled parking 
scheme? 

9. Public Services 
What measures will be 
taken to ensure that the 
subdivision does not 
disrupt existing utilities and 
services within the area? 

Response:  

Please refer to DEIR Section 5.15.6 Public Services, 
subsection Environmental Impacts, Threshold A 
discussion/analysis (p.5.15-5). The DEIR discusses that the 
proposed Project would not result in significant impacts 
regarding public services/access to public services and no 
mitigation measures are required.  

Additionally, please refer to DEIR Section 5.19.5 
Environmental Impacts, Threshold discussions A through D 
(pp. 5.19-14 - 5.19-20). The DEIR discusses that the 
proposed Project would not result in significant impacts 
regarding use, capacity, or access to utilities and no 
mitigation measures are required. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or 
conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not provide new 
information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content 
of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

10. Transportation/ VMT 
How will the project address 
potential traffic congestion at 
the intersections of Mission 
Grove Parkway, Alessandro 
Boulevard, and Mission Village 
Drive? 

Response:  

The DEIR includes a detailed analysis of Vehicle Miles 
Traveled (VMT) reductions, which can be found in Appendix 
I (Traffic Operation Analysis and VMT). The VMT reductions 
were calculated using established methodologies that 
consider the Project’s location, land use mix, proximity to 
public transit, and implementation of various Transportation 
Demand Management (TDM) measures. These factors 
collectively contribute to a decrease in the need for car trips, 
thus reducing overall VMT. The study area for the Project 
was finalized based on the criteria defined in the City of 
Riverside Public Works Department Traffic Impact Analysis 
(TIA) Guidelines for Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) and Level 
of Service (LOS) Assessment (dated July 2020). Based on 
the City’s TIA Guidelines during the scoping agreement 

Given that the proposed TDM 
measures are insufficient to 
reduce the Project- generated 
VMT impact to a less than 
significant level, what 
additional innovative strategies 
or technologies have you 
considered to further mitigate 
VMT impacts? 
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Can you provide a detailed 
analysis of how the 17.7 
percent reduction in VMT was 
calculated, and what specific 
assumptions were made in 
this calculation? 

process, the study area includes 13 intersections and 13 
roadway segments. 

The City of Riverside has various strategies and 
responsibilities to improve traffic flow in the area 
surrounding the Project. These include traffic signal 
synchronization, roadway improvements, public transit 
enhancements, and the development of bicycle and 
pedestrian infrastructure. These measures, implemented by 
the City, will contribute to improved traffic management and 
reduced congestion in the vicinity of the Project. 

The Project incorporates a comprehensive set of TDM 
measures designed to reduce VMT and promote sustainable 
transportation options. These measures include enhancing 
pedestrian infrastructure to ensure safe and convenient 
walking routes within and around the Project site, and 
installing bicycle facilities such as bike racks and storage to 
encourage cycling as an alternative to driving. Improved 
access to existing bus stops and coordination with transit 
agencies aim to enhance public transportation services. The 
Project also supports carpool, vanpool, and school pool 
programs to reduce the number of single-occupancy vehicle 
trips and provides electric vehicle (EV) charging stations to 
promote the use of electric vehicles, further reducing VMT. 

Shared parking agreements with nearby businesses 
optimize the use of available parking spaces, and the 
encouragement of telecommuting options for residents 
reduces daily commuting trips. Additionally, the promotion of 
flexible work hours helps spread out peak travel times and 
reduce congestion. The implementation of commute trip 
reduction marketing and incentive programs for residents 
who use alternative modes of transportation, such as public 
transit passes or bike-share memberships, further support 
these goals. 

The DEIR addresses the Project's goal of encouraging 
walkability and enhancing pedestrian connectivity in Section 
3.0 Project Description (pp 3.0-23 - 3.0-24). The Project 
includes design features aimed at promoting walkability and 
bicycle use, such as pedestrian pathways, bicycle lanes, 
and connections to existing sidewalks and bike routes. 

Have you explored 
partnerships with local transit 
agencies or ride-sharing 
companies to develop more 
robust transit solutions that 
could potentially reduce VMT 
beyond the current 
projections? 

Have you considered 
partnering with local 
businesses or institutions to 
create shared transportation 
solutions that could further 
reduce VMT? 

Given that this measure is 
expected to reduce VMT by up 
to 3.9%, what other 
complementary strategies are 
you considering to further 
reduce vehicle dependency 
among residents? 

What specific features of your 
project design (e.g., mixed-use 
elements, walkability 
enhancements) contribute to 
VMT reduction, and how 
effective do you expect these 
to be? 

There are no public facilities 
such as libraries, universities 
or community colleges within 
walking distance. You claim 
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this high-density project is all 
about reducing VMT, but there 
are no real services, good 
paying jobs, schools, parks or 
public facilities within walking 
distance. Your traffic analysis 
does not take into account any 
of these issues. 

These features are intended to create a more pedestrian-
friendly environment and encourage alternative modes of 
transportation. 

While the goal of encouraging walkability is primarily 
focused on residents of the new development, the 
improvements to pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure will 
benefit the broader community, including nearby residents 
and visitors to the area. By enhancing the connectivity and 
safety of pedestrian and bicycle pathways, the Project aims 
to make walking and biking more attractive and viable 
options for everyone in the vicinity. 

The evidence supporting the potential increase in walking 
and biking to the existing shopping center and other nearby 
destinations is based on urban planning principles and 
studies that demonstrate how improved infrastructure can 
lead to increased use of non-motorized transportation. The 
DEIR includes references to these principles and provides a 
rationale for the anticipated benefits. For instance, the 
presence of well-designed pedestrian pathways and bicycle 
lanes has been shown to encourage more people to choose 
walking or biking over driving, as detailed in various urban 
planning studies cited in the DEIR. 

Furthermore, the Project aligns with the City’s broader goals 
of promoting sustainable transportation and reducing vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT), as outlined in the City’s General Plan 
and other planning documents. By improving the pedestrian 
and bicycle infrastructure, the Project contributes to these 
goals and enhances the overall walkability of the area. 

The DEIR addresses Policy AQ-1.5, which encourages infill 
development projects within urbanized areas that include job 
centers and transportation nodes. While the Project primarily 
consists of residential development, it is strategically located 
within close proximity to various existing commercial and 
retail businesses, effectively integrating with nearby job 
centers, thereby reducing dependency on automobiles. 

The Project itself does not include new job centers within its 
development. However, it supports Policy AQ-1.5 by 
providing residents with easy access to nearby employment 
opportunities and transportation options. The Project site is 
adjacent to a bus stop with two bus lines along Mission 

Can you provide more details 
about the specific 
Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) measures 
you're planning to implement, 
beyond the subsidized or 
discounted transit program 
mentioned? 

Given that the proposed TDM 
measures are not sufficient to 
reduce the VMT impact to a 
less than significant level, 
what additional strategies are 
you considering to further 
mitigate this impact? 

Have you conducted any 
studies or surveys to 
understand the likely adoption 
rate of these TDM measures 
among future residents or 
users of your development? 

Are there any innovative or 
cutting-edge VMT reduction 
strategies you're exploring that 
go beyond traditional TDM 
measures? 

How does your project's 
projected VMT compare to 
similar developments in the 
area, and what factors 
contribute to any differences? 
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Village Drive, enhancing connectivity to the broader urban 
area and facilitating access to job centers. 

The purpose of the EIR is not to compare the proposed 
project to other similar developments. The purpose of the 
EIR is to evaluate the project itself. This comment does not 
provide new information or evidence related to the analysis 
completed in the DEIR and does not reflect on the adequacy 
or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record 
and no changes to the DEIR are required. 

11. Utilities 
What measures will be taken 
to ensure that the subdivision 
does not disrupt existing 
utilities and services within the 
area? 

Response:  

Please refer to DEIR Section 5.15.6 Public Services, 
subsection Environmental Impacts, Threshold A 
discussion/analysis (p.5.15-5). The DEIR discusses that the 
proposed Project would not result in significant impacts 
regarding public services/access to public services and no 
mitigation measures are required.  

Additionally, please refer to DEIR Section 5.19 Utilities and 
Service Systems, subsection 5.19.5 Environmental Impacts, 
Threshold discussions A through D (pp. 5.19-14 - 5.19-20). 
The DEIR discusses that the proposed Project would not 
result in significant impacts regarding use, capacity, or 
access to utilities and no mitigation measures are required. 

Further, please refer to the DEIR Section 5.19.5 
Environmental Impacts Threshold A discussion (pp. 5.19-14 
- 5.19-16). This DEIR section details what, if any, 
infrastructure improvements would be implemented for the 
proposed Project and concludes the proposed Project would 
not result in significant impacts regarding the potential 
relocation or construction of new or expanded facilities. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or 
conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not provide new 
information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content 
of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

 

 

What infrastructure 
improvements are planned to 
support the increased demand 
from the new mixed-use 
development, such as water, 
sewer, and electrical systems? 

Can you provide a detailed 
analysis of the project’s impact 
on local utility infrastructure 
and any necessary upgrades 
or modifications to 
accommodate the increased 
demand? 
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12. Alternatives 
How did you determine the 
range of alternatives to be 
analyzed in the EIR? 

Response:  

As discussed in DEIR Section 7.0 Alternatives to the 
Proposed Project (p. 7.0-1), Section 15126.6 of the CEQA 
Guidelines identifies parameters within which to consider 
proposed project alternatives. These parameters include 
alternatives that are potentially feasible, reduce significant 
impacts, and which attain most of the basic objectives of the 
proposed project. The City, as lead agency, is responsible 
for selecting a range of Project alternatives. Among the 
factors that may be taken into account when addressing the 
feasibility of alternatives are site suitability, economic 
viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan 
consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, 
jurisdictional boundaries, and whether the proponent can 
reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to an 
alternative. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1)). (p. 
7.0-2) 

As outlined in the DEIR, Section 7.0.2 Rationale for 
Alternative Selection, the “No Project” alternative is required 
by CEQA (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(e)). 
The No Project alternative is no redevelopment of the site. 
As the Project is not consistent with the designated land use 
and zoning for the site, the “no project” alternative 
(Alternative 1) would retain the existing development of the 
site that remains in accord with the current land use and 
zoning designation and the Mission Grove Specific Plan. 
Under this alternative, the GP land use designation of C – 
Commercial and zoning of CR – SP – Commercial Retail as 
well as Specific Plan (Mission Grove) designation as Retail 
Business & Office and CR – SP Commercial Retail Overlay 
Zone would remain as is. Alternative 2 was selected to 
include lower density multi-family residential 
use/development that would be consistent with the density 
criteria for the C2 Compatibility Zone of the March Air 
Reserve Base/ Inland Port ALUC Plan. Alternative 3 was 
selected as the Project site has existing retail development, 
to continue to use the site as permanent retail. Alternative 4 
was selected for re-development of the proposed 347 
residential unit development at an off-site location within the 

Can you explain the process 
and criteria used to ensure a 
“reasonable range” was 
considered? 

Were there any alternatives 
suggested during the scoping 
process or public comment 
periods that were not included 
in the final analysis? If so, why 
were they deemed infeasible 
or unreasonable? 

Given that the surrounding 
area shows densities up to 16 
dwelling units per acre, why 
have you chosen a 
significantly lower density of 
58 units for Alternative 2, 
rather than exploring a middle 
ground that could better align 
with the neighborhood 
character? 

Can you provide a 
comparative analysis of the 
environmental impacts, 
particularly regarding traffic 
and infrastructure demands, 
between your proposed 347-
unit development and a 
potential 16 du/ac mixed-use 
alternative? 

How do each of the analyzed 
alternatives specifically 
address the significant effects 
identified for the proposed 
project? 
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Are there any alternatives that 
would require changes to 
existing zoning or land use 
designations? If so, how 
feasible are these changes? 

City of Riverside. (p. 7.0-2)  There were no alternatives 
identified by the public or agencies in response to the Notice 
of Preparation (NOP) of the EIR or in the scoping meeting.  

Alternative 2 – Reduced Density Apartment Redevelopment 
(p. 7.0-9) was selected as an alternative with the highest 
density that would meet the density criteria of the C2 zone 
(58 dwelling units). This reduced density alternative would 
allow the proposed residential development to be consistent 
with the Compatibility Zone C2 allowable residential density, 
and thus fully consistent with the MARB/IPA LUCP. It would 
also be consistent with most of the applicable GP 2025 
objectives and policies.  

A 16 dwelling units per acre mixed-use alternative was not 
analyzed for the DEIR. As discussed in DEIR Section 7.02 
Rationale for Alternative Selection (p. 7.0-2), per the State 
CEQA Guidelines, an EIR “need not consider every 
conceivable alternative to a project.”  A reduced density 
alternative with a density higher than 58 units was not 
considered as it would not eliminate the significant impacts 
of being inconsistent with MARB/ IPA ALUCP and GP 2025 
objectives and policies. 

Section 7.0 Alternatives to the Proposed Project of the DEIR 
includes a detailed and thorough analysis of each of the 
alternatives, what the potential impacts of the alternative 
would be for each environmental topic area analyzed in the 
DEIR (Aesthetics, Agricultura and Forestry Resources, Air 
Quality, etc.), and if the alternative would have significant 
effects, including cumulative, as compared to those 
identified for the proposed Project. (pp. 7.0-1 – 7.0 – 30) 

Regarding the zoning changes for alternatives to the project, 
Alternatives 2-, 3, and 4 would all require rezoning to allow 
the proposed Project. 

Alternative 4, which includes the proposed 347 residential 
apartment project at an offsite infill location, would serve to 
increase the type and amount of housing available, 
consistent with the goals of the City’s Housing Element, and 
would assist the City in meeting housing demand as part of 
the City’s growth projections. However, as Alternative 4 
does not include a specific off-site location it is unknown 
whether Alternative 4 would be able to utilize existing 
infrastructure and transit corridors. If it were an infill location, 

Were any off-site alternatives 
considered? If so, what factors 
were evaluated in determining 
their feasibility? 

Can you explain how the "rule 
of reason" was applied in 
selecting the alternatives for 
detailed analysis? 

How do the alternatives 
address cumulative impacts 
identified in the EIR, 
particularly those that may be 
significant and unavoidable? 

Have you conducted any 
preliminary assessments of 
potential off-site locations that 
could accommodate a similar 
project while potentially 
reducing environmental 
impacts or addressing 
community concerns? 

What specific criteria did you 
use to determine that no 
alternative sites within the City 
of Riverside were suitable for 
consideration, and can you 
provide documentation of this 
site selection process? 

How would relocating the 
project to a different infill site 
within Riverside affect its 
ability to meet the city's 
housing goals and align 
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with existing infrastructure and 
transit corridors? 

it would be expected to utilize existing infrastructure, at least 
to some degree. 

Refer above to topical response to comments regarding 
community outreach .  

The comments do not affect the analysis completed or 
conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not provide new 
information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content 
of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Given that the project focuses 
on infill development of 
abandoned or underutilized 
spaces, what specific 
challenges or opportunities 

do you foresee in adapting this 
347-unit residential concept to 
other vacant or underutilized 
sites within Riverside? 

Can you provide a 
comparative analysis of the 
potential environmental 
impacts, particularly regarding 
traffic and resource 
consumption, between the 
proposed site and a 
hypothetical alternative 
location with similar 
characteristics? 

Alternative sites were not 
considered for this project, and 
thus, no specific off-site 
locations were considered by 
the applicant to be evaluated 
under this alternative. Moving 
the Project to a similar location 
but mitigating some of the 
issues. 

13. Comments Not Related to EIR Analysis/ Not Required by CEQA 
How will the proposed 
amendment impact the 
availability and variety of 
commercial services currently 
provided in the area?  

Response:  

These comments and questions do not pertain to the 
environmental analysis, findings, or conclusions presented 
in the DEIR. As it does not introduce new information, 
evidence, or concerns related to the environmental impacts 
assessed in the DEIR, nor does it reflect on the adequacy or 
content of the DEIR, it is deemed not relevant to the EIR 
analysis. As outlined in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 
(Evaluation of and Response to Comments), (a) the lead 

Is there a timeline for 
addressing the density 
concerns and implementing 
any necessary changes? 
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Considering that the Airport 
Land Use Commission 
(ALUC) allows for higher 
density than six du/ac, what 
factors led to the decision to 
propose such a low-density 
alternative, and how does this 
align with broader city 
planning goals for efficient 
land use and housing 
provision? 

agency shall respond to comments raising significant 
environmental issues received during the comment period 
and (c), the level of detail contained in the response may 
correspond to the level of detail provided in the comment 
(i.e., responses to general comments may be general). 
Therefore, these comments and questions are noted for the 
record, however no response is required pursuant to CEQA 
and no changes to the DEIR are required based on them.   

How will the proposed 
subdivision impact the 
existing property values and 
real estate market in the 
surrounding area? 

3.3-2: Zoning Code 
Amendment. All these zoning 
requirements have been in 
place for a reason, so the 
community thrives and attracts 
new residents with a carefully 
designed structure and 
purpose that promotes safety, 
security and a quality of life. 
All these necessary changes 
shows no support for 
improving the community. 

How does the proposed 
project's density compare to 
the existing multi-family 
residential developments 
mentioned (Mission Villas, 
Mission Grove Park, and 
Estancia), and what specific 
factors make this higher 
density appropriate for the 
site? 
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What measures will be taken 
to ensure that the proposed 
mixed-use development will 
truly enhance walkability and 
integrate seamlessly with the 
existing suburban 
environment, given the current 
reliance on auto 
transportation? 

How does the project’s energy 
consumption compare to 
similar developments in the 
area, and what benchmarks 
are you using to ensure best 
practices in energy efficiency? 

Can you provide a 
comprehensive plan for 
monitoring and reducing 
energy consumption over the 
life of the project, including 
any targets for energy 
reduction over time? 

How will the project address 
potential future changes in 
energy regulations and 
standards to ensure long-term 
compliance and efficiency? 

What measures are being 
taken to educate and 
encourage future occupants or 
users of the project to adopt 
energy-efficient practices? 

Have you considered the 
potential impacts of climate 
change on future energy 
demands for the project, such 
as increased cooling needs? 
How are these considerations 
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integrated into the project 
design? 

Section 3.0. These Actions are 
a drastic abandonment of the 
current requirements 
established years ago to 
protect the neighborhood and 
ensure community continuity. 
No data or research has been 
provided that shows viable 
reasons for discarding these 
effective requirements. The 
proposed project is for a high-
density apartment project, not 
a mixed-use building. Mixed 
use requires 80% of the 
ground floor to be offered as 
Commercial, Retail or Office 
space. This project does not 
match the zoning change. 

What specific measures will be 
taken to ensure that the 
proposed project does not 
negatively impact the 
neighborhood's character and 
continuity, which were 
protected by the original 
zoning requirements? Putting 
a large high density residential 
project in the middle of a 
suburban neighborhood does 
not satisfy any of these 
principles. 

How does your proposed high-
density residential project in a 
suburban neighborhood align 
with the principle of 
strengthening and directing 
development toward existing 
communities, rather than 
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expanding into less developed 
areas? 

How would relocating the 
project to a different infill site 
within Riverside affect its 
ability to meet the city's 
housing goals and align with 
existing infrastructure and 
transit corridors? 

Given that the project focuses 
on infill development of 
abandoned or underutilized 
spaces, what specific 
challenges or opportunities do 
you foresee in adapting this 
347-unit residential concept to 
other vacant or underutilized 
sites within Riverside? 

Can you provide updated and 
specific data on future housing 
demand in the City of 
Riverside, particularly focusing 
on the need for high-density 
urban apartments in a 
suburban neighborhood like 
Mission Grove? 

How do you justify the 
elimination of much-needed 
commercial space in favor of 
residential development, and 
what long-term impacts do you 
foresee on the local economy 
and community services? 

Can you provide examples of 
similar projects where 
commercial spaces were 
successfully replaced with 
residential units, and what 
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lessons from those projects 
will be applied to ensure the 
success of this development? 

How do you plan to address 
concerns about the potential 
loss of commercial property 
and the difficulty of creating 
additional commercial 
locations in the future, 
especially in an area with few 
vacant parcels? 

This project would have a 
lasting effect on the local area 
for generations. It would also 
set a precedent that all the 
regulations can be waived or 
overwritten if the local 
government wants a project 
that does not meet the current 
criteria and the people 
affected the most by the 
project will struggle to be 
heard. 

Can you provide a detailed 
analysis of how the proposed 
change from C – Commercial 
to MU-U - Mixed Use-Urban 
will impact the long-term land 
use and zoning consistency 
within the Mission Grove 
Specific Plan and the broader 
GP 2025 framework? 
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How does the potential 
economic impact of retaining 
the site as retail compare to 
your proposed residential 
development regarding job 
creation, local tax revenue, 
and overall community 
benefit? 

Are there any historical 
precedents or similar cases 
where density issues were 
resolved successfully? 

What specific benefits does 
the developer anticipate the 
new Mixed Use- Urban 
designation will bring to the 
community compared to the 
existing Commercial 
designation? 

What plans are in place to 
address potential concerns 
from residents of the multi-
family residences to the north 
regarding increased density 
and activity? 

What types of residential uses 
(e.g., rental apartments, 
condominiums, affordable 
housing) are planned under 
the Mixed Use-Urban 
designation? 

What steps will be taken to 
ensure a smooth transition for 
existing businesses and 
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landowners affected by the 
General Plan Amendment? 

Have you explored the 
potential for future 
technological advancements 
(such as autonomous vehicles 
or improved electric vehicle 
infrastructure) that could help 
mitigate VMT impacts in the 
long term? 

VMT will not change under the 
Project planning (specific and 
unavoidable impacts). Is it 
possible for this issue to be 
specifically voted on by the 
City County (apart from the 
Project) and/or can a City 
ordinance be put on the ballot 
for the public to be made 
aware and approve? If not, 
why? Would a public 
generated referendum qualify 
for a ballot initiative? 
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2.3 Organization of Comment Letters and Responses 
This section presents a list of comment letters received on the DEIR and describes the 
organization of the letters and comments that are provided in Section 3, Comments and 
Responses, of this document.  
Each comment letter has been numbered sequentially and each separate issue raised by the 
commenter has been assigned a number. The responses to each comment identify first the 
number of the comment letter, and then the number assigned to each issue, as identified in the 
bracketing/numbering of each comment. For example, Response 1.1 indicates that the response 
is for the first issue raised in comment Letter 1.  
 

Table 2.3-1 – DEIR Comment Letters Received  

Letter Number and Commenter  Agency/Group/Organization/Individual  Page Number  

1 Dave Kereazis California Department of Toxic 
Substances Control 2.0-31 

2 Vincent Ray 
California Department of Transportation 
Division of Transportation Planning, 
Aeronautics Division 

2.0-38 

3 Xitlaly Madrigal Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians 2.0-44 

4 John Farnsworth Community Member 2.0-47 

5 Laura Sandidge Community Member 2.0-147 

Various (209) Mission Grove Neighborhood Alliance Appendix K 

7  Chris Bardeen Community Member 2.0-181 

8  Mike McCarthy Community Member 2.0-193 

Comment Letters Received After Close of the DEIR Comment Review Period 

6 Pam O’Neill Mission Grove Neighborhood Alliance 2.0-176 

 

2.4 Comments and Responses 
Written responses to each comment letter received on the DEIR are provided in this section. All 
letters received on the DEIR are provided in their entirety, followed by responses to the comments 
contained in the letters. 
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Comment Letter 1 – Department of Toxic Substances Control 

Comment Letter 1 commences on the next page. 
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Letter 1 – California Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Commenter: Dave Kereazis, Associate Environmental Planner 
Date: June 13, 2024  
Response 1.1:  

The commenter states that the proposed Project may have a potential for historic or future 
activities on or near the project site to release hazardous waste/substances on the project site as 
well as requesting the EIR to provide what agencies would be responsible for providing oversight 
to these potential contaminations. 

As outlined in the DEIR, Section 5.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, pp. 5.9-10 - 5.9-13, the 
EIR did acknowledge the potential for release of hazardous wastes/substances. Both Phase I and 
II Environmental Site Assessments (ESAs) were conducted. The Phase I ESA determined that 
no on-site Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs), Historical Recognized Environmental 
Conditions (HRECs), or Controlled Recognized Environmental Conditions (CRECs) were 
identified. No other off-site RECs, HRECs, or CRECs were identified. 

The Phase II ESA concluded that the off-site RECs listed in the Phase I report do not appear to 
have environmentally impacted the locations of the proposed buildings at the Project site, and no 
further actions were recommended as part of the Phase II ESA. Therefore, the required 
investigations (ESAs) have already been completed as part of the EIR and no further action (such 
as remediation) was recommended. 

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required.  

Response 1.2:  

The commenter recommends that the lead agency utilize an approved oversight on the Certified 
Local Agencies list or enter into DTSC’s Standard Voluntary Agreement (SVA) program.  

Per the DTSC’s website on Local Agency Resources (https://dtsc.ca.gov/local-agency-
resources/) the list of Certified Local Agencies is for a project proponent seeking oversight from 
a local agency that is self-certified to provide oversight for environmental investigations and 
cleanup. The project proponent is not seeking oversight from a self-certified local agency for 
environmental investigations or clean up as clean up is not needed. 

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required.  

Response 1.3:  

The commenter states concerns that the imported soils for the Project be documented for their 
origins, tested for contaminants, and if applicable soil sampling.  

https://dtsc.ca.gov/local-agency-resources/
https://dtsc.ca.gov/local-agency-resources/
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The City will issue a Condition of Approval for the project to provide documentation of the origin 
of any imported soil or fill material, and if applicable sampling be conducted to ensure that the 
imported soil and fill material meets screening levels outlined in the Preliminary Endangerment 
Assessment Guidance Manual for the intended land use. 
This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required.  

Response 1.4:  

The commenter expresses concerns that before the demolition of any structures within the Project 
area a survey should be conducted to identify the presence of any lead- based paints or products, 
mercury, asbestos containing materials, and polychlorinated biphenyl caulk. California banned 
the use of asbestos as a painting and patching material in 1977 and the use of lead-based paint 
products was banned federally in 1978. As the K-Mart building was constructed in 1991, these 
materials are not expected.  

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required.  
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Comment Letter 2 – California Department of Transportation, Division of Transportation 
Planning, Aeronautics Program 
Comment Letter 2 commences on the next page.  
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Comment Letter 2 – California Department of Transportation, Division of Transportation 
Planning, Aeronautics Program 
Commenter: Aeronautics Program 

Date: June 24, 2024  
Response 2.1:   
The commenter details the processes necessary to comply with the State Aeronautics Act. 
According to the Riverside County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (https://rcaluc.org/new-
compatibiltiy-plan), Chapter 1 Introduction, the policies in the plan are based on state laws and 
guidelines and master plans for the respective airports. It further states “The policies in this 
Compatibility Plan, including the individual airport compatibility maps, take into account the 
guidance provided by the current edition of the Airport Land Use Planning Handbook, dated 
January 2002.” The March Air Reserve Base/ Inland Port Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 
(MARB/IPA ALUCP, 2014) is part (Volume 2) of the Riverside County Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan. As outlined in the DEIR, Section 5.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, pp. 
5.9-14 - 5.9-24 and the Land Use section pp. 5.11-1 – 5.11-65, the DEIR contained an analysis 
of the Project’s consistency with the MARB/IPA ALUCP. Therefore, the California Airport Land 
Use Planning Handbook was utilized as part of the analysis of this Project.  

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required.  

Response 2.2:   

The commenter expresses concerns regarding the ALUC’s finding of inconsistencies with the 
dwelling units per acre in the proposed Project.  

The City Council of Riverside has the legal discretion to override the ALUC finding of 
inconsistency. As outlined in the Riverside Municipal Code (RMC) Section 19.650.020, “All 
decisions of the City Council to approve or deny a permit or action are by a majority vote of those 
present and voting except that a 2/3 vote of the total membership (five votes minimum) is required 
to approve an appeal of a decision of the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC).” The DEIR 
acknowledges that although the Project would be consistent with all other policies and 
requirements of the MARB/IPA ALUCP, that it would be inconsistent with the allowable maximum 
residential density criteria for the Compatibility Zone C2 and due to this  inconsistency the project 
would result in a significant and unavoidable impact, which requires a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations. 

The City did in fact consider a Project alternative that allows for residential development in 
compliance with the ALUCP compatibility policies, as outlined in the DEIR, Section 7.0 
Alternatives to the Proposed Project, pp. 7.0-1 - 7.0-15, Alternative 2: Lower Density ALUC 
Consistent Multi-Family Residential. Although Alternative 2: Reduced Density Apartment 
Redevelopment would have reduced impacts related to Hazards and Land Use and Planning, it 
does not meet the Project’s objectives (DEIR pp. 7.0-29 – 7.0-30). 

https://rcaluc.org/new-compatibiltiy-plan
https://rcaluc.org/new-compatibiltiy-plan
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This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required.  

Response 2.3:   

The commenter mentions that the proposed action must first be referred to the commission prior 
to amending the General Plan. The local agency, the City of Riverside, did first refer the proposed 
General Plan Amendment (GPA) as part of this Project to the commission and the commission 
determined the proposed action is inconsistent with the commission’s plan as indicated in the 
Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission Staff Report, Agenda Item 3.2, dated September 
14, 2023 (included in Appendix M of this EIR). Accordingly, the City of Riverside notified the 
commission of the proposed GPA as part of this Project in accordance with the State Aeronautics 
Act. As determined in the City Council meeting on August 20, 2024, the City Council intends to 
overrule the ALUCP, and notice was provided to Riverside County ALUC and the California 
Department of Transportation, Division of Transportation Planning, Aeronautics Program for the 
required 30-day review and response period prior to the City’s decision on the matter. 

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required.  

Response 2.4:   

The commenter expresses concerns regarding potential hazards of flight with implementation of 
the Project. The City of Riverside and the applicant acknowledge that pursuant to California Public 
Utilities Code (CPUC) Section 21675.1(f), “If the city or county overrules the commission pursuant 
to subdivision (d) with respect to a publicly owned airport that the city or county does not operate, 
the operator of the airport is not liable for damages to property or personal injury resulting from 
the city’s or county’s decision to proceed with the action, regulation, or permit.” 

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required.  
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Comment Letter 3 – Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians  
Comment Letter 3 commences on the next page.  
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Comment Letter 3 – Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians 
Commenter: Xitlaly Madrigal, Cultural Resources Analyst 
Date: June 20th, 2024  

Response 3.1:  

The commenter identifies typos/miss-spelling of the tribe's name in the DEIR. The DEIR, Section 
5.18 Tribal Cultural Resources, pp. 3.18-7 and 3.18-9 is revised as follows: 
On October 18th 2022, the City of Riverside sent out AB 52 consultation notices to Tribes. The 
following tribes requested to consult with the City pursuant to AB 52: 

• Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians 
• Morongo Band of Mission Indians 
• Aqgua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians 

On December 6th 2022, the City of Riverside sent out SB 18 consultation notices to Tribes. No 
Tribes requested to consult with the City pursuant to SB 18. The Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians 
and Aqgua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians agreed with the City’s proposed mitigation measures 
described below in Section 5.5.7 as mitigation measures MM CUL-1 through MM CUL-4. These 
mitigation measures are the City’s standard mitigation measures, which were previously 
developed between the City and 9 consulting tribes pursuant to AB 52. Consultation with the 
Morongo Band of Mission Indians was not concluded at the time of publishing this DEIR and 
remains open. 

The City and the Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians and Aqgua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians 
agreed that, in the event of the inadvertent discovery of previously unknown cultural resources of 
tribal or Native American importance during construction activities, appropriate mitigation 
measures would be implemented and followed. The Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians and Aqgua 
Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians accepted the City’s standard mitigation measures (MM CUL-1 
through MM CUL-4), to ensure that potential impacts in the event of an inadvertent discovery of 
resources remain at less than a significant level. Therefore, potential Project impacts to tribal 
cultural resources would be less than significant with mitigation measures MM CUL-1 
through MM CUL-4. At the time of preparation of this DEIR the Morongo Band of Mission Indians 
has not agreed with the City’s proposed mitigation measures or agreed to closing AB 52 
consultation. 

It should be noted that even with this revision to the DEIR, no change to the significance 
conclusions presented in the DEIR will result. Accordingly, this comment and the subsequent 
DEIR revisions do not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, do not 
provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and do not 
reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and 
revisions to the DEIR have been made as noted above. 
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Comment Letter 4 – John Farnsworth Comments – Community Member  
Comment Letter 4 commences on the next page.  
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Letter 4 – John Farnsworth Comments – Community Member  
Commenter: John Farnsworth  
Date: June 21st, 2024  
Response 4.1:  
The commenter argues that the DEIR does not accurately reflect the Project due to a change in 
owners. DEIR Section 3.0 Project Description (pp. 3.0-1 - 3.0-24) accurately reflects the proposed 
Project as currently designed. The transition of the Project applicant from Anton Development to 
the current property owner, Regional Properties, Inc., has not resulted in any changes to the 
project plans. The Project description, objectives, design elements, and intended outcomes 
evaluated in the DEIR remain unchanged. 

Regional Properties, Inc. has assumed the role of the applicant to ensure the continued 
processing of the proposed Project and its entitlements through the City’s established procedures. 
This continuity ensures that the DEIR’s analysis remains valid and relevant, as the scope and 
nature of the Project have not been altered by the change in the applicant. 

The DEIR's analysis covers all necessary aspects of the Project, including environmental impacts 
and mitigation measures, based on the detailed project description provided. Any future 
modifications to the Project that could potentially affect the environmental analysis would be 
subject to further review under CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, ensuring continued compliance 
with CEQA requirements. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.2:  

The commenter expresses concerns regarding the Project’s impacts to cell phone and Wi-Fi 
connections. The DEIR focuses on analyzing the significant environmental impacts as required 
by CEQA. While the DEIR does not specifically address the potential impact of the proposed 57.2-
foot buildings on cell phone towers and line of sight issues for residents, it evaluates broader 
infrastructure and service impacts in DEIR Section 5.10 Utilities and Service Systems (pp. 5.19-
1 - 5.19-21). The analysis considers the overall functionality of public services and utilities, 
including telecommunications infrastructure. 

 The proposed Project is not anticipated to interfere with access to or usage of the aforementioned 
types of communication as it is typical for individuals to access Wi-Fi services and cell phone 
services from third-party providers who would be independent of the proposed Project. Wi-Fi and 
internet services are typically provided via satellite or cable to individual units, thus building height 
would not be a factor that affects them.  

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 
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Response 4.3:  

The commenter’s question related to  mail delivery services by the United States Postal Service 
(USPS)  is not an issue that is required to be discussed or analyzed pursuant to CEQA. However, 
the following response and information is provided. The Project proponent is responsible for 
coordinating with the USPS to ensure adequate mail delivery services for future residents. This 
coordination typically occurs during the project’s final design and planning stages, ensuring that 
mail delivery is efficiently integrated into the development. The Project plans include provisions 
for centralized mailboxes and parcel lockers within the leasing office and there is a dedicated 
parking space for USPS, as identified in the DEIR Project Description Figure 3.0-10 Conceptual 
Landscape and is standard for multi-family residential developments. The DEIR adequately 
addresses the necessary coordination with public services, and this aspect of project planning 
will be handled in accordance with USPS regulations and guidelines. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.4:  

The commenter expresses concerns regarding a new development of a cargo facility by March 
Joint Powers Authority (JPA) allowing up to 17 additional flights per day.  As the proposed Project 
does not propose or include any flights, it would not have a direct or cumulative effect related to 
flights at March Air Reserve Base (MARB) or noise pollution from additional flights or changed 
flight patterns. The additional 17 flights from the cargo facility would not be expected to change 
the results of the noise ananlysis for the proposed Project. As outlined in the DEIR, Section 5.9 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials (pp. 5.9-22 - 5.9-23) the Project will comply with the Airport 
Land Use Commission (ALUC) recommended conditions of approval, which include the provision 
of informational brochures for prospective purchasers and tenants. Specifically, Condition #3 
states: 

"The 'Notice of Airport in Vicinity' that was provided in the ALUC Staff Report for the Project 
shall be provided to all prospective purchasers and occupants of the property and be 
recorded as a deed notice." 

This condition ensures that all prospective tenants are informed about the proximity of the Project 
to the March Air Reserve Base and the potential for increased air traffic. By complying with this 
condition, the Project ensures transparency and provides necessary information to future tenants 
about existing and future air traffic, similar to the disclosure requirements for homeowners. 

The cumulative project list is developed at the time the technical studies and EIR are initiated and 
include all known approved and pending projects that are anticipated to be completed by the 
proposed Project’s opening year and are located within Project’s study area, including adjacent 
County of Riverside and Moreno Valley. The cumulative project list evaluated in this EIR is found 
in Table 4.0-1 (p. 4.0-3). Projects that are included in the cumulative project list are those that due 
to their location and size are anticipated to affect the proposed Project’s study area. As the 
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proposed cargo facility (Gateway Aviation Center project), is located over 5 miles away, and on 
the east side of the I-215 freeway, in the southeast part of MARB, it was not expected to affect 
the Project’s study area and therefore was not included in the cumulative project list. 

In addition, the traffic analysis prepared for the Project also included a cumulative (2040) 
conditions analysis which was prepared using the regional travel demand model RIVCOM. This 
regional travel demand model includes all projects anticipated to be completed by the year 2045, 
and thereby included the cargo facility along with other cumulative developments in the region. 
The air quality and noise analyses for the proposed Project are based on the results of the traffic 
analysis.  

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.5:  

The commenter expresses concerns on informed consent by residents in regard to nearby air 
traffic. As outlined in the DEIR, Section 5.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials (pp 5.9-22 - 5.9-
23) the Project will comply with the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) recommended 
conditions of approval, which include the provision of informational brochures for prospective 
purchasers and tenants. Specifically, Condition #3 states: 

"The 'Notice of Airport in Vicinity' that was provided in the ALUC Staff Report for the Project 
shall be provided to all prospective purchasers and occupants of the property and be 
recorded as a deed notice." 

This condition ensures that all prospective tenants are informed about the proximity of the Project 
to the March Air Reserve Base and the potential for increased air traffic. By complying with this 
condition, the Project ensures transparency and provides necessary information to future tenants 
about existing and future air traffic, similar to the disclosure requirements for homeowners. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.6:  

The commenter expresses concerns regarding deviations and changes to the Project. As outlined 
in Response 4.1 above, the DEIR Section 3.0 Project Description (pp. 3.0-1 - 3.0-28) accurately 
reflects the proposed Project. All of the plans have remained unchanged. There have been no 
deviations, waivers, or changes proposed by the owner to the project description outlined and 
described in Section 3.0 Project Description of the DEIR. There are no proposed changes to the 
plans or Project Description of the EIR. The Project also does not include any proposed variances 
or waivers from any code standards. 

Any future changes to the Project will follow a structured process as outlined by the City's planning 
and development regulations. Any significant modifications to the Project that could alter its 
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environmental impact would require additional review under the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA). This process ensures that potential impacts are adequately assessed and mitigated 
if necessary. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.7:  

The commenter expresses concerns about the Project’s change in ownership and potential bias 
in the preparation of the DEIR. A change in ownership does not change the proposed Project. 
Only changes to the proposed Project (plans or entitlements) as described in DEIR Section 3.0 
Project Description (pp. 3.0-1 - 3.0-28) would warrant re-evaluation pursuant to CEQA and a 
possible revised EIR and re-circulation to the public for review. Any future developer would be 
required to implement the proposed Project as described in the DEIR and implement all design 
considerations and mitigation measures in the EIR, as well as the City’s issued conditions of 
approval, for the Project.  

The DEIR was not written in bias to support the owner. In contrast, the EIR reflects the lead 
agency’s independent judgement and analysis, as required pursuant to CEQA (Guidelines 
Section 15090). It is not up to staff to approve the Project, but for consideration by the elected 
City Council members that represent the residents of Riverside. A property owner has the right to 
submit an application for development on their privately owned property, including but not limited 
to construction of new structures or buildings, alterations to building exteriors or site design, and 
operation of new and/or different uses. The City is obligated to review and process all submitted 
entitlement applications pursuant to State law and the Municipal Code.  

The commenter also expresses concern with the height of the proposed buildings.  DEIR Section 
5.1 Aesthetics (pp. 5.1-1 - 5.1-24) includes an analysis of the height of the project as well as 
massing.  

As outlined in DEIR Section 3.0 Project Description (pp. 3.0-1 - 3.0-24), and Section 5.9 Land 
Use and Planning (pp. 5.11-1 - 5.11-65), the Project has been designed to comply with the 
relevant planning and zoning regulations of the City of Riverside. The Project's consistency with 
the General Plan, the Mission Grove Specific Plan and other local plans has been thoroughly 
evaluated. 

The DEIR ensures that any future developer must comply with all aspects of the environmental 
analysis and mitigation measures included in the EIR. This compliance is enforced through the 
City’s approval processes and conditions of approval, which are legally binding on the developer, 
regardless of any change in ownership. The City’s planning and regulatory framework ensures 
continuity and adherence to the EIR's stipulations. 

The Project’s design, including the proposed height and layout, has been assessed for its visual 
and community impacts in Section 5.1 Aesthetics (pp. 5.1-1 - 5.1-24). The analysis includes 



   
 

2.0-66                                                                                                                                 

considerations of the Project's fit within the existing Mission Grove Specific Plan and addresses 
potential visual impacts and community concerns. 

The EIR process includes public review and comment periods, ensuring that the residents of 
Riverside, including those in Mission Grove, have opportunities to voice their concerns and have 
them addressed. The DEIR process adheres to CEQA’s requirements for transparency and public 
participation, ensuring that all voices are considered. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.8:  

The commenter’s comment and/or question related to amenities available for public use is not an 
issue that is required to be discussed or analyzed pursuant to CEQA. However, the following 
response and information is provided. The DEIR provides a detailed description of the Project’s 
amenities and their intended use. As outlined in Section 3.0 Project Description (p. 3.0-15), the 
Project includes several amenities such as a dog park, recreational areas, and landscaped open 
spaces designed for the use of the residents of the apartment complex. 

The dog park and other amenities are intended to enhance the quality of life for residents within 
the development. These facilities are not specifically designed for public use but are part of the 
private residential complex's offerings. This is standard for many residential developments where 
amenities are provided for the convenience and enjoyment of residents. 

However, the Project will also contribute to the overall community by improving the local 
infrastructure and providing landscaped areas that align with the City's aesthetic and recreational 
goals. The DEIR ensures that the Project's design is consistent with the City’s General Plan and 
the Mission Grove Specific Plan, contributing positively to the community while primarily serving 
its residents.  Additionally, the Project would be required to pay impact fees, including the Trail 
Development Fee, Local Park Development Fee, Aquatic Facility Fee, and Regional Parks and 
Reserve Parks Development Fee per the Riverside Municipal Code Chapters (RMC) 16.44, 
16.60, and 16.76. As detailed in RMC Chapter 16.44 and 16.76, the trail and regional park fees 
would be used solely for the acquisition of new parkland or trails. Local park fees could be used 
by the City to purchase new parkland and for upgrading existing neighborhood and community 
park facilities. (p. 5.16-5.) 

The comment and/or question provided does not pertain to the environmental analysis, findings, 
or conclusions presented in the DEIR. As it does not introduce new information, evidence, or 
concerns related to the environmental impacts assessed in the DEIR, nor does it reflect on the 
adequacy or content of the DEIR, it is deemed not relevant to the DEIR process. As outlined in 
the CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 (Evaluation of and Response to Comments), (a) the lead 
agency shall respond to comments raising significant environmental issues received during the 
comment period and (c), the level of detailed contained in the response may correspond to the 
level of detail provided in the comment (i.e., responses to general comments may be general). 
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Therefore, no changes to the DEIR are required based on this comment. This comment is noted 
for the record.   

Response 4.9:  

The commenter asks about Project alternatives. Rewriting the Project's objectives to less 
ambitious goals would fundamentally alter the scope and purpose of the Project. The current 
objectives are crafted to ensure that the Project aligns with the City's broader goals for growth, 
sustainability, and community improvement as detailed in the City’s General Plan. These 
objectives also guide the environmental analysis, ensuring that the Project's impacts are 
thoroughly evaluated and mitigated. 

While alternative uses were considered during the planning process, the selected objectives and 
proposed Project were determined to be the most beneficial for meeting the community's needs 
and aligning with the City's development goals. DEIR Section 7.0 Alternatives (pp. 7.0-1 - 7.0-29) 
discusses various alternatives and the reasons for their selection or rejection, ensuring that the 
most viable and beneficial option was chosen. 

The objective the commenter is referring to is outlined in DEIR Section 3.0 Project Description (p. 
3.0-27) as follows: 

“In furtherance of the City’s Climate Action Plan, replace aging building construction with green 
building practices and other sustainable development methods.” 

The existing K-Mart building was built in 1991. As new construction is required to be compliant 
with the current building code, the Project would be more energy efficient in its construction and 
operations, and therefore would assist in meeting the City’s Climate Action Plan, by replacing 
older building construction with newer and more green building practices and other more 
sustainable development methods. To further clarify this objective, DEIR Section 3.0 Project 
Description (p. 3.0-23) and Section 7.0 Alternatives to the Proposed Project (p. 7.0-1) are revised 
as follows: 

“In furtherance of the City’s Climate Action Plan, replace aging older building construction with 
newer and more green building practices and other sustainable development methods.” 

It should be noted that even with this revision to the DEIR, no change to the significance 
conclusions presented in the DEIR will result. Accordingly, this comment and the subsequent 
DEIR revisions do not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, do not 
provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and do not 
reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and 
revisions to the DEIR have been made as noted. 

Response 4.10:  

The commenter expresses concerns that they do not see pedestrians or bicyclists in this area 
regularly, and questions the focus on encouraging walkability. The commenter’s comment related 
to observations of pedestrians is not an issue that is required to be discussed or analyzed 
pursuant to CEQA. However, the following response and information is provided. The DEIR 
addresses the Project's goal of encouraging walkability and enhancing pedestrian connectivity in 
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Section 3.0 Project Description (pp. 3.0-23 - 3.0-24). The Project includes design features aimed 
at promoting walkability and bicycle use, such as pedestrian pathways, bicycle lanes, and 
connections to existing sidewalks and bike routes. These features are intended to create a more 
pedestrian-friendly environment and encourage alternative modes of transportation. 

While the goal of encouraging walkability is primarily focused on residents of the new 
development, the improvements to pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure will benefit the broader 
community, including nearby residents and visitors to the area. By enhancing the connectivity and 
safety of pedestrian and bicycle pathways, the Project aims to make walking and biking more 
attractive and viable options for everyone in the vicinity. 

The evidence supporting the potential increase in walking and biking to the existing shopping 
center and other nearby destinations is based on urban planning principles and studies that 
demonstrate how improved infrastructure can lead to increased use of non-motorized 
transportation. The DEIR includes references to these principles and provides a rationale for the 
anticipated benefits. For instance, the presence of well-designed pedestrian pathways and bicycle 
lanes has been shown to encourage more people to choose walking or biking over driving, as 
detailed in various urban planning studies cited in the DEIR. 

Furthermore, the Project aligns with the City’s broader goals of promoting sustainable 
transportation and reducing vehicle miles traveled (VMT), as outlined in the City’s General Plan 
and other planning documents. By improving the pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, the Project 
contributes to these goals and enhances the overall walkability of the area. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.11:  

The commenter asked if changing the objectives would allow for other options to be considered 
and what the definition of an objective is.   

The City of Riverside, as the lead agency, has broad discretion to formulate project objectives. 
The objectives of the Project, as outlined in DEIR Section 3.0 Project Description (pp. 3.0-23 - 
3.0-24) are designed to address specific needs and goals identified by both the Project proponent 
and the City of Riverside. These objectives include providing high-quality residential units, 
enhancing the local housing supply, and contributing to the overall development goals of the 
community. The objectives guide the scope and nature of the environmental analysis conducted 
in the DEIR. 

From an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) perspective, project objectives are crucial as they 
define the purpose and need for the project, shaping the analysis of potential environmental 
impacts and the consideration of project alternatives. Changing the objectives can potentially lead 
to different project configurations and, consequently, different environmental impacts and 
mitigation measures. 
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Project objectives in an EIR set the framework for the entire environmental analysis. They provide 
a clear statement of what the project intends to achieve and help in evaluating whether the 
proposed project and its alternatives can meet these goals. Objectives also help in determining 
the feasibility of various alternatives and ensuring that the chosen project aligns with broader 
planning and policy goals. While a lead agency may not provide an artificially narrow definition of 
a project’s objectives, it may structure its EIR alternatives analysis around a reasonable definition 
of underlying purpose and need not study alternatives that cannot achieve that basic goal. 

DEIR Section 7.0 Alternatives (pp. 7.0-1 - 7.0-29) discusses the range of alternatives considered 
for the Project. The alternatives analysis is designed to provide a reasonable range of options 
that could feasibly attain most of the basic project objectives while reducing significant 
environmental impacts. This section ensures that the EIR evaluates different scenarios and 
identifies the environmentally superior alternative. 

Changing the Project’s objectives could indeed allow for other options to be considered. However, 
the current objectives were properly developed to address identified community needs, align with 
the Mission Grove Specific Plan, and promote sustainable development. Any modification to the 
objectives would require a re-evaluation of the Project’s purpose and need, potentially leading to 
a different set of alternatives and a revised environmental analysis. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.12:  
The commenter expresses concerns that other locations were not considered for the Project. The 
DEIR addresses the consideration of an alternative site, Alternative 4, in Section 7.0 Alternatives 
(pp. 7.0-22 - 7.0-27). The selection of alternative sites for analysis in an EIR is based on their 
ability to feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the Project while avoiding or substantially 
lessening any significant environmental effects. The DEIR explains that alternative sites were 
evaluated based on several criteria, including the availability of suitably sized parcels, the 
feasibility of development, and the alignment with the Project’s objectives and the City’s planning 
goals. The analysis concluded that no other sites within the vicinity could provide the same level 
of benefits and feasibility as the proposed Project site. The DEIR specifically addresses the 
reasoning behind the selection of the proposed site and the rejection of other potential sites in 
Section 7.0 (p. 7.0-27). The analysis demonstrates that the chosen site best meets the Project’s 
objectives while ensuring compliance with CEQA requirements. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.13:  
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The commenter requests provision of CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091 and 15093 to the public. 
The commentor’s comment related to access to CEQA Guidelines is not an issue that is required 
to be discussed or analyzed pursuant to CEQA. However, the following response and information 
is provided.  

The CEQA Guidelines are publicly available at: https://opr.ca.gov/ceqa/guidelines/ and 
https://www.califaep.org/statute_and_guidelines.php. 

CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091 and 15093 outline the requirements for findings and overriding 
considerations when approving projects that have significant environmental impacts, as 
summarized below. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 - Findings: This section requires that public agencies must make 
specific findings before approving a project that has been analyzed in an Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) and found to have significant environmental impacts. The findings must: 

1. Identify each significant effect. 

2. Discuss whether the effect can be mitigated, and if so, adopt mitigation measures. 

3. If mitigation measures or alternatives are infeasible, explain why. 

4. State whether the impact is unavoidable even after the adoption of mitigation measures. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15093 - Statement of Overriding Considerations: This section allows a 
public agency to approve a project with significant and unavoidable impacts if it determines that 
the project’s benefits outweigh those impacts. The agency must: 

• Balance the economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of the proposed 
project against its unavoidable environmental risks. 

• Make a Statement of Overriding Considerations if it concludes that the benefits justify 
approving the project despite significant environmental impacts. 

The findings required by Section 15091 and the Statement of Overriding Considerations under 
Section 15093 are made available to the public as part of the environmental review process, 
ensuring transparency and adherence to CEQA requirements. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.14: 

The commenter requests clarification of the term “less than significant” The determination of "less 
than significant" impacts within the DEIR is based on a thorough environmental analysis 
conducted by qualified professionals and consultants in accordance with CEQA guidelines. These 
determinations are supported by data, modeling, and established thresholds for significance as 
defined by local, state, and federal regulations. 

Process of Determination: 

https://opr.ca.gov/ceqa/guidelines/
https://www.califaep.org/statute_and_guidelines.php
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Environmental Analysis: The DEIR includes a comprehensive assessment of potential 
environmental impacts across various resource areas, such as air quality, noise, traffic, and 
biological resources. This analysis is detailed in Sections 5.1 through 5.20 of the DEIR. 

Significance Thresholds: For each resource area, specific significance thresholds are defined 
based on regulatory standards, scientific data, and guidelines provided by agencies such as the 
California Air Resources Board (CARB), California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), and 
local ordinances. These thresholds are used to evaluate the potential impacts of the Project. 

Impact Assessment: The environmental consultants analyze the Project’s potential impacts 
against these thresholds. If the impacts are below these thresholds, they are considered "less 
than significant." If impacts exceed the thresholds, mitigation measures are proposed to reduce 
them to less than significant levels whenever feasible. 

The analysis and determination of impact significance were conducted by environmental 
professionals and consultants with expertise in various resource areas.  The draft DEIR 
undergoes a rigorous review process, including public comments and review by lead and 
responsible agencies. The final determination of significance is made by the lead agency, in this 
case, the City of Riverside, based on the comprehensive analysis provided by the environmental 
consultants and the input received during the public review process. 

The comment provided does not pertain to the environmental analysis, findings, or conclusions 
presented in the DEIR. As it does not introduce new information, evidence, or concerns related 
to the environmental impacts assessed in the DEIR, nor does it reflect on the adequacy or content 
of the DEIR, it is deemed not relevant to the DEIR process. Therefore, no changes to the DEIR 
are required based on this comment. This comment is noted for the record.   

Response 4.15: 

The commenter expresses concerns regarding the Project’s lack of mitigation under Threshold E 
under Hazards and Hazardous materials as well as the finding of “less than significant”. The DEIR 
considers the proximity of the Project to the March Air Reserve Base/Inland Port Airport and 
evaluates the potential safety hazards associated with this proximity. The detailed analysis is 
provided in Section 5.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials (pp. 5.9-14 - 5.9-24). The analysis 
considers factors such as residential and non-residential density, existing safety measures, and 
the recommendations of the Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC). 

The DEIR concludes that the Project would have a significant and unavoidable impact under 
Threshold E because it is located within the vicinity of the March Air Reserve Base/Inland Port 
Airport. This location poses potential safety hazards for residents and workers in the Project area 
due to the increased risk associated with air traffic operations. 

Mitigation Measures: The DEIR discusses recommended conditions from the ALUC, which 
include: 

• Informational brochures for prospective purchasers and tenants. 

• Deed notices to ensure that all occupants are aware of the proximity to the airport and the 
associated risks. 
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However, despite these measures, the potential safety hazard cannot be entirely mitigated due 
to the inherent risks of being located near an active airfield. Thus, the impact remains significant 
and unavoidable. 

While the DEIR identifies the impact under Threshold E as significant and unavoidable, it also 
states that no additional mitigation is required beyond the measures recommended by the ALUC. 
The "less than significant" determination mentioned in the comment refers to the overall 
assessment of residential impacts, where the DEIR considers other factors, such as noise and air 
quality, which are mitigated to less than significant levels. 

The DEIR’s conclusion of "less than significant" for residential impacts pertains to these other 
factors, which are adequately mitigated. The safety hazards related to airport proximity, however, 
are a distinct issue where mitigation measures cannot fully address the potential risks. 

The determination of significant and unavoidable impacts under Threshold E is based on a 
thorough analysis of the Project’s proximity to the airport and the associated safety hazards. The 
Project is allowed to be considered under CEQA regulations, which permit the approval of projects 
with significant and unavoidable impacts if a Statement of Overriding Considerations is adopted, 
demonstrating that the benefits of the Project outweigh these impacts. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.16: 

The commenter expresses that they disagree with the findings of Threshold A under Land Use 
and Planning and the lack of community involvement in the process. The DEIR analysis under 
Threshold A of Section 5.11 Land Use and Planning (p. 5.11-10) considers the Project's location, 
design, and compatibility with the surrounding community. The determination of "No Impact" 
under Threshold A is based on a thorough analysis of the Project's potential to divide the 
community.  The Project site is on an underused commercial property, and the proposed 
development aims to revitalize this area without disrupting the existing residential community. The 
Project includes design features that promote connectivity and integration with the surrounding 
areas, such as pedestrian pathways and open spaces that enhance community cohesion rather 
than divide it.  As such, the DEIR properly concludes there is no impact regarding potential to 
physically divide an established community. 

The proposed Project Applicant sent postcards to a total of 768 neighbors, many of whom 
extended beyond a 1,000-foot radius, which exceeded the 300-foot noticing radius employed by 
the City for an Applicant hosted Open House Community Meeting on September 12th, 2023, in a 
vacant space within the Mission Grove Plaza (Unit 1C). In addition, the proposed Project Applicant 
hosted the Mission Grove Neighborhood Alliance’s (MGNA) monthly meeting on October 9th, 
2023, at the Mission Grove Plaza and provided refreshments and seating for 163 attendees. Prior 
to hosting the October 9th, 2023, MGNA meeting, the proposed Project Applicant attended the 
September 11th, 2023, MGNA meeting to extend the invitation to host the following month’s 
meeting. Moreover, the proposed Project Applicant attended the May 29th, 2024, MGNA meeting 
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at the Canyon Crest Country Club to engage with MGNA executive committee prior to the DEIR 
public comment period deadline. The Project Applicant also met with two MGNA members on 
June 11, 2024. Thus, the proposed Project Applicant has put forth several efforts both before and 
during the DEIR public review period to notify and engage with the public and local community, 
providing the public with several opportunities to participate in the Project’s planning and 
development process. 

 The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.17: 

The commenter expresses concerns on the number of residents projected for the Project and 
asks whether this would only be possible if the Project’s land use was “waived”. The commenter’s 
comment related to number of residents and question about land use being “waived” is not an 
issue that is required to be discussed or analyzed pursuant to CEQA. However, the following 
response and information is provided. The DEIR analysis under Threshold A of Section 5.14 
Population and Housing (p. 5.14-4) considers several factors to determine the potential for 
unplanned population growth, such as consistency with the City’s General Plan. The General Plan 
anticipates growth and provides a framework for accommodating new development in a planned 
and orderly manner. 

The Project proposes the construction of 347 residential units, which is anticipated to add 
approximately 829 new residents to the area. This growth is within the scope of what the General 
Plan has anticipated for this area. The Project's location on an underutilized commercial property 
ensures that it leverages existing infrastructure and does not necessitate extensive new 
infrastructure, which could otherwise lead to unplanned growth. 

The DEIR concludes that the Project’s impact on population growth is less than significant 
because the growth is planned and managed within the existing land use framework. The addition 
of new residents is consistent with the City’s long-term planning goals and does not represent 
unplanned or uncontrolled growth. Although the Project is expected to introduce new residents, it 
includes measures to ensure adequate infrastructure, public services, and amenities to 
accommodate this growth without causing significant adverse impacts. 

The Project has been designed to fit within the existing community and align with the City’s 
broader goals for sustainable growth. This includes ensuring that the necessary infrastructure and 
public services are in place to support the new residents, thereby preventing any substantial 
unplanned population growth. 

The DEIR's determination of "Less than significant" impact under Threshold A is based on a 
comprehensive analysis of the Project’s consistency with the General Plan, the adequacy of 
existing infrastructure, and the managed approach to accommodating new residents. The Project 
does not induce substantial unplanned population growth but rather contributes to the planned 
development framework set by the City. 
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The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.18: 

The commenter questions why the Project is being considered if the Threshold A finding would 
be “significant and unavoidable”. The analysis under Threshold B can be found in Section 5.17 
Transportation and Traffic (pp 5.17-13 - 5.17-21). The DEIR identifies significant and unavoidable 
impacts related to VMT because the Project would likely increase the number of vehicle miles 
traveled in the area. Despite efforts to reduce VMT through project design and mitigation 
measures, the impacts cannot be entirely mitigated to less than significant levels. 

The DEIR proposes mitigation measures such as enhancing pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, 
promoting transit use, and implementing transportation demand management strategies. These 
measures aim to reduce VMT to the extent feasible. Even with these mitigation measures, the 
DEIR concludes that the residual impact on VMT remains significant and unavoidable due to the 
inherent nature of adding a new residential development in the area. 

Despite the significant and unavoidable impact related to VMT, the Project is being considered 
for several reasons. The Project provides substantial benefits, including the addition of high-
quality residential units, which contribute to the housing supply in Riverside. The need for housing 
and the benefits associated with meeting this demand are considered in the decision-making 
process. CEQA allows projects with significant and unavoidable impacts to be approved if the 
lead agency adopts a Statement of Overriding Considerations. This statement documents that 
the benefits of the Project outweigh the unavoidable environmental impacts. The DEIR process 
includes opportunities for public comment and involvement. The Project has been reviewed by 
the community, and mitigation measures have been proposed to address concerns to the extent 
feasible. 

The determination of “Significant and unavoidable” impacts under Threshold B is based on a 
comprehensive analysis of the Project’s VMT impacts. The DEIR outlines the mitigation measures 
proposed and explains why these measures cannot fully mitigate the impact to less than 
significant levels. The Project is considered because the benefits, such as addressing housing 
needs, are deemed to outweigh the significant and unavoidable impacts. A Statement of 
Overriding Considerations will be adopted if the Project is approved. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.19: 

The commenter directs the reader to “refer to questions/concerns that follow for available water 
supply,” thus refer to responses that follow, accordingly. 
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The comment provided does not pertain to the environmental analysis, findings, or conclusions 
presented in the DEIR. As it does not introduce new information, evidence, or concerns related 
to the environmental impacts assessed in the DEIR, nor does it reflect on the adequacy or content 
of the DEIR, it is deemed not relevant to the DEIR process. Therefore, no changes to the DEIR 
are required based on this comment. This comment is noted for the record. 

Response 4.20: 

The commenter asks if the CEQA Guideline 15121 can be provided for review. As outlined in 
Response 4.13 above, the CEQA Guidelines are publicly available at: 
https://opr.ca.gov/ceqa/guidelines/ and https://www.califaep.org/statute_and_guidelines.php. 
The commenter’s comment related to the CEQA Guidelines are not an issue that is required to 
be discussed or analyzed pursuant to CEQA. However, the following response and information is 
provided. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15121 outlines the requirements for the EIR to ensure that the 
document provides sufficient information for public review and decision-making regarding the 
environmental impacts of a proposed project. This section specifies the content and purpose of 
the EIR, emphasizing the need for thorough analysis and public accessibility. 

The DEIR for the proposed Project has been prepared in accordance with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15121, ensuring comprehensive and accessible information is provided to the public and 
decision makers. The DEIR includes detailed analyses of environmental impacts, feasible 
mitigation measures, and alternatives to the proposed Project, as required by CEQA. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.21: 

The commenter questions how a threshold finding of “unavoidable and significant” would allow 
for the Project to be considered with no mitigation measures provided as well as how the finding 
of “less than significant” was found. The DEIR acknowledges that the Project may have significant 
and unavoidable impacts related to Hazards and Land Use & Planning despite proposed 
mitigation measures. This is a standard part of the CEQA process, which aims to provide a 
transparent and thorough analysis of potential environmental impacts, and it also outlines the 
rationale for considering such projects. 

The Project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to inconsistency with 
applicable airport land use compatibility criteria of the March Air Reserve Base/Inland Port Airport 
Land Use Compatibility Plan (MARB/IPA LUCP) and applicable GP 2025 Policies CCM-11.1, LU-
22.3, LU-22.5, and LU-69.1 related to the MARB/IPA LUCP.  

Under CEQA, a project with significant and unavoidable impacts can still be approved if the lead 
agency adopts a Statement of Overriding Considerations. This statement justifies the project's 
approval by balancing its benefits against the unavoidable adverse environmental impacts. The 

https://opr.ca.gov/ceqa/guidelines/
https://www.califaep.org/statute_and_guidelines.php
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City of Riverside, as the Lead Agency, considers several factors in this decision such as project 
benefits, CEQA compliance, and public involvement.  

The determination of "Less than significant" residual impacts refers to impacts that can be fully 
mitigated through proposed measures. For significant and unavoidable impacts, the DEIR clearly 
states that even with mitigation, certain impacts cannot be reduced to less than significant levels, 
and these are transparently disclosed. 

The DEIR's identification of significant and unavoidable impacts is a result of rigorous 
environmental analysis and compliance with CEQA guidelines. The Project is being considered 
because its benefits are deemed to outweigh the significant adverse impacts, as justified in a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations. The DEIR ensures full disclosure and public 
participation, providing a comprehensive basis for decision making. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.22: 

The commenter asks how the project is addressing growth inducing impacts and to describe 
measures to reduce or lessen potential impacts. Page 2.0-7 of the DEIR does not include the 
analysis of growth inducing impacts. This information  is located elsewhere in the DEIR. Ppage 
2.0-7 includes a description of the overall format and contents of the DEIR. The DEIR addresses 
the potential growth-inducing impacts of the Project in Section 6.0 Other CEQA Considerations 
(pp. 6.0-9 - 6.0-10), and concluded that the Project is anticipated to contribute only approximately 
1.4 percent of the anticipated population growth in the 6th Cycle Housing Element Technical 
Background Report. The approximate 1.4 percent incremental increase would be a less than 
significant increase and would not exceed both the estimated projection and the maximum 
projection of the City’s General Plan 2025 EIR growth projections. The proposed Project would 
not spur population growth, rather, it is growth accommodating. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.23: 

The commenter questions how the lead agency complied with findings and mitigation. The lead 
agency, in this case, the City of Riverside, has complied with CEQA requirements for findings and 
mitigation through a structured process that ensures all significant environmental impacts 
identified in the DEIR are addressed. This process includes the preparation of Findings and a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations, as outlined in Section 1.0 Executive Summary (p. 1.0-
6). 

For each significant impact identified in the DEIR, the City has made the required findings based 
on substantial evidence. These findings are documented in the Final EIR. When approving a 
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project with significant and unavoidable impacts, the City must adopt a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations. This statement sets forth the specific social, economic, or other reasons that 
justify proceeding with the Project despite its significant environmental effects.  

The City of Riverside has complied with CEQA requirements by preparing detailed findings for 
each significant impact, adopting a Statement of Overriding Considerations. These steps ensure 
that the Project’s environmental impacts are mitigated to the extent feasible and that the benefits 
of the Project justify proceeding despite any unavoidable impacts. 

The City of Riverside has complied with CEQA requirements by preparing a Mitigation Measure 
Reporting Program to appropriately track the implementation of mitigation measures and the 
responsible parties for those measures.  

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.24: 

The commenter questions why the nearby apartment complexes were not included in the Project 
location description. The DEIR provides a detailed description of the Project location in Section 
3.0 Project Description, (pp. 3.0-1 - 3.0-3). The Project location is defined as the site where the 
new development will occur. This includes the boundaries of the specific parcel of land and the 
immediate context necessary to understand the environmental impacts of the Project. Multi-family 
residences to the north, across Alessandro Boulevard, are mentioned on p. 3.0-1.  However,  
nearby existing apartments are not directly adjacent uses, and thus, are not discussed in detail in 
the Project location section to maintain clarity in the analysis.  Multi-family residences near the 
Project site are also discussed in detail in Section 5.9, regarding consistency of the Project with 
surrounding development in Zone C2. (pp. 5.9-22 – 5.9-23.)  

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.25: 

This comment is a repeat of comment 4.24; therefore, the response to comment 4.24 is the same 
as outlined above. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.26: 

The commenter requests clarification on TPM 38598 and would like to know why it was not part 
of the DEIR. Tentative Parcel Map (TPM) 38598, discussed in Section 3.0 Project Description (p. 
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3.0-14), is proposed to create legal parcels to support financing and conveyance of the Project. 
This involves subdividing the existing parcel into two distinct parcels. The DEIR does include TPM 
38598 as part of the Project description, but it does not discuss the TPM in detail within the 
environmental impact sections. The reason for this is explicitly stated in Section 3.3.4: the TPM 
itself is for legal and financial structuring purposes and does not have a direct environmental 
impact. Therefore, detailed environmental analysis specific to the TPM is not required. The 
primary focus of the DEIR is on the physical development and operational aspects of the Project 
that could have direct environmental impacts. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.27:  

The commenter expresses concerns on the use of “averaging” within landscape setbacks. The 
commenter requests information regarding parking approvals by the City, the definition of tandem 
parking spaces, and proposed ideas for parking when residents do not pay for the parking. The 
commenter’s comments related to how landscape setbacks are calculated, how tandem spaces 
are defined, and if residents do not pay for parking are not an issue that is required to be discussed 
or analyzed pursuant to CEQA. However, the following response and information is provided. 

The Project’s design is reviewed in DEIR Section 3.0 Project Description (pp. 3.0-15 - 3.0-17).  
The Project meets the required landscape setbacks. 

A 15% parking reduction request has been outlined for the Project site as noted in the Project’s 
Specific Plan Amendment, per City of Riverside Municipal Code 19.580.060.C.2.b. This reduction 
is subject to approval by the City. The DEIR discusses the rationale for this reduction, which 
includes considerations of promoting alternative transportation methods, enhancing pedestrian 
and bicycle infrastructure, and reducing reliance on private vehicles. 

Additionally, the Project can still provide the required number of spaces (before the 15% 
reduction), with the inclusion of the 91 shared spaces. 

The City's parking requirements are established to ensure adequate parking for residents and 
visitors while managing traffic and land use efficiently. The proposed reduction aims to balance 
these objectives with broader sustainability goals, such as reducing vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 
and encouraging the use of public transit and other non-motorized transportation options. The 
City’s approval process includes a thorough review to ensure that the reduction does not 
negatively impact the community and meets the intent of the original code. The Project provides 
the required number of spaces (before the 15% reduction) with the inclusion of the 91 shared 
spaces. A parking analysis was conducted for the proposed Project and demonstrated there 
would be no shortage of parking. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 
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Response 4.28: 

The commenter requests a definition of tandem parking spaces, asks about overflow parking 
spaces, and questions if nearby businesses have been informed of the increased parking 
demands. The commenter’s question related to whether or not the nearby business have been 
informed of the commenters assumed increased parking demands is not an issue that is required 
to be discussed or analyzed pursuant to CEQA. However, the following response and information 
is provided. Tandem parking spaces are defined as parking spaces arranged one behind the 
other, where one vehicle must be moved to allow the other vehicle to enter or exit. This layout 
differs from side-by-side parking, where each vehicle has an independent space. Parking 
information is confirmed in DEIR Section 3.0 Project Description (pp. 3.0-16 - 3.0-17). 

The DEIR outlines a comprehensive parking strategy to address the needs of the residents and 
minimize potential overflow into commercial parking areas. The Project includes a total of 513 
new parking spaces, with an additional 91 proposed spaces to be shared with the existing 
adjacent retail site. The layout and allocation of these spaces, including the use of tandem 
parking, are designed to maximize efficiency and meet the Project’s parking needs. Tandem 
parking spaces will be arranged front-to-back and are typically assigned to specific units to ensure 
coordinated use by tenants who agree to the arrangement. The Project includes a system where 
tenants can opt to pay for additional parking spaces beyond the one (1) parking stall provided to 
every unit within the rental unit fee, including tandem spaces (p. 5.17-18). This approach helps 
decrease or discourage vehicle ownership and ensure that parking spaces are used efficiently. 

The DEIR explains that the Project proponents have coordinated with adjacent businesses to 
inform them of the potential for increased parking demand. This communication ensures that 
business owners are aware of the Project’s parking arrangements and any potential impacts on 
their parking lots. The shared parking arrangement with the adjacent retail site will be formalized 
in a new covenant and restriction agreement between the residential developer and Mission 
Grove Plaza. This ensures that the shared parking is legally binding and clearly defined. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.29: 

The commenter questions whether the City or WMWD will be paying for utility improvements. The 
commenter’s question related to who will be paying for utility improvements is not an issue that is 
required to be discussed or analyzed pursuant to CEQA. However, the following response and 
information is provided. The responsibility for funding and implementing utility improvements 
typically involves coordination between the Project developer, the City of Riverside, and the 
Western Municipal Water District (WMWD). The Project developer is generally responsible for the 
initial costs associated with utility improvements directly related to the new development. This 
includes on-site infrastructure and connections to existing utility systems. The City and WMWD 
may participate in funding improvements if the upgrades provide broader benefits to the 
community or enhance regional infrastructure. These contributions are often part of agreements 
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and partnerships established during the Project approval process. In this case, the Project 
developer is assuming full responsibility for these improvements. 

Please refer to Response 4.9.  

It should be noted that even with this revision to the DEIR, no change to the significance 
conclusions presented in the DEIR will result. Accordingly, this comment and the subsequent 
DEIR revisions do not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, do not 
provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and do not 
reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and 
revisions to the DEIR have been made as noted. 

Response 4.30: 

The commenter questions why the nearby apartments are not listed in the Project location 
description. The Project site setting, as described in Section 4.0 Environmental Setting (p. 4.0-1) 
of the DEIR provides a clear and focused description of the project parcel and its immediate 
surroundings. Multi-family residences to the north, across Alessandro Boulevard, are mentioned 
on p. 4.0-1.  However, while nearby apartments are included in the broader analysis of land use 
compatibility, they are not mentioned in the project site setting section because they are not 
directly adjacent uses. This does not imply an avoidance of discussion regarding existing 
apartments; rather, it ensures that the analysis remains focused on the immediate project area 
and its direct impacts.  

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.31: 

The commenter requests the following definition: 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15382:  

Definition of Significant Effect on the Environment: A significant effect on the environment is 
defined as a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical 
conditions within the area affected by the project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, 
ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance. 

For reference, the full text of CEQA Guidelines, including Section 15382, can be accessed online 
and is publicly available for download from the following website: 
https://www.califaep.org/statute_and_guidelines.php  

The DEIR for the proposed Project has been prepared in accordance with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15382, ensuring that all significant effects on the environment are thoroughly evaluated. 
The DEIR includes detailed analyses of environmental impacts, feasible mitigation measures, and 
alternatives to the proposed Project, as required by CEQA. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
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not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.32: 

The commenter requests  access to Appendices G and H. The proposed Project’s Notice of 
Availability of a DEIR indicates copies of the DEIR, which include all DEIR Appendices including 
Appendices G and H, had been made available for public viewing on the City’s website and at a 
number of City facilities, including: the Riverside City Hall, Community & Economic Development 
Department; the Riverside Main Public Library; and the Riverside Public Library. The Notice of 
Availability additionally included information on who to contact at the City if unable to access the 
electronic copy of the DEIR.  

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.33: 

The commenter questions whether the Project’s height and visibility were taken into account 
during the DEIR process. The DEIR addresses the visual character and aesthetic impacts of the 
Project in Section 5.1 Aesthetics (pp. 5.1-1 - 5.1-24). This section includes an analysis of how the 
Project will affect the visual landscape of the area, considering the height and design of the new 
buildings. 

The DEIR includes visual simulations and impact assessments to evaluate how the new buildings 
will be perceived from various vantage points. The Project’s design is evaluated for consistency 
with the City’s General Plan and zoning regulations, which consider appropriate building heights 
and architectural styles to ensure compatibility with the surrounding area. 

The visibility of the Project site from Alessandro Boulevard is partially blocked at various locations 
along Alessandro Boulevard by existing trees and buildings adjacent to and south of Alessandro 
Boulevard, between Alessandro Boulevard and the Project site, such as the Shell Gas Station, 
Circle K, Starbucks, Bank of America, McDonalds, etc. This determination is based on the 
analysis of sightlines and visual obstructions in the area. "Partial" visibility means that the Project 
will be visible from certain viewpoints along Alessandro Boulevard, but not fully or continuously 
visible from all points. Factors contributing to this partial visibility include existing landscaping, 
topography, and other structures that may obstruct views of the Project from certain angles. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.34: 

The commenter questions whether the proposed dog park will be for public use. The commenter 
also requests the definition of “enhance the aesthetics” and questions the Project’s proposed 
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impact on aesthetics. The commenter’s questions related to whether or not the dog park is for 
public use and to define “enhance the aesthetics” are not issues that are required to be discussed 
or analyzed pursuant to CEQA. However, the following response and information is provided. 

Please refer to Response 4.8. 

The term "enhance the aesthetics" refers to design and landscaping measures aimed at improving 
the visual appeal of the Project. Threshold C in Section 5.1 Aesthetics (p. 5.1-21) evaluates 
whether the Project would degrade existing public views of the site and its surrounding areas. 
The DEIR’s evaluation under Threshold C considers the potential visual impact of the 57-foot 
buildings and concludes that, with appropriate design and mitigation measures, the Project will 
not significantly degrade existing public views. The analysis is supported by visual simulations 
and a comprehensive assessment of architectural and landscaping enhancements. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.35: 

The commenter  expresses concerns regarding the proposed Project’s height. The DEIR 
addresses the compatibility of the proposed Project with the surrounding area in Section 5.1 
Aesthetics (pp. 5.1-2 - 5.1-3), including considerations of building height and visual character. The 
Project’s proposed buildings are designed to align with the City’s broader planning goals, even if 
there are no similar structures immediately adjacent to the Project site.  

The proposed Project includes buildings taller than the existing structures in the immediate 
vicinity. However, this does not conflict with the City’s long-term planning objectives, which may 
include accommodating higher density development in specific areas and the proposed buildings 
are below the maximum allowed within CR zone. The Project aims to provide high-quality 
residential units in an area designated for development, contributing to the City’s goals of 
increasing urban density and housing availability. Taller buildings can accommodate more 
residents within a smaller footprint, promoting efficient use of land and infrastructure.  The 
Project’s design and landscaping comply with the City’s Design Guidelines and Zoning Code and 
would not substantially degrade the existing visual character of the area. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.36: 

The commenter asks how it was determined that the project would not have substantial adverse 
impacts. The DEIR, Section 5.1 Aesthetics, Section 5.1.7 Cumulative Environmental Effects, (pp. 
5.1-23 – 5.1-24 outlines the analysis to support the conclusion that the potential cumulative 
impacts from the Project are less than significant. As outlined in the DEIR, (p. 5.1-24), the lighting 
elements have no plans to increase lumens nor the elevation of the proposed structures to 
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increase and impede visual character. All projects within the MARB/IPA LUCP Zone C or higher 
that propose solar panels would be required to ensure it would not result in solar glare impacts, 
they would be expected to take into account the potential for glare caused by solar array on the 
roof of the Project. The solar power system array would emit a green glint glare. As of 2021 the 
FAA issued a policy that does not find that green glare would no longer create a hazardous glare. 
Therefore, this would not result in a substantial adverse impact either on a Project specific basis 
related to light and glare, or a cumulative perspective.  

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.37: 

The commenter asks various questions regarding the installation, use, and performance of EV 
charging stations planned for the Project. The Project complies with the requirements for providing 
electric vehicle (EV) charging stations for new construction (p. 5.17-22). The Project more than 
complies with the requirements for EV charging stations, exceeding the minimum 26 stations 
required by providing 41 stations. While the primary purpose is to serve residents, the 
management of these stations, including public access and potential reduced rates through 
grants, will be determined by the property owner or management company. The Project can 
accommodate a variety of EV types, including Tesla vehicles, by providing appropriate connectors 
and adapters. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.38: 

The commenter questions where the recycling center will be relocated. The commenter’s question 
related to location of the recycling center is not an issue that is required to be discussed or 
analyzed pursuant to CEQA. However, the following response and information is provided. The 
DEIR includes information about the provision of recycling and waste collection facilities as part 
of the Project’s design to ensure that waste management needs are adequately addressed. 
Section 3.0 Project Description (p. 3.0-23) identifies Athens, which is one of three of the City’s 
franchise haulers (Burrtec, Athens, and CR&R), to provide solid waste disposal services for the 
Project. The Project will include designated areas for recycling and waste collection. There will be 
one set of trash and recycling chutes per building (5 sets of trash/recycling chutes total for the 
property). These areas are strategically located to ensure easy access for residents and efficient 
collection by waste management companies. The design of the recycling and collection locations 
takes into consideration the accessibility for waste management companies. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
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not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.39: 

The commenter questions the VMT analysis as well as the utility and usage of the constructed 
solar panels.  The DEIR analyzes both trip generation and VMT in Section 5.17 Transportation 
(pp. 5.17-9 – 5.17-11 and 5.17-13 - 5.17-22). The DEIR Section 5.3 Air Quality evaluates the 
potential increase in air pollution due to the additional vehicles introduced by the Project and 
assesses the project's consistency with the City’s General Plan 2025. 

The Project incorporates several strategies to mitigate increased VMT and associated air pollution 
including measures to reduce single-occupancy vehicle trips, such as a car-sharing program, 
bicycle facilities, and improved pedestrian infrastructure. The proposed Project location increases 
the potential for people to walk and bike to surrounding retail and commercial uses and thereby 
aids in promoting connectivity to these nearby destinations The Project also enhances access to 
public transportation to encourage residents to use transit options instead of personal vehicles. 
As noted previously, the Project provides 41 EV charging stations, exceeding the required 
minimum. This promotes the use of electric vehicles, which have lower emissions compared to 
conventional vehicles. 

Emissions from vehicles are not associated with how many parking spaces there are, rather the 
number of vehicle trips generated by the Project and trip length. The air quality analysis that was 
completed for the Project and outlined in the DEIR, Section 5.3 Air Quality, was based on the trip 
generation and VMT outlined in those technical reports (Appendix I) and in the DEIR Section 5.17 
Transportation. As outlined in the DEIR, Section 5.3 (pp. 5.3-25 -5.3- 29), the Project would not 
result in or cause NAAQS or CAAQS violations, would not conflict with the AQMP, and would not 
result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutants for construction or 
operations, and thus would not have significant impacts. Further, the DEIR ensures that the 
Project aligns with the City’s General Plan 2025, which includes policies and goals aimed at 
reducing air pollution and managing transportation impacts. The Project’s mitigation measures, 
and design elements are consistent with these policies, supporting the City’s broader objectives 
for sustainable development and environmental protection. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.40: 

The commenter questions whether the Project’s solar panels comply with Riverside’s “Green 
Power projects”. The DEIR discusses the integration of solar power as part of the Project’s energy 
conservation features, discussed in Section 5.6 Energy (p. 5.6-16). The inclusion of solar power 
supports the Project’s alignment with both state and local environmental goals, including 
compliance with California’s Green Building Standards (CALGreen) and Building and Energy 
Efficiency Standards for new buildings. These regulations include mandates for solar readiness 
and the integration of photovoltaic systems to meet part of the building's energy needs.  
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The solar power generated by the Project is intended to reduce the development's overall energy 
consumption. This includes powering common areas and potentially offsetting the energy use of 
individual residential units. The specific allocation of solar power to individual tenants and the 
impact on tenant billing will depend on the system’s design and the agreements put in place by 
the property management. Solar power is often used to power common areas such as lobbies, 
gyms, and outdoor lighting, reducing the overall operational costs. The solar power generated 
may also be used to offset the energy consumption of the building’s management and operational 
needs, such as office spaces, maintenance facilities, and other non-residential areas of the 
complex. 

“Green Projects” are identified on the City of Riverside, Public Works, Green Projects website 
(located at https://riversideca.gov/publicworks/sewer/green-projects) which identifies two green 
projects at the Riverside Water Quality Control Plant (RWQCP) that use byproducts of the sewage 
treatment process to produce energy: Cogeneration and Biosolids. The Project’s wastewater/ 
sewer will be conveyed to and treated at the RWQCP. The Project’s Sewer Study (Appendix J) 
concluded that the RWQCP’s Master Plan Update proposed improvement project is adequate to 
meet the requirements of the proposed development for areas included in the City’s hydraulic 
model and no changes to the Master Plan Update are needed for the proposed Project. Therefore, 
the project’s sewer generation would contribute to these City “Green Projects” at the RWQCP that 
produce energy. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.41: 

Please refer to Response 4.37.  

California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24, Part 11, also known as the California Green 
Building Standards Code (CALGreen), includes specific requirements for electric vehicle (EV) 
charging infrastructure in new construction projects. The DEIR ensures that the Project will 
comply with these requirements, providing adequate EV charging facilities as mandated. 

CALGreen mandates that new multi-family residential buildings include a certain number of EV 
charging stations based on the total number of parking spaces. For residential buildings, at least 
10 percent of the total parking spaces must be equipped with EV charging infrastructure. The 
Project exceeds the minimum requirements set by CALGreen by providing 41 EV charging 
stations, which is well above the minimum required number of 26 stations. This demonstrates the 
Project’s commitment to sustainability and support for electric vehicle usage. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.42: 

https://riversideca.gov/publicworks/sewer/green-projects


   
 

2.0-86                                                                                                                                 

The commenter questions whether the Project complies with and exceed applicable measures 
from the RRG-CAP. The Project complies with and, in several areas, exceeds the measures 
identified in the Riverside Restorative Growthprint Plan in Section 5.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
(pp. 5.8-28 - 5.8-29), as demonstrated in Table 5.8-7 (pp. 5.8-35 – 5.8-40). In addition, the Project 
will comply with SR-2 and SR-13 as regulatory requirements. By integrating energy efficiency, 
renewable energy, water conservation, waste reduction, sustainable transportation, and green 
building practices, the Project supports the Plan’s goals of promoting sustainable development 
and enhancing environmental quality in Riverside. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.43: 

The commenter questions what the City will do to mitigate traffic conditions. RRG CAP project 
consistency with measure T-5 identified in Section 5.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions (p. 5.8-37) 
focuses on traffic signal coordination, aiming to incorporate technology to synchronize and 
coordinate traffic signals along local arterials. This measure is specifically targeted at government 
agencies, as they have the authority and capability to implement and manage traffic signal 
systems across the city. 

The DEIR notes that this objective is not applicable to private developers because the 
implementation of traffic signal coordination is beyond the scope and control of private 
development projects. It requires city-wide infrastructure adjustments and public sector 
management. 

However, the City of Riverside has various strategies and responsibilities to improve traffic flow 
in the area surrounding the Project. These include traffic signal synchronization, roadway 
improvements, public transit enhancements, and the development of bicycle and pedestrian 
infrastructure. These measures, implemented by the City, will contribute to improved traffic 
management and reduced congestion in the vicinity of the Project. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.44: 

The commenter questions the viability of the Project for job creation and how work related traffic 
would increase due to the Project. The commenter’s question related to viability of the Project for 
job creation is not an issue that is required to be discussed or analyzed pursuant to CEQA. 
However, the following response and information is provided. The applicant anticipates 
approximately 3 full time employees (2 leasing agents and 1 maintenance) and 7 part time 
employees (4 landscape and 3) maintenance.  
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The Project proposes the development of a multifamily residential apartment complex on a site 
previously zoned for commercial use. This change in land use from commercial to residential is 
generally expected to generate less traffic compared to a commercial development. The Project 
will increase household density by providing 346 new residential units, equating to approximately 
40 dwelling units per acre. Higher residential density supports the objectives of T-6, identified in 
Section 5.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions (p. 5.8-37), by placing more households within a smaller 
area, promoting a more compact and efficient urban form. The Project is located near existing 
and approved commercial uses, providing residents with convenient access to shopping, dining, 
and services. This proximity encourages walking, biking, and shorter vehicle trips, contributing to 
reduced VMT. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.45: 

The commenter questions how the water usage will be reduced. The Project complies with 
Measure W-1, identified in Section 5.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions (p. 5.8-39) and incorporates 
several measures discussed in Section 5.10 Hydrology and Water Quality (pp. 5.10-7 - 5.10-8) to 
achieve the required reduction in water usage. The Project will comply with the Green Building 
Standards Code (Title 24, California Code of Regulations), which mandates the use of water-
efficient fixtures and systems in new construction. The Project will be equipped with low-flow 
plumbing fixtures, including faucets, showerheads, and toilets, which significantly reduce water 
consumption. These fixtures are designed to provide adequate performance while using less 
water than conventional fixtures. The Project will implement water-efficient landscaping practices, 
such as the use of drought-tolerant plants, efficient irrigation systems, and mulching. These 
practices help to minimize water use for landscaping purposes. Advanced irrigation controls, such 
as weather-based irrigation controllers and drip irrigation systems, will be utilized to optimize 
water use for landscaping. These systems adjust watering schedules based on weather 
conditions and soil moisture levels, preventing over-irrigation and reducing water waste. 

The Project is required to comply with the Green Building Standards Code (Title 24, California 
Code of Regulations) in effect at the time of construction (issuance of grading permit), including 
water reduction requirements. The Code is updated and adopted on an 18-month cycle, triennial 
and intervening. The current code is in effect through December 31, 2025 
(https://calgreeninfo.com/). 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.46: 

Please refer to Response 4.27.  
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The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.47: 

See Response 4.10. 

The commenter asks what evidence there is that VMT would decrease by changing the land use. 
The Project’s goal is to reduce VMT by promoting a mixed-use environment where residential, 
commercial, and recreational amenities are integrated. This integration is intended to decrease 
the need for long-distance travel by providing residents with nearby access to essential services 
and amenities.  

By combining residential units with commercial spaces, the Project allows residents to access 
daily necessities, such as groceries, dining, and retail, within walking or biking distance. This 
reduces the need for car trips. The Project design emphasizes pedestrian-friendly pathways and 
connectivity, encouraging residents to walk rather than drive for short trips. Per the VMT analysis 
within the DEIR, CAPCOA 2021 transportation measure “T‐18. Provide Pedestrian Network 
Improvement” was used to estimate the VMT reduction due to project related enhancements in 
pedestrian access and connectivity. The CAPCOA methodology requires existing sidewalk length 
in the project study area in addition to the length of sidewalk being provided by the project. In 
order to estimate the existing sidewalk length, a survey was conducted along the proposed project 
frontage. Based on the survey, the project study area includes 9.85 miles of centerline or 19.7 
miles of sidewalk (9.85*2 for both sides of the street). The project proposes to add approximately 
another 0.57 miles of sidewalk/pedestrian access. Therefore, this mitigation measure may reduce 
the project’s VMT by approximately 0.14%. 

In addition, when comparing the net vehicle trip generation of the former K-Mart use to the 
proposed Project, the former K-Mart has 164 more PM peak hour trips and 1,663 more daily trips.  

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.48: 

The commenter asks about evidence of compliance with the March Air Reserve Base/Inland Port 
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan MARB/IPA LUCP. The DEIR includes specific sections that 
address the Project’s compliance with the MARB/ IPA LUCP.  

Relevant Sections in the DEIR: 

DEIR pp. 5.9-22 - 5.9-23: These pages in the DEIR provide specific details on the Project’s 
compliance with the Land Use Compatibility Plan, including analyses of noise, safety, and height 
restrictions. 
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Section 6.0-2 Cumulative Impacts: This section further discusses how the Project aligns with 
regional planning efforts, including the compatibility plan for the March Air Reserve Base/Inland 
Port Airport. 

The DEIR demonstrates compliance with the March Air Reserve Base/Inland Port Airport Land 
Use Compatibility Plan, with the exception of the residential density criteria, through detailed 
analyses and coordination with relevant agencies. The Project adheres to noise and safety zone 
regulations, building height restrictions, and notification requirements. The DEIR’s specific 
sections and appendices provide the necessary evidence to confirm that the Project meets nearly 
all applicable standards and guidelines set forth in the compatibility plan.  

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.49: 

The commenter expresses concerns on whether the Project would be compliant to LU-22.5. The 
City of Riverside takes several steps to ensure that Policy LU-22.5 and other relevant policies are 
applied and feasible for new developments within airport influence areas. As outlined in the DEIR, 
Section 5.11 Land Use and Planning, Table 5.11-1 Consistency with Applicable General Plan 
Policies (p. 5.11-35), the Project is consistent with Policy LU-22.2 as follows: “The Project site is 
located within the March Air Reserve Base (MARB) airport influence area, within Compatibility 
Zone C2 of the March Air Reserve Base/Inland Port Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 
(MARB/IPA LUCP). Therefore, the Project was submitted for review to Riverside County Airport 
Land Use Commission (ALUC) staff who prepared a Staff Report (dated September 14, 2023) 
analyzing the Project’s consistency with applicable airport land use compatibility criteria. The 
Riverside County ALUC Staff Report for the project concluded that the project was inconsistent 
with the MARB/IPA ALUCP based on the fact that it exceeds the Zone C2 residential density 
criteria maximum of 6.0 du/ac. The Staff Report concluded the Project was consistent with non-
residential average intensity (calculating with two different methods and non-residential single-
acre intensity. The City of Riverside Planning Commission and City Council will consider Riverside 
County ALUC findings and the Project’s inconsistency with the residential density criteria of the 
MARB/IPA LUCP when considering the Project for approval.”  

Although found inconsistent only with the residential density criteria, the General Plan and Zoning 
Code allow the City to overrule the ALUC inconsistency determination consistent with the 
California Utilities Code § 21670.  

The DEIR includes a thorough review of the Project’s partial compliance with airport land use 
compatibility policies. Section 5.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials (pp. 5.9-22 - 5.9-23) provides 
detailed analysis of the Project’s consistency with the land use compatibility plan for the March 
Air Reserve Base/Inland Port Airport. The Project is evaluated against the safety and noise zones 
defined in the compatibility plan. The City ensures that the Project does not encroach upon critical 
areas that could pose safety risks or be adversely affected by airport noise. 
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The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.50: 

The commenter questions the City’s consideration of the proposed Project when it exceeds the 
allowable residential density. The City is considering an approval or denial request for the Mission 
Grove Apartments Project despite its residential density exceeding the maximum allowable limit 
in Compatibility Zone C2 because the applicant has appropriately submitted entitlements and 
have met the standards of a complete application. The City Municipal Code and California Utilities 
Code include a process for the City to overrule the ALUC inconsistency determination which the 
project has followed and will be considered by the City Council for approval or denial.  

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.51: 

The commenter questions whether the calculation for determining total occupancy based on 
parking spaces is before or after the 15% reduction in parking.   

The DEIR provides a method for determining total occupancy density based on the number of 
parking spaces provided or required, multiplied by an average vehicle occupancy. This method is 
used to ensure that the Project complies with the average intensity criterion set for Compatibility 
Zone C2, which is 200 people per acre (p. 5.9-15). 

ALUC calculated average intensity by multiplying the number of parking spaces provided or 
required (whichever is greater), by the average vehicle occupancy (assumed to be 1.5 persons 
per vehicle). ALUC misstated the number of spaces provided by the project and found that based 
on the number of parking spaces provided (misstated as 347 standard vehicles), the total 
occupancy would be estimated at 521 people for an average intensity of 53 people per acre, which 
is consistent with the Zone C2 intensity criterion of 200 people per acre. 

However, the Project provides a total of 604 spaces, which is after the Project’s requested 15% 
reduction. As such, using ALUC’s methodology, the total occupancy would be estimated at 906 
people, for an average intensity of 91 people per acre. This remains considerably lower than Zone 
C2 average intensity criterion of 200 people per acre. Thus, while the unit count may exceed 
ALUC’s residential density requirements, the actual number of people onsite would be much lower 
than what ALUC would allow in Zone C2 if this were a commercial development, and accordingly 
would not impose a safety impact due to the intensity of people onsite in the event of an 
emergency. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
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not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.52: 

The commenter questions what improvement will improve delays and how the delay times were 
determined. The DEIR provides specific data and analysis on the expected reduction in peak hour 
delay due to the proposed improvements. The traffic impact study included in the DEIR evaluates 
current and projected traffic conditions at key intersections and roadways affected by the Project. 
The study uses traffic modeling software to simulate peak hour traffic conditions and assess the 
effectiveness of proposed improvements in reducing delays. The analysis, provided in Appendix 
I, shows that the proposed improvements are expected to reduce peak hour delay from 197.3 
seconds to 152.9 seconds at critical intersections. This reduction is achieved through a 
combination of traffic signal optimization, roadway enhancements, and other traffic management 
measures. The data and methodologies supporting these findings are documented in the traffic 
impact study and technical appendices included in the DEIR. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.53: 

The commenter questions whether the FAAOES should be reviewed. The Project’s total elevation 
of 1,652’2” feet amsl, as discussed in Section 5.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials (p. 5.9-18), 
is below the threshold of 1,710 feet amsl, which means FAA Obstruction Evaluation/Airport 
Airspace Analysis (OE/AAA) review is not required. The Project is in compliance with FAA Part 
77 regulations and will have no impact on navigable airspace. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.54: 

The commenter questions whether the City Council is knowledgeable of the procedures to 
overriding ALUC and what the pros and cons of presenting to City Council are. The commenter’s 
questions are not an issue that is required to be discussed or analyzed pursuant to CEQA. 
However, the following response and information is provided. 

The City’s RMC Title 19, Section 19.149.090 – Overrule procedures, outlines that the City Council 
of the City of Riverside, by a two-thirds vote(), has the authority to overrule the Riverside County 
Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) decision based on specific findings that the proposed 
Project is consistent with the purposes of ALUC law. The City Council is knowledgeable of the 
process and steps required to proceed with this authority.  
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It is not a question of pros and cons in presenting to City Council, the Project is required to be 
presented to City Council for consideration in order to comply with the law. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.55: 

The commenter questions how it was determined by the owner and the City to be less than 
significant. See Response 4.49 above The DEIR, Section 5.9.8 (pp. 5.9-25 – 5.9-27) outlines how 
the less than significant cumulative environmental effects determination was concluded. Although 
found inconsistent only with the residential density criteria, the General Plan and Zoning Code 
allow the City to overrule the ALUC inconsistency determination, consistent with the California 
Utilities Code § 21670.  

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.56: 

The commenter questions how to access the MARB/IPA LUCP PDF. The MARB/IPA LUCP is 
accessible as a PDF that can be viewed directly in the browser on the Riverside County Airport 
Land Use Commission (ALUC) website. This ensures that the document is readily available to 
the public without the need for proprietary software like Adobe Acrobat. In addition, Adobe Acrobat 
Reader is a free viewing application that is available at https://get.adobe.com/reader/. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.57: 

The commenter questions when the Green Action Plan would be available for review. The City’s 
2012 Green Action Plan had a sunset in 2020 and the remaining plan in effect is the City’s 
Restorative Growthprint – Climate Action Plan (RGP-CAP). The City’s 2012 Green Action Plan 
will not be updated. Rather, it will be superseded by the new Climate Action Plan as part of the 
General Plan Update currently underway. 

As such, the DEIR Section 5.10 Hydrology and Water Quality (pp. 5.10-6 - 5.10-7) is revised as 
follows: 

City of Riverside Green Action Plan  

The City of Riverside is committed to becoming a clean, green and sustainable community. 
Beginning in 2005, a task force of citizen volunteers assembled to outline sustainability goals 
resulting in the City’s 2009 designation by the California Department of Conservation as an 
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“Emerald City”. Developed by the Green Accountability Performance Committee, the Green 
Action Plan in its eighth iteration lists 19 goals and more than 50 tasks for the City to achieve 
additional sustainability goals and reduce its ecological footprint.  

Goal 16 of the current Green Action Plan states, “Reduce per capita water usage 20 percent 
citywide by 2020” and Goal 17 states, “Increase the use of recycled water by 30 percent by 2020, 
based on the 2008 baseline (GAP, p. 32).” An update to the Green Action Plan is currently pending 
by the City.  

In order to effectively conserve water, the Project includes water conservation and efficiency 
measures as discussed in Section 3 – Project Description. The Project is also subject to RMC 
Chapter 14.22 – Water Conservation that includes the Water Conservation Ordinance, drought 
plan, and water conservation programs that help water users throughout the City conform to local 
and state regulations for water conservation including drought-related regulations. 

It should be noted that even with these revisions to the DEIR, no change to the significance 
conclusions presented in the DEIR will result. Accordingly, this comment to the subsequent DEIR 
revisions do not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, do not provide 
new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and do not reflect on 
the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and revisions to the 
DEIR have been made as noted above. 

Response 4.58: 

The commenter identifies typos/errors in Section 5.11 Land Use and Planning of the DEIR. DEIR 
Section 5.11 (p. 5.11-1), is revised as follows: 

The Mills Water Filtration Plant operated by Western Municipal Water District Metropolitan Water 
District creates a relatively large expanse of open space that abuts Sycamore Canyon Wilderness 
Park on the north side of Alessandro Boulevard on the community’s easterly edge. 

It should be noted that even with these revisions to the DEIR, no change to the significance 
conclusions presented in the DEIR will result. Accordingly, this comment to the subsequent DEIR 
revisions do not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, do not provide 
new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and do not reflect on 
the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and revisions to the 
DEIR have been made as noted above. 

Response 4.59: 

The commenter questions the "potential noise impacts and inadvertent flight related 
emergencies". The DEIR includes a comprehensive noise analysis in Section 5.13 Noise and 
discusses compliance with various regulations, such as the California Code of Regulations (pp 
5.13-9 - 5.13-115). The Project will incorporate enhanced soundproofing measures, including 
noise-insulating windows, doors, and building materials. Building orientation and design will 
minimize noise intrusion, and strategic landscaping will act as a natural sound barrier, reducing 
noise impacts on residents. 
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The Project’s maximum building height of 57.2 feet has been evaluated for compliance with FAA 
regulations and the MARB/IPA Land Use Compatibility Plan (LUCP). The height is below the FAA 
Part 77 threshold for requiring an Obstruction Evaluation/Airport Airspace Analysis (OE/AAA), 
ensuring it does not pose significant risks to air navigation As outlined in Section 5.13 Noise (pp. 
4.13-24  4.13-25), although the Project site is located in the Zone C2 based on the MARB/IPA 
LUCP, the Project site is outside the 60 dBA CNEL contour. Therefore, the Project site would not 
be exposed to aircraft noise exceeding the exterior noise standards of 65 dBA CNEL based on 
the MARB/ IPA LUCP Countywide Policy 4.1.5. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.60: 

Please refer to Table 2.2-1: Topical Responses to Comments.  

The commenter questions how community engagement shaped the Project. The comment does 
not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not provide new 
information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does not reflect on the 
adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no changes to the 
DEIR are required. 

Response 4.61: 

The commenter questions whether the RMC Title (1-10) is satisfied in the Project design and 
inquires what the phrase “"integration of uses…pedestrian connectivity, walkability and shared 
uses” means. The Mission Grove Apartments Project meets the requirements of Riverside 
Municipal Code (RMC) Title 19 through its layout and design, discussed in Section 3.0 Project 
Description (pp. 3.0-6 - 3.0-23). The Project integrates residential units with compatible non-
residential uses, such as retail and personal services, creating a synergistic environment that 
supports both residential and commercial activities. The layout promotes interaction between 
residential, commercial, and employment uses, reducing dependency on automobiles, improving 
air quality, decreasing urban sprawl, and facilitating public transit use. Additionally, the Project 
meets all development standards and will require no variances.  

The Project supports transit-oriented development by providing easy access to public 
transportation. It revitalizes the area by integrating residential uses into a previously commercial 
space, creating an active street life and enhancing local business vitality. The mixed-use nature 
of the Project provides an alternative to small shopping centers by combining residential and 
commercial uses in a cohesive development. It fosters pedestrian-oriented activities with 
compact, walkable areas, increasing foot traffic and supporting local businesses. 

The Project increases the area available for residential development and offers alternative 
housing types, addressing housing shortages. It includes spaces that support live/work activities, 
providing flexibility for modern work trends. The Project promotes medium- and high-density 
residential development close to employment centers and services, reducing commuting 
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distances and supporting sustainable growth. The design allows for varied land uses and 
structures, including adaptive reuse of existing structures, ensuring future adaptability. 

The Mission Grove Apartments Project complies with RMC Title 19 by integrating a mixture of 
compatible land uses, promoting sustainable development, and enhancing the interaction 
between residential, commercial, and employment areas. This design supports transit-oriented 
development, revitalizes commercial areas, fosters pedestrian-oriented activity, and provides 
diverse housing options, contributing to a vibrant, sustainable community. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.62: 

The commenter indicates there is little pedestrian or cyclist activity to the Project site. The 
commenter’s comment related to the amount of pedestrian and cycling activity to the site is not 
an issue that is required to be discussed or analyzed pursuant to CEQA. However, the following 
response and information is provided. 

The terms "integration of uses," "pedestrian connectivity," "walkability," and "shared uses" refer 
to the Project’s design principles aimed at creating a cohesive, accessible, and functional 
community. 

"Integration of uses" means combining residential, commercial, and recreational spaces within 
the same development to create a synergistic environment where residents can live, work, and 
play without needing to rely heavily on cars. 

"Pedestrian connectivity" involves designing pathways and sidewalks that link various parts of the 
Project and the surrounding areas, making it easy for people to walk from one place to another. 

"Walkability" refers to the ease and safety of walking in the area, enhanced by features like wide 
sidewalks, pedestrian crossings, and attractive public spaces. 

These design elements, discussed in Section 3.0 Project Description (pp. 3.0-6 - 3.0-23), are not 
solely for new tenants but are intended to benefit the entire community by promoting a more 
active, less car-dependent lifestyle. The Project aims to become a destination that encourages 
more pedestrian and bicycle traffic, contributing to the vitality of the neighborhood. 

While current levels of pedestrian and bike activities may be low, the Project’s enhancements are 
expected to attract more such activities over time, offering long-term benefits to the neighborhood 
by fostering a more connected and vibrant community. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.63: 
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Please refer to Response 4.62. 

The commenter expresses concern that the DEIR ignores the single-family residences nearby. 
The DEIR section addressing Threshold A evaluates whether the Project would physically divide 
an established community. The Project site, currently occupied by a vacant retail building and 
parking lot, is slated for redevelopment into a mixed-use environment that combines medium- to 
high-density residential and retail spaces. 

While the DEIR focuses on the benefits of the new mixed-use development, it does consider the 
existing housing makeup, which is primarily single-family residences. The proposed apartment 
buildings of the Project are pushed back further away from Mission Village Drive than the existing 
vacant K-Mart building, which provides a greater transition between the adjacent single-family 
residences and the proposed apartment buildings. The Project aims to integrate seamlessly into 
the existing community by enhancing connectivity and accessibility. The design includes features 
such as pedestrian pathways, marked crosswalks, and shared amenities that connect the new 
development with the surrounding neighborhood, including single-family homes.  

The proposed Mixed Use-Urban land use and zoning aim to integrate residential apartments into 
an existing retail environment, enhancing community connectivity and reducing the reliance on 
cars. The Project’s central location and integration with existing retail spaces create new housing 
opportunities without displacing current residents, thereby maintaining community cohesion. 

The development and design improvements encourage walkability and connectivity, promoting a 
more cohesive and integrated community. The Project’s proximity to amenities and transit 
corridors further ensures that it supports and enhances the existing neighborhood, rather than 
dividing it. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.64:  

Please refer to Response 4.62.  

The commenter questions what job opportunities would be available via the Project. The 
commenter’s question related to job opportunities is not an issue that is required to be discussed 
or analyzed pursuant to CEQA. However, the following response and information is provided. 

As outlined in Response 4.44, the applicant anticipates the Project will have approximately 3 full 
time employees (2 leasing agents and 1 maintenance) and 7 part time employees (4 landscape 
and 3) maintenance. Although the Project will generate a few jobs, it is not considered a new job 
center.  

The DEIR addresses Policy AQ-1.5, which encourages infill development projects within 
urbanized areas that include job centers and transportation nodes. While the Project primarily 
consists of residential development, it is strategically located within close proximity to various 
existing commercial and retail businesses, effectively integrating with nearby job centers. 
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The Project itself does not include new job centers within its development. However, it supports 
Policy AQ-1.5 by providing residents with easy access to nearby employment opportunities and 
transportation options. The Project site is adjacent to a bus stop with two bus lines along Mission 
Village Drive, enhancing connectivity to the broader urban area and facilitating access to job 
centers. 

In summary, while the Project does not directly create new job centers, it aligns with Policy AQ-
1.5 by situating residential units within an urbanized area near existing commercial and retail 
businesses and transportation nodes, thereby supporting access to job centers and reducing 
dependency on automobiles. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.65: 

Please refer to Response 4.62. 

The commenter again expresses concerns that they have not witnessed pedestrian or cyclist 
traffic in the area near the Project. The commenter’s comment related to lack of pedestrians and 
cyclists is not an issue that is required to be discussed or analyzed pursuant to CEQA. However, 
the following response and information is provided. 

The Project supports Policy AQ-1.7 by focusing on creating an environment that reduces vehicle 
trips through the integration of various uses, pedestrian connectivity, walkability, and shared uses. 
The Project involves infill housing development that replaces a vacant retail building, situated 
near existing businesses, services, and bus stops. This strategic location increases walkability 
and access to public transportation. 

Integration of uses means combining residential units with nearby commercial and service-
oriented establishments, creating a mixed-use environment that reduces the need for long car 
trips. Pedestrian connectivity refers to designing pathways and sidewalks that connect the Project 
site with surrounding amenities, encouraging walking and biking. Walkability is enhanced by the 
design features that make it safe and convenient for residents to walk to nearby destinations. 

These features are not solely for the new tenants but are intended to benefit the entire community 
by promoting more pedestrian and bicycle traffic. Although current levels of such activities may 
be low, the enhancements are expected to attract more pedestrians and cyclists over time, 
offering long-term benefits to the neighborhood by fostering a more connected and vibrant 
community. 

The Project aligns with Policy AQ-1.7 by promoting infill housing that encourages walkability and 
reduces vehicle trips, ultimately supporting the City's goals for sustainable urban development. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
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not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.66: 

The commenter questions how the Project will "promote community self sufficiency and 
discourage automobile dependency, while removing public assess driveways (increased traffic 
into other entries to the existing shopping center)”. 

The Project supports Policy AQ-1.12 by promoting community self-sufficiency and discouraging 
automobile dependency through several integrated features, discussed in Section 5.17 
Transportation (pp. 5.17-14 - 5.17-19). The development's design encourages residents to utilize 
alternative transportation methods and reduces reliance on automobiles. 

The Project includes pedestrian pathways and bicycle infrastructure, such as bike lockers, to 
facilitate non-vehicular travel. While the commenter suggests these features are of minimal 
benefit, they are integral to promoting a shift towards more sustainable transportation methods. 
The proximity of the Project to existing commercial and retail businesses ensures that residents 
can access essential services and amenities within walking distance, thereby reducing the need 
for car trips. 

The removal of certain public access driveways and the rerouting of traffic to other entries within 
the existing shopping center are designed to optimize traffic flow and enhance pedestrian safety. 
By creating a more walkable environment and strategically managing vehicle entry points, the 
Project aims to reduce congestion and improve overall accessibility. 

The Project’s proximity to public transportation options, including nearby bus stops, further 
supports the reduction of automobile dependency. By providing easy access to public transit, the 
Project encourages residents to use alternative modes of transportation, which contributes to 
decreased vehicle emissions and improved air quality. 

In conclusion, while the immediate benefits of walk paths and bicycle lockers may seem limited, 
these features are part of a broader strategy to promote sustainable living and reduce automobile 
dependency. The Project’s design, combined with its strategic location, supports community self-
sufficiency and aligns with Policy AQ-1.12’s objectives. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.67: 

Please refer to Table 2.2-1: Topical Responses to Comments.  

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.68: 
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The commenter expresses concerns that the community should not have to accept the proposed 
Project as it "would not be consistent with the current General Plan land use designation". The 
DEIR acknowledges that the Project is not consistent with the current Mission Grove Specific Plan 
land use designation. However, the Project includes a Specific Plan Amendment to address this 
inconsistency. The amendment process ensures that the Project aligns with broader planning 
goals and objectives set by the City. 

Regarding air quality, the DEIR explains that the Project will not exceed the assumptions in the 
Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) or cause emissions that surpass AQMP guidelines. 
Detailed analysis in Section 5.3 Air Quality (pp. 5.3-20 - 5.3-29), of the DEIR shows that both 
construction and operational emissions will remain within the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD) regional and localized thresholds. 

The public's acceptance of the Project, despite the initial inconsistency with the General Plan, is 
not under the purview of CEQA. The City Council of Riverside is the responsible party in 
consideration of the Project and the decision on whether to approve the GPA as part of the 
Project’s proposed entitlements.  

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.69: 

The commenter questions why the public should agree with the installation of EV charging 
stations, as there are none currently on the site. The Project design includes the provision of 
electric vehicle (EV) charging stations as part of its commitment to energy efficiency and 
compliance with CALGreen Building Standards, along with alignment to the applicable objectives 
of the City’s General Plan outlined in Section 5.17 Transportation (pp 5.17-5 – 5.17-7). 
Specifically, the Project proposes a total of 41 EV charging stations, which exceeds the minimum 
requirement of 26 stations based on the 513 parking spaces provided. Additionally, the Project 
will include 180 EV capable and EV ready spaces. 

This approach aligns with Policy AQ-5.3, which encourages the use of renewable energy sources 
and supports broader environmental goals, such as reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 
and vehicle miles traveled (VMT). The inclusion of EV charging stations is part of the Project’s 
strategy to promote the adoption of electric vehicles, contributing to a reduction in emissions and 
supporting the City’s sustainability objectives. Although there are currently no EV charging 
stations in or around the Project location, the introduction of these stations is required by law 
(2022 Title 24 CalGreen Standards) and designed to meet future demand and encourage the 
transition to renewable energy sources and reduction of VMTs. The City’s agreement to this 
requirement reflects its commitment to promoting sustainable development and aligning with state 
and local environmental policies. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
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not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.70: 

The commenter requests more information pertaining to the proposed improvements that are 
designed to reduce delays and  further analysis of the methodology that determined the result.  
The DEIR addresses the need for improvements to reduce traffic delays and maintain acceptable 
Levels of Service (LOS) on arterial streets, specifically in relation to Policy CCM-2.3. The Project’s 
impact on traffic, particularly at key intersections, has been analyzed, and several improvements 
have been recommended to mitigate delays.  

The data and analysis supporting the claim that peak hour delay at the intersection of Alessandro 
Boulevard and Cannon Road will improve from 197.3 seconds to 152.9 seconds are detailed in 
the Transportation Operation Analysis and VMT (Appendix I of the DEIR). This analysis shows 
that while the intersection currently operates at a deficient LOS F, the proposed improvements 
will reduce delays and improve traffic flow. 

The proposed improvements include optimizing traffic signal timing, especially during peak hours. 
These measures are designed to ensure that, despite the Project’s contribution to traffic, the 
overall delay during peak hours will be reduced compared to the current conditions without the 
Project. 

The improvements are part of a broader strategy to address operational deficiencies at key 
intersections and roadway segments, ensuring that traffic conditions remain manageable and do 
not worsen due to the Project. While some intersections will continue to operate at a deficient 
LOS, the recommended improvements will mitigate the impact and enhance overall traffic 
conditions. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.71: 

The commenter asks how fair share was determined, if the MG residents will have a say in how 
funds are spent, , if the City can identify what improvements will be made, how was “consistent” 
determined, if the City agrees there are no feasible improvements, and if the City would consider 
other alternatives. 

Per page 11-2 of the Traffic Operations Analysis (Appendix I) of DEIR, the Project’s fair share has 
been calculated based on the project traffic as a percentage of total growth from existing to 
cumulative conditions. The "fair share" contribution of 3.22 percent is based on the Project's 
proportional impact on traffic growth at the intersection of Trautwein Road and Mission Village 
Drive. This percentage reflects the Project's share of the total anticipated traffic increase from 
existing conditions to cumulative conditions with the Project. The detailed calculations and data 
supporting this percentage can be found in the Transportation Operation Analysis (Appendix I of 
the DEIR).  
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The fair share contribution is a funding mechanism that translates to the monetary amount the 
Project will pay to the City to help offset operational deficiencies at the identified intersections. 
The exact amount of money the City will receive depends on the overall cost of the required 
improvements. The funds collected will be allocated toward traffic mitigation measures and 
infrastructure improvements aimed at reducing the Project’s impact on local traffic. The fair share 
fees collected are to be used towards improving the specific intersection being impacted. They 
are not to be applied to alternative roadway improvements at the discretion of the City or from 
community input. 

As outlined in the DEIR, Table 5.11-1 Consistency with Applicable General Plan Policies, pp. 
5.11-18 – 5.11-19, Level of Service (LOS) analyses were conducted for intersections and roadway 
segments int eh Project area, and some were forecast to operate at an unsatisfactory LOS for 
Opening Year and Cumulative With Project Conditions. However, these intersections and 
roadway segments operate at an unsatisfactory LOS under Without Project Conditions, as well. 
Improvements have been recommended at study intersections where the proposed Project is 
forecast to create or contribute to operational deficiencies under Operating Year and Cumulative 
conditions where feasible improvements could be identified. It should be noted that with the 
implementation of the proposed improvements, the intersection of Alessandro Boulevard/ Cannon 
Road is still forecast to operate at a deficient LOS F, which is what the intersection currently 
operates at. However, the improvements will improve the delay under With Project Conditions to 
better than the corresponding delay under Without Project Conditions. Project associated 
improvements would decrease the intersection’s A.M. Peak Hour delay from 197.3 seconds to 
152.9 seconds. The intersection of Trautwein Road/ Alessandro Boulevard is forecast to operate 
at a satisfactory LOS D under the Opening Year and Cumulative with the recommended 
improvements. The intersection currently operates at an unacceptable LOS E during A.M. hours. 
The intersection of Trautwein Road/Mission Village Drive is forecast to continue to operate at a 
deficient LOS. The intersection currently operates at LOS E under no Project conditions and there 
are no feasible improvements at this intersection for all Project scenarios that would cause the 
intersection to operate at a more acceptable level. As such, the Project would pay its fair share of 
the cost required to offset operational deficiencies. Since there are no feasible improvements for 
the Trautwein Road/ Mission Village Drive intersection, the Project’s fair share would be based 
on Project traffic as a percentage of total growth from existing to cumulative conditions, which 
would be a fair share percentage of 3.22%. For the intersection of Mission Grove Parkway/Plaza 
Driveway 2, it is forecast to operate at an acceptable LOS under all analysis scenarios: an LOS 
B without the Project and LOS C with the Project. However, the northbound left-turn and 
eastbound left-turn queues would exceed the available storage under Opening Year and 
Cumulative With Project scenarios. Therefore, improvements were identified at this intersection 
to alleviate the respective queuing deficiencies.  Although LOS is no longer a CEQA impact, it is 
addressed for analysis of the Project’s consistency with applicable General Plan policies. The 
"Consistent" level was determined based on the Project's adherence to applicable policies and its 
proportional contribution to traffic mitigation efforts. The Project is consistent with City policies by 
paying its fair share to mitigate any LOS deficiencies.   
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The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.72: 

The commenter questions if the city has considered time of use restrictions for trucks and autos. 
The DEIR does not specifically address time of use restrictions for trucks and autos as it is not 
required to be analyzed under CEQA. CEQA’s focus is on the impacts of a Project on the 
environment, not on existing or Project caused traffic congestion. .  

In the context of the Mission Grove Apartments Project, while the DEIR does not specifically 
mention the implementation of time of use restrictions, it does include several transportation 
demand management (TDM) strategies discussed in Section 5.17 Transportation (pp. 5.17-14 - 
5.17-19) based on the implementation recommendations presented in the Transportation 
Operation Analysis (Appendix I) and local and state regulations. Additionally, the City is committed 
to exploring and implementing effective traffic management solutions as part of its ongoing efforts 
to address traffic impacts and improve overall transportation efficiency.. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.73: 

The commenter questions why existing driveways will be converted to gated driveways for 
resident use only and whether this will increase congestion. The commenter’s questions related 
installing gates at the driveways is not an issue that is required to be discussed or analyzed 
pursuant to CEQA. However, the following response and information is provided. 

The Project includes gating certain driveways and sidewalks for resident access only, specifically 
Project Driveway 2 on Mission Grove Parkway and the driveway on Mission Village Drive. This 
design decision aims to enhance the security of the residential area, aligning with Policy CCM-
2.7, which emphasizes limiting driveway and local street access to maintain traffic flow quality. 
An additional study, the Intersection and Driveway Queuing Analysis, was conducted as part of 
the Traffic Operation Analysis (Appendix I) to ensure that any adverse impacts to Mission Grove 
Plaza were fully accounted for. For the intersection of Mission Grove Parkway/Plaza Driveway 2, 
the northbound left-turn and eastbound left-turn queues would exceed the available storage under 
Opening Year and Cumulative With Project scenarios. Therefore, improvements were identified 
at this intersection to alleviate the respective queuing deficiencies.    

While restricting access to these driveways may increase the use and congestion at other 
entrances to the shopping center, the overall traffic flow is expected to be managed effectively 
through consolidated driveways and controlled access points. The Project maintains four primary 
driveways within the shopping center, with Driveways 1, 3, and 4 remaining full access points, 
thereby ensuring adequate ingress and egress for retail customers and residents. 
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The removal of the existing full access shopping center driveway on Mission Village Drive and 
conversion of Project Driveway 2 to a right-out egress only driveway are part of the efforts to 
streamline traffic flow and reduce potential conflicts on arterial streets. These measures are 
designed to balance the needs of the residential and commercial components of the Project while 
maintaining overall traffic efficiency. 

Gating certain driveways and sidewalks for resident use is intended to enhance security and align 
with traffic flow policies. While it may lead to increased use at other entrances, the Project’s design 
incorporates measures to manage traffic effectively and maintain a desired quality of traffic flow. 
The City and Project owner will continue to monitor traffic patterns and make necessary 
adjustments to ensure the efficient movement of vehicles and pedestrians. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.74: 

The commenter  states concerns regarding the walkability and bikeability of the Project area and 
the pathways throughout. The DEIR addresses Policy CCM-2.9, which emphasizes designing 
street improvement projects comprehensively, considering factors such as street trees, 
pedestrian walkways, bicycle lanes, and connectivity to enhance air quality and reduce noise. The 
proposed Project includes several elements to support these goals. 

The Project will include paved walkways and marked crosswalks throughout the Project site, 
ensuring resident paths connect seamlessly with existing public paths along Mission Grove 
Parkway and Mission Village Drive through its layout and design, discussed in Section 3.0 Project 
Description (pp 3.0-6 - 3.0-23). These pathways are designed to enhance walkable and bikeable 
connectivity between the Project’s residential areas and the surrounding shopping centers. This 
design promotes non-vehicular travel, reducing vehicle emissions and improving air quality. 
Driveways gated for residential access will still provide street facing infrastructure such as paved 
walkways and bicycle paths accessible to the public. The Project adds 0.57 mile of 
sidewalk/pedestrian access to the existing pedestrian network in the area. (pp. 5.17-15 – 5.17-
16.)  

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.75: 

The commenter requests more information pertaining to the proposed improvements that are 
designed to reduce delays and  further analysis of the methodology that determined the result. 
The DEIR addresses the improvements proposed by the Project owner and the City to reduce 
traffic delays and Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT). The specific improvement measures and data 
analysis supporting the reduction in peak hour delay from 197.3 to 152.9 seconds are detailed in 



   
 

2.0-104                                                                                                                                 

the Transportation Operation Analysis (Appendix I of the DEIR). The proposed improvements 
include optimizing traffic signal timing and extending turn lanes to reduce delays and improve the 
overall efficiency of the transportation network. 

The analysis conducted for the DEIR shows that these improvements will significantly reduce 
peak hour delays. For example, at the intersection of Alessandro Boulevard and Cannon Road, 
the implementation of these measures is projected to reduce the morning peak hour delay from 
197.3 seconds to 152.9 seconds. 

Limiting certain driveways to tenant use only is part of a broader strategy to manage vehicle 
access. This change is expected to slightly redistribute traffic to other access points but will not 
significantly increase VMT. The Project's overall design, which includes walkways and bicycle 
paths, aims to encourage non-vehicular travel, thereby reducing local vehicle trips and associated 
VMT. 

The DEIR provides data and analysis showing that the Project’s location, mixed-use design, and 
proximity to public transit contribute to reducing VMT. The enhanced pedestrian and bicycle 
infrastructure, combined with the strategic placement of amenities within walking distance, are 
key factors in achieving this reduction. The overall reduction in local vehicle trips and VMT is 
supported by the Project’s alignment with sustainable urban planning principles, which prioritize 
walkability and access to public transportation. 

The improvements proposed by the Project owner and the City are designed to reduce traffic 
delays and VMT. The DEIR and its appendices contain detailed data and analysis supporting the 
reduction in peak hour delays and the anticipated decrease in local vehicle trips. The Project's 
design, which includes limitations on certain driveways and enhanced pedestrian infrastructure, 
contributes to these reductions by promoting alternative transportation modes. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.76: 

The commenter expresses concerns that limiting driveways to tenant only would not reduce VMTs 
and requests an explanation. The DEIR outlines that the Project includes paved sidewalks and 
marked crosswalks throughout the site, designed to connect with existing public paths along 
Mission Grove Parkway South and Mission Village Drive. This design aims to enhance walkability 
and bike-ability, thereby reducing local vehicle trips and associated Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT). 

While certain driveways and sidewalks will be limited to tenant use only, the overall connectivity 
for pedestrians and cyclists is maintained. The primary goal is to ensure that residents can easily 
access the surrounding shopping centers and amenities without relying on cars, thus promoting 
alternative modes of transportation. 

The data supporting the reduction in local vehicle trips and VMT is provided in the appended 
Traffic Operation Analysis and VMT (Appendix I) and is based on the design principles of 
enhancing non-vehicular connectivity. By creating a network of pedestrian and bicycle pathways 
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that link the residential areas with nearby commercial and retail establishments, the Project 
encourages residents to walk or bike rather than drive. This approach is consistent with 
sustainable urban planning practices that aim to reduce traffic congestion and emissions. 

The DEIR provides analysis showing that improved walkability and bike-ability directly contribute 
to reduced vehicle trips. This reduction is achieved by making it convenient and safe for residents 
to travel on foot or by bicycle for short trips, thus decreasing the need for car use. 

The Project's design, including limited access driveways and comprehensive pedestrian and 
bicycle infrastructure, supports a reduction in local vehicle trips and VMT. The DEIR's analysis 
confirms that these measures will enhance connectivity and promote non-vehicular travel, 
contributing to the Project’s sustainability goals. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.77: 

The commenter questions the why and how the vehicular gates will be installed and if they would 
make the Project look like a prison or jail. The commentor’s questions related to vehicular gates 
are not issues that are required to be discussed or analyzed pursuant to CEQA. However, the 
following response and information is provided. 

The Project includes the installation of vehicular gates to control access to the residential area. 
These gates are designed to enhance security and ensure that only residents and authorized 
personnel can access certain parts of the development. The Project site’s design is discussed in 
Section 3.0 Project Description (pp. 3.0-6 - 3.0-23). 

The primary purpose of the vehicular gates is to provide a secure living environment for residents. 
This is a common feature in many residential developments, including those without Homeowners 
Associations (HOAs), and nearby neighborhoods of Mission Villas Apartments and Mission Grove 
Park, both located immediately adjacent to the shopping center. The gates will be designed to 
blend aesthetically with the overall architecture of the Project, ensuring they do not detract from 
the appearance of the development. 

The design intent is to integrate the gates in a way that maintains the Project's residential and 
welcoming atmosphere. The gates will be complemented by landscaping and architectural 
elements that enhance the visual appeal of the entrance points, mitigating any negative 
perceptions. 

The vehicular gates are a security feature intended to provide a safe environment for residents, 
similar to those found in many other residential communities. Their design will be carefully 
considered to ensure they contribute positively to the overall aesthetic of the Project and do not 
give an impression of a restrictive or unwelcoming environment. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
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not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.78: 

The commenter requests information on shared parking. The commenter’s question related to 
information on shared parking is not an issue that is required to be discussed or analyzed pursuant 
to CEQA. However, the following response and information is provided. 

The Project design includes elements intended to balance the need for security and the benefits 
of shared amenities. While certain areas of the Project will have restricted access for residents 
only, shared parking spaces and other public access points are incorporated to serve both 
residents and the surrounding community. 

The Project includes shared parking spaces to support both the residential units and the adjacent 
retail and commercial areas, as discussed in Section 3.0 Project Description (pp. 3.0-16 - 3.0-17). 
These shared parking spaces are intended to facilitate the efficient use of available parking and 
support local businesses by providing convenient access for customers. This shared parking is 
located outside of the gated apartment development, and would be accessible to the public.  

While some parts of the Project, such as specific driveways, will be gated for resident access 
only, other areas will remain accessible to the public. This design approach ensures that residents 
have secure areas while maintaining connectivity and access for the broader community. 

The Project design strikes a balance between ensuring resident security and providing shared 
amenities like parking spaces. Restricted access in certain areas is complemented by shared 
parking and other public access points, maintaining the Project’s integration with the surrounding 
community. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.79: 

The commenter requests more information on the Riverside Transit Authority’s (RTA) ridership 
and the need to relocate the bus stop. The commenter’s request related to RTA ridership and the 
bus stop relocation is not an issue that is required to be discussed or analyzed pursuant to CEQA. 
However, the following response and information is provided. 

The decision to relocate the existing bus stop approximately 200 feet north of its current location 
was made based on coordination with the Riverside Transit Agency (RTA) and is discussed in 
detail in Section 5.17 Transportation (p. 5.17-8), and in the Transportation Operation Analysis 
(Appendix I). This relocation is intended to enhance pedestrian connectivity and improve access 
to public transit for both the proposed Project site and the existing commercial and retail areas. 

The relocation of the bus stop is part of the Project’s broader design features aimed at improving 
pedestrian connectivity. By positioning the bus stop closer to key pedestrian pathways within the 
Project, it ensures that residents have convenient access to public transit, thereby promoting the 
use of sustainable transportation options. 
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The relocation of the bus stop, based on coordination with RTA and supported by ridership data, 
is designed to enhance pedestrian connectivity and access to public transit. This strategic move 
supports the Project’s goal of integrating with the existing transportation infrastructure and 
promoting non-vehicular travel. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.80: 

The commenter  expresses concerns regarding the project’s proposed height and the impact it 
would have on airspace. The DEIR addresses potential impacts of the Project’s building height 
on airspace use. The Project's maximum building height of 57.2 feet has been evaluated in the 
context of Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) regulations and the March Air Reserve 
Base/Inland Port Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (MARB/IPA LUCP), discussed in Section 
5.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials (pp. 5.9-2 – 5.9-7).  

The Project’s building height has been analyzed to ensure compliance with FAA Part 77 
regulations, which set standards for objects affecting navigable airspace. The DEIR confirms that 
the Project’s height is below the FAA threshold requiring an Obstruction Evaluation/Airport 
Airspace Analysis (OE/AAA), meaning it does not pose a significant risk to air navigation. 

Given that the Project's height complies with FAA regulations and is below the critical elevation 
thresholds, it is not expected to interfere with private plane flights or police helicopter operations 
in the area. The DEIR’s analysis ensures that the proposed building heights will not create 
hazards or obstructions in the navigable airspace. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.81: 

The commenter requests the definition of “non-residential”. The commenter’s request related to 
definition of “non-residential” is not an issue that is required to be discussed or analyzed pursuant 
to CEQA. However, the following response and information is provided. 

In the context of the DEIR and Compatibility Zone C2, "non-residential" refers to uses that are not 
intended for housing, such as commercial, industrial, or other uses that typically involve offices, 
retail spaces, and recreational facilities. This designation is important for determining land use 
compatibility and intensity requirements within specific zones. 

Compatibility Zone C2 has specific limits on both residential and non-residential intensities to 
ensure safety and compatibility with airport operations, discussed in Section 5.9 Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials (pp 5.9-5 – 5.9-7). The non-residential average intensity for this zone is 
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limited to 200 people per acre. This limit applies to commercial or other non-housing uses that 
may generate significant foot traffic or occupancy levels. 

The Mission Grove Apartments Project is primarily a residential development with additional non-
residential amenities such as leasing office areas, pool areas, club areas, and fitness facilities. 
These non-residential components contribute to the overall intensity calculations. However, the 
Project's total occupancy, including both residential and non-residential uses, results in an 
average intensity of 31 people per acre, which is significantly below the maximum allowed non-
residential intensity of 200 people per acre for Compatibility Zone C2. 

In Compatibility Zone C2, non-residential refers to commercial and other non-housing uses. The 
Project, while primarily residential, includes non-residential amenities that contribute to its 
intensity calculations. The total intensity of 31 people per acre is well within the limits set for both 
residential and non-residential uses in Compatibility Zone C2, ensuring compliance with the 
applicable regulations. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.82: 

The commenter asks about unauthorized parking and if the shopping center has agreed to be 
used by Project tenants. The commenter’s questions related to parking management is not an 
issue that is required to be discussed or analyzed pursuant to CEQA. However, please refer to 
Table 2.2-13: Topical Response to Comments. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.83:  

The commenter questions if the DEIR considers different types of transportation. The 
commenter’s question related to electric bikes or skateboards is not an issue that is required to 
be discussed or analyzed pursuant to CEQA. However, the following response and information is 
provided. 

The Project design has incorporated elements to support various types of transportation, including 
electric bikes and skateboards, as part of its commitment to promoting sustainable and diverse 
transportation options. 

The Project includes designated areas for bicycle parking and storage racks. The inclusion of 
these facilities, discussed in Section 5.17 Transportation (p. 5.17-2), encourages residents to use 
alternative transportation modes, reducing reliance on cars and promoting a more 
environmentally friendly lifestyle. 

In addition to traditional bike paths, the Project’s walkways and pathways are designed to be wide 
and accessible, supporting the use of skateboards and electric scooters. These pathways connect 
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seamlessly with existing public paths, enhancing overall connectivity and encouraging the use of 
various non-vehicular transportation options. 

The Project has considered and incorporated infrastructure to support alternative transportation 
modes, including electric bikes and skateboards. These measures are designed to promote 
sustainable transportation and reduce reliance on automobiles. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.84: 

The commenter requests the definition of “high quality residential” and expresses concerns about 
future changes to ownership and the Project. The commenter’s questions are not an issue that is 
required to be discussed or analyzed pursuant to CEQA. However, the following response and 
information is provided. 

A "high quality residential development" refers to a project that meets or exceeds established 
standards in design, construction, amenities, and environmental sustainability. This includes the 
use of durable materials, efficient and modern building practices, comprehensive landscaping, 
and the provision of facilities and services that enhance residents' quality of life. 

The Project owner may decide to sell the completed development to a different company. Such a 
change in ownership does not inherently require City approval unless stipulated by specific 
agreements or conditions of approval. However, any new owner must adhere to all existing 
commitments, contractual obligations, and regulatory requirements associated with the Project. 

The City ensures that contractual requirements and building standards are honored through a 
combination of regulatory oversight, inspections, and enforcement mechanisms. The Project must 
comply with all approved plans, mitigation measures, and conditions set forth during the approval 
process, regardless of any changes in ownership. Additionally, performance bonds or other 
financial securities may be required to guarantee the completion of required improvements. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.85: 

The commenter’s comment and/or question related to subletting is not an issue that is required 
to be discussed or analyzed pursuant to CEQA. The comment and accompanying questions 
provided do not pertain to the environmental analysis, findings, or conclusions presented in the 
DEIR. As the comment/questions do not introduce new information, evidence, or concerns related 
to the environmental impacts assessed in the DEIR, nor does they reflect on the adequacy or 
content of the DEIR, they are deemed not relevant to the DEIR process. As outlined in the CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088 (Evaluation of and Response to Comments), (a) the lead agency shall 
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respond to comments raising significant environmental issues received during the comment 
period and (c), the level of detailed contained in the response may correspond to the level of detail 
provided in the comment (i.e., responses to general comments may be general). Therefore, no 
changes to the DEIR are required based on this comment. This comment is noted for the record. 

Response 4.86: 

Please refer to Table 2.2-7: Topical Response to Comments.  

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required.  

Response 4.87: 

The commenter’s comment and/or question related to property management and definition of 
community and infrastructure connections is not an issue that is required to be discussed or 
analyzed pursuant to CEQA. However, the following response and information is provided. As 
discussed under section 5.17 Transportation (p. 5.17-18) the property would be under care and 
maintenance of a leasing office or property management staff selected by the property owner. 
The management, rent, and selling of units would be under the discretion of the property 
management and ownership. As stated within the DEIR “The Project will create community and 
infrastructure connections by creating a mixed-use environment encouraging walkability and an 
urban setting, and by providing a high-quality residential development in close proximity to many 
amenities and transit corridors” (p. 5.11-30). 

The comment and accompanying questions provided do not pertain to the environmental analysis, 
findings, or conclusions presented in the DEIR. As the comment/questions do not introduce new 
information, evidence, or concerns related to the environmental impacts assessed in the DEIR, 
nor does they reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR, they are deemed not relevant to 
the DEIR process. As outlined in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 (Evaluation of and 
Response to Comments), (a) the lead agency shall respond to comments raising significant 
environmental issues received during the comment period and (c), the level of detailed contained 
in the response may correspond to the level of detail provided in the comment (i.e., responses to 
general comments may be general). Therefore, no changes to the DEIR are required based on 
this comment. This comment is noted for the record. 

Response 4.88: 

The commentor’s comment and/or question related to multi-family residential is not an issue that 
is required to be discussed or analyzed pursuant to CEQA. However, the following response and 
information is provided. 

The City of Riverside Municipal Code defines multi-family as “a building, or portion thereof, 
designed for occupancy by two or more families living independently of each other and containing 
two or more dwelling units” and single-family as “a dwelling designed for occupancy by one family 
and located on one lot” 
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(https://library.municode.com/ca/riverside/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=PTIICOOR_TIT1
9ZO_ARTXDE_CH19.910DE_19.910.050DDE).  

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required.  

Response 4.89: 

The commenter incorrectly states that a gym is not within the existing Mission Grove Shopping 
Center area. The DEIR is citing the existing LA Fitness (19531 Mission Village Dr, Riverside, CA 
92508) located approximately 900 feet to the southeast of the Project area.  

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required.  

Response 4.90: 

Please refer to Response 4.16.  

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required.  

Response 4.91: 

Please refer to Table 2.2-13: Topical Response to Comments.  

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required.  

Response 4.92:  

The commenter incorrectly states that the inconsistency findings of the Project by the RCALUC 
cannot be reviewed by the public or other agencies before the city of Riverside officially begins to 
consider the Mission Groves Apartment Project. The finding of inconsistency is and has been 
available for public review. Additionally, the DEIR document containing detailed language and 
explanation of the inconsistency was submitted for a public comment period via Notice of 
Availability on May 10th, 2024, through June 24th, 2024, whereupon the DEIR was made widely 
available to the public and interested parties and agencies.  

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required.  

https://library.municode.com/ca/riverside/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=PTIICOOR_TIT19ZO_ARTXDE_CH19.910DE_19.910.050DDE
https://library.municode.com/ca/riverside/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=PTIICOOR_TIT19ZO_ARTXDE_CH19.910DE_19.910.050DDE
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Response 4.93: 

The commenter expresses concerns regarding compliance with the Mission Grove Specific Plan. 
DEIR Section 5.11 Land Use and Planning details that the proposed Project is inconsistent with 
policies within the Mission Grove Specific Plan, hence the inclusion of a Specific Plan Amendment 
(SPA) to revise it as part of this proposed Project (p. 5.11-54). The City is required to review all 
projects submitted by property owners with a complete application that have paid all applicable 
fees and process it to City Council to be voted on. This comment does not affect the analysis 
completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence 
related to the analysis completed in the DEIR and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of 
the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.94: 

The commenter expresses concerns regarding interior noise levels. Please refer to DEIR Section 
5.13 Noise (p. 5.13-1) for the discussion and analysis of the proposed Project’s potential noise 
impacts.  Indoor noise is analyzed on p. 5.13-21, and in a windows and doors closed condition, 
indoor noise levels will not exceed the interior noise standard of 45 dBA CNEL with standard 
construction techniques.  Table 5.13-10 notes that standard construction in California takes into 
account the warm climate.  Further, the Project will include HVAC equipment for all residential 
units on site, allowing windows and doors to remain closed for prolonged periods of time.  As 
discussed in DEIR Section 5.13.6 Proposed Mitigation Measures (p. 5.13-25), the proposed 
Project would not exceed any of the noise thresholds of significance; nonetheless, the proposed 
Project would implement mitigation measures related to construction noise in the Mission Grove 
Specific Plan in addition to the mitigation measures related to aircraft noise in the Mission Grove 
Specific Plan. The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in 
the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the 
DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for 
the record and no changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.95: 

The commenter requests the noise study. The proposed Project’s Noise and Vibration Impact 
Analysis (DEIR Appendix H) is available on the City’s Development Projects and CEQA 
Documents webpage, under the Projects in Process section. The comment does not affect the 
analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not provide new information or 
evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or 
content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no changes to the DEIR are 
required. 

Response 4.96: 

The commenter questions if tenant cars will be effectively integrated and if public access will not 
be impaired. The Project is effectively integrated with the existing streets and pedestrian network 
by incorporating design features that enhance connectivity and promote walkability. Additionally, 
the traffic analysis includes a VMT assessment, utilizing the City of Riverside’s Traffic Impact 
Analysis (TIA) Guidelines, which require that the addition of Project traffic does not degrade LOS 
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below acceptable levels. The Project’s VMT impact was analyzed for weekday peak hours, taking 
into account various factors like trip generation, distribution, and assignment (Appendix I).  

The Project would also be responsible for fees including the Western Riverside County 
Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF), which is an impact fee program that funds 
transportation improvements associated with new growth (p. 5.17-4 – 5.17-5), and the City’s 
Development Impact Fee (DIF), which is a program that funds a variety of public transportation 
facilities, namely traffic and railroad signs and transportation for dwelling and mobile units. 

Furthermore, a variety of Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies are being put in 
place to help alleviate VMT impacts. These measures include improving access to public transit, 
enhancing pedestrian and bicycle pathways, and promoting alternative transportation modes 
such as carpooling and electric vehicles by incorporating EV charging stations.  

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.97: 

The commenter questions how the Project preserves open spaces and protects native plants. As 
discussed in DEIR Section 3.2 Existing Site Characteristics (p. 3.0-5), the proposed Project would 
be constructed on the site of an existing, vacant retail building and associated previously 
developed surface parking lot. The design of the proposed Project as an infill development aligns 
with one of the Project’s objectives to use land resources more efficiently by providing a well-
planned infill development on an underutilized vacant site, rather than developing a currently 
undeveloped open space site within the City (See DEIR Section 3.4 Project Objectives p. 3.0-2). 
Thus, the proposed Project does contribute to accomplishing applicable General Plan 2025 Open 
Space and Conservation Elements listed in DEIR Section 5.16.2.3 Local Regulations (p. 5.16-2) 
as the proposed Project would not occur within, divide, or disrupt existing open spaces within the 
City. The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, 
does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and 
does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record 
and no changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.98: 

Please refer to Response 4.40. 

The commenter raises concerns regarding the Project’s proposed solar power. DEIR Section 5.6 
Energy (p. 5.6-1), discusses the types of renewable energy the proposed Project would 
incorporate, including photovoltaic solar power. Additionally discussed in DEIR Section 5.6 is the 
proposed Project’s requirement to comply with all applicable Title 24 building standards, including 
those regarding the implementation of photovoltaic/solar energy.  

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
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not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.99: 

The commenter requests access to the ‘Will Serve Letter’ from WMWD. The proposed Project’s 
WMWD ‘Will Serve Letter’ will be included as additional EIR Appendix L. The comment does not 
affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not provide new 
information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does not reflect on the 
adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no changes to the 
DEIR are required. 

Response 4.100: 

The commenter expresses concern for the UMWP report dating back to 2020. Reports referenced 
in the DEIR were the most currently available at the time of the DEIR’s preparation and were 
updated as applicable if/when any more current reports were made available. Urban Water 
Management Plans (UWMPs) are prepared by urban water suppliers every five years pursuant 
to California law (Water Code § 10621). These plans support the suppliers’ long-term resource 
planning to ensure that adequate water supplies are available to meet existing and future water 
needs. WMWD’s 2020 UWMP includes a Water Reliability Assessment to compare the total water 
supply sources available to long-term projected water use over the next 25 years, in five-year 
increments, for a normal water year, a single dry water year, and a drought lasting five consecutive 
water years. WMWD Wholesale expects to have sufficient supplies available to meet the 
demands of Western Retail and its other wholesale customers, even in dry years, based on 
Metropolitan’s 2020 UWMP (see Section 5.19 Utilities and Service Systems). (p. 5.11-47.) 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.101:  

The commenter expresses concerns for the Project not funding fair share costs. Please see DEIR 
Table 5.11-1 – Consistency with Applicable General Plan Policies, which states under Policy 
CCM-2.3 that the proposed Project would “pay its fair share of the cost required to offset 
operational deficiencies” (p. 5.11-18 – 5.11-19). Additionally, the DEIR contains several sections 
identifying applicable fees the proposed Project would be subject to as well as what the particular 
fees fund, including: 

DEIR Section 5.15.2.2 State Regulations (p. 5.15-3), which explains that California Government 
Code 66000 allows a qualified agency, such as a local school district, the ability to impose fees 
on developers to compensate for the impact a project will have on existing facilities or services 
(p. 5.15-3). This DEIR section additionally explains California Government Code 65995, which 
sets base limits and additional provisions for school districts to levy development impact fees to 
help fund expanded facilities to house new pupils that may be generated by a development 
project. 
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DEIR Section 5.15.6 Environmental Impacts (p. 5.15-7) – Threshold A, which explains that 
Riverside Municipal Code (RMC) Chapter 16.52 – Development Fees for Fire Stations provides 
the City with the ability to collect development fees for the construction and purchase of land for 
fire stations and the acquisition of equipment and furnishings to equip fire stations. 

DEIR Section 5.17.2.2 Regional Regulations, which discusses the Western Riverside County 
Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF), which is an impact fee program that funds 
transportation improvements associated with new growth (p. 5.17-4 – 5.17-5). This DEIR section 
additional discusses the City’s Development Impact Fee (DIF), which is a program that funds a 
variety of public transportation facilities, namely traffic and railroad signs and transportation for 
dwelling and mobile units. 

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.102: 

. The commenter’s comment and/or question related to internet and cell phone service is not an 
issue that is required to be discussed or analyzed pursuant to CEQA. However, the following 
response and information is provided. 

The proposed Project is not anticipated to interfere with access to or usage of the aforementioned 
types of communication as it is typical for individuals to access Wi-Fi services and cell phone 
services from third-party providers who would be independent of the proposed Project. Wi-Fi and 
internet services are typically provided via satellite or cable to individual units, thus building height 
would not be a factor that affects them. Additionally, DEIR Section 5.1.3 Project Design 
Considerations (pp. 5.1-5 – 5.1-7) shows that the proposed Project’s maximum building height 
would be 57 feet and 2 inches (57’2”), which is below the City’s Site Development Standard 
maximum building height of 60 feet (60’).    This comment does not affect the analysis completed 
or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the 
analysis completed in the DEIR and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This 
comment is noted for the record, and no changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.103: 

The commenter expresses concerns for local police force’s ability to handle an increased 
population. Please see DEIR Section 5.15.6 Environmental Impacts, under Threshold A – Police 
Protection (p. 5.15-8). This section discusses that there would be sufficient police protection 
service and facilities to accommodate the additional population resulting from the proposed 
Project. This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the 
DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR 
and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the 
record, and no changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.104: 
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Please see DEIR Section 5.11 Land Use and Planning, subsection Consistency with General 
Plan Policies (p. 5.11-53), which discusses that while the proposed Project’s 35.0 dwelling units 
per acre would exceed the maximum permitted density of 6.0 dwelling units per acre within Zone 
C2, the Project would not exceed the non-residential average criteria (limited to 200 people per 
acre) or single-acre intensity criteria (limited to 500 people per acre). The Project also does not 
include any proposed variances or waivers from any code standards.  

Additionally, the commenter questions why the City and local residents should agree to the 
proposed Project.  Please refer to Response 4.16.  This comment does not affect the analysis 
completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence 
related to the analysis completed in the DEIR and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of 
the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.105: 

Please see Response 4.104 as comment 4.105 is a repeat of comment 4.104. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.106: 

The commenter questions what the nearest runway refers to. Please see Section 5.11 Land Use 
and Planning, subsection “Height” (p. 5.11-59). As discussed, the proposed Project is at a 
distance of approximately 17,464 feet from the nearest point of Runway 14-32. At this distance, 
the proposed Project would require Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) review if the top roof of 
the Project exceeded 1,710 feet above mean sea level (amsl). As further discussed, the proposed 
Project’s finished floor elevation is 1,595 feet amsl, with a top point elevation of 1,652 feet, 2 
inches amsl. Therefore, the proposed Project does not require FAA review and would not result 
in impacts related to applicable FAA regulations. The comment does not affect the analysis 
completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence 
related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of 
the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.107: 

Please see Response 4.104 as comment 4.107 is a repeat of comment 4.104. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.108: 

The commenter questions the definition of “occupants of the property.” The commenter’s 
comment and/or question related to defining occupants is not an issue that is required to be 
discussed or analyzed pursuant to CEQA. However, the following response and information is 
provided. 
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“Occupants of the property” includes both tenants in residential units and employees. The 
comment and accompanying questions provided do not pertain to the environmental analysis, 
findings, or conclusions presented in the DEIR. As the comment/questions do not introduce new 
information, evidence, or concerns related to the environmental impacts assessed in the DEIR, 
nor does they reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR, they are deemed not relevant to 
the DEIR process. As outlined in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 (Evaluation of and 
Response to Comments), (a) the lead agency shall respond to comments raising significant 
environmental issues received during the comment period and (c), the level of detailed contained 
in the response may correspond to the level of detail provided in the comment (i.e., responses to 
general comments may be general). Therefore, no changes to the DEIR are required based on 
this comment. This comment is noted for the record. 

Response 4.109: 

Please refer to Response 4.104 as comment 4.109 is a repeat of comment 4.104. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.110: 

The commenter expresses concern over definitions of several noise level terminologies. Please 
see DEIR Table 5.11-1 – Consistency with Applicable General Plan Policies (p. 5.11-42), which 
discusses the proposed Project’s consistency with General Plan 2025 Objective N-4. Additionally, 
please see DEIR Section 5.13.2.3 Local Regulations, under subsection Land Use Compatibility 
(p. 5.13-11), which discusses the noise levels associated with the terms, “conditionally 
acceptable,” “normally acceptable,” etc. Additionally, as discussed in DEIR Section 5.13.6 
Proposed Mitigation Measures (p. 5.13-25), the proposed Project would not exceed any of the 
noise thresholds of significance; nonetheless, the proposed Project would implement mitigation 
measures related to construction noise in the Mission Grove Specific Plan in addition to the 
mitigation measures related to aircraft noise in the Mission Grove Specific Plan. The comment 
does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not provide new 
information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does not reflect on the 
adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no changes to the 
DEIR are required. 

Response 4.111: 

The commenter questions what noise insulation features are included in the Project to bring the 
noise to an acceptable level. Please refer to DEIR Section 5.13 Noise for a discussion and 
analysis of the proposed Project’s potential noise impacts, including traffic-related noise. As 
discussed in DEIR Section 5.13.6, the proposed Project would not exceed any of the noise 
thresholds of significance and no further analysis is required. Notably, the analysis shows that the 
proposed Project would result in a project-related traffic noise increase of up to 0.6 dBA in the 
project vicinity. This noise level increase is below 3 dBA and would not be perceptible to the 
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human ear in an outdoor environment. (p. 5.13-18.)  The comment does not affect the analysis 
completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence 
related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of 
the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.112: 

The commenter questions what noise insulation features are included in the Project to bring the 
noise to an acceptable level. As discussed in DEIR Section 5.13.3 Project Design Considerations 
through DEIR Section 5.13.6 Proposed Mitigation Measures (pp. 5.13-15 – 5.13-25), the 
proposed Project would comply with the State’s noise insulation standards as codified in the 
California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Building Standards Administrative Code, Part 2, and the 
California Building Code (please refer to these California Code of Regulations sections for more 
information on types of noise insulation). The comment does not affect the analysis completed or 
conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the 
analysis completed in the DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. 
This comment is noted for the record and no changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.113: 

The commenter questions the qualifications of the noise consultant. Please refer to DEIR 
Appendix H Noise and Vibration Impact Analysis, which was prepared by LSA Associates, Inc., 
an environmental consulting firm since 1976, and whose team includes noise and vibration 
experts to provide the comprehensive acoustical assessments necessary to comply with 
CEQA/NEPA. The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in 
the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the 
DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for 
the record and no changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.114: 

The commenter’s comment and/or question related to air conditioning/heating/ventilation units is 
not an issue that is required to be discussed or analyzed pursuant to CEQA. However, the 
following response and information is provided. Per the Project’s architect, there will be an AC 
unit placed in each residential unit. The comment and accompanying questions provided do not 
pertain to the environmental analysis, findings, or conclusions presented in the DEIR. As the 
comment/questions do not introduce new information, evidence, or concerns related to the 
environmental impacts assessed in the DEIR, nor does they reflect on the adequacy or content 
of the DEIR, they are deemed not relevant to the DEIR process. As outlined in the CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088 (Evaluation of and Response to Comments), (a) the lead agency shall 
respond to comments raising significant environmental issues received during the comment 
period and (c), the level of detailed contained in the response may correspond to the level of detail 
provided in the comment (i.e., responses to general comments may be general). Therefore, no 
changes to the DEIR are required based on this comment. This comment is noted for the record. 

Response 4.115: 

The commenter questions if double-paned windows are included in the Project.  Window 
specifications are not necessary to determine interior noise levels with the windows closed as 



City of Riverside  Section 2.0 
Mission Grove Apartments Project FEIR  Responses to Comments 

                                                                                                                               2.0-119 

exterior-to-interior noise reduction is based on the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency’s (EPA) Protective Noise Levels and standard construction in California with a 
combination of exterior walls, doors, and windows (Appendix H). Noise levels have been provided 
for if the windows remain open. Window specifications are not decided until later construction 
phases. The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the 
DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the 
DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for 
the record and no changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.116: 

The commenter questions why “long term ground borne noise” was not included. As discussed in 
DEIR Section 5.13.1 Setting, under Fundamentals of Vibration (p. 5.13-4), vibration refers to 
ground-borne noise and perceptible motion. Additionally, DEIR Section 5.13.5 Environmental 
Impacts, Threshold B (p. 5.13-22 – 5.13-24) analyzes if the proposed Project would result in the 
generation of excessive ground borne vibration or ground-borne noise levels and concludes the 
proposed Project would not exceed any of the noise thresholds of significance. Thus, the DEIR 
has in fact discussed ground-borne noise, including long-term ground-borne noise (p. 5.13-24). 
Further, DEIR Section 5.13 Noise Threshold A notes that both short-term and long-term noise 
impacts would be less than significant and comply with applicable standards (pp. 5.13-16 – 5.13-
21).   

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required.  

Response 4.117: 

The commenter asks “what other long term and planned development” is included in the DEIR. 
As discussed in DEIR Section 4.3 Developments Considered in Cumulative Impact Analysis (p. 
4.0-1 – 4.0-3), currently planned and pending projects in Riverside and surrounding areas are 
included in DEIR Table 4.0-1. The methodology for selecting cumulative projects to include in the 
analysis is based on identifying reasonably foreseeable future projects that could contribute to 
environmental impacts in conjunction with the proposed Project. This involves reviewing local 
planning documents, development applications, and information from relevant agencies to 
determine which projects are geographically and temporarily related to the Project. The analysis 
focuses on projects that are close enough in timing and proximity to have the potential for 
overlapping impacts. The DEIR considers these cumulative projects to ensure a comprehensive 
evaluation of combined impacts. The Project’s impacts will remain consistent with the findings of 
the DEIR.  The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the 
DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the 
DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for 
the record and no changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.118: 
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The commenter questions which job center and institution are resulting from the proposed Project.  

As outlined in Response 4.64, the applicant anticipates the Project will have approximately 3 full 
time employees (2 leasing agents and 1 maintenance) and 7 part time employees (4 landscape 
and 3) maintenance. Although the Project will generate a few jobs, it is not considered a new job 
center.  

The Project is consistent with several policies from the City’s General Plan 2025, including AQ-
1.5 and AQ-1.6. It is important to note that for the Project to be consistent with the General Plan 
policies, it is not required that it meet every single aspect of each policy. Rather, consistency is 
determined based on the Project’s alignment with overall goals and intents of the policies.  
However, the Project would consist of an infill development located within close proximity to 
various commercial and retail businesses. Additionally, the Project would create jobs during both 
construction and operation. The Project would generate temporary employment opportunities 
during construction and the operations (on-site leasing office) and maintenance of the 
development (cleaning and landscape maintenance of the on-site amenities) would generate new 
employment opportunities (p. 6.0-10). The comment does not affect the analysis completed or 
conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the 
analysis completed in the DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. 
This comment is noted for the record and no changes to the DEIR are required. 

 

Response 4.119: 

The commenter questions the Project’s inclusion of measures to discourage automobile 
dependency. A number of sections through the DEIR, including DEIR Section 3.0 Project 
Description (p. 3.0-1), Section 5.3 Air Quality (p. 5.3-1), Section 5.6 Energy (p. 5.6-1), Section 5.8 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions (beginning on DEIR p. 5.8-1), and Section 5.17 Transportation (p. 
5.17-1) discuss the various proposed Project design elements and features which would work 
towards reducing automobile dependency, such as via individual vehicle trips, and associated 
vehicle miles traveled.  The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions 
provided in the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis 
completed in the DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This 
comment is noted for the record and no changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.120: 

The commenter expresses concern regarding population growth in the Mission Grove area. As 
discussed in DEIR Section 5.11.1 Setting – Current Land Use and Zoning (pp. 5.11-1 – 5.11-2), 
the proposed Project includes a Specific Plan Amendment (SPA) to the Mission Grove Specific 
Plan. This SPA would introduce residential land use and provides for specific design guidelines 
integrating land uses. As further discussed in this DEIR section, to date, the Mission Grove 
Specific Plan has been amended 11 times and the adopted amendments significantly reduced 
the initially proposed industrial acreage proposed in the Specific Plan and has more than doubled 
the number of allowable dwelling units to 2,300, per the City’s General Plan 2025. Thus, as the 
proposed Project would be subject to similar SPA reviews and approvals and as the Specific Plan 
has a history of adopted amendments to allow for additional dwelling units within the Mission 
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Grove neighborhood area, it is not anticipated the proposed Project would result in significant 
impacts to the Mission Grove population. Additionally, DEIR Section 5.14 Population and Housing 
discusses how the incremental increase in population would have a less than significant impact 
(p. 5.14-4). The proposed Project is growth-accommodating by providing much-needed housing 
options in a well-planned, mixed-use environment that supports the City’s growing population, 
aligns with future housing demand, and integrates with nearby commercial services and transit 
corridors to reduce urban sprawl and promote sustainable development. The comment does not 
affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not provide new 
information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does not reflect on the 
adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no changes to the 
DEIR are required. 

Response 4.121: 

The commenter questions how the proposed Project would impact school enrollment and what 
transportation methods would be made available to children attending school. Fees paid by the 
developer would be used to offset the impact of the number of new students generated by the 
Project and would ensure that the development contributes to a fair-share amount to help maintain 
adequate school facilities and levels of service. Therefore, the provision of schools is the 
responsibility of the school district. Senate Bill 50 provides that the statutory fees found in the 
Government and Education Codes are the exclusive means of considering and mitigating for 
school impacts. Imposition of the statutory fees constitutes full and complete mitigation. (p. 5.15-
9.)  The Riverside Unified School District has a Pupil Transportation Plan available online that 
details which students are eligible for home-to-school transportation services, which would apply 
to students residing in the Mission Grove area that are attending schools in this district 
(https://www.riversideunified.org/important_information/pupil_transportation_plan). DEIR Section 
5.15.2.2 State Regulations, which explains that California Government Code 66000 allows a 
qualified agency, such as a local school district, the ability to impose fees on developers to 
compensate for the impact a project will have on existing facilities or services (p. 5.15-3). This 
DEIR section additionally explains California Government Code 65995, which sets base limits 
and additional provisions for school districts to levy development impact fees to help fund 
expanded facilities to house new pupils that may be generated by a development project. The 
comment and accompanying questions provided do not pertain to the environmental analysis, 
findings, or conclusions presented in the DEIR. As the comment/questions do not introduce new 
information, evidence, or concerns related to the environmental impacts assessed in the DEIR, 
nor does they reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR, they are deemed not relevant to 
the DEIR process. As outlined in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 (Evaluation of and 
Response to Comments), (a) the lead agency shall respond to comments raising significant 
environmental issues received during the comment period and (c), the level of detailed contained 
in the response may correspond to the level of detail provided in the comment (i.e., responses to 
general comments may be general). Therefore, no changes to the DEIR are required based on 
this comment. This comment is noted for the record. 

Response 4.122: 
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The commenter questions planned access and the RFD’s ability to service the proposed Project. 
The project design includes elevators to ensure accessibility for all residents and would be 
compliant with the City of Riverside Fire Department requirements, including large enough to 
accommodate a gurney for use by emergency personnel (p. 5.7-9). As discussed in DEIR Section 
5.15.1 Setting (p. 5.15-1), the Riverside Fire Department (RFD) is an all-hazard emergency 
service agency, providing fire protection, emergency medical services, fire safety inspections, 
community education, and emergency preparedness planning and training for the City. It is 
anticipated that the combination of RFD’s fire safety inspections, emergency preparedness 
planning, and the requirement of the proposed Project to be constructed in accordance with ADA 
and California Building Code standards, RFD would be equipped and prepared to address 
emergency situations throughout the proposed Project site.  The Project would be constructed in 
accordance with current building and fire/life/safety ordinances and codes, including all applicable 
RMC code requirements related to construction, access, water mains, fire flows, and hydrants. 
(p. 5.15-8.)  Additionally, as discussed in DEIR Section 5.9.6 Environmental Impacts before 
Mitigation, under Threshold F (p. 5.9-24), the proposed Project would not impair the 
implementation of or physically interfere with an emergency response or evacuation plan. The 
Project has been reviewed to ensure that it adequately meets the specific needs of the Mission 
Grove area, as nearby fire stations and response times have been determined to be sufficient 
and to meet local standards.  The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions 
provided in the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis 
completed in the DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This 
comment is noted for the record and no changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.123: 

The commenter’s comment and/or question related to property taxes is not an issue that is 
required to be discussed or analyzed pursuant to CEQA. However, the following response and 
information is provided. The comment and accompanying questions provided do not pertain to 
the environmental analysis, findings, or conclusions presented in the DEIR. As the 
comment/questions do not introduce new information, evidence, or concerns related to the 
environmental impacts assessed in the DEIR, nor does they reflect on the adequacy or content 
of the DEIR, they are deemed not relevant to the DEIR process. As outlined in the CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088 (Evaluation of and Response to Comments), (a) the lead agency shall 
respond to comments raising significant environmental issues received during the comment 
period and (c), the level of detailed contained in the response may correspond to the level of detail 
provided in the comment (i.e., responses to general comments may be general). Therefore, no 
changes to the DEIR are required based on this comment. This comment is noted for the record. 

Response 4.124: 

The commenter questions what fees would be paid to the developer. The DEIR contains several 
sections identifying applicable fees the proposed Project would be subject to as well as what the 
particular fees fund, including: 

DEIR Section 5.15.2.2 State Regulations, which explains that California Government Code 66000 
allows a qualified agency, such as a local school district, the ability to impose fees on developers 
to compensate for the impact a project will have on existing facilities or services (p. 5.15-3). This 
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DEIR section additionally explains California Government Code 65995, which sets base limits 
and additional provisions for school districts to levy development impact fees to help fund 
expanded facilities to house new pupils that may be generated by a development project. 

DEIR Section 5.15.6 Environmental Impacts – Threshold A, which explains that Riverside 
Municipal Code (RMC) Chapter 16.52 – Development Fees for Fire Stations provides the City 
with the ability to collect development fees for the construction and purchase of land for fire 
stations and the acquisition of equipment and furnishings to equip fire stations (p. 5.15-7).  

DEIR Section 5.17.2.2 Regional Regulations, which discusses the Western Riverside County 
Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF), which is an impact fee program that funds 
transportation improvements associated with new growth (p. 5.17-4 – 5.17-5). This DEIR section 
additional discusses the City’s Development Impact Fee (DIF), which is a program that funds a 
variety of public transportation facilities, namely traffic and railroad signs and transportation for 
dwelling and mobile units. 

As shown, each fee applicable to the proposed Project serves the purpose of 
addressing/mitigating for specific impacts resulting from the proposed Project, including within the 
local community in which the development would occur. The commenter may contact the City 
with any questions regarding specific fee payment amounts. Note that these fees are not paid “to 
the developer,” rather by the developer.  

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.125: 

The commenter asks how the project will contribute to objectives regarding open space. As 
discussed in DEIR Section 3.2 Existing Site Characteristics (p. 3.0-5), the proposed Project would 
be constructed on the site of an existing, vacant retail building and associated previously 
developed surface parking lot. The design of the proposed Project as an infill development aligns 
with one of the Project’s objectives to use land resources more efficiently by providing a well-
planned infill development on an underutilized vacant site, rather than developing a currently 
undeveloped open space site within the City (See DEIR Section 3.4 Project Objectives p. 3.0-2). 
Thus, the proposed Project does contribute to accomplishing applicable General Plan 2025 Open 
Space and Conservation Elements listed in DEIR Section 5.16.2.3 Local Regulations as the 
proposed Project would not occur within, divide, or disrupt existing open spaces within the City. 
The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.126: 

The commenter questions if impacts will change if the actual resident count exceeds the 829 
estimate. Due to the proposed Project’s number of dwelling units, it is not anticipated the number 
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of residents would greatly exceed the estimated 829 persons occupying the site. The estimated 
number of residents is a reasonable estimate and based on the following breakdown: 

Unit Type # of 
Units 

Average 
Residents 
per Unit 

Total 
Residents 

One Bedroom Studio 24 1.5 36 

One Bedroom 133 1.7 226.1 

One Bedroom + Den 39 1.9 74.1 

Two Bedroom 141 3.1 437.1 

Three Bedroom 10 5.5 55 

Total 347  828.3 

There is no industry standard for estimating the number of residents in an apartment 
development. No substantial evidence provided by the commenter to show fault with EIR's 
approach. An assumption that the actual Project’s number of residents would greatly exceed what 
was estimated and used in the EIR speculative. 

Additionally, as discussed in DEIR Section 6.4.1 Population Growth (p. 6.0-9), the estimated 829 
proposed Project residents would be approximately 0.2 percent of the maximum population 
growth anticipated in the City’s General Plan EIR for 2025. Therefore, it is anticipated that an 
incremental increase beyond the projected 829 residents would not result in significant impacts 
to population growth.  The proposed Project is growth-accommodating by providing much-needed 
housing options in a well-planned, mixed-use environment that supports the City’s growing 
population, aligns with future housing demand, and integrates with nearby commercial services 
and transit corridors to reduce urban sprawl and promote sustainable development. 

Additionally, the City has established city-wide recreational policies, goals, and regulations that 
apply to all developments within its boundaries, including Mission Grove. By evaluating the 
Project's compliance with the City's overall recreational standards, such as parkland requirements 
and access to recreational facilities, the DEIR ensures that the Project aligns with local regulations 
designed to benefit all areas of the City, including Mission Grove. 

Furthermore, discussing the City’s recreational infrastructure as a whole allows for a 
comprehensive assessment of how the Project fits into the larger network of parks and 
recreational facilities, ensuring that it supports city-wide recreational objectives and policies. The 
Project complies with these established city-wide standards, and this broader analysis ensures 
that the Mission Grove area is adequately addressed through consistent application of municipal 
regulations. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
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not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.127: 

Please refer to Response 4.124.  

 The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.128: 

The commenter expresses concerns over increased traffic due to the proposed Project. The 
proposed Project’s Traffic Operation Analysis and VMT appendices can be accessed and viewed 
on the City’s Development Projects and CEQA Documents webpage, under the Projects in 
Progress section. Additionally, DEIR Section 5.17 Transportation (p. 5.17-1) provides an analysis 
of the proposed Project’s potential transportation and VMT-related impacts, how these impacts 
were assessed, and what feasible, applicable mitigation measures may be implemented to 
minimize potential impacts. The Project’s Traffic Operations Analysis and VMT analysis 
(Appendix I) were prepared in accordance with the City of Riverside’s Traffic Impact Analysis 
(TIA) Guidelines. The analysis considers various conditions: existing, opening year (2027), and 
cumulative conditions up to the year 2045, both with and without the Project. These assessments 
focus on intersection Levels of Service (LOS), roadway segment conditions, and queuing 
analysis. LOS was evaluated using the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) methodologies, which 
analyze control delay and traffic flow at intersections and roadway segments. The criteria for LOS 
range from A (free-flowing traffic) to F (high levels of congestion). LOS D or better is the minimum 
acceptable threshold for most intersections in Riverside, with LOS C for lower-traffic intersections. 
The Project’s VMT impact was analyzed for weekday peak hours, taking into account various 
factors like trip generation, distribution, and assignment.  

Additionally, a variety of Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies are being put in 
place to help alleviate VMT impacts. These measures include improving access to public transit, 
enhancing pedestrian and bicycle pathways, and promoting alternative transportation modes 
such as carpooling and electric vehicles by incorporating EV charging stations. While these efforts 
may not fully eliminate the increase in VMT, they are intended to mitigate the impacts as 
effectively as possible. 

The comment’s additional questions provided pertain to the existing environment and City law 
enforcement rather than the scope of the proposed Project and do not pertain to the environmental 
analysis, findings, or conclusions presented in the DEIR. As the comment/questions do not 
introduce new information, evidence, or concerns related to the environmental impacts assessed 
in the DEIR, nor does they reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR, they are deemed not 
relevant to the DEIR process. As outlined in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 (Evaluation of 
and Response to Comments), (a) the lead agency shall respond to comments raising significant 
environmental issues received during the comment period and (c), the level of detailed contained 
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in the response may correspond to the level of detail provided in the comment (i.e., responses to 
general comments may be general). Therefore, no changes to the DEIR are required based on 
this comment. This comment is noted for the record. 

Response 4.129: 

The commenter asks for the DEIR to cite Amazon studies. The commenter’s comment and/or 
question related to Amazon studies is not an issue that is required to be discussed or analyzed 
pursuant to CEQA. However, the following response and information is provided. 

The proposed Project is a multifamily residential development and is not a warehouse/distribution 
center type of development as are most Amazon facilities. As noted in the DEIR, Project amenities 
such as parcel lockers and bicycle racks, are proposed as part of the Project’s design. While 
these amenities were not specifically included in the Project’s design for the purposes of VMT 
reduction, the inclusion of these Project design considerations may aid in reducing Project-
generated VMT. (pp. 5.17-8, 5.17-19 – 5.17-20.)  Because these amenities are not specifically 
included to reduce VMT, and are not accounted for in potential VMT reduction measures, the 
DEIR presents a conservative assessment of VMT reductions and language such as “could, may, 
or should” is proper in describing potential VMT reduction due to these amenities.  The comment 
and accompanying questions provided do not pertain to the environmental analysis, findings, or 
conclusions presented in the DEIR. As the comment/questions do not introduce new information, 
evidence, or concerns related to the environmental impacts assessed in the DEIR, nor does they 
reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR, they are deemed not relevant to the DEIR process. 
As outlined in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 (Evaluation of and Response to Comments), 
(a) the lead agency shall respond to comments raising significant environmental issues received 
during the comment period and (c), the level of detailed contained in the response may 
correspond to the level of detail provided in the comment (i.e., responses to general comments 
may be general). Therefore, no changes to the DEIR are required based on this comment. This 
comment is noted for the record. 

Response 4.130: 

The commenter expresses concerns regarding the traffic analysis’s assessment of traffic patterns, 
pedestrian and bicyclist usage, and consideration of the vacancy of the property for 4 years. The 
proposed Project’s Traffic Operation Analysis and VMT appendices can be accessed and viewed 
on the City’s Development Projects and CEQA Documents webpage, under the Projects in 
Progress section. Additionally, DEIR Section 5.17 Transportation (p. 5.17-1) provides an analysis 
of the proposed Project’s potential transportation and VMT-related impacts and how these 
impacts were assessed.  

The Project’s Traffic Operations Analysis and VMT analysis (Appendix I) were prepared in 
accordance with the City of Riverside’s Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Guidelines. The analysis 
considers various conditions: existing, opening year (2027), and cumulative conditions up to the 
year 2045, both with and without the Project. These assessments focus on intersection LOS, 
roadway segment conditions, and queuing analysis. LOS was evaluated using the Highway 
Capacity Manual (HCM) methodologies, which analyze control delay and traffic flow at 
intersections and roadway segments. The criteria for LOS range from A (free-flowing traffic) to F 
(high levels of congestion). LOS D or better is the minimum acceptable threshold for most 
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intersections in Riverside, with LOS C for lower-traffic intersections. The Project’s VMT impact 
was analyzed for weekday peak hours, taking into account various factors like trip generation, 
distribution, and assignment.  

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.131: 

The commenter asks if the City can provide the queuing analysis and the accuracy of the report. 
The proposed Project’s Traffic Operation Analysis and VMT appendices can be accessed and 
viewed on the City’s Development Projects and CEQA Documents webpage, under the Projects 
in Progress section. Section 8.0 of the Project’s Traffic Operation Analysis contains the Queuing 
Analysis conducted for the proposed Project (Appendix I). The comment does not affect the 
analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not provide new information or 
evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or 
content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no changes to the DEIR are 
required. 

Response 4.132: 

The commenter questions what additional improvements could be implemented if sufficient funds 
would be authorized. The commenter’s comment and/or question related to additional 
improvements and funding is not an issue that is required to be discussed or analyzed pursuant 
to CEQA. The comment and accompanying questions provided do not pertain to the 
environmental analysis, findings, or conclusions presented in the DEIR. As the 
comment/questions do not introduce new information, evidence, or concerns related to the 
environmental impacts assessed in the DEIR, nor does they reflect on the adequacy or content 
of the DEIR, they are deemed not relevant to the DEIR process. As outlined in the CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088 (Evaluation of and Response to Comments), (a) the lead agency shall 
respond to comments raising significant environmental issues received during the comment 
period and (c), the level of detailed contained in the response may correspond to the level of detail 
provided in the comment (i.e., responses to general comments may be general). Therefore, no 
changes to the DEIR are required based on this comment. This comment is noted for the record. 

Response 4.133: 

The commenter questions public pedestrian access and improvements not included in the DEIR. 
Proposed improvements associated with the proposed Project are discussed throughout the 
DEIR, including within Section 3.0 Project Description and within the Project Design 
Considerations sections within each CEQA topic analysis section. The public pedestrian path of 
travel is depicted in Figure 3.0-8 of the DEIR.  The comment does not affect the analysis 
completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence 
related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of 
the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no changes to the DEIR are required. 
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Response 4.134: 

The commenter expresses concerns regarding reports dating back to 2018. Although 2018 may 
seem like an older baseline year, it was selected as it reflects typical traffic patterns prior to the 
significant disruptions caused by the COVID-19 pandemic and the closure of the Kmart store on 
the Project site. More recent data, especially from the pandemic years, would likely show reduced 
traffic volumes due to stay-at-home orders, an increase in people working from home 
(telecommuting), and business closures, which would not represent normal conditions. 

Using 2018 data results in a more conservative estimate of traffic impacts, ensuring that the VMT 
analysis accounts for higher traffic levels and does not underestimate future traffic. Additionally, 
2018 was the most recent and reliable data available at the time of the analysis, ensuring that the 
study met the necessary standards for accuracy and relevance.  Reports  were updated as 
applicable as more current reports were made available. Additional reports are not required.  

Additionally, it’s important to note that the baseline conditions for the analysis are established as 
of the date of the NOP for the DEIR. In this case, the NOP was distributed on October 28th, 2022, 
and the existing conditions at that time were considered in determining the baseline. Since 2018 
traffic data was the most reliable and available data at the time of the NOP, it was used to evaluate 
the Project’s impacts accurately, in compliance with CEQA guidelines. 

 The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.135: 

The commenter questions compliance with regulations regarding the effectiveness of 
transportation measures implemented by the Project for VMT reduction. Please see DEIR Section 
5.17.5 Environmental Impacts (p. 5.17-15 – 5.17-16). As discussed, the CAPCOA Measure T-18 
– Provide Pedestrian Network Improvements methodology requires existing sidewalks in the 
project study area in addition to the sidewalks being provided by the project. Per the proposed 
Project’s VMT Analysis, the proposed Project would add an additional approximately 0.57 mile of 
sidewalk/pedestrian access to existing public pedestrian paths of travel (p. 5.17-15). Per the 
analysis methodologies, the addition of this 0.57 mile of sidewalk/pedestrian access may reduce 
the proposed Project’s VMT by approximately 0.14 percent.  

Additionally, DEIR Section 5.17.5 Environmental Impacts discusses that when a lead agency 
identifies a significant CEQA impact, the agency must identify feasible mitigation measures in 
order to avoid or substantially reduce the impact (p. 5.17-14). Accordingly, the DEIR identifies 
strategies considered for potential mitigation of proposed Project VMT impacts. The DEIR (p. 
5.17-14 – 5.17-21) describes these measures, the feasibility of implementing these measures for 
the proposed Project, and the approximate VMT reduction percentage associated with each 
measure considered.  

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
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not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.136: 

The commenter questions if the proposed Project would enable high speed internet usage for 
“work at home employees” 

The Project will be equipped with modern infrastructure, which will enable access to high-speed 
internet for residents, supporting work-from-home employees (telecommuting). Given that high-
speed internet is widely available across the City, it is fair to presume that this site will have the 
necessary connectivity to accommodate telecommuting, a practice that could contribute to VMT 
reduction. 

As stated in the DEIR, while telecommuting and flexible work schedules can contribute to VMT 
reduction, this measure is typically implemented by employers as part of a commute trip reduction 
program and is therefore not directly applicable to a residential project like the Mission Grove 
Apartments. However, the Project will support telecommuting by ensuring the proper 
infrastructure is available. Additionally, Section 5.17.8 References provides the sources of 
information used in the preparation of the Transportation section of the DEIR, including resources 
for the proposed Project’s VMT discussion (pp. 5.17-4 – 5.17-5). The comment does not affect 
the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not provide new information or 
evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or 
content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no changes to the DEIR are 
required. 

Response 4.137: 

The commenter expresses concerns regarding VMT reduction calculations. As stated in DEIR 
Section 5.17.4 Thresholds of Significance, under the Threshold B discussion (pp. 5.17-17 – 5.17-
18), while it is understood that the provision of electric charging stations might not reduce vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT), provision of electric charging stations would reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions, which can be considered equivalent to a reduction in VMT. Further, the DEIR 
discusses that additional electric charging stations, in addition to CALGreen requirements, can 
be considered as a GHG/VMT mitigation measure, per CAPCOA. To meet the maximum 
GHG/VMT reduction, the DEIR estimates an additional 15 electric charging stations for the 
proposed Project would achieve the maximum allowable GHG/VMT reduction for the proposed 
Project of 11.9 percent.  The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions 
provided in the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis 
completed in the DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This 
comment is noted for the record and no changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.138: 

The commenter raises issues regarding VMT impacts and voting on the issue in City Council. 
While the DEIR has identified the Project’s transportation impacts as significant and unavoidable, 
it is important to note that the City and the developers are implementing mitigation measures to 
reduce these impacts to the extent feasible. 
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A variety of Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies are being put in place to help 
alleviate VMT impacts. These measures include improving access to public transit, enhancing 
pedestrian and bicycle pathways, and promoting alternative transportation modes such as 
carpooling and electric vehicles by incorporating EV charging stations. While these efforts may 
not fully eliminate the increase in VMT, they are intended to mitigate the impacts as effectively as 
possible. 

The City's broader transportation goals also align with these mitigation efforts, focusing on 
reducing emissions, encouraging public transit use, and promoting sustainable urban growth. 
Although the VMT impacts are unavoidable, the Project includes thoughtful planning that 
integrates these strategies to support sustainable transportation options. 

In terms of further public involvement, while the VMT issue cannot be individually voted on by City 
Council or as a separate public ballot item due to state-level CEQA regulations, the City ensures 
that all required public review processes and environmental evaluations are followed in 
compliance with state law. Any future proposals or initiatives to alter local policies related to 
transportation impacts must also adhere to CEQA requirements.  

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.139: 

The commenter asks how RFD will reach the top floors of the Project. As discussed in DEIR 
Section 5.15.1 Setting (p. 5.15-1), the Riverside Fire Department (RFD) is an all-hazard 
emergency service agency, providing fire protection, emergency medical services, fire safety 
inspections, community education, and emergency preparedness planning and training for the 
City. It is anticipated that the combination of RFD’s fire safety inspections, emergency 
preparedness planning, and the requirement of the proposed Project to be constructed in 
accordance with ADA and California Building Code standards, RFD would be equipped and 
prepared to address emergency situations throughout the proposed Project site. The comment 
does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not provide new 
information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does not reflect on the 
adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no changes to the 
DEIR are required. 

Response 4.140: 

The commenter questions the accuracy of the cumulative projects list and its use for VMT 
analysis. DEIR Section 4.3 Developments Considered in Cumulative Impact Analysis discusses 
how the cumulative project list included in DEIR Table 4.0-1 was developed in the Project’s 
Focused Traffic Analysis (TIA) and created in consultation with the City of Riverside Planning and 
Public Works staff (pp. 4.0-1 – 4.0-4). The cumulative project list includes projects anticipated to 
contribute measurable traffic impacts to the study area, including the West Campus Upper 
Plateau project the commenter notes was previously placed on hold. As the West Campus Upper 
Plateau project has already been factored into the cumulative project analysis for the proposed 
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Project, whether the West Campus Upper Plateau project remains on hold or not would not result 
in a significant difference to the findings in the proposed Project’s TIA. Therefore, no corrections 
or revisions to the proposed Project’s vehicle miles traveled (VMT) analysis would be required. 
The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.141:  

The commenter indicates they were not able to access/save/download the TIA Guidelines, TOA, 
and VMT analysis reports and inquires if copies of these documents can be made available for 
public review. The proposed Project’s Notice of Availability of a DEIR indicates copies of the 
DEIR, which included all DEIR Appendices, had been made available for public viewing at a 
number of City facilities, including: the Riverside City Hall, Community & Economic Development 
Department; the Riverside Main Public Library; and the Riverside Public Library. The Notice of 
Availability additionally included information on whom to contact at the City if unable to access 
the electronic copy of the DEIR. The comment does not affect the analysis completed or 
conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the 
analysis completed in the DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. 
This comment is noted for the record and no changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.142: 

Please refer to Response 4.2. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.143: 

The commenter states that the Western Municipal Water District (WMWD) Service Reliability 
Report does not note that WMWD supply from MWD will significantly increase in coming years 
and questions how this would affect the public from obtaining potable water in the near future. 
The DEIR has evaluated the available data, including projections for water supply and demand. 
The DEIR's analysis is based on WMWD’s 2020 UWMP, which projects an increase in water 
supply from various sources, including groundwater and imported water. The UWMP anticipates 
that WMWD will meet the demands of its retail service area, including during dry and multiple dry 
years. These projections are based on long-term planning and water reliability assessments, as 
shown in the DEIR, with expected future supplies accounting for the continued growth in the 
region. As noted in the DEIR, in the 2020 UWMP, WMWD conducted a Water Reliability 
Assessment to compare the total water supply sources available to long-term projected water use 
over the next 25 years, in five-year increments, for a normal water year, a single dry water year, 
and a drought lasting five consecutive water years. WMWD also conducted a Drought Risk 
Assessment to evaluate a drought period that lasts five consecutive water years starting in 2021. 
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An analysis of both assessments determined that WMWD is reliable and anticipates meeting retail 
demands through local and imported water sources. WMWD Wholesale expects to have sufficient 
supplies available to meet the demands of Western Retail and its other wholesale customers, 
even in dry years, based on MWD’s 2020 UWMP. (p. 5.19-8.)   

WMWD's reliability assessments demonstrate that sufficient supplies will be available even under 
drought conditions. Additionally, WMWD actively engages in water conservation measures and 
demand management, which have helped in maintaining supply levels despite challenges like 
increased temperatures and recurring drought conditions. The DEIR has determined that the 
water supply is adequate to serve the proposed Project. 

While the comment mentions temperature increases and ongoing drought concerns, WMWD’s 
planning includes these factors through the Water Shortage Contingency Plan (WSCP), which 
addresses foreseeable and unforeseeable water shortages due to climate change and other 
environmental factors. This strategic approach, combined with WMWD’s water conservation 
programs and infrastructure improvements, ensures that the water supply will remain reliable for 
the proposed Project. 

Regarding the 20% water usage reduction goal, the project will comply with CALGreen building 
standards, which enforce the use of water-efficient fixtures and irrigation systems. These 
measures, alongside WMWD’s conservation efforts, contribute to the project’s alignment with 
regional water sustainability goals.  

Additionally, as discussed throughout DEIR Section 5.19 Utilities and Service Systems (pp. 5.19-
1 – 5.19-20), the proposed Project would be required to adhere to all applicable Federal, State, 
local, and regional regulations geared toward more efficient water use. Proposed Project 
compliance with these regulations would include avoiding the types of unreasonable water uses 
established in RMC Section 14.22.010, including application of potable water to outdoor 
landscapes in a manner that causes runoff to adjacent property, non-circulating fountains or water 
features which use potable water, and application of potable water to outdoor landscaping within 
48 hours of measurable rainfall (p. 5.19-12).  

Thus, no new or updated supply reports are required before continuing with the DEIR, as the 
current UWMP and water management plans sufficiently address the concerns raised regarding 
future water reliability. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.144: 

The commenter questions the Project’s compliance with various Senate bills. As discussed in 
DEIR Section 5.19.2.2 (p. 5.19-9), per Senate Bills 610 and 221, certain types of development 
projects are required to provide detailed water supply assessments (WSAs) to planning agencies. 
However, as further discussed, thresholds requiring the preparation of a WSA for residential 
developments include residential developments of more than 500 dwelling units. The proposed 
Project would consist of 347 apartment units, which falls below the threshold of more than 500 
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dwelling units that would trigger the need for a project-specific WSA. Additionally, Threshold B 
under Section 5.19.5 Environmental Impacts discusses that Project construction water demand 
would be temporary and minimal in nature (p. 5.19-16 – 5.19-19). Further, the proposed Project 
would result in a small incremental increase of 1.4 percent to the City’s population growth, which 
is within the City’s anticipated 2025 growth projection; therefore, the Project would not require 
new or expanded entitlements for water supplies. 

Additionally, DEIR Section 5.19.2.2 State Regulations (p. 5.19-9) lists Senate Bill 7 (SB-7) as an 
applicable regulation to the proposed Project. The nature of SB-7 as a State submeter 
requirement for multi-family housing accordingly requires the proposed Project to be designed in 
compliance with the stipulations of SB-7. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.145: 

The commenter raises concerns regarding fair share costs. The City’s General Plan 2025 Policy 
PF-1.2 is a municipal measure that does not have any fair share costs identified or applicable to 
the proposed Project. Additionally, regarding Policy PF-3.2, DEIR Table 5.11-1 – Consistency 
with Applicable General Plan Policies (p. 5.11-49) explains that the proposed Project’s Sewer 
Capacity Evaluation indicated the City’s existing collection system is adequately sized for the 
proposed Project. Therefore, the proposed Project would not need to fund fair-share costs 
associated with the provision of wastewater service. Further, as indicated on the City’s webpage 
for the General Plan, a Phase 2 General Plan Update is forthcoming.  

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.146: 

Please refer to Response 4.143.  

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.147: 

The commenter questions what “RPU 2018” is. It is believed the commenter is referring to DEIR 
Section 5.6.2.4 Local Regulations (p. 5.6-11), in which the DEIR discusses the Riverside Public 
Utilities Integrated Resource Plan, referred to in the DEIR as the “2018 IRP.” The commenter 
additionally questions if “this report” (i.e., the 2018 IRP) reflects current/future water supplies. As 
stated in DEIR Section 5.6.2.4 (p. 5.6-11), the 2018 IPR provides an impact analysis of the City’s 
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acquisition of new power resources and includes a review and analysis of both intermediate term 
(5-year forward) and longer term (20-year forward) resource portfolio and market issues. The 
comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not 
provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does not 
reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

The commenter further questions if restrictions on new meters should be implemented by the City 
in consideration of water usage. The WMWD has sufficient water supply to service the Mission 
Grove Apartments project, as demonstrated by the projections in their UWMP. Future projects in 
the area will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis and will undergo the appropriate CEQA review 
to ensure water supply and environmental compliance. The comment does not affect the analysis 
completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence 
related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of 
the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.148: 

The commenter questions who pays for extensions for existing water lines which is not an issue 
that is required to be discussed or analyzed pursuant to CEQA. However, the following response 
and information is provided. The question provided does not pertain to the environmental analysis, 
findings, or conclusions presented in the DEIR. As it does not introduce new information, 
evidence, or concerns related to the environmental impacts assessed in the DEIR, nor does it 
reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR, it is deemed not relevant to the DEIR process. As 
outlined in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 (Evaluation of and Response to Comments), (a) 
the lead agency shall respond to comments raising significant environmental issues received 
during the comment period and (c), the level of detailed contained in the response may 
correspond to the level of detail provided in the comment (i.e., responses to general comments 
may be general). Therefore, no changes to the DEIR are required based on this comment. This 
comment is noted for the record. 

Response 4.149: 

Please refer to Response 4.2. 

The commenter suggests the DEIR only discusses telecommunications from existing lines in the 
City right-of-way and questions the consideration of other types of telecommunications, such as 
Wi-Fi, cell phone, and internet usage that “may require line of sight capability.” The proposed 
Project is not anticipated to interfere with access to or usage of the aforementioned types of 
communication as it is typical for individuals to access Wi-Fi services and cell phone services 
from third-party providers who would be independent of the proposed Project. The comment does 
not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not provide new 
information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does not reflect on the 
adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no changes to the 
DEIR are required. 

Response 4.150: 
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The commenter questions if a water supply assessment (WSA) could still be provided for the 
proposed Project, despite not meeting the threshold to require a WSA. As discussed in DEIR 
Section 5.19.2.2 (p. 5.19-9), per Senate Bills 610 and 221, certain types of development projects 
are required to provide detailed WSAs to planning agencies. However, as further discussed, 
thresholds requiring the preparation of a WSA for residential developments include residential 
developments of more than 500 dwelling units. The proposed Project would consist of 347 
apartment units, which falls below the threshold of more than 500 dwelling units that would trigger 
the need for a project-specific WSA. Additionally, Threshold B under Section 5.19.5 
Environmental Impacts discusses that Project construction water demand would be temporary 
and minimal in nature (pp. 5.19-16 – 5.19-19). Further, the proposed Project would result in a 
small incremental increase of 1.4 percent to the City’s population growth, which is within the City’s 
anticipated 2025 growth projection; therefore, the Project would not require new or expanded 
entitlements for water supplies. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.151: 

Please refer to Response 4.143. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.152: 

The commenter questions if the WMWD Service Reliability Report has correctly identified that 
non-WMD sources will not increase WMWD’s anticipated water increases in the coming years. 
The table provided in the DEIR, Table 5.19-7, outlines the projected water supply and demand 
comparisons for both potable and non-potable water over a five-year span during multiple dry-
year scenarios, with projections for 2025, 2030, 2035, 2040, and 2045. 

In this table, for each year within the five consecutive dry years (e.g., first year, second year, and 
third year shown in the screenshot), the supply and demand figures for potable and non-potable 
water remain the same. This consistency reflects a calculated estimate based on the assumption 
that the available supply of water and the demand within the service area would remain stable 
throughout a prolonged dry period. 

The supply numbers assume that the water resources management systems in place, including 
water reserves, groundwater, and imported water supplies, would maintain a steady supply 
despite prolonged drought conditions. The fact that the numbers do not change from year to year 
reflects confidence in the water management systems to deliver a consistent supply during dry 
years. Similarly, the demand numbers reflect stable population and usage patterns. Even during 
a prolonged dry period, the water demand may not fluctuate significantly due to existing water-



   
 

2.0-136                                                                                                                                 

saving measures, consumer habits, and urban planning that anticipates dry years. These tables 
are part of long-term urban water management strategies, where the utility anticipates dry years 
and builds infrastructure and strategies (such as conservation programs or alternative water 
sourcing) to maintain the same level of service, regardless of drought severity. 

The commenter does not provide any substantial evidence to support their claim that the data in 
the DEIR is incorrect. The data presented is accurate. The same figures for supply and demand 
across the first, second, and subsequent years of a consecutive five-year dry period demonstrate 
the system’s ability to maintain reliable water service despite challenging conditions. This 
consistency is expected and reflects strong drought planning and resource management by the 
WMWD. 

The commenter further questions the definition of multi-family residential and whether the 
definition includes both indoor and outdoor residential use. Riverside Municipal Code (RMC) 
Section 19.910.050 defines a multi-family dwelling unit as a building, or portion thereof, designed 
for occupancy by two or more families living independently of each other and containing two or 
more dwelling units. The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided 
in the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted 
for the record and no changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.153: 

The commenter questions when the WMWD management plan will be finalized and if there is a 
final version of the plan  available. WMWD’s adopted 2020 UWMP is available at the following 
link: https://westernwaterca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/5739/Western-2020-UWMP-with-
Appendices_Revised-20220330?bidId=.  The comment does not affect the analysis completed or 
conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the 
analysis completed in the DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. 
This comment is noted for the record and no changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.154: 

The commenter questions if a copy of the proposed Project’s Airport Land Use Compatibility 
(ALUC) report, dated September 14th, 2023, will be provided for public review in paper and digital 
format. The proposed Project’s ALUC report will be included as EIR Appendix M. Paper copies of 
the DEIR and its appendices are available for public viewing at the following City facilities during 
normal hours of operation: (1) Riverside City Hall, Community & Economic Development 
Department, Planning Division, 3900 Main Street, Third Floor, Riverside, CA 92522; (2) the 
Riverside Main Public Library, 3911 University Avenue, Riverside, CA 92501; and (3) Riverside 
Public Library, Orange Terrace Library, 20010-B Orange Terrace Parkway, Riverside, CA 92508. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.155: 
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The commenter questions if the City Council’s vote on the proposed Project will be held in a public 
forum, with planning comments/recommendations being made available to the public before being 
voted upon. The City Council meeting during which the proposed Project will be voted upon will 
include a public hearing prior to the City Council vote. Additionally, any planning 
comments/recommendations made during the City’s Planning Commission meeting during which 
the proposed Project was discussed will be recorded in a staff report of the Planning Commission 
meeting and accessible via the City’s website. The comment does not affect the analysis 
completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence 
related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of 
the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.156: 

The commenter questions how the proposed Project reflects “changes and impacts that commit 
future generations to new environmental circumstances.” This topic is discussed in DEIR Section 
6.3.2 Commitment of Future Generations (pp. 6.0-8 – 6.0-9), which explains that the proposed 
change in underlying land use and zoning regulations would allow for a change of the Project site 
from C – Commercial to MU-U – Mixed Use-Urban for a multi-family residential development. This 
DEIR section discusses the potential environmental implications of this change in land use and 
zoning, such as population growth and irreversible commitments of law enforcement, fire 
protection, water supply, etc., and refers to DEIR Sections 5.14, 5.15, 5.19, and 5.20 in which 
these impacts are analyzed. DEIR Section 6.3.2 summarizes that no significant impacts to these 
topics or services would occur, and any impacts would be mitigated by the applicant’s payment 
of impact fees for services provided (i.e., schools, fire, and transportation).  

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.157: 

The commenter expresses concern for the sensitive areas identified by the Project. While the pre-
school mentioned in the comment would be considered a sensitive receptor regarding air quality 
and noise impacts, the proposed Project’s Air Quality Analysis included the nearest sensitive 
receptors to the proposed Project site, which are single-family residential units approximately 115 
feet to the south of the site boundary (p. 5.3-26). As concluded in DEIR Section 5.3 Air Quality 
(pp. 5.3-26 – 5.3-27), the proposed Project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations. Therefore, as the proposed Project would not expose the nearest 
sensitive receptor at 115 feet south of the site to substantial pollutant concentrations, because 
the pre-school located approximately 1,300 feet to the east of the site, is further from the Project 
site, it also would not be exposed to substantial pollutant concentrations, as the concentrations 
reduce with distance from the source. 

Additionally, noise standards, both during construction and operation, have been met for the 
nearby noise-sensitive residential properties, as detailed in the DEIR Section 5.13 Noise (pp. 
5.13-13 – 5.13-25), which demonstrates that noise levels would remain below the City’s 
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established thresholds, ensuring that the sensitive receptors, including the pre-school located 
further from the site, would not be exposed to significant noise impacts. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.158: 

The commenter questions what the “applicant’s payment of impact fees for schools, fire, and 
transportation” are and if those funds will be identified “for use by the MG community”. The DEIR 
contains several sections identifying applicable fees the proposed Project would be subject to as 
well as what the particular fees fund, including: 

DEIR Section 5.15.2.2 State Regulations, which explains that California Government Code 66000 
allows a qualified agency, such as a local school district, the ability to impose fees on developers 
to compensate for the impact a project will have on existing facilities or services (p. 5.15-3). This 
DEIR section additionally explains California Government Code 65995, which sets base limits 
and additional provisions for school districts to levy development impact fees to help fund 
expanded facilities to house new pupils that may be generated by a development project. 

DEIR Section 5.15.6 Environmental Impacts – Threshold A, which explains that Riverside 
Municipal Code (RMC) Chapter 16.52 – Development Fees for Fire Stations provides the City 
with the ability to collect development fees for the construction and purchase of land for fire 
stations and the acquisition of equipment and furnishings to equip fire stations (DEIR p. 5.15-7).  

DEIR Section 5.17.2.2 Regional Regulations, which discusses the Western Riverside County 
Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF), which is an impact fee program that funds 
transportation improvements associated with new growth (pp. 5.17-4 – 5.17-5). This DEIR section 
additional discusses the City’s Development Impact Fee (DIF), which is a program that funds a 
variety of public transportation facilities, namely traffic and railroad signs and transportation for 
dwelling and mobile units. 

As shown, each fee applicable to the proposed Project serves the purpose of 
addressing/mitigating for specific impacts resulting from the proposed Project, including within the 
local community in which the development would occur. 

Additionally, the commenter questions the definition of mixed-use, as defined in the City’s 
previously approved General Plan, which describes mixed-use developments as those that "blend 
residential and commercial uses." In a mixed-use development, residential units and commercial 
spaces are integrated either within the same building or within close proximity, encouraging a 
walkable environment and reducing reliance on vehicular transportation. The City’s General Plan 
emphasizes this concept as part of its broader urban planning goals, aiming to create vibrant, 
multifaceted communities where residents can easily access shops, services, and other amenities 
without the need to travel far. 

Furthermore, the City’s General Plan specifically identifies Mission Grove as a Local 
Shopping/Mixed-Use Center. This designation highlights the area's intended role as a hub that 
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combines residential living with commercial activity, fostering a more integrated and sustainable 
neighborhood. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.159: 

The commenter asks what the projected population growth is for the Mission Grove area. The 
population growth for the Mission Grove area as a whole is not required to be calculated as part 
of this proposed Project or under CEQA because the Project's scope and environmental analysis 
focus on the direct impacts of the development itself, with growth projections for the broader area 
being addressed through the City's General Plan and regional planning efforts, which already 
account for future population increases and housing needs in the area.  

Threshold A under DEIR Section 5.14.6 Environmental Impacts (pp. 5.14-4) before Mitigation 
discusses how the proposed Project’s projected contribution to the City’s population growth was 
calculated (DEIR p. 5.14-4). This DEIR section discusses that the expected number of proposed 
Project tenants is 829 persons, which would contribute approximately 1.4 percent of the City’s 
anticipated population growth from 2020 to 2040 and approximately 0.2 percent of the 2025 
General Plan’s maximum population growth for the build out of the 2025 General Plan. The DEIR 
discusses that the approximately 1.4 percent incremental increase is anticipated to be a less than 
significant increase and would not exceed either the estimated growth projection or the maximum 
projection of the City’s General Plan 2025 EIR growth projections. 

Furthermore, the proposed Project is growth-accommodating by providing much-needed housing 
options in a well-planned, mixed-use environment that supports the City’s growing population, 
aligns with future housing demand, and integrates with nearby commercial services and transit 
corridors to reduce urban sprawl and promote sustainable development. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.160: 

The commenter questions if there are any regulations requiring developers to develop economic 
growth opportunities, reduced travel time, or employment opportunities. Regarding economic 
growth, the City is in the process of developing an Economic Development Strategic Plan, 
information and resources for which are available on the City’s web page for Economic 
Development – Initiatives (found at: https://riversideca.gov/cedd/economic-
development/initiatives). Additionally, DEIR section 6.4.2 Economic Growth (p. 6.0-10) discusses 
how the proposed Project would generate temporary employment opportunities during 
construction and on-site operations such as the on-site leasing office and site maintenance of the 
development would generate new employment opportunities. Thus, though not required of the 
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developer by specific regulations, the proposed Project would contribute to the City’s economic 
growth and employment opportunities for the existing regional work force. In addition, DEIR 
Sections 5.17.2.1, 5.17.2.2, and 5.17.2.3 provide a discussion of applicable State, regional, and 
local laws, ordinances, and standards regarding transportation and traffic, including those that 
would work to reduce individual travel time and vehicle miles traveled (pp. 5.17-3 – 5.17-7).  

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.161: 

The commenter questions if potential/possible uses of the existing vacant building included City 
services such as “police, human resources, veteran usage, homeless facilities, etc.” The 
proposed Project was presented to the property owner for consideration, who then presented the 
proposed Project to the City for consideration. The City does not pre-assign specific uses or 
services to existing buildings or potential sites available for purchase and development. The 
commenter additionally questions if there had been any consideration to include commercial uses 
within the proposed Project and/or to reduce the number of units and building height. Section 7.0 
Alternatives to the Proposed Project (p. 7.0-1) provides a list of potentially feasible alternatives 
considered for the proposed Project, including Alternative 2: Lower Density ALUC Consistent 
Multi-Family Residential Project and Alternative 3: Retail Project Alternative. In addition, the 
commenter suggests the proposed Project would be the “tallest (building) in the MG area, making 
it an eyesore.” DEIR Table 3.0-3: Building Development Standards in DEIR Section 5.1.3 Project 
Design Considerations (pp. 5.1-5 – 5.1-7) shows that the proposed Project’s maximum building 
height would be 57 feet and 2 inches (57’2”), which is below the City’s Site Development Standard 
maximum building height of 60 feet (60’). Additionally, DEIR Section 1.3 Project Description 
identifies one of the proposed Project’s objectives as providing “for enhanced residential 
architecture and aesthetically coherent design elements that are compatible and complementary 
with the existing surrounding residential built environment in terms of colors and materials and 
landscaping” (p. 1.0-3). 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.162: 

The commenter questions how the proposed Project has sought public participation “early-on.” In 
accordance with CEQA Guideline Section 15082 – Notice of Preparation and Determination of 
Scope of EIR, the City prepared the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) and Scoping Meeting for the Mission Grove Apartments Project. This Notice of Preparation 
for the proposed Project, dated October 28, 2022, was made available for public access on the 
City’s Planning webpage, under the Development Projects and CEQA Documents – Projects in 
Process section. The Notice of Preparation provided the period for public comment (October 28, 
2022 through November 28, 2022) and provided information on how to attend a virtual scoping 
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meeting for the proposed Project, which was held on November 2, 2022. The scoping meeting 
provided agencies, organizations, and members of the public a brief presentation on the proposed 
Project and an opportunity to review the proposed Project. Additionally, during the Notice of 
Preparation public review period of October 28, 2022 through November 28, 2022, public 
agencies and interested organizations and individuals had the opportunity to identify those 
environmental issues with the potential to be affected by the proposed Project and that they 
requested to be addressed in the DEIR.  

Further, the proposed Project Applicant sent community noticing postcards to a total of 768 
neighbors, many of whom extended beyond a 1,000-foot radius, which exceeded the 300-foot 
noticing radius employed by the City. The Applicant additionally hosted an Open House 
Community Meeting on September 12, 2023, in a vacant space within the Mission Grove Plaza. 
Noticing postcards for this Open House even were also sent to residents of the Mission Grove 
neighborhood. In addition, the proposed Project Applicant hosted the Mission Grove 
Neighborhood Alliance’s (MGNA) monthly meeting on October 9, 2023, at the Mission Grove 
Plaza and provided food, drinks, and seating for 163 attendees. Prior to hosting the October 9, 
2023, MGNA meeting, the proposed Project Applicant attended the September 11, 2023, MGNA 
meeting to extend the invitation to host the following month’s meeting. Moreover, the proposed 
Project Applicant attended the May 29, 2024, MGNA meeting at the Canyon Crest Country Club 
to engage with MGNA executive committee prior to the DEIR public comment period deadline. 
Thus, the proposed Project Applicant has put forth several efforts both before and during the DEIR 
process to notify and engage with the public and local community, providing the public with several 
opportunities to participate in the Project’s planning process. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.163: 

The commenter questions what factors the City considered when selecting potential project 
alternatives and whether these considerations were made with or without public input. As 
discussed in DEIR Section 7.0 Alternatives to the Proposed Project (p. 7.0-1), Section 15126.6 of 
the CEQA Guidelines identifies parameters within which consideration and discussion of 
alternatives to proposed projects should occur. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, these 
parameters for considering alternatives must focus on those that are potentially feasible, reduce 
significant impacts, and which attain most of the basic objectives of the proposed project. 
Accordingly, DEIR Section 7.0 presents a range of potentially feasible alternatives selected based 
on these parameters. The public was provided the opportunity to provide input on Project 
alternatives at the NOP stage, discussed in Response 4.162 above, as well as review and 
comment on the DEIR Section 7.0 as well as the DEIR as a whole during the public review period 
of May 10, 2024, through June 24, 2024, thereby complying with State CEQA procedures for 
public review. 
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The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.164: 

The commenter questions why the property owner and/or the City did not consider other potential 
uses for the existing building. The Project was proposed to the property owner for consideration 
before being proposed to the City for consideration. The City does not pre-assign specific uses to 
existing buildings or potential sites available for purchase and development.   

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.165: 

The commenter questions how many stories would be associated with a reduced development 
potentially consisting of 58 dwelling units. The reduction to 58 dwelling units in Alternative 2 was 
calculated to comply with the density criteria of Compatibility Zone C2 of the March Air Reserve 
Base/Inland Port Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (MARB/IPA LUCP), which limits residential 
density to 6 or fewer dwelling units per acre. This reduction was solely for the purpose of meeting 
the density requirement for the 9.92-acre project site. 

In terms of building heights, the DEIR does not provide specific calculations or designs for the 
height of buildings under Alternative 2. However, it is reasonable to assume that with fewer 
dwelling units, the building heights would be reduced compared to the proposed project. Since 
this alternative involves a smaller-scale development, factors such as the number of stories would 
likely be less than that of the proposed 4-story buildings, but the exact height has not been 
determined as that would be part of detailed project planning if Alternative 2 were pursued. 

Regarding aesthetics, while the impacts to aesthetics under the proposed Project are already 
considered less than significant, Alternative 2 would result in a smaller, less dense residential 
development. As such, the visual impacts under Alternative 2 would be even less than those of 
the proposed Project.  

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.166: 

The commentor’s comment and/or question related to soliciting new tenants is not an issue that 
is required to be discussed or analyzed pursuant to CEQA. The comment provided does not 
pertain to the environmental analysis, findings, or conclusions presented in the DEIR. As it does 
not introduce new information, evidence, or concerns related to the environmental impacts 
assessed in the DEIR, nor does it reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR, it is deemed 
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not relevant to the DEIR process. As outlined in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 (Evaluation 
of and Response to Comments), (a) the lead agency shall respond to comments raising significant 
environmental issues received during the comment period and (c), the level of detailed contained 
in the response may correspond to the level of detail provided in the comment (i.e., responses to 
general comments may be general). Therefore, no changes to the DEIR are required based on 
this comment. This comment is noted for the record. 

Response 4.167: 

The commenter questions why off-site (alternative) locations were not considered. DEIR Section 
7.0 Alternatives to the Proposed Project (p. 7.0-1) identifies Alternative 4 of the proposed Project 
alternatives as an “Off-Site Multi-Family Residential Project.” Additionally, Section 7.0.6 
Alternative 4 – Proposed Project at Off-Site Location (p. 7.0-22) provides a description of a 
potentially feasible off-site location scenario, with the paragraphs following providing an 
environmental impact analysis for each applicable CEQA topic under this potential off-site 
alternative. While specific off-site alternative sites are not provided, the DEIR has addressed the 
requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 by considering a reasonable range of 
potentially feasible alternatives, including a potentially feasible off-site alternative. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.168: 

The commenter questions the possibility of analyzing other alternatives. As discussed in DEIR 
Section 7.02 Rationale for Alternative Selection (p. 7.0-2), per the State CEQA Guidelines, an 
EIR “need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather, it must consider a 
reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives” to “foster informed decision-making and 
public participation” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6). Accordingly, the DEIR has addressed 
these requirements under CEQA by analyzing and discussing potentially feasible alternatives as 
presented in Section 7.0 Alternatives to the Proposed Project in the DEIR.  

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.169: 

The commenter’s comment and/or question related to purchasing of other properties, available 
vacant land, and potential ownership benefits is not an issue that is required to be discussed or 
analyzed pursuant to CEQA. Regarding the commenter’s assertion that, “much more 
discussion/exchange of dialogue needs to occur before continuing with this proposed project,” in 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15082(a), the City provided a Notice of Preparation of 
a DEIR to responsible and trustee agencies, the Office of Planning and Research, and the county 
clerk in October 2022. The Notice of Preparation provided sufficient information describing the 
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proposed Project and the potential environmental effects to enable the responsible agencies to 
provide meaningful responses. Additionally, regarding the commenter’s assertion that, “City 
Planning and City representatives need to seek public comments before agreeing to pursue this 
project,” pursuant to Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, Chapter 3, Section 15087, the 
City issued a Notice of Availability of a DEIR, which included information on the public review and 
comment period of May 10, 2024 through June 24, 2024, where to access a copy of the DEIR for 
public review, and where to submit public review comments. Thus, the City has complied with 
applicable CEQA Guidelines and regulations. 

The Applicant additionally hosted an Open House Community Meeting on September 12, 2023, 
in a vacant space within the Mission Grove Plaza. Noticing postcards for this Open House even 
were also sent to residents of the Mission Grove neighborhood. In addition, the proposed Project 
Applicant hosted the Mission Grove Neighborhood Alliance’s (MGNA) monthly meeting on 
October 9, 2023, at the Mission Grove Plaza and provided food, drinks, and seating for 163 
attendees. Prior to hosting the October 9, 2023, MGNA meeting, the proposed Project Applicant 
attended the September 11, 2023, MGNA meeting to extend the invitation to host the following 
month’s meeting. Moreover, the proposed Project Applicant attended the May 29, 2024, MGNA 
meeting at the Canyon Crest Country Club to engage with MGNA executive committee prior to 
the DEIR public comment period deadline. Thus, the proposed Project Applicant has put forth 
several efforts both before and during the DEIR process to notify and engage with the public and 
local community, providing the public with several opportunities to participate in the Project’s 
planning process. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required.  

Response 4.170: 

The commenter asks when architectural plans will be made available. Information regarding 
project plans (site plan, parking allocation plan, fire access plan, open space plan, floor plans, 
building elevations, colors and materials, conceptual landscape plans, wall and fence plans, 
photometric lighting plan, conceptual grading plans, tentative parcel map) was made available 
July 18th, 2024 on the City of Riverside Planning Commission website 
(https://aquarius.riversideca.gov/clerkdb/DocView.aspx?dbid=0&id=362780&page=1&cr=1) as 
part of the package submittal for review of the proposed Project at that Planning Commission 
meeting and remains available at that website. The commenter additionally asks if the apartment 
windows will overlook existing residences. The Project will not invade privacy laws and regulations 
as the existing residences will not be in view from the windows of the proposed buildings, as 
confirmed by the Project’s architectural line of sight renderings. 

https://aquarius.riversideca.gov/clerkdb/DocView.aspx?dbid=0&id=362780&page=1&cr=1
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As outlined in the rendering above, the closest apartment building and the closest single-family 
residence are located 183 feet apart and separated by Mission Village Drive. The line of sight 
between the apartment building and the nearby residences is broken up with the following: 
sidewalk, landscaping, parking, carports, fencing and evergreen hedge screening at the 
apartment development, trees within the landscaping buffer/setback on the north side of Mission 
Village Drive, Mission Village Drive, and a sidewalk, landscaping and block wall on the south side 
of Mission Village Drive. The distance between the apartment buildings and the nearest 
residences as well as trees, fencing and block wall reduce the visibility of the nearby single-family 
residences by the apartment tenants and vice versa. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 4.171: 

The commenter questions the benefits of relocating the bus stop. The decision to relocate the bus 
stop approximately 200 feet north, as coordinated with the Riverside Transit Agency (RTA) and 
detailed in Section 5.17 Transportation (p. 5.17-8) and Appendix I, aims to improve pedestrian 
connectivity and transit access for the Project tenants, adjacent neighborhoods, and nearby 
commercial areas. This optimal placement better serves the anticipated increase in transit users, 
ensuring convenient access to public transit and promoting sustainable, non-vehicular travel as 
part of the Project’s overall design. 
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The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required.  
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Comment Letter 5 – Laura Sandidge Comments – Community Member  

Comment Letter 5 commences on the next page.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



   
 

2.0-148                                                                                                                                 

 
 

 



City of Riverside  Section 2.0 
Mission Grove Apartments Project FEIR  Responses to Comments 

                                                                                                                               2.0-149 

 
 



   
 

2.0-150                                                                                                                                 

 



City of Riverside  Section 2.0 
Mission Grove Apartments Project FEIR  Responses to Comments 

                                                                                                                               2.0-151 

 
 



   
 

2.0-152                                                                                                                                 

 

 



City of Riverside  Section 2.0 
Mission Grove Apartments Project FEIR  Responses to Comments 

                                                                                                                               2.0-153 

 
 



   
 

2.0-154                                                                                                                                 

 

 



City of Riverside  Section 2.0 
Mission Grove Apartments Project FEIR  Responses to Comments 

                                                                                                                               2.0-155 

 
 



   
 

2.0-156                                                                                                                                 

 
 



City of Riverside  Section 2.0 
Mission Grove Apartments Project FEIR  Responses to Comments 

                                                                                                                               2.0-157 

 
 



   
 

2.0-158                                                                                                                                 

 
  



City of Riverside  Section 2.0 
Mission Grove Apartments Project FEIR  Responses to Comments 

                                                                                                                               2.0-159 

Letter 5 – Laura Sandidge Comments   

Commenter: Laura Sandidge 

Date: June 24, 2024 

Response 5.1:  

The commenter identifies typos/errors in the header of Section 2.0 of the DEIR. The DEIR, Section 
2.0 Introduction (pp. 2.0-7 – 2.0-9) is revised as follows: 

Section 2.0 City of Riverside 

Introduction Crestview Mission Grove Apartments Project DEIR 

It should be noted that even with these revisions to the DEIR, no change to the significance 
conclusions presented in the DEIR will result. Accordingly, this comment to the subsequent DEIR 
revisions do not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, do not provide 
new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and do not reflect on 
the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and revisions to the 
DEIR have been made as noted above. 
Response 5.2:  
The commenter identifies a misspelling. The DEIR, Section 6.0 Introduction (p. 6.0-1) is revised 
as follows: 

6.0   Other CEQA Topics 

This section analyzes the Project’s consistency with regional plans, potential irreversible 
environm6ental effects, and growth-inducing impacts of the proposed Project. 

It should be noted that even with these revisions to the DEIR, no change to the significance 
conclusions presented in the DEIR will result. Accordingly, this comment to the subsequent DEIR 
revisions do not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, do not provide 
new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and do not reflect on 
the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and revisions to the 
DEIR have been made as noted above. 

Response 5.3:  

The commenter expresses concerns on the future placement of the recycling center. The 
recycling center will be moved to the west, outside of the Project footprint but would remain 
generally in the same area of the Mission Grove Plaza and continue to operate and provide 
service. 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 5.4:  
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The commenter  correctly addresses that the Riverside Crime Free Multi housing Program has 
been terminated. The DEIR, Section 5.15 Public Services (p. 5.15-6) is revised as follows: 

Policy PS-8.5: Continue to encourage residents and apartment managers to become 
involved in the Crime Free Multi-Housing Program as a way to reduce crime in apartment 
communities. 

This was a policy in the General Plan and although deleted, the analysis in the EIR was not 
contingent on the implementation of this policy. Therefore, it should be noted that even with these 
revisions to the DEIR, no change to the significance conclusions presented in the DEIR will result. 
Accordingly, this comment to the subsequent DEIR revisions do not affect the analysis completed 
or conclusions provided in the DEIR, do not provide new information or evidence related to the 
analysis completed in the DEIR, and do not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This 
comment is noted for the record, and revisions to the DEIR have been made as noted above. 

Response 5.5:  

Appendix I, which states an opening year of 2027 is correct and there is a typo/error in the DEIR 
in several places where opening year of 2028 is identified. These are corrected, and incorporated 
in Final EIR Section 3.0 Revisions to the Draft EIR, as outlined below.  

The DEIR, Section 1.0 Executive Summary (p. 1.0-2) is revised as follows: 

Construction of the proposed project is expected to occur over approximately 28 months. 
The project is anticipated to be fully built and open in 20278. 

The DEIR, Section 3.0 Project Description (p. 3.0-23) is revised as follows: 

Construction is expected to begin in 2025 and take approximately 28 months to complete. 
The project is anticipated to be fully built and open in 20278.   

The DEIR, Section 5.3 (p. 5.3-1) is also revised as follows:  
It is expected that construction would start in 2025 and take approximately 28 months, 
with an opening in 20278. 

It should be noted that even with these revisions to the DEIR, no change to the significance 
conclusions presented in the DEIR will result. Accordingly, this comment to the subsequent DEIR 
revisions do not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, do not provide 
new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and do not reflect on 
the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and revisions to the 
DEIR have been made as noted above. 

Response 5.6:  

The commenter states that the lights may interfere with the nearby single-family residences and 
requests to know how bright the lights will be. 

As outlined in the DEIR, Section 5.1 Aesthetics (p. 5.1-22), a photometric plan was prepared as 
part of the project plans, and no light spillage from the project outside of the property boundaries 
occurs. Overall levels of light generated by the new buildings and passing cars would be 
comparable to typical current levels at the Project site and in the surrounding developed areas. 
The proposed Project’s exterior lighting from the building or from the parking area will meet the 
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City’s Zoning Code requirements for support structure height, intensity, flickering/flashing, 
placement, shielding, orientation and style. Per the RMC Chapter 19.556.060 - Lighting Zones, 
commercial and mixed-use urban zoning are both in Lighting Zone 3. 

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required.  

Response 5.7:  

The commenter expresses concerns regarding the upcoming and ongoing nearby projects that 
may have a cumulative effect on the VMT analyses. Although the Traffic Operational Analysis 
(TOA) was initiated in 2022, it was being updated and revised until the City’s final approval of it 
in December 2023. The cumulative project list included in the TOA summarizes all known 
approved and pending projects at the time the TOA is initiated and anticipated to be completed 
by the project’s opening year. The TOA cumulative project list was approved by City staff during 
the TOA scoping agreement process. However, the TOA also includes a cumulative 2045 
conditions analysis which was prepared using the regional travel demand model (RIVCOM). The 
regional travel demand model includes a larger regional analysis of cumulative projects in the 
area, including all projects anticipated to be completed by 2045. Additionally, these ongoing and 
upcoming projects would also need to comply with CEQA and take this Project into account for 
any required cumulative analysis.  

Further, as outlined in the DEIR, Section 4.0 Environmental Setting, (p. 4.0-2) the cumulative 
project list included the cumulative project list for the TOA and any additional projects identified 
during the Notice of Preparation review and comment period, or by the City of Riverside Planning 
Division as a pending project as follows:  
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Further, as outlined in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 Environmental Setting, the baseline 
conditions for the analysis in the EIR, including the cumulative project list for the cumulative 
analysis, is at the time the Notice of Preparation (NOP) is published.  
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Therefore, the cumulative project list, as outlined in the DEIR, Section 4.0 Environmental Setting, 
(p. 4.0-2) was determined by the City of Riverside Planning Division at the time of publication of 
the NOP (October 28th, 2022) based on reliable projections supported by substantial evidence 
(current applications on file at the time as well as recently approved applications) and meets the 
requirements of CEQA. 

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 5.8:  

The commenter questions the use of the City of Riverside 2025 General Plan throughout the 
DEIR. The DEIR, Subsection 5.9.2.4 Local Regulations (pp. 5.9-7 – 5.9-8), includes the Phase 1 
General Plan Update, as follows:  

The GP 2025 contains a guiding principle and policies to protect against public safety issues 
within the City in the Public Safety Element, Phase 1 General Plan Update – Adopted 2021.  
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Guiding Principle: Comprehensively address the public safety needs and concerns of its 
residents, businesses, institutions, and visitors in a proactive and coordinated way to ensure 
protection from foreseeable natural and human-caused hazards. 

Policy PSE-2 – Hazardous Materials 

Provide high-quality and responsive police, fire, and emergency services to all residents and 
businesses in Riverside. 

Policy PSE-3 – Transportation 

Minimize the risk of potential hazards associated with air and ground transportation. 

Policy PSE-4 – Emergency Services 

Provide high-quality and responsive police, fire, and emergency services to all residents and 
businesses in Riverside. 

Objective LU-22: Avoid land use/transportation decisions that would adversely impact the long-
term viability of the March Air Reserve Base/March Inland Port, Riverside Municipal and Flabob 
Airports. 

Policy LU-22.3: Work to limit the encroachment of uses that potentially pose a threat to 
continued airport operations, including intensification of residential and/or commercial 
facilities within identified airport safety zones and areas already impacted by current or 
projected airport noise. 

Policy LU-22.5: Review all proposed projects within the airport influence areas of Riverside 
Municipal Airport, Flabob Airport or March Air Reserve Base/Inland Port Airport as noted in 
the Public Safety Element (Figure PS-6A – Riverside Municipal and Flabob Airport Safety 
Zones and Influence Areas; and Figure PS-6B – March ARB/IPA Airport Safety Zones and 
Influence Areas) for consistency with all applicable airport land use compatibility plan policies 
adopted by the Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) and the City of 
Riverside, to the fullest extent the City finds feasible. 

Policy LU-22.7: Prior to the adoption or amendment of the General Plan or any specific plan, 
zoning ordinance or building regulation affecting land within the airport influence areas of the 
airport land use compatibility plan for Riverside Municipal Airport, Flabob Airport or March Air 
Reserve Base/Inland Port Airport, refer such proposed actions for determination and 
processing by the ALUC as provided by Public Utilities Code Section 21670. 

Policy LU-22.9: All development proposals within an airport influence area and subject to 
ALUC review will also be submitted to the manager of the affected airport for comment. 

In addition, the DEIR Section 5.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Subsection 5.9.9, 
References did also list the General Plan Phase 1 General Plan Update. Therefore, the DEIR did 
utilize the Phase 1 General Plan update.  

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 
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Response 5.9:   

The commenter expresses concerns on the availability for mixed use zoning to accommodate the 
Project. The commenter references “City development standards” for MU-U and provides a web 
address for its location. Using the web address provided, a 2-page document titled “Generalized 
Requirements for Commercial and Mixed-Use Zones” is found. As titled, these are generalized 
requirements. 

Refer to Table 2.2-1: Topical Responses to Comments, 5. Land Use and Planning, an explanation 
is provided for how the Project complies with the Riverside Municipal Code (RMC) Chapter 
19.120, the MU-U Zone, which are not merely the generalized requirements, but the actual 
requirements to which a project is to be evaluated for consistency. 

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required.  

Response 5.10:  

The commenter expresses inconsistencies with the ALUC findings regarding the Project’s lack of 
compliance.  

Refer to Table 2.2-1: Topical Responses to Comments. 

The calculation of Non-Residential Average Intensity that is outlined on page 5.9-15 of the DEIR 
was prepared by the Riverside County ALUC and from the Staff Report they prepared to analyze 
the Project’s consistency with applicable airport land use compatibility criteria. The analysis of 
safety as it relates to the MARB/IPA Land Use Compatibility Plan is based on flight path and 
potential for planes to crash into buildings with people in them as compared to vehicles on the 
local streets.  

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 5.11:  

The commenter questions the opportunities for public outreach. 

Refer to Table 2.2-1: Topical Responses to Comments. 

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required.  

Response 5.12:  
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The commenter questions the appropriateness of the use of the City of Riverside 2025 General 
Plan. The City of Riverside’s 2025 General Plan is a guidance document for strategic long-term 
planning that takes into account city growth and development as well as amendments to the 
general plan. As identified in the DEIR, Section 5.3.2.4 Local Regulations (pp. 5.3-17 – 5.3-19), 
the General Plan 2025 Air Quality Element policies intended to limit air pollution and reduce the 
potential sensitive receptor exposure that are applicable to the project are listed.  As outlined in 
the DEIR, Section 5.3 Air Quality, the analysis in that section is based on data and information 
from the Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy Impact Analysis that was prepared 
specifically for the proposed Project (pp. 5.3-17 – 5.3-19), which was included in Appendix B of 
the DEIR. Although an update to the City’s General Plan is currently underway, because it has 
not been adopted yet, the 2025 General Plan, which is the currently adopted plan that is in effect 
at this time, is the appropriate General Plan to use. 

This comment does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the DEIR and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for 
the record, and no changes to the DEIR are required.  

Response 5.13:  

The commenter has outlined an inconsistency with the DEIR’s description of the watering of the 
project area. The DEIR, Section 5.3 Air Quality (p. 5.3-29) is revised as follows for consistency 
with Appendix B and p. 5.3-21: 

• The contractor shall ensure that all disturbed unpaved roads and disturbed areas within the 
Project are watered at least three (3) two (2) times daily during dry weather. Watering, with 
complete coverage of disturbed areas, shall occur at least three two times a day, preferably in 
the mis-morning, afternoon and after work is done for the day. 

It should be noted that even with this revision to the DEIR, no change to the significance 
conclusions presented in the DEIR will result. Accordingly, this comment to the subsequent DEIR 
revisions do not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, do not provide 
new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and do not reflect on 
the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and revisions to the 
DEIR have been made as noted above. 

Response 5.14:  

Please see response 5.5 above. 

The correct anticipated duration of construction for the proposed Project is 28 months, as outlined 
in response 5.5 above, which was analyzed in the EIR and supporting technical studies (Appendix 
B - Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, Energy Impact Analysis, Appendix H – Noise and Vibration 
Impact Analysis, and Appendix I – Traffic Operation Analysis & Vehicle Miles Traveled Analysis). 

Response 5.15:  

The commenter questions the project’s solar panel’s glare impacts on nearby residences. The 
proposed Project would have all photovoltaic solar arrays placed on the rooftops of the residential 
structures and atop carports. 
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Per the Aesthetics section under Threshold D, this subject is thoroughly addressed. A Photometric 
Plan was prepared as part of the Project plans and shows no light spillage from the Project outside 
of the property boundaries. Overall levels of light generated by the new buildings and passing 
cars would be comparable to typical light levels currently at the Project site and in the surrounding 
developed areas. The solar panel arrays constructed on the Project’s roofs will be pointed 
upwards so as to not shed glare into nearby residences.  

 This comment does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed 
in the DEIR and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted 
for the record, and no changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 5.16:  

The commenter has expressed concerns about whether the Riverside Fire Department's (RFD) 
resources will be utilized and whether they have consulted on the proposed Project. 

Per the EIR, “For purposes of underwriting fire insurance, communities are classified with respect 
to their fire defenses and physical characteristics. These classifications are referred to as ISO 
ratings and range on a scale of 1 to 10. ISO Class 1 represents the highest level of fire protection 
and ISO Class 10 represents the lowest level of protection. A community’s ISO rating takes into 
account water supply, fire department capabilities, communities, regulations, hazards, and 
climate. The availability of an adequate water supply and delivery system is a major consideration. 
In 2019 RFD was awarded the highest available ISO rating of Class 1. (General Plan 2025, Public 
Safety Technical Report)”. RFD has a mutual aid agreement with all fire agencies surrounding 
Riverside City limits. Each agency has agreed to offer like resources upon request and availability 
of the requested resources. RCD has an automatic aid agreement with RCFD for the March JPA 
area where the closest resource, regardless of jurisdiction, responds.  

Regarding Project design, the Project plans include a Fire Access Plan and the Project will provide 
adequate fire access to ensure the safety of the residents. The fire access will leave room for the 
fire trucks to come in and out of the Project site and will allow them to reach all areas of the site 
in case of a fire. As RFD requires a minimum 20-foot-wide fire lane, the Project’s fire access will 
have a clear fire lane/fire access to allow room for the fire trucks to navigate through the Project. 
There will be four fire hydrants throughout the site and three additional along the Project’s frontage 
with Mission Village Drive and Mission Grove Parkway South. (p. 5.9-9.) City review of the Project 
includes all applicable departments, including RFD. RFD also reviewed the Project and the DEIR 
and found it consistent with all required codes and City standards. To further document RFD’s 
review of the Project, they issued a letter to the Planning Department indicating RFD can meet 
the needs of the development with current facilities and staffing.  

The DEIR, Section 5.15 Public Services, page 5.15-8 is revised as follows: 

Compliance with the above-mentioned state and local regulations would ensure that there would 
be sufficient fire protection service and facilities to accommodate the additional population 
resulting from the proposed Project. To further document RFD’s review of the Project and that 
they did not identify the need for additional facilities or staffing as a result of the Project, RFD 
issued a letter to the Planning Department (Appendix N) indicating “The fire department can meet 
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the needs of the development with current facilities and staffing.” As such, impacts related to fire 
protection services would be less than significant.  

It should be noted that even with these revisions to the DEIR, no change to the significance 
conclusions presented in the DEIR will result. Accordingly, this comment to the subsequent DEIR 
revisions do not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, do not provide 
new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and do not reflect on 
the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and revisions to the 
DEIR have been made as noted above. 

Response 5.17:  

Refer to Table 2.2-1: Topical Response to Comments.  

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required.  

Response 5.18:  

The commenter has concerns regarding the number of parking units and their role in VMT 
reduction measures. The comment incorrectly assumes that all units are provided with a single 
parking space; however, as addressed under section 5.1 Aesthetics (p. 5.1-7), Table 3.0-3 
Building Development Standards parking stalls per residential unit vary depending on unit type. 
The additional comments on the viability of tandem parking and the commenter’s speculative 
concerns about the Project and future tenants do not change the finding or impacts of the CEQA 
document.  

Per the language of AB 1317, the leasing entity of the units of the Project would un-bundle the 
parking from the cost of rent and charge a separate fee for parking spot(s) that the tenant has the 
right of first refusal on. This would affect all residents. It is effective for Project’s issued a certificate 
of occupancy on or after January 1, 2025. Therefore, the Project would be required to comply.  

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required.  

Response 5.19:  

The commenter has expressed concerns regarding excess sound and vibratory activities during 
construction activities if the development were to encounter stubborn bedrock that would require 
demolition. The Project’s Noise and Vibration Impact Analysis Report (which is contained 
Appendix H to the DEIR) did not analyze blasting or the use of heavy ripping or rock breakers as 
it is not anticipated to be required during construction. If blasting were to be required, a noise 
analysis would be required and the City would need to perform some sort of subsequent CEQA 
review.  
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The Due Diligence Geotechnical Investigation is dated June 13, 2022. The report recommends 
the report not relied upon after a period of 3 years due to changes in conditions of the site, due to 
time, or work on the site, or changes in standards and regulations, as outlined below (p. 28).  

“The findings of this report are valid as of the present date. However, changes in the conditions 
of a property can occur with the passage of time, whether they are due to  natural processes or 
the works of man on this or adjacent properties. In addition, changes in applicable or appropriate 
standards may occur, whether they result from legislation or the broadening of knowledge. 
Accordingly, the findings of this report may be invalidated wholly or partially by changes outside 
our control. Therefore, this report is subject to review and should not be relied upon after a period 
of three years.” 

The report is approximately 2 years old and can still be relied upon for the purposes of the DEIR 
analysis.  In addition, a Grading Plan Review and Geotechnical Update for the Project was also 
prepared in March 2023 and included in Appendix E to the DEIR. 

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 5.20:  

Please refer to Table 2.2-1: Topical Response to comments.  

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required.  

Response 5.21:  

The commenter questions the impacts of noise caused by HVACs for the Project and the efficacy 
of the noise shielding. As outlined in the DEIR Section 5.13 Noise (p. 5.13-1), a detailed Project 
specific Noise and Vibration Impact Analysis was prepared for the proposed Project and was 
included in the DEIR in Appendix H. Table G in the Project specific Noise and Vibration Impact 
Analysis identifies the City of Riverside Maximum Noise Level Standards for types of land uses, 
whether exterior or interior, and for various specified time periods.  

For noise sources that are generally constant, such as HVAC equipment, the RMC allows an up 
to 5 dBA increase from the noise standard for noise levels that occur for a cumulative period of 
more than 30 minutes in any hour, which is identified as L50 (exterior).  The L50 (exterior) 
standard is applicable to noise sources that are generally constant, such as HVAC equipment. 
Therefore, the City’s exterior daytime and nighttime 30-minute noise standards are 55-60 dBA 
and 45-50 dBA, respectively, for residential uses. And based on the analysis in the Project specific 
Noise and Vibration Impact Analysis, which is summarized in the DEIR Section 5.13 Noise, is not 
exceeded at nearest sensitive receptors from the Project’s HVAC equipment. 
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The nighttime noise standard of 45 dBA Lmax (anytime) is an interior noise standard. The Lmax 
(anytime) noise standard applies to noise sources that generate instantaneous maximum noise 
levels. The exterior-to-interior noise reduction for residential structures with standard construction 
is 20-25 dBA. Interior noise levels at the closest residence would not exceed the nighttime noise 
standard of 45 dBA Lmax (anytime). 

The comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 5.22:  

Refer to Response 5.16. 

The commenter asks if the proposed project will disrupt utilities or public services for the 
surrounding area due to an increase in traffic.  

The DEIR evaluates fire protection, police protection, schools, parks, and other public facilities.  

The proposed Project would increase fire service demands. However, as outlined in Section 5.14 
Population and Housing, the Project is anticipated to contribute approximately 1.5 percent of the 
total anticipated population growth to the buildout of GP 2025. Due to the small proportion of the 
GP 2025 buildout population, the proposed Project is unlikely to contribute to a need for additional 
facilities, equipment, or staff.  

City review of the Project includes all applicable departments, including RFD. RFD also reviewed 
the Project and the DEIR and found it consistent with all required codes and City standards. To 
further document RFD’s review of the Project, they issued a letter to the Planning Department 
indicating RFD can meet the needs of the development with current facilities and staffing. This 
letter is provided in Appendix N.  

The proposed Project would increase police service demands; however, this increase would be 
relatively minor as the Project would be developed in a generally urbanized area already served 
by RPD and within an area currently consisting of both commercial and residential uses.  

The proposed Project would increase the demand for Riverside Unified School District facilities. 
However, it will comply with RMC Chapter 16.56, School Development Fee, which establishes 
coordination between the City and the applicable school district to develop a school development 
fee to mitigate the impact of residential development on local school districts.  

Due to its small proportion of the General Plan’s anticipated population growth, the proposed 
Project is unlikely to contribute toward a need for additional facilities, equipment, or staff. GP 2025 
Education Element, Policy ED-5.1, ensures that sufficient libraries are provided to meet the needs 
of the community as it grows in size and population (pp. 5.15-6 to 5.15-10). 

Response 5.23:  

As outlined in Response 4.126. 
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The estimated number of residents is a reasonable estimate and based on the following 
breakdown from the applicant: 

Unit Type # of 
Units 

Average 
Residents 
per Unit 

Total 
Residents 

One Bedroom Studio 24 1.5 36 

One Bedroom 133 1.7 226.1 

One Bedroom + Den 39 1.9 74.1 

Two Bedroom 141 3.1 437.1 

Three Bedroom 10 5.5 55 

Total 347  828.3 

There is no industry standard for estimating the number of residents in an apartment 
development. 

The commenter suggests using the census data to determine the number of individuals per 
apartment unit. The census data lists the average number of individuals per household as 3.23 
people, which is an average for all households including apartments and single-family residents 
as well. The single-family residential development adjacent to and south of the Project site include 
4- and 3-bedroom households. The single-family residential development to the west of the 
Project and Trautwein Road are largely 4-bedroom with some 5-bedroom households. The single-
family residential development to the north of the Project and north of Alessandro Boulevard are 
primarily 4-bedroom households. Single-family households with 3- to 5-bedrooms would be 
expected to contribute a higher number of individuals living in the same household toward the 
average calculation for the area and 1- and 2-bedroom households would be expected to 
contribute a lower number of individuals living in the same household towards the average 
calculation for the area.  The majority of the Project’s units are 1- and 2-bedroom, a total of 337 
out of 347, and the reason why the Project’s expected number of tenants is expected to be on the 
lower side of the range, as represented in the table above, that would contribute to the average 
for the area.  

The project population was estimated from the Riverside County Transportation Model version 
3.0 (RIVCOM 3) to be 829 persons using an average household size of 2.39 persons per 
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household, as outlined in the Vehicle Miles Traveled Analysis (pp. 10-11), in Appendix I of the 
DEIR. The RIVCOM model determines average household size of the Project depending on 
dwelling unit type and based on census data from areas surrounding the Project. 

This comment does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the DEIR and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for 
the record, and no changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 5.24:  

The commenter incorrectly summarizes the limitations of what they are calling the “Riverside Park 
and Community Service Plan” regarding the proximity of parks and the ability to develop 
residential projects. The commenter does not provide access to this document or any direct 
quotes from it. 

RVA staff found only one available online document, “The Riverside Parks Master Plan Vision 
2030,” that matches the language of this comment.  

The document only addresses the distance of 0.5 miles of parks from residences in the context 
of further distances being evidence of an underserved community for city-funded parks. There is 
no stated requirement for any development to develop parks or to limit housing to the proximity 
of parks. “The Riverside Parks Master Plan Vision 2030” states, “One-half (.5) mile is 
approximately a 10-15-minute walk for most people/families. Most residences should be within 
one-half mile of a neighborhood park or amenity that may satisfy common recreation needs” (p. 
74). As stated above, there is no restriction on the development of housing more than 0.5 miles 
from a city park.  It should also be noted that per the 6th Cycle Housing Element Technical 
Background Report, the City of Riverside had an estimated population of 328,155 in 2020. Thus, 
with approximately 8.96 acres of existing park per each 1,000 residents in Riverside in 2020, the 
City’s existing parks exceeded the Master Plan recommendation of 5 acres per 1,000 residents. 
(p. 5.16-3.)  

The commenter expressed concerns on the reduction of common usable spaces. The project 
would remove commercial parking spaces to convert sections of them to common usable space 
for residents and guests of residents from the current parking lot usage. This would result in a net 
zero decrease in common usable green space.  

This comment does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the DEIR and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for 
the record, and no changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 5.25:  

The commenter questions the noise levels studied within Appendix H under tables H, I, J, K. The 
dates that the noise measurements were taken are identified in the Project’s Noise and Vibration 
Impact Analysis Report’s (which is contained Appendix H to the DEIR) Appendix A Noise 
Monitoring Survey Sheets, and as shown there, the short-term measurements were taken on 
June 28 and 29, 2022, on a Tuesday and Wednesday, and the long-term measurements were 
taken on July 12 to July 13, 2022 on a Tuesday and a Wednesday, ALSA confirmed when the 
short-term and long-term noise measurements were conducted. The Noise and Vibration Impact 
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Analysis Report that was in Appendix H to the DEIR erroneously indicated on page 13 that the 
short-term noise measurements were conducted on Monday June 28 and Tuesday June 29 and 
the long-term noise measurements were conducted from Tuesday July 12 to Wednesday July 13 
2022. Text in Noise and Vibration Impact Analysis Report has been updated to reflect that the 
short-term measurements were conducted on Tuesday and Wednesday and the long-term 
measurements were conducted on Tuesday to Wednesday. The Noise and Vibration Impact 
Analysis in Appendix H of the DEIR has been corrected accordingly. Therefore, the noise analysis 
does reflect the higher levels of noise happening in the project area Monday through Friday, as 
the commenter indicates. 

The DEIR, Section 5.13 Noise (p. 5.13-5) is revised as follows: 

Short-Term Ambient Noise Measurements 

Measurements of existing (ambient) noise were taken at multiple locations within the 
Project site as shown in Figure 5.13-1 – Noise Monitoring Locations. Short-term (20-
minute) noise level measurements were conducted at the Project site Monday Tuesday, 
June 28, and Tuesday Wednesday, June 29, 2022. 

The DEIR, Section 5.13 Noise (p. 5.13-7) is revised as follows: 

Long-Term Ambient Noise Measurements 

Three long-term (24-hour) noise level measurements were conducted from Sunday 
Tuesday, July 12 to Monday Wednesday, July 13, 2022. 

Therefore, it should be noted that even with these revisions to the DEIR, no change to the 
significance conclusions presented in the DEIR will result. Accordingly, this comment to the 
subsequent DEIR revisions do not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the 
DEIR, do not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, 
and do not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, 
and revisions to the DEIR have been made as noted above. 

Response 5.26:  

The commenter asks if information on what airplanes fly out of March Air Force Base and their 
dimensions can be provided and who determined there is enough open space in parking area for 
an emergency landing. 

Refer to Table 2.2-1: Topical Responses to Comments. 

The project’s surrounding area has space for forced landings along the Alessandro Boulevard 
and Mission Grove Parkways. There is no opportune space for emergency landings outside of 
airfields and prepared runways, but open spaces away from residential or commercial spaces can 
lessen the potential cumulative damage caused by sudden crash landings. These open areas are 
presumed to be used as an alternative to colliding with residential spaces. This discussion was 
based simply on review of aerial photographs of the general Project location, familiarity of the 
area, and considering how an emergency landing in the area might play out.  However, it is 
acknowledged that the analysis/discussion in the DEIR was speculative and as such, is removed. 
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The conclusions/findings of the EIR are not based on the ability for emergency landing in the 
parking lot of Mission Grove Plaza. 

The DEIR, Section 5.9 pp. 5.9-19 is revised as follows:  

The Project site is currently a part of the Mission Grove Plaza Shopping Center and will 
continue to share parking spaces with the commercial development upon Project 
implementation. As such, ample open space is provided adjacent to the Project in the 
event an aircraft requires an emergency landing. 

Therefore, it should be noted that even with these revisions to the DEIR, no change to the 
significance conclusions presented in the DEIR will result. Accordingly, this comment to the 
subsequent DEIR revisions do not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the 
DEIR, do not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, 
and do not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, 
and revisions to the DEIR have been made as noted above. 

Response 5.27:  

The commenter questions the use of the 2018 IRP use in the DEIR. The Riverside Public Utilities 
(RPU) 2018 Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) was the currently available IRP at the time the DEIR 
was prepared and thus it is the IRP referenced in the DEIR. As outlined in Response 5.7 above, 
per the CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 Environmental Setting, the baseline conditions for the 
analysis in the EIR are those at the time the Notice of Preparation (NOP) is published, including 
the reference documents for the EIR analysis. 

As with the 2018 IRP, the 2023 IRP provides an impact analysis of Riverside's acquisition of new 
power resources, specifically towards meeting the state of California’s aggressive carbon 
reduction goals; along with the effect these resources will have on the utility’s future projected 
power supply costs. The conclusion in the DEIR related to consistency with the 2018 IRP (page 
5.6-16) is that because the Project would comply with applicable Title 24 standards which would 
ensure that the Project energy demands would not be inefficient, wasteful, or otherwise 
unnecessary the Project would support the goals presented in the 2018 IRP and would also 
support the goals presented in the 2023 IRP. 

This comment does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the DEIR and does not reflect on its adequacy or content. It is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 5.28:  

The commenter disagrees with the daily trip volume averaging at 1,464 and insists that this is 
inaccurate because the commenter states that the DEIR drafters are biased and that there would 
be many more residents than the DEIR has stated. As addressed in response 5.23, the 
commenter’s measure of the number of residents by using the census would be inaccurate and 
will not change the DEIR's analysis or conclusions.  

The commenter also requests to know why the traffic study did not exceed its 5-mile radius. No 
such limitations are mentioned within Appendix I.   
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This comment does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the DEIR and does not reflect on its adequacy or content. It is noted for the record, and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 5.29:  

The commentor states their opinion that the project size is not the right fit and a lower density 
would benefit the community better.  

This comment does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the DEIR and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for 
the record, and no changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 5.30:  

The commenter requests a written response prior to the certification of the Final EIR and to be 
placed on any potential upcoming mailing list to receive notifications for future meetings regarding 
the Mission Grove Apartments project.  

This comment does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the DEIR and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for 
the record, and no changes to the DEIR are required. 
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Comment Letter 6 – Pam O’Neil Late Comments – Community Member  

Comment Letter 6 commences on the next page. 
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Letter 6 – Pam O’Neil Late Comments   

Commenter: Pam O’Neil 

Date: June 26, 2024 

Response 6.1:  

The commenter indicates the additional vehicles from the Project would add traffic to already 
crowded roads and have a damaging effect on air quality.  

Please refer to Table 2.2-13: Topical Response to Comments, specifically 3. Air Quality and 10. 
Transportation/ VMT.  

The DEIR included a detailed and thorough analysis of the vehicle trips and traffic generated by 
the Project which is contained in Appendix I – Traffic Operational Analysis (TOA) and VMT 
Analysis and in the DEIR Section 5.17 Transportation, pp. 5.17-1 – 5.17- 25. In addition to 
improving the signal at Mission Grove Parkway South and Plaza Driveway 2, the DEIR outlined 
12 VMT Reduction Strategies, which are mitigation measures to reduce Project generated traffic. 

The DEIR included a detailed and thorough analysis of the Project’s impact on air quality, which 
is contained in Appendix B – Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy Impact Analysis 
Memorandum and in the DEIR Section 5. Transportation, pp. 5.3-1 – 5.3-29. The DEIR indicated 
the Project would not result in significant adverse impacts to air quality. 

This comment does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the DEIR and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for 
the record, and no changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 6.2: 

The commenter requests a traffic impact study for 600-800 vehicles daily, presumably from the 
Project. The commentor did not provide any evidence for how they determined there would be 
600-800 vehicles daily.  

As outlined in Response 6.1 above, the DEIR includes a detailed and thorough analysis of the 
proposed Project’s generated traffic and associated emissions. This comment does not provide 
new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR and does not reflect 
on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no changes 
to the DEIR are required. 

Response 6.3: 

The commenter questions what additional mitigation measures, beyond the changing of traffic 
signals, would be included to lessen traffic generated by the project and its associated air quality 
impacts. Refer to Response 6.1 above for the measures to reduce traffic, and specifically VMT 
and associated emissions from the Project.  

This comment does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the DEIR and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for 
the record, and no changes to the DEIR are required. 
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Response 6.4: 

Refer to Response 6.1 above, the detailed air quality analysis of the Project, which includes 
modeling of the project criteria pollutants, and the methodology, is contained in Appendix B to the 
DEIR. 

This comment does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the DEIR and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for 
the record, and no changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 6.5: 

The commenter requests information on whether the project will provide adequate alternatives to 
personal vehicle usage in an effort to mitigate air quality impacts. As stated above in Response 
6.3, there was no significant impact on air quality that necessitated mitigation measures for air 
quality.  

As outlined in Response 6.1 above, the DEIR outlined 12 VMT Reduction Strategies, which are 
mitigation measures to reduce Project generated traffic and 4 mitigation measures (MM TRANS-
1, MM TRANS-2, MM TRANS-3, and MM TRANS-4 (pp. 5.17-14 – 5.17-23). 

This comment does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the DEIR and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for 
the record, and no changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response 6.6: 

The commenter requests an analysis of the cumulative impacts of the project and ongoing or 
upcoming projects. This analysis is in the DEIR, Section 5.3 Air Quality, Subsection 5.3.6 
Cumulative Environmental Effects (p. 5.3-29).  

This comment does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the DEIR and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for 
the record, and no changes to the DEIR are required. 
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Comment Letter 7 – Chris Bardeen – Community Member  

Comment Letter 7 commences on the next page. 
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Letter 7 – Chris Bardeen   

Commenter: Chris Bardeen 

Date: June 23, 2024 

Response 7.1:  
The commenter claims there is an error in the EIR related to Estancia Apartments which implies 
the complex covers approximately 200 acres.  

Please refer to Table 2.2-13: Topical Response to Comments, specifically 3. Air Quality and 10. 
Transportation/ VMT.  

The DEIR Section 5.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, p. 5.9-23 and Section 6.0 Other CEQA 
Topics, p. 6.0-4 states: 

“Estancia, located at 7871 Mission Grove Parkway South, consists of 208 units and has a 
density of 1.3 du/ac.” 

The DEIR does not state or imply that the Estancia Apartments covers 200 acres. This comment 
does not affect the analysis in the DEIR. 
This comment does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the DEIR and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for 
the record, and no changes to the DEIR are required. 
Response 7.2: 
The commenter states the large apartment building will loom over a set of houses’ yards and have 
windows with views into the homeowner’s yards. The commenter claims there was not an analysis 
of the current view and how it will be changed with the Project and asks what the Mission Grove 
Specific Plan’s required set backs are for Project.   
Please refer to Table 2.2-1 – Topical Responses to Comments, 2. Aesthetics which includes a 
discussion on the proposed Project and the closest single-family residences and a rendering of 
the line of sight between the apartment building and the closest residences. It indicates: “The line 
of sight between the apartment building and the nearby residences is broken up with the following: 
sidewalk, landscaping, parking, carports, fencing and evergreen hedge screening at the 
apartment development, trees within the landscaping buffer/setback on the north side of Mission 
Village Drive, Mission Village Drive and a sidewalk, landscaping and block wall on the south side 
of Mission Village Drive. The distance between the apartment buildings and the nearest 
residences as well as trees, fencing and block wall reduce the visibility of the nearby single-family 
residences as well as trees, fencing and block wall reduce the visibility of the nearby single-family 
residences by the apartment tenants and vice versa.” Also refer to Response 4.170. 
The DEIR, Section 5.1 Aesthetics, pp. 5.1-20 - 5.1-22 includes an analysis of the Project’s 
potential impacts related to a scenic vista, scenic resources, and regulations governing scenic 
quality and concluded all potential impacts were less than significant. 
The DEIR, Section 3.0 Project Description, Table 3.0-3: Building Development Standards outlines 
the minimum setbacks required for the building, which are exceeded with the Project. The Mission 
Grove Specific Plan includes a required minimum 50-foot fully landscaped setback along 
Trautwein Road and Alessandro Boulevard, but does not have setback requirements for Mission 
Grove Parkway South or Mission Village Drive. 
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This comment does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the DEIR and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for 
the record, and no changes to the DEIR are required. 
Response 7.3: 
The commenter claims that residents of the apartment complex would experience high noise 
levels events due to aircraft overflights, that Mitigation Measure MM Noise-3 is not sufficient 
mitigation for noise.  

Refer to Response 4.59 above, the DEIR includes a comprehensive noise analysis in Section 
5.13 Noise and discusses compliance with various regulations, such as the California Code of 
Regulations (pp 5.13-9 - 5.13-115). The Project will incorporate enhanced soundproofing 
measures, including noise-insulating windows, doors, and building materials. Building orientation 
and design will minimize noise intrusion, and strategic landscaping will act as a natural sound 
barrier, reducing noise impacts on residents. Although the Project site is located in the Zone C2 
based on the MARB/IPA LUCP, the Project site is outside the 60 dBA CNEL contour. Therefore, 
the Project site would not be exposed to aircraft noise exceeding the exterior noise standards of 
65 dBA CNEL based on the MARB/ IPA LUCP Countywide Policy 4.1.5 (DEIR Section 5.13 Noise 
pp. 4.13-24 - 4.13-25). 

Also refer to the Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission Staff Report, Agenda Item 3.2, 
Hearing Date September 14, 2023 for the Project, page 5 of 10 (Appendix M), which indicates: 
“Noise: The March Air Reserve Base/ Inland Port Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan depicts the 
site as being below the 60 CNEL range from aircraft noise. Therefore, no special measures are 
required to mitigate aircraft-generated noise.” 

This comment does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the DEIR and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for 
the record, and no changes to the DEIR are required. 
Response 7.4: 
The commenter claims the EIR has conflicting statements related to consistency with the MARB 
IPA ALUC and that it is confusing it uses two different definitions of density. 
The statements in the EIR that the Project is “consistent with the residential development 
surrounding MARB/IPA (p. 321 and 485), “consistent with other multi-family residential 
development in the C2 Zone (p. 486) is correct and indicates the Project is consistent with the 
other multi-family residential developments (underline added for emphasis) in the area that are 
also in the C2 Zone. This is just indicating the proposed Project is similar in nature and size 
(number of units) to other apartment developments surrounding the Project site. These 
statements do not conflict with other statements in EIR that are related to the Project’s 
inconsistency with the maximum allowable residential density criteria in the MARB/IPA ALUC for 
Zone C2 (underline added for emphasis). “Consistency” is used when referring to existing 
surrounding apartment developments and “inconsistency” is used when referring to the Project 
exceeding the maximum allowed residential density for Zone C2 of the MARB/IPA LUCP. 
Two different definitions of density were not used in the EIR for the purpose of confusing readers. 
Rather, the Riverside County ALUC Consistency with MARB/IPA Analysis and Findings as 
outlined in the DEIR on pp. 5.9-14 – 5.9-15 (page 269-269 of the PDF file) outline two different 
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ways the allowed concentration of people within a given area within Zone C2 are measured which 
is residential density and non-residential average intensity from the MARB/IPA ALUC. Residential 
density is the number of dwelling units within each acre of land, dwelling units per acre. The non-
residential intensity is the maximum number of persons per acre, which is limited to 200 people 
per acre for Zone C2. Riverside County ALUC Consistency with MARB/IPA Analysis and Findings 
concluded that the Project was not consistent with the residential density but was consistent with 
the average intensity criterion, which is explained in the DEIR pp. 5.9-14 – 5.9-15. 
This comment does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the DEIR and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for 
the record, and no changes to the DEIR are required. 
Response 7.5: 
The commenter claims that the DEIR incorrectly indicates the Project will not encroach on the 
function of MARB as a military/cargo airport and that if the Project is approved it will set a 
precedence for approval of future developments with the same or higher density.  
Refer to Response 7.4 above, which includes a clarification of what is meant by consistency with 
surrounding existing residential development in the Project area as compared to incompatibility 
with the MARB/IPA ALUCP residential density criteria for Zone C2.  
Please refer to Table 2.2-1 – Topical Responses to Comments, 6. March Air Reserve Base/Inland 
Port Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, which indicates as further outlined in Appendix O – 
Johnson Aviation Consulting Technical Memorandum, Mission Grove Apartments Project – 
Response to ALUC Comment on City’s Intent to Overrule, the ALUC letter cites three main 
comments in response to the City’s Findings of the intent to overrule resolution. These same 
comments are echoed in the Caltrans letter. The three comments all focus on the proposed 
residential density and purport that the density introduces a new safety risk beyond that which 
already exists with the current commercial land use designation. The Project will not affect the 
orderly expansion of the March ARB. It is located 3.3 miles from the closest point on Runway 
14/32 and surrounded by fully developed, existing residential and commercial land uses. The 
Project site is in a dense, urban neighborhood that is more than 9,300 feet west of the nearest 
point of Runway 14 Accident Potential Zone II (APZ-II) and has coexisted with the Airport for 
decades with no aircraft accidents or incidents within the Compatibility Zone C2. The existing 
commercial land use designation allows for more intense use and people per acre than the 
Project’s proposed density (p. 3). The Project’s average intensity would be 123 people per acre 
or approximately 61.3 percent of the allowable 200 people per acre commercial average intensity 
in Compatibility Zone C2 (p.5). No actual safety risk has been documented by ALUC within the 
ALUCP or the ALUC Staff Report for the Project (p. 5).   
As outlined in the DEIR, Section 5.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, p. 5.9-22: 

“The City Council of the City of Riverside, by a two-thirds vote (per RMC Title 19), has the 
authority to overrule the Riverside County ALUC decision based on specific findings that 
the proposed Project is consistent with the purposes of ALUC law to protect public health, 
safety and welfare ensuring (1) the orderly expansion of airports, and (2) the adoption of 
land use measures that minimize the public’s exposure to excessive noise and safety 
hazards within areas around public airports to the extent that these areas are not already 
devoted to incompatible uses.” 

Thus, there is an extensive process that is required for the City to overrule an ALUC decision, 
including specific findings and a City Council two-thirds vote. Any future development projects 
that exceed the residential density criteria of the MARB/IPA ALUC would require the same 



City of Riverside  Section 2.0 
Mission Grove Apartments Project FEIR  Responses to Comments 

                                                                                                                               2.0-191 

process. Therefore, if City Council approves the proposed Project it would not make it easier for 
future projects to get approved; the same process would be required. 
This comment does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the DEIR and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for 
the record, and no changes to the DEIR are required. 
Response 7.6: 
The commenter indicates the effects of the project on local traffic levels is going from bad to worse 
and that the data in Table 5.17-2 is confusing and seems to assume that each resident relies 
primarily on mass transit or bicycles.  
As outlined in the DEIR, Section 5.17 Transportation, p. 5.17-13, the 2018 VMT per capita is 
baseline data before the Project would be operational, if approved. DEIR analysis does not 
assume that each resident relies primarily on mass transit or bicycles; rather primarily by vehicles, 
as outlined on p. 5.17-9, the project trip generation rate is anticipated to be 1,464 net daily trips, 
with 128 net trips occurring during the a.m. peak hour and 124 net trips occurring during the p.m. 
peak hour. The VMT analysis in the DEIR is based on VMT Analysis and the Traffic Operational 
Analysis (TOA) prepared for the Project (contained in Appendix I) in accordance with the City of 
Riverside Public Works Department Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines for Vehicle Miles Traveled 
and Level of Service Assessment (July 2020). The DEIR discloses that pursuant to the criteria 
contained in the City’s VMT analysis guidelines, the proposed Project’s effect on VMT would be 
considered significant (p. 5.17-13). 
This comment does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the DEIR and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for 
the record, and no changes to the DEIR are required. 
Response 7.7: 
The commenter indicates the traffic analysis is lacking or non-existent as the queuing analysis 
only considers the “Mission Grove/Alessandro interchange” [presumed to be the Mission Grove 
Parkway/ Alessandro Boulevard intersection], not the shopping center entrance and what the 
impacts from left-turn delays from Alessandro would be.  
As outlined in the DEIR, Section 5.17 Transportation, p. 5.17-10, the Traffic Operational Analysis 
(TOA) prepared for the Project (contained in Appendix I) included a queuing analysis for the 
following six intersections/driveways: 

• Mission Grove Parkway/Alessandro Boulevard; 
• Mission Grove Parkway/Mission Village Drive; 
• Project Driveway 1/ Plaza Driveway 2; 
• Mission Grove Parkway/ Plaza Driveway 2; 
• Mission Grove Parkway/ Project Driveway 2; and  
• Project Driveway 3 – Bayou Lane/Mission Village Drive. 

The DEIR, Section 5.17 Transportation, pp. 5.17-10 – 5.17-11 outlined which 
intersection/driveways would have queues that would exceed the available turn pocket storage 
length under opening year and cumulative with the Project and include: 

• Mission Grove Parkway/Alessandro Boulevard: southbound left-turn (a.m. peak hour) 
• Mission Grove Parkway/Mission Village Drive: westbound left-turn (both a.m. and p.m. 

peak hours 
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• Mission Grove Parkway/ Project Driveway 2; northbound left-turn (a.m. peak hour) and 
eastbound left-turn (both a.m. and p.m. peak hours. 

The DEIR, Section 5.17 Transportation, pp. 5.17-10 – 5.17-11 indicates: 
“It should be noted that the proposed Project does not add any Project trips for the 
movements that exceed the storage lanes at the intersections of Mission Grove Parkway 
South/ Alessandro Boulevard and Mission Grove Parkway South/ Mission Village Drive. 
The proposed Project does add Project traffic at the movements that are forecast to 
exceed the storage lengths at the intersection of Mission Grove Parkway South/ Plaza 
Driveway 2 (under Opening Year and Cumulative With Project scenarios), for the 
northbound left turn and eastbound left turn movements. Therefore, improvements were 
identified at this intersection to alleviate the respective queuing deficiencies.” 

Therefore, the DEIR did not just include queuing analysis for the Mission Grove Parkway/ 
Alessandro Boulevard intersection, it did for five others. Although the Plaza Driveway 1/ 
Alessandro Boulevard intersection was analyzed as part of the Traffic Operational Analysis (TOA) 
prepared for the Project (contained in Appendix I of EIR), per Figure 4 Project Trip Distribution of 
that report, there are no trips anticipated to make a left turn lane into the plaza area, thus a queuing 
analysis at this study area intersection was not warranted. 
This comment does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the DEIR and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for 
the record, and no changes to the DEIR are required. 
Response 7.8: 
The commenter indicates they could not find analysis of traffic delay for east/west traffic adjacent 
to the Project site and cut through on neighborhood street.  
As outlined in the DEIR, Section 5.17 Transportation, p. 5.17-10, while the Traffic Operational 
Analysis (TOA) prepared for the Project (contained in Appendix I) examined Level of Service 
within the Project vicinity, a deficiency in LOS is no longer considered a significant transportation 
related impact pursuant to CEQA guidelines. LOS is automobile delay-based Level of Service 
(LOS). Consistency with General Plan policies are addressed in the DEIR in Section 5.11 Land 
Use, Table 5.11-1: Summary of Consistency with Applicable General Plan Policies (pp. 5.11-18 
– 5.11-19), and the Project’s LOS analysis and accompanying tables can be found in Appendix I 
– Traffic Operational Analysis.  
Although the Project Driveway 3 – Bayou Lane/Mission Village Drive intersection was analyzed 
as part of the Traffic Operational Analysis (TOA) prepared for the Project (contained in Appendix 
I of EIR), per Figure 4 Project Trip Distribution of that report, there are no trips anticipated to go 
south onto Bayou Lane, which is the only adjacent/nearby road that cuts through a residential 
neighborhood. 
This comment does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the DEIR and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for 
the record, and no changes to the DEIR are required. 
Response 7.9: 
The commenter claims that the EIR makes no attempt to quantitatively analyze cumulative effects 
of the proposed Project in combination with all the other proposed projects. 
Please refer to Response 4.4 above. The cumulative project list is developed at the time the 
technical studies and EIR are initiated and include all known approved and pending projects that 
are anticipated to be completed by the proposed Project’s opening year and are located within 
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Project’s study area, including adjacent County of Riverside and Moreno Valley. The cumulative 
project list evaluated in this EIR is found in Table 4.0-1 (p. 4.0-3). Projects that are included in the 
cumulative project list are those that due to their location and size are anticipated to affect the 
proposed Project’s study area.  

In addition, the traffic analysis prepared for the Project also included a cumulative (2040) 
conditions analysis which was prepared using the regional travel demand model RIVCOM. This 
regional travel demand model includes all projects anticipated to be completed by the year 2045, 
and thereby included the cargo facility along with other cumulative developments in the region. 
Thus, a cumulative quantitative analysis was prepared and included in the EIR. 

This comment does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the DEIR and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for 
the record, and no changes to the DEIR are required. 
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Comment Letter 8 – Mike McCarthy – Community Member  

Comment Letter 8 commences on the next page. 
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Letter 8 – Mike McCarthy   

Commenter: Mike McCarthy 

Date: June 24, 2024 

Response 8.1:  
The commenter indicates a residential infill development is a good use of the land, but progress 
towards RHNA is an incremental goal made across dozens of projects and the Project need to 
reduce its inconsistency with the General Plan, ALUC and Title 19 Development Standards.  
These comments do not pertain to the environmental analysis, findings, or conclusions presented 
in the DEIR. As it does not introduce new information, evidence, or concerns related to the 
environmental impacts assessed in the DEIR, nor does it reflect on the adequacy or content of 
the DEIR, it is deemed not relevant to the EIR analysis. As outlined in the CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088 (Evaluation of and Response to Comments), (a) the lead agency shall respond to 
comments raising significant environmental issues received during the comment period and (c), 
the level of detail contained in the response may correspond to the level of detail provided in the 
comment (i.e., responses to general comments may be general). Therefore, these comments are 
noted for the record, however no response is required pursuant to CEQA and no changes to the 
DEIR are required based on them. 
Response 8.2:  
The commenter states the Project can be made significantly more consistent with existing General 
Plan, Mission Grove Specific Plan, ALUC and March ARB by lowering the residential density from 
30 dwelling units/acre to the designated and allowable 12 units/acre and replacing first-floor 
residential with first-floor retail/commercial on frontage buildings.  
Refer to Response 2. 2 above, the City did in fact consider a Project alternative that allows for 
residential development in compliance with the ALUCP compatibility policies, as outlined in the 
DEIR, Section 7.0 Alternatives to the Proposed Project, pp. 7.0-1 - 7.0-15, Alternative 2: Lower 
Density ALUC Consistent Multi-Family Residential. Although Alternative 2: Reduced Density 
Apartment Redevelopment would have reduced impacts related to Hazards and Land Use and 
Planning, it does not meet the Project’s objectives (DEIR pp. 7.0-29 – 7.0-30). 
This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does 
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no 
changes to the DEIR are required. This comment does not provide new information or evidence 
related to the analysis completed in the DEIR and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of 
the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and no changes to the DEIR are required. 
Response 8.3:  
The commenter indicates Figure AFFH-26 in the Housing Element Technical Report identified 
‘opportunity sites’ for affirmatively further fair housing based on vacant and underutilized sites in 
high resource areas and it is not clear why the Project site was not identified. 

The City of Riverside adopted the Housing Element as part of the Phase 1 General Plan Update 
in 2021. The Technical Background Report (TBR) of the Housing Element is the baseline data 
and information that supports and informs the Housing Element and was being prepared prior to 
finalizing the Housing Element and its adoption in 2021. As outlined in the DEIR Section 1.0 
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Introduction (p. 1.0-2) and 3.0 Project Description p. 3.0-1 the K-Mart retail store closed in October 
of 2020. Therefore, the K-Mart retail store was still in operation during preparation of the TBR and 
would not have been identified as a vacant available site. 

This comment does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the DEIR and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for 
the record, and no changes to the DEIR are required. 
Response 8.4:  
The commenter indicates the Project is not consistent with the City’s General Plan Policy LU-
69.1, the current zoning for the Mission Grove area and that the Project’s estimated 829 tenants 
would increase the population of Mission Grove by 11%.  

The DEIR includes a thorough and detailed analysis of the Project’s consistency with applicable 
General Plan (GP 2025) policies, the Riverside Municipal Code (RMC), zoning, the Mission Grove 
Specific Plan, and the MARB/IPA LUCP in Section 5.11 Land Use and Planning pp. 5.11-1 – 5.11-
64. The DEIR acknowledges the Project is not consistent with GP 2025 policies CCM-11.1, LU-
22.3, LU-22.5, and LU-69.1, which is a significant and unavoidable impact (pp. 5.11-63 – 5.11-
64). The DEIR indicates that the Project requires a General Plan Amendment, a Zone Change, 
and a Specific Plan Amendment as the proposed Project is not consistent with the existing 
General Plan land use designation, existing zoning, and existing Mission Grove Specific Plan. 

The standard method for analyzing whether a Project’s population growth is significant or not is 
how it relates to the City’s total population. As outlined in the DEIR, Section 5.14 Population and 
Housing, p. 5.14-4, the Project is anticipated to contribute approximately 1.4 of the anticipated 
City population growth from 2020-2040, a less than significant impact. 

This comment does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the DEIR and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for 
the record, and no changes to the DEIR are required. 
Response 8.5:  
The commenter states the assessment of the Project’s consistency with non-residential average 
intensity and non-residential single-acre intensity are not applicable, if the project included non-
residential uses such as ground floor retail/commercial/office the Project would be partially 
consistent with the MARB/IPA LUCP, and reduced residential density would help bring the Project 
into greater consistency with ALUC.  
Please refer to Response 7.4 above. The Riverside County ALUC Consistency with MARB/IPA 
Analysis and Findings are included in the DEIR on pp. 5.9-14 – 5.9-15 and outline two different 
ways the allowed concentration of people within a given area within Zone C2 are measured, which 
is residential density and non-residential average intensity from the MARB/IPA ALUC. The 
different methods of measuring people concentration of a Project within the Zone C2 was 
determined by Riverside County ALUC staff and is appropriate for the Project. 
The commentor does not provide any evidence for how including non-residential uses such as 
ground floor retail/commercial/office in the Project would make it partially consistent with the 
MARB/IPA LUCP. The DEIR analyzed a reduced density alternative that would be consistent with 
ALUC, refer to DEIR Section 7.0 Alternatives, for the detailed analysis of Alternative 2 – Reduced 
Density Apartment Redevelopment (pp. 7.09 – 7.0-15). 
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This comment does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the DEIR and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for 
the record, and no changes to the DEIR are required. 
Response 8.6:  
The commenter states the Project has no ground floor retail proposed and it is not clear why the 
Project was not found inconsistent with Mixed-Use Urban (MU-U) zoning.  

Please refer to RMC Section 19.120.101, which defines the allowable configuration of uses in the 
mixed use zone. Please also refer to Table 2.2-13: Topical Response to Comments, specifically 
5. Land Use and Planning.  

This comment does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the DEIR and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for 
the record, and no changes to the DEIR are required. 
Response 8.7:  
The commenter claims the cumulative analysis in the EIR omits various recent projects and that 
the cumulative transportation impacts from the development with no bike or pedestrian 
infrastructure added is a significant impact.  

Please refer to Responses 4.4, 4.140, and 5.7 above related to the Project’s cumulative analysis. 

Please refer to Table 2.2-13: Topical Response to Comments, specifically 10. Transportation/ 
VMT for discussion of the measures to enhance pedestrian infrastructure and bicycle facilities 
and the Project’s goals of encouraging walkability and enhancing pedestrian connectivity.  

This comment does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the DEIR and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for 
the record, and no changes to the DEIR are required. 
Response 8.8:  
The commenter indicates they walk to the stores at the Mission Grove shopping center and the 
Project would increase the distance they must walk as there are no pass through alleyways to 
walk through the Project as compared to around.  
There are currently no pass through alleyways/walkways in between the vacant K-Mart retail 
building and the remainder of the shopping center. Because the proposed Project has a larger 
building footprint and will not have pass through alleyways/walkways, nearby residents accessing 
shopping via walking would have to walk slightly further around the proposed Project, via Mission 
Grove Parkway South to the other stores/ businesses. Pedestrian access to the shopping center 
via Mission Village Drive and the plaza driveway between Stater Brothers Market and the movie 
theater would not change. 
This comment does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the DEIR and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for 
the record, and no changes to the DEIR are required. 
Response 8.9:  
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The commenter indicates the Project is currently inconsistent with several City policies and 
development standards and could be mitigated through Alternative 2 or a truly mixed-use project 
with ground floor retail.  
The DEIR includes a thorough and detailed analysis of the Project’s consistency with applicable 
General Plan (GP 2025) policies, the Riverside Municipal Code (RMC), zoning, the Mission Grove 
Specific Plan, and the MARB/IPA LUCP in Section 5.11 Land Use and Planning pp. 5.11-1 – 5.11-
64. The DEIR acknowledges the Project is not consistent with GP 2025 policies CCM-11.1, LU-
22.3, LU-22.5, and LU-69.1, which is a significant and unavoidable impact (pp. 5.11-63 – 5.11-
64). The commentor does not provide any evidence for how a “truly mixed-use project with ground 
floor retail” would reduce inconsistencies with GP policies. 
The DEIR analyzed a reduced density alternative that would be consistent with ALUC, refer to 
DEIR Section 7.0 Alternatives, for the detailed analysis of Alternative 2 – Reduced Density 
Apartment Redevelopment (pp. 7.09 – 7.0-15). However, The City Council finds that Alternative 
2 fails to meet key Project objectives, particularly maximizing the residential potential of the site 
and providing a significant contribution to the City’s housing needs and would underutilize a key 
infill site and not meet the City's long-term planning and housing goals.  

This comment does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the DEIR and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for 
the record, and no changes to the DEIR are required. 
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2.5 References 
The following references were used in the preparation of this section of the FEIR:  

Appendix K Mission Grove Alliance Comment Letters 

Appendix L WMWD Will Serve Letter 

Appendix M Riverside County ALUC Staff Report 

Appendix N City of Riverside Fire Department Letter 

Appendix O 
Johnson Aviation Consulting Technical Memorandum, Mission Grove 
Apartments Project – Response to ALUC Comment on City’s Intent to 
Overrule 

2023 IRP 
Riverside Public Utilities 2023 Integrated Resource Plan (IRP), available at 
Power Resources | Riverside Public Utilities (riversideca.gov), accessed on 
July 19, 2024. 

 

 

 

https://riversideca.gov/utilities/residents/our-energy/power-resources
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3.0 Revisions to the Draft EIR 
This section presents other specific changes to the text of the Draft EIR that have been made to 
clarify information presented in the Draft EIR or to update information presented in the Draft EIR 
based on new regulatory or policy guidance since preparation of the Draft EIR. The changes in 
this section are in addition to the changes and revisions to the Draft EIR that have been made in 
response to the comments received on the Draft EIR, as presented in Section 2.0, Response to 
Comments. However, the revisions presented above in Section 2.0 are also shown below. These 
revisions are not considered significant new information that would trigger Draft EIR recirculation 
pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. For example, they do not disclose a new or 
substantially worsened significant environmental impact, or a new feasible mitigation measure or 
alternative not proposed for adoption. Rather, the revisions correct or clarify information 
presented.  

Where revisions to the main text are called for, the section and page are set forth, followed by the 
appropriate revision. Added text is indicated with underlined text. Text deleted from the Draft EIR 
is shown in strikethrough. Page numbers correspond to the page numbers of the Draft EIR. 
Furthermore, any and all revisions related to mitigation measures have been incorporated into 
the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP).  

3.1 Text Revisions to the Draft EIR 
The header of Section 2.0, Introduction, pp. 2.0-7 – 2.0-9 is revised as follows: 

Section 2.0 City of Riverside 

Introduction Crestview Mission Grove Apartments Project DEIR 

 

Section 3.0, Project Description, p. 3.0-23 is revised as follows: 

In furtherance of the City’s Climate Action Plan, replace aging older building construction 
with newer and more green building practices and other sustainable development 
methods. 

 

Section 3.0, Project Description, p. 3.0-23 is revised as follows: 

Construction is expected to begin in 2025 and take approximately 28 months to complete. 
The project is anticipated to be fully built and open in 20278. 

 

Section 5.2, Agriculture and Forestry Resources, p. 5.2-3 is revised as follows: 

The pProject site does not contain riparian vegetation, including scrub woodland, and 
forest subtypes that are associated with waterways and drainages throughout the City. 
(GP 2025 PEIR) The pProject site does not contain timberland, is not zoned for timberland 
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production and is not next to land zoned for timberland. The City has no designated forest 
land or timberland as defined in Sections 12220[g] and 4526 of the California Public 
Resources Code. Therefore, the pProject would have no impact on forest land or 
timberland. 

 

Section 5.3, Air Quality, p.. 5.3-1 is revised as follows: 

It is expected that construction would start in 2025 and take approximately 28 months, 
with an opening in 20278. 

 

Section 5.3, Air Quality, p. 5.3-29 is revised as follows: 

The contractor shall ensure that all disturbed unpaved roads and disturbed areas within 
the Project are watered at least three (3) two (2) times daily during dry weather. Watering, 
with complete coverage of disturbed areas, shall occur at least three two times a day, 
preferably in the mid-morning, afternoon and after work is done for the day. 

 

Section 5.7, Geology and Soils, p. 5.7-12 is revised as follows: 

Western Municipal Water District (WMWD)The City disposes of wastewater for the Project 
site and surrounding area, and has supplied a Will Serve letter to the Project Applicant.  

 

Section 5.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, p. 5.9-15 is revised as follows: 

Based on the number of parking spaces provided (347 standard vehicles) the total 
occupancy would be estimated at 521 people for an average intensity of 53 people per 
acre, which is consistent with the Compatibility Zone C2 average intensity criterion of 200 
people per acre. ALUC misstated the number of spaces provided by the project and found 
that based on the number of parking spaces provided (misstated as 347 standard 
vehicles), the total occupancy would be estimated at 521 people for an average intensity 
of 53 people per acre, which is consistent with the Zone C2 intensity criterion of 200 people 
per acre. However, the Project provides 604 parking spaces. As such, using ALUC’s 
methodology, the total occupancy would be estimated at 906 people, for an average 
intensity of 91 people per acre. This remains considerably lower than Zone C2 average 
intensity criterion of 200 people per acre. Thus, while the unit count may exceed ALUC’s 
residential density requirements, the actual number of people onsite would be much lower 
than what ALUC would allow in Zone C2 if this were a commercial development, and 
accordingly would not impose a safety impact due to the intensity of people onsite in the 
event of an emergency. 

 

Section 5.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, p. 5.9-19 is revised as follows: 
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The Project site is currently a part of the Mission Grove Plaza Shopping Center and will 
continue to share parking spaces with the commercial development upon Project 
implementation. As such, ample open space is provided adjacent to the Project in the 
event an aircraft requires an emergency landing. 

 

Section 5.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, p. 5.9-23 is revised as follows: 

Estancia, located at 7871 Mission Grove Parkway South, consists of 208 units and has a 
density of 17.3 du/ac. 

 

Section 5.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, pp. 5.10-6 – 5.10-7 is revised as follows: 

City of Riverside Green Action Plan 

The City of Riverside is committed to becoming a clean, green and sustainable 
community. Beginning in 2005, a task force of citizen volunteers assembled to outline 
sustainability goals resulting in the City’s 2009 designation by the California Department 
of Conservation as an “Emerald City”. Developed by the Green Accountability 
Performance Committee, the Green Action Plan in its eighth iteration lists 19 goals and 
more than 50 tasks for the City to achieve additional sustainability goals and reduce its 
ecological footprint.   

Goal 16 of the current Green Action Plan states, “Reduce per capita water usage 20 
percent citywide by 2020” and Goal 17 states, “Increase the use of recycled water by 30 
percent by 2020, based on the 2008 baseline (GAP, p. 32).” An update to the Green 
Action Plan is currently pending by the City. 

In order to effectively conserve water, the Project includes water conservation and 
efficiency measures as discussed in Section 3 – Project Description. The Project is also 
subject to RMC Chapter 14.22 – Water Conservation that includes the Water Conservation 
Ordinance, drought plan, and water conservation programs that help water users 
throughout the City conform to local and state regulations for water conservation including 
drought-related regulations. 

 

Section 5.11, Land Use and Planning, p. 5.11-1 is revised as follows: 

The Mills Water Filtration Plant operated by Western Municipal Water District Metropolitan 
Water District creates a relatively large expanse of open space that abuts Sycamore 
Canyon Wilderness Park on the north side of Alessandro Boulevard on the community’s 
easterly edge. 
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Section 5.11, Land Use and Planning, Table 5.11-1 Consistency with Applicable General 
Plan Policies, p. 5.11-19 is revised as follows: 

The intersection of Trautwein Road/Mission Village Drive Grove Parkway is forecast to 
continue to operate at a deficient LOS. This intersection currently operates at LOS E under 
no Project conditions and there are no feasible improvements at this intersection for all 
Project scenarios that would cause the intersection to operate at a more acceptable level. 
As such, the Project would pay its fair share of the cost required to offset operational 
deficiencies. Since there are no feasible improvements for the Trautwein Road/ Mission 
Village Drive Grove Parkway intersection, the Project’s fair share would be based on 
Project traffic as a percentage of total growth from existing to cumulative conditions, which 
would be fair share percentage of 3.22%.  

 

Section 5.11, Land Use and Planning, p. 5.11-54 is revised as follows: 

On September 14, 2023, the Riverside County ALUC, by a 5-0 vote, found the proposed 
Project, City of Riverside Case Number ZAP1111RI23, os. PR-2022-001359 inconsistent 
with the 2014 MARB/ IPA LUCP, based on the fact that the project is inconsistent with the 
required residential density criteria. 

 

Section 5.11, Land Use and Planning, p. 5.11-56 is revised as follows: 

Based on the number of parking spaces provided (347 standard vehicles) the total 
occupancy would be estimated at 521 people for an average intensity of 53 people per 
acre, which is consistent with the Compatibility Zone C2 average intensity criterion of 200 
people per acre. ALUC misstated the Page 10 July 18, 2024, PR-2022-001359 number of 
spaces provided by the project and found that based on the number of parking spaces 
provided (misstated as 347 standard vehicles), the total occupancy would be estimated at 
521 people for an average intensity of 53 people per acre, which is consistent with the 
Zone C2 intensity criterion of 200 people per acre. However, the Project provides 604 
parking spaces. As such, using ALUC’s methodology, the total occupancy would be 
estimated at 906 people, for an average intensity of 91 people per acre. This remains 
considerably lower than Zone C2 average intensity criterion of 200 people per acre. Thus, 
while the unit count may exceed ALUC’s residential density requirements, the actual 
number of people onsite would be much lower than what ALUC would allow in Zone C2 if 
this were a commercial development, and accordingly would not impose a safety impact 
due to the intensity of people onsite in the event of an emergency. 

 

Section 5.13, Noise, p. 5.13-5 is revised as follows: 

Short-Term Ambient Noise Measurements 

Measurements of existing (ambient) noise were taken at multiple locations within the 
Project site as shown in Figure 5.13-1 – Noise Monitoring Locations. Short-term (20-
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minute) noise level measurements were conducted at the Project site Monday Tuesday, 
June 28, and Tuesday Wednesday, June 29, 2022. 

 

Section 5.13, Noise, p. 5.13-7 is revised as follows: 

Long-Term Ambient Noise Measurements 

Three long-term (24-hour) noise level measurements were conducted from Sunday 
Tuesday, July 12 to Monday Wednesday, July 13, 2022. 

 

Section 5.13, Noise, p. 5.13-12 is revised as follows: 
5 Normally AUnacceptable: New construction or development should generally be 
discouraged. If new construction or development does proceed, a detailed analysis of the 
noise reduction requirements must be made and needed noise insulation features 
included in the design.  
6Conditionally AUnacceptable: New construction or development should generally not 
be undertaken, unless it can be demonstrated that noise reduction requirements can be 
employed to reduce noise impacts to an acceptable level. If new construction or 
development does proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements must 
be made and needed noise insulation features included in the design. 

 

Section 5.13, Noise, p. 5.13-25 is revised as follows: 

The Project would not exceed any of the noise thresholds of significance and potential 
Project-related impacts would be less than significant. Although impacts would be less 
than significant and no noise reduction mitigation measures are necessary based on the 
noise impact analysis conducted for the Project pursuant to CEQA guidelines, mitigation 
measures have been included in compliance with the Mission Grove Specific Plan due to 
the Project’s location within the plan’s boundaries. Additionally, tThe mitigation measures 
related to construction noise in the Mission Grove Specific Plan (outlined below as MM 
NOISE-1 and MM NOISE-2) requiring the use and proper maintenance of noise-reducing 
devices on construction equipment would minimize construction-related noise and ensure 
construction noise would not be generated during the more sensitive nighttime hours. 

 

Section 5.15, Public Services, p. 5.15-6 is revised as follows: 

Policy PS-8.5: Continue to encourage residents and apartment managers to become 
involved in the Crime Free Multi-Housing Program as a way to reduce crime in apartment 
communities. 

 

Section 5.15, Public Services, p. 5.15-7 is revised as follows: 
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However, as outlined in Section 5.14 Population and Housing, the Project is anticipated 
to contribute approximately 1.45 percent of the total anticipated population growth to 
buildout of GP 2025. 

 

Section 5.15, Public Services, p. 5.15-8 is revised as follows: 

Compliance with the above-mentioned state and local regulations would ensure that there 
would be sufficient fire protection service and facilities to accommodate the additional 
population resulting from the proposed Project. To further document RFD’s review of the 
Project and that they did not identify the need for additional facilities or staffing as a result 
of the Project, RFD issued a letter to the Planning Department (Appendix N) indicating 
“The fire department can meet the needs of the development with current facilities and 
staffing.” As such, impacts related to fire protection services would be less than 
significant. 

 

Section 5.17, Transportation, p. 5.17-18 is revised as follows: 

Riverside Transit Routes 20 and 22 serve the proposed Project site with a stop at the 
conrner of Mission Village Drive and Mission Grove Parkway South. 

 

Section 5.18, Tribal Cultural Resources, p. 5.18-6 is revised as follows: 

On October 18th, 2022, the City of Riverside sent out to AB 52 consultation notices to Tribes. 
The following tribes requested to consult with the City pursuant to AB 52: 

• Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians 

• Morongo Band of Mission Indians 

• Aqgua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians 

On December 6th 2022, the City of Riverside sent out SB 18 consultation notices to Tribes. 
No Tribes requested to consult with the City pursuant to SB 18. The Soboba Band of Luiseno 
Indians and Aqgua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians agreed with the City’s proposed 
mitigation measures described below in Section 5.5.7 as mitigation measures MM CUL-1 
through MM CUL-4. 

 

Section 5.18, Tribal Cultural Resources, p. 5.18-8 is revised as follows: 

The City and the Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians and Aqgua Caliente Band of Cahuilla 
Indians agreed that, in the event of the inadvertent discovery of previously unknown 
cultural resources of tribal or Native American importance during construction activities, 
appropriate mitigation measures would be implemented and followed. The Soboba Band 
of Luiseno Indians and Aqgua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians accepted the City’s 
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standard mitigation measures (MM CUL-1 through MM CUL-4), to ensure that potential 
impacts in the event of an inadvertent discovery of resources remain at less than a 
significant level. Therefore, potential Project impacts to tribal cultural resources would be 
less than significant with mitigation measures MM CUL-1 through MM CUL-4. 

 

Section 6.0, Other CEQA Topics, p. 6.0-1 is revised as follows: 

This section analyzes the Project’s consistency with regional plans, potential irreversible 
environm6ental effects, and growth-inducing impacts of the proposed Project. 

 

Section 6.1, Consistency with Regional Plans, p. 6.0-4 is revised as follows: 

Estancia, located at 7871 Mission Grove Parkway South, consists of 208 units and has a 
density of 17.3 du/ac. 

 

Section 7.0.1, Project Objectives, p. 7.0-1 is revised as follows: 

1. Provide a high-quality residential development in close proximity to many existing 
amenities and transit corridors. 

2. Increase the type and amount of housing available, consistent with the goals of the City’s 
Housing Element. 

3. Maximize the residential potential of the site to assist the City of Riverside in meeting 
project housing demand as part of the City’s housing needs and growth projections. 

4. Use land resources more efficiently by providing a well-planned, infill redevelopment on a 
underutilized vacant site. 

5. Identify mixed use development standards in the Specific Plan Amendment to create a 
framework for cohesive integration of uses.  

6. In furtherance of the City’s Climate Action Plan, replace aging older building construction 
with newer and more green building practices and other sustainable development 
methods. 

7. Create a mixed-use environment encouraging walkability. 

8. Provide for enhanced residential architecture and aesthetically coherent design elements 
that are compatible and complimentary with the existing surrounding residential built 
environment in terms of colors and materials and landscaping. 

 

Section 7.0.3, Alternative 1 - No Project/ No Redevelopment, p. 7.0-9 is revised as follows: 

 Relationship to Project Objectives 
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Alternative 1, the No Project/No Redevelopment Alternative, assumes that no 
redevelopment or disturbance of the 9.92-acre site would occur, leaving the 104,231-
square-foot vacant retail building (formerly a K-Mart store) and associated parking lot in 
their current condition. While this alternative would reduce certain short-term 
environmental impacts related to construction, it would not fulfill any of the Project’s 
objectives.  

Although the No Project/No Redevelopment Alternative would avoid potential 
construction-related impacts, it would not contribute to meeting the City of Riverside’s 
housing needs. Specifically, Alternative 1 would not provide high-quality residential 
development in proximity to existing amenities and transit corridors (Project Objective 1), 
nor would it assist the City in meeting its housing demand (Project Objectives 2 & 3), as 
no housing units would be constructed. The site would remain an underutilized vacant 
property, which does not align with the objective of using land resources more efficiently 
through infill redevelopment (Project Objectives 4 & 5). Furthermore, the alternative would 
not incorporate any green building practices or sustainable development methods (Project 
Objective 6), meaning it would not support the City’s RRG-CAP goals.  

Additionally, Alternative 1 would continue to leave the site without any cohesive integration 
of uses, as no mixed-use development would be pursued (Project Objective 7). The vacant 
retail building would remain in place with only temporary and seasonal tenants, such as 
the Spirit Halloween store, and would not contribute to creating a mixed-use environment 
that promotes walkability or enhances the aesthetic quality of the area (Project Objectives 
7 & 8). The existing structure, built in 1991, would not be updated or improved, meaning 
it would not provide any enhanced residential architecture or design elements compatible 
with the surrounding residential neighborhoods.  

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1) states that factors such as site suitability 
and economic viability may be considered when assessing the feasibility of alternatives. 
In this case, Alternative 1 would not meet any of the key objectives, including providing 
housing to meet the City’s Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) allocations 
(Project Objective 2 & 3), improving the site’s land use efficiency, or contributing to 
sustainable development goals. Without redevelopment, the site would continue to remain 
vacant, failing to contribute to the City’s housing goals or economic growth. 

Therefore, Alternative 1 does not fulfill any of the Project’s objectives (Project Objectives 
1-8) and is not considered a feasible alternative. It would perpetuate the underutilization 
of a prime urban site and fail to address the City’s need for housing and sustainable 
development. As a result, Alternative 1 is rejected as an infeasible option.  

Finding 

Alternative 1 (No Project/No Redevelopment) is infeasible and does not fulfill the project 
objectives (Project Objectives 1-8). CEQA does not require a lead agency to select an 
alternative which does not meet most of the project objectives (State CEQA Guidelines 
section 15126.6). 
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Section 7.0.4, Alternative 2 – Reduced Density Apartment Redevelopment, p. 7.0-9 is 
revised as follows: 

This discussion analyzes alternative redevelopment of the site with a high-quality 
residential development with a reduced residential density, such that it meets the 
residential density criteria of the C2 Compatibility Zone of the March Air Reserve Base/ 
Inland Port Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan MARB/IPA LUCP). The residential density 
standard for the C2 zone is six or less dwelling units per acre (du/ac). As the Project site 
is 9.92 acres, in order to meet the C2 zone residential density criteria of 6.0 du/ac, only 58 
dwelling units would be constructed. 

 

Section 7.0.4, Alternative 2 – Reduced Density Apartment Redevelopment, p. 7.0-15 is 
revised as follows: 

Relationship to Project Objectives 

Alternative 2, the Reduced Density Apartment Redevelopment, proposes developing the 
Project site with 58 dwelling units, consistent with the residential density criteria for 
Compatibility Zone C2 of the March Air Reserve Base/Inland Port Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan (MARB/IPA LUCP). While this alternative would reduce some 
environmental impacts compared to the proposed Project, it would only partially meet most 
of the Project’s objectives (meet Project Objectives 1, 2, 6, 7, and 8) and fails to meet two 
key objectives (Project Objectives 3 & 4).  

First, while Alternative 2 would provide a high-quality residential development, the 
significantly reduced density would not maximize the residential potential of the site 
(Project Objective 3). The proposed Project aims to construct 347 dwelling units, a scale 
that would meaningfully contribute to the City’s housing supply. In contrast, the 58 dwelling 
units under Alternative 2 would provide only a fraction of the housing needed to meet the 
City’s projected housing demand and goals outlined in the Housing Element. As such, 
Alternative 2 would not effectively assist the City of Riverside in meeting its housing needs 
or its RHNA allocations.  

Additionally, although this alternative would still redevelop an underutilized vacant site, the 
reduced density would represent a less efficient use of the land resources. The Project’s 
objective of promoting well-planned infill redevelopment is best met by maximizing the 
site's potential (Project Objective 3), which Alternative 2 fails to do. Furthermore, the 
smaller-scale development under Alternative 2 would not create a mixed-use environment 
that encourages walkability (Project Objective 7) to the same degree as the proposed 
Project, which is designed to support a vibrant, pedestrian-friendly community through 
higher density and mixed-use integration.  

Although the Reduced Density Apartment Redevelopment would still include green 
building practices and sustainable development methods in alignment with the City’s 
RRG-CAP (Project Objective 6), the smaller number of units would limit the extent of 
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environmental benefits, such as energy efficiency and reduced greenhouse gas 
emissions, that could be achieved with a larger residential development.  

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1) allows for consideration of factors like site 
suitability and economic viability in assessing the feasibility of alternatives. While 
Alternative 2 would meet the residential density requirements of Compatibility Zone C2, it 
would not provide the needed level of housing supply, use land resources as efficiently as 
possible, or create the mixed-use, walkable environment envisioned for the site. The 
reduced scale of development would also limit the architectural and aesthetic 
enhancements that could be achieved through a larger, more cohesive project design. 
Alternative 2 would only partially meet Project Objectives 1, 2, 6, 7, and 8. Alternative 2 
would not meet Project Objectives 3 and 4 

Finding  

Alternative 2 would result in fewer impacts for certain environmental issues, such as air 
quality, noise, and vehicle miles traveled, compared to the proposed Project due to the 
reduced number of dwelling units. However, Alternative 2 is rejected as a proposed Project 
alternative on the following grounds, each of which individually provides sufficient 
justification for rejection of this alternative: (1)  failure to meet key Project objectives, 
particularly maximizing the residential potential of the site and providing a significant 
contribution to the City’s housing needs; and (2) infeasibility, as this alternative would 
underutilize a key infill site and not meet the City's long-term planning and housing goals.  

 

Section 7.0.5, Alternative 3 – Retail Development, p. 7.0-22 is revised as follows: 

Relationship to Project Objectives 

Alternative 3, the Retail Development Alternative, proposes retaining the existing 104,231-
square-foot retail building and associated surface parking lot with minor improvements for 
a new permanent retail tenant. While this alternative would be consistent with the current 
land use and zoning designations, it would not meet most of the proposed Project’s 
objectives.  

This alternative does not support the objective of providing high-quality residential 
development (Project Objective 1). Instead of delivering much-needed housing units, 
Alternative 3 would continue to dedicate the site to retail uses, failing to contribute to the 
City’s housing stock or assist in meeting the City’s RHNA allocations (Project Objectives 
2 & 3). The Project's objective of increasing the type and amount of available housing 
would not be met, as no residential development is proposed under this alternative.  

Although Alternative 3 would continue the commercial use of the site, it does not support 
the goal of using land resources more efficiently by providing infill redevelopment on an 
underutilized vacant site (Project Objective 4). The objective of transforming an 
underutilized vacant site through well-planned infill redevelopment would not be met. In 
contrast, the proposed Project would bring new housing units to the area, optimizing the 
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use of the land for residential purposes and contributing to the City’s growth and housing 
goals.  

This alternative would also fail to advance the City’s RRG-CAP, which aims to promote 
green building practices and sustainable development methods (Project Objective 6). The 
retention of the aging retail building with only minor improvements would not incorporate 
the modern green building practices that the proposed Project would employ, such as 
energy-efficient design and construction techniques, further diminishing the site’s potential 
to contribute to sustainability goals.  

Furthermore, Alternative 3 would not create the mixed-use environment envisioned for the 
site, nor would it encourage walkability or provide enhanced residential architecture 
(Project Objectives 1 & 7). The continued use of the site for retail would offer little to no 
improvement to the walkability of the area or promote a more cohesive integration of 
mixed-use development (Project Objective 8).  

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1) states that factors such as site suitability 
and economic viability may be considered when assessing the feasibility of alternatives. 
While Alternative 3 would retain the existing retail structure and align with the current 
zoning, it would not meet the key Project objectives of providing high-quality housing, 
maximizing the site’s residential potential, or using land resources efficiently. Additionally, 
it would not contribute to the City’s long-term goals for housing, climate action, or 
sustainable development.  

Thus, although Alternative 3 would have fewer construction impacts, it would not fulfill any 
of the Project’s objectives and is not considered feasible in achieving the overall goals of 
the proposed development.  

Finding 

Alternative 3 would result in fewer environmental impacts related to construction activities, 
such as air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, and noise, but would generate greater 
operational impacts related to transportation and vehicle emissions due to higher trip 
generation. Alternative 3 is rejected as a proposed Project alternative on the following 
grounds, each of which individually provides sufficient justification for rejection of this 
alternative: (1) inability to avoid environmental impacts; (2) failure to meet the Project's 
objectives (Project Objectives 1-8), including providing high-quality residential 
development and addressing the City’s housing needs; and (3) infeasibility, as this 
alternative would continue the underutilization of the site for retail purposes and not 
contribute to the City’s goals for housing and sustainable land use. 

Section 7.0.6, Alternative 4 – Proposed Project at Off-Site Location, p. 7.0-27 is revised as 
follows: 

Relationship to Project Objectives 

Alternative 4, the Proposed Project at Off-Site Location, assumes that the proposed 347-
unit residential apartment project would be constructed at a different site of similar size 
within the City of Riverside. This alternative does not specify an exact off-site location but 
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assumes that the project would involve redeveloping a vacant or underutilized site of 
similar size. 

While this alternative could still provide high-quality residential development in the City of 
Riverside, it may not necessarily be located in close proximity to existing amenities and 
transit corridors (Project Objective 1), as is the case with the proposed Project site. The 
convenience and access to services, which are integral to the Project’s objective of 
providing a transit-oriented, walkable environment, may not be available at an off-site 
location. Without a specific site, it cannot be determined if this objective could be partially 
or fully met.  

Similarly, while Alternative 4 would still provide 347 residential units and contribute to 
meeting the City’s housing needs, the off-site location may not maximize the residential 
potential of the site (Project Objective 3) as efficiently as the proposed Project does. The 
current Project site represents an underutilized infill site, which is an optimal location for 
high-density residential development. An alternative site may not provide the same 
efficient use of land resources. Without a specific site, it cannot be determined if this 
objective could be partially or fully met.  

Additionally, Alternative 4 may not support the objective of creating a mixed-use 
environment that encourages walkability. The success of mixed-use environments relies 
heavily on the context and surrounding uses, and there is no guarantee that an off-site 
location would integrate well into a mixed-use framework. Without the specific location, it 
cannot be determined if the project objective of creating a mixed-use environment 
encouraging walkability (Project Objective 7) could be partially or fully met.  

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1) allows for consideration of factors such as 
site suitability and economic viability. In this case, the off-site alternative could theoretically 
meet many of the same objectives as the proposed Project, but without a specific location, 
there are uncertainties regarding site suitability, land use efficiency, and overall feasibility. 
Additionally, the off-site location may not provide the same strategic advantages in terms 
of transit access, walkability, and integration with existing land uses, limiting its ability to 
meet most or all the Project’s objectives. The City is not aware of another site that is 
comparable in size and is currently available for redevelopment, the developer does not 
own or control such another site, nor is it certain the developer can acquire such a site. 

Finding 

Without a specific location for Alternative 4 it cannot be determined if there would be less 
environmental impacts than the proposed Project. The City is not aware of another site 
that is comparable in size and is currently available. Alternative 4 is rejected as a proposed 
Project alternative on the following grounds, each of which individually provides sufficient 
justification for rejection of this alternative: (1) inability to avoid environmental impacts; (2) 
failure to partially or fully meet most of the Project's objectives; and (3) infeasibility, as no 
specific alternative site is currently available. 
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Section 8.0, List of Preparers, p. 8.0-1 is inserted as follows: 

8.0 List of Preparers 

Lead Agency, City of Riverside 

Veronica Hernandez, Senior Planner 

Brian Norton, Principal Planner 

Anthony Beaumon, City Attorney 

Scott Watson, Historic Preservation Officer 

Nathan Mustafa, Deputy Public Works Director  

Phillip Nitollama, City Traffic Engineer – Public Works Traffic Engineering 

Vital Patel, Assistant Engineer – Public Works Traffic Engineering 

Chris Scully, Engineering Manager – Public Works Land Development 

Jennifer McDowell, Fire Marshall 

Chriss Gross, Senior Water Engineer – Riverside Public Utilities 

Tracy Sato, Power Resources Manager – Riverside Public Utilities 

 

Ruth Villalobos & Associates, Inc. (RVA) 

 Sonya Hooker, Director of Environmental Services 

 Esther Chovanec, Environmental Planner 

 Dalís De La Mora, Environmental Planner 

 Jamie Lara, Administrative Assistant/Editor 

Justinne Manahan, Biologist/ Regulatory Specialist 

Ryan Nordness, Environmental Planner 

Lizzbeth Zarate, Biologist Associate 

3.2 New Final EIR Appendices 
Appendix K – Mission Grove Neighborhood Alliance Comment Letters 

Appendix L – WMWD Will Serve Letter 

Appendix M – Riverside County ALUC Staff Report  

Appendix N – City of Riverside Fire Department Letter 

Appendix O – Johnson Aviation Consulting Tech Memo 
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