
 

 

 

 

Final Environmental Impact Report 
SCH#2020069047 

 
prepared for 

City of Riverside 
Community & Economic Development Department, Planning Division 

3900 Main Street, 3rd Floor  
Riverside, California 92522 

Contact: Candice Assadzadeh, Senior Planner 
 

prepared by 
Ruth Villalobos & Associates, Inc. 

3602 Inland Empire Blvd., Suite C310 
Ontario, CA 91764 

 
September 2021 

 
 
 
 

 

The Crestview Apartments Project 



 

Hi 

 

 

Final Environmental Impact Report 
SCH#2020069047 

 
prepared for 

City of Riverside 
Community & Economic Development Department, Planning Division 

3900 Main Street, 3rd Floor  
Riverside, California 92522 

Contact: Candice Assadzadeh, Senior Planner 
 

prepared by 
Ruth Villalobos & Associates, Inc. 

3602 Inland Empire Blvd., Suite C310 
Ontario, CA 91764 

 
September 2021 

 
 
 
 

 

The Crestview Apartments Project 



City of Riverside Table of Contents 

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR  
 

  i 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
The Table of Contents for the Final EIR is presented below. 

Table of Contents 

1. Introduction ....................................................................................................... 1.0-1 
1.1. Purpose of the EIR Process ......................................................................... 1.0-1 
1.2. EIR Certification Process and Consideration of Project Approval ................. 1.0-1 
1.3. Public Review Summary ............................................................................... 1.0-2 

2. Responses to Comments ................................................................................. 2.0-1 
2.1. Environmental Review Process .................................................................... 2.0-1 
2.2. Organization of Comment Letters and Responses ....................................... 2.0-2 
2.3. Comments and Responses .......................................................................... 2.0-3 
2.4. Comment Letters Received After Public Comment Period ........................ 2.0-529 
2.5.  References .............................................................................................. 2.0-556 

3. Revisions to the Draft EIR ................................................................................ 3.0-1 
3.1. Text Revisions to the Draft EIR .................................................................... 3.0-1 
3.2. Appendix Revisions to the Draft EIR........................................................... 3.0-10 

 

Appendices 

Appendix L – Planning Commission Memo & City Council Memo Annexation 118 
Appendix M – Construction Health Risk Assessment (HRA) Output Files 
Appendix N – SCAG RTP 2016 & 2020 Connect SoCal Data 
 



City of Riverside Section 1.0  
Crestview Apartments Project FEIR  Introduction 

  1.0-1 

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 Crestview Apartments 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, includes 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 
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 
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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 March 19, 2021 
through May 3, 2021. Notices of Completion and Availability of the DEIR were circulated to the 
State Clearinghouse, responsible agencies, trustee agencies, and other interested parties on 
March 19, 2021.  

General public Notice of Availability of the DEIR was also given by publication in The Press-
Enterprise daily circulation newspaper on March 19, 2021. As required by Public Resources Code 
Section 21092.3, a copy of the public notice was posted with the Riverside County Clerk on March 
19, 2021. 

General public Notice of Availability of the DEIR was also published in the local newspaper, The 
Press-Enterprise, on March 19, 2021. As required by Public Resources Code Section 21092.3, a 
copy of the public notice was posted with the Riverside County Clerk on March 19, 2021. 

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 Responses 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 Crestview 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 June 30, 2020, 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 July 22, 2020 virtual EIR scoping meeting held by the City 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 March 19, 2021 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. Due to the current COVID-
19 guidance from the California Department of Public Health, and the closures of governmental 
facilities during the public review period, copies of the DEIR  were made available for public 
viewing at the following City facilities when they returned to normal hours of operation: (1) 
Riverside City Hall, Community & Economic Development Department, Planning Division, 3900 
Main Street, Third Floor, Riverside, CA 92522; and (2) SPC Jesus S. Duran Eastside public 
library, 4033-C Chicago Avenue.  

The 45-day CEQA public comment period began on March 19, 2021 and ended on May 3, 2021. 
The City of Riverside received nine 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. 
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2.2 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 2.3, Comments and 
Responses, of this document. The letters are presented in the order in which the letters were 
received. 

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 2.2-1 – DEIR Comment Letters Received 
Letter Number and Commenter Agency/Group/Organization/Individual Page Number 

1. Deborah de Chambeau, 
Engineering Project Manager 

Riverside County Flood Control and Water 
Conservation District 2.0-5 

2. Cheryl Madrigal, Tribal Historic 
Preservation Officer & Cultural 
Resources Manager 

Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians 2.0-10 

3. Transmission Technical Services 
Department SoCalGas 2.0-13 

4. Daniel Zerda, Student Intern 
County of Riverside Transportation and 
Land Management Agency, Airport Land 
Use Commission 

2.0-16 

5a.  Rachel Blackburn 
5b.1 Matt Hagemann and Paul E. 

Rosenfield 

5a. DeLano & DeLano (on behalf of 
Friends of Riverside’s Hills) 

5b. Soil/Water/Air Protection Enterprise 
(SWAPE) 

2.0-19 
 

2.0-30 

6. Kevin Dawson Individual 2.0-415 

7. Rachel Blackburn DeLano & DeLano (on behalf of Friends of 
Riverside’s Hills) 2.0-423 

8a. Mitchell M. Tsai 
8b.2  Matt Hagemann and Paul E.                

Rosenfield 

8a. Attorneys for Southwest Regional 
Council of Carpenters 

8b. Soil/Water/Air Protection Enterprise 
(SWAPE) 

2.0-427 
 

2.0-445 

9.Leonard Nunney Friends of Riverside’s Hills 2.0-491 

Comment Letters Received After Close of the DEIR Comment Review Period 

10. Everett DeLano DeLano & DeLano (on behalf of Friends of 
Riverside’s Hills) 2.0-531 

11. Kevin Akin Individual 2.0-544 

12. Mitchell M. Tsai Attorneys for Southwest Regional Council of 
Carpenters 2.0-550 

1 Letter 5b. from SWAPE is a letter attachment to the 5a. comment letter from DeLano & DeLano. 
2 Letter 8b. from SWAPE is a letter attachment to the 8a. comment letter from Mitchell M. Tsai. 

 



City of Riverside  Section 2.0 
Crestview Apartments Project FEIR  Responses to Comments 

                                                                                                                                 2.0-3 

2.3 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 – Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 

Comment letter 1 commences on the next page. 
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Letter 1 – Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 

Commenter: Deborah de Chambeau 

Date: March 23, 2021 

Response 1.1: 

The commenter states that the proposed Project would not be impacted by District Drainage Plan 
facilities, nor are other facilities of regional interest proposed.  

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 states the proposed Project may require a National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit from the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB).  

The proposed Project does require and will obtain an NPDES permit from the SWRCB,, as noted 
in the Initial Study and DEIR (pp. 2.0-5, 7.0-9).   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: 

This comment is in regards to whether or not the proposed Project involves a Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) mapped floodplain. As the proposed Project does not involve a 
FEMA mapped floodplain, the applicant is not required to obtain a Conditional Letter of Map 
Revision (CLOMR) or Letter of Map Revision (LOMR). Further, the Project site is not located 
within a flood zone area or a dam inundation area as seen on Figure 5.8-2 in the City’s General 
Plan FPEIR. (p. 7.0-12.) 

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 states that if a natural watercourse or mapped floodplain is impacted by the 
proposed Project, the City should require the applicant to obtain applicable permits from resource 
agencies. As described in Section 5.3.5 of the Biological Resources section of the DEIR, the 
willow riparian plant community and its associated drainage on the southwest corner of the Project 
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site would qualify as a jurisdictional feature under the regulatory authority of the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers (Corps), Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board), and the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), as well as riparian/riverine habitat under the Western 
Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) (p. 5.3-26). However, no 
temporary or permanent impacts are proposed or anticipated to occur to the willow riparian plant 
community or its associated drainage on the southwest corner of the Project site. Therefore, 
development of the Project site will not result in impacts to Corps, Regional Board, or CDFW 
jurisdiction and regulatory permits/approvals will not be required. 

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 – Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians Cultural Resources Department  

Comment letter 2 commences on the next page. 
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Letter 2 – Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians Cultural Resources Department  

Commenter: Cheryl Madrigal 

Date: March 24, 2021 

Response 2.1: 

The commenter states the Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians (Rincon Band) is in agreement with 
the measures and protocols for the discovery of cultural materials and human remains. As 
requested in the comment letter, the Rincon Band will be notified of any changes in proposed 
Project plans, in compliance with Mitigation Measure MM CUL-1. Mitigation Measure MM CUL-
2: Archaeological and Paleontological Monitoring, requires that the developer/applicant retain a 
qualified archaeological monitoring to monitor ground-disturbing activities and to develop an 
Archaeological Monitoring Plan to address the details, timing and responsibility of all 
archaeological and cultural activities that will occur on the project site. Pursuant to Mitigation 
Measure MM CUL-3: Treatment and Disposition of Cultural Resources, at the completion of 
grading, excavation, and ground-disturbing activities on the site, a Phase IV Monitoring Report 
shall be submitted to the City documenting monitoring activities conducted by the project 
archaeologist and Native Tribal Monitors within 60 days of completion of grading. This report shall 
document the impacts to the known resources on the property; describe how each mitigation 
measure was fulfilled; document the type of cultural resources recovered and the disposition of 
such resources; provide evidence of the required cultural sensitivity training for the construction 
staff held during the required pre-grade meeting; and, in a confidential appendix, include the 
daily/weekly monitoring notes from the archaeologist. All reports produced will be submitted to 
the City of Riverside, Eastern Information Center, and consulting tribes.  As a consulting tribe, a 
copy of the Phase IV Monitoring Report shall be submitted to the Rincon Band pursuant to their 
request. 

 

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 – SoCalGas Transmission Technical Services Department 

Comment letter 3 commences on the next page. 
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Letter 3 – SoCalGas 

Commenter: Transmission Technical Services Department 

Date: March 26, 2021  

Response 3.1:  

The commenter states that while the Transmission Department of SoCalGas does not operate 
any facilities within the proposed Project, the Distribution Department of SoCalGas may maintain 
and operate facilities within the proposed Project’s scope. The City of Riverside had previously 
contacted the SoCalGas Distribution Department in October 2020 to confirm if the Distribution 
Department maintains and operates facilities in proximity to the proposed Project. The SoCalGas 
Distribution Department responded to the City’s inquiry on October 28, 2020 indicating that while 
the Distribution Department does not have facilities within the limits of the proposed Project, the 
Department does have facilities outside of the proposed Project’s parameters and requested the 
Department be contacted if any change of Project scope is anticipated. Should the scope of the 
Project change, the City will contact the SoCalGas Distribution Department pursuant to their 
request. 

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 4 – County of Riverside Transportation and Land Management Agency, 
Airport Land Use Commission 

Comment letter 4 commences on the next page. 
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Letter 4 – County of Riverside Transportation and Land Management Agency, Airport Land 
Use Commission 

Commenter: Daniel Zerda 

Date: April 1, 2021  

Response 4.1:  

The commenter states the proposed Project’s General Plan Amendment (GPA), Zone Change, 
and Design Review were reviewed and found consistent in its associated Airport Land Use 
Commission (ALUC) case. 

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 5a – DeLano & DeLano 

Comment letter 5a commences on the next page. 
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Comment Letter 5b – Soil/Water/Air Protection Enterprise (SWAPE) 

Comment letter 5b commences on the next page. 
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Letter 5a – DeLano & DeLano 

Commenter: Rachel Blackburn 

Date: May 3, 2021  

Response 5a.1:  

The commenter provides a a general summary and the commenter’s interpretation of CEQA. 
However, the commenter makes no specific comment on how these relate to either the Project’s 
DEIR or analysis contained therein. This comment does not relate to the adequacy or content of 
the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis in the DEIR, and 
does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR. This comment is 
noted for the record and revisions to the DEIR are not required. 

Response 5a.2:  

The commenter states the DEIR failed to apply the threshold for scenic vistas. The commenter 
goes on to state that the DEIR analysis of aesthetics impacts avoids the Project’s impacts to views 
of and from the Quail Run Open Space (QROS) Park.  

The DEIR does in fact analyze potential impacts to scenic vistas (p. 5.1-23). The DEIR provides 
the definition of scenic vistas as “a viewpoint that provides expansive views of a highly valued 
landscape for the benefit of the general public” (p. 5.1-23). In addition, the DEIR notes the two 
ways in which scenic vistas may be impacted by development: if the development blocks views 
of a scenic vista and/or if the development alters a scenic vista (p. 5.1-23). As described in the 
DEIR (p. 5.1-23 and 5.1-24): 

The Project area, in general, is located near the base of Box Springs Mountains and is 
 elevated above Downtown Riverside. This general area provides a scenic vista of the 
 Downtown Riverside area and Mount Rubidoux and the Jurupa Hills as a backdrop to 
 the northwest, and to Mount San Antonio of the Angeles National Forest further in the 
 north (on clear days). 

The building heights of the proposed structures are anticipated to result in partial  
 obstructions of the views from the project site itself and immediate surrounding are to Mt.  
 Rubidoux, Jurupa Hills, and Mt. San Antonio. However, due to the fact that the existing 
 hill already partially obstructs views of these areas and the proposed highest building 
 elevations are only up to 12 feet higher than the existing cut/hill, the proposed buildings 
 are not anticipated to substantially affect existing views from the Project site itself and 
 immediate surrounding area. Therefore, the proposed Project structures will not block 
 the view of a vista. 

The Project site itself is not located up on a hilltop and does not constitute a scenic vista. 
 Therefore, the Project site is not a vista itself that would be altered (i.e., development 
 on a scenic hillside) by the proposed Project. 

As identified in the GP 2025, there are no designated scenic vistas near the Project site. (p. 5.1-
25.)  Thus, the QROS Park is not considered a scenic vista in the City.  As outlined above, those 
areas deemed to constitute scenic vistas in the DEIR included views of the Downtown Riverside 
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area, Mount Rubidoux, and Jurupa Hills to the northwest, and to Mount San Antonio further 
northwest, and views of the Box Springs Mountains. However, construction of the proposed 
Project would also not significantly block and/or obscure views of the QROS Park, located west 
of the Project site. The commenter states that “since the Project site is currently vacant, the view 
of the Park is unobscured from several angles.”  However, the commenter does not provide any 
evidence of what angles provide unobscured public views of the QROS Park.  

Nonetheless, views of the QROS Park are most accessible/available to the general public 
(pedestrians using the sidewalk, and those riding bikes or in vehicles on the roadway) along 
Central Avenue adjacent to QROS Park, south of the Project site. The reference street-level photo 
1 below shows an unobscured view of QROS Park from Central Avenue at Lochmoor Drive (see 
Response 5a.2 Reference Photos 1). As the proposed Project is located east of this location it 
would not obstruct this view of the Park as well as the view from Central Avenue for the length of 
its frontage adjacent to the Park. The view from Sycamore Canyon Boulevard across the vacant 
site is shown in photo 2 (Response 5a.2 Reference Photo 2). As the QROS Park is primarily at a 
lower elevation than the Project site, it is also largely not visible from Sycamore Canyon Boulevard 
without the proposed Project and therefore the proposed Project would not block a view of the 
QROS Park from the public right of way on Sycamore Canyon Boulevard. Views from Sycamore 
Canyon Boulevard along the northern boundary of the Park are largely blocked by a slope/hillside.  

The commenter indicates “The project is proposing a Grading Exception as allowed under 
Chapter 17.32 of the RMC in order to construct retaining walls greater than 3 feet in height in an 
area open to the public view and greater than 6 feet in an area open to the public view. DEIR at 
5.6-17.” The Project is proposing a wall greater than 6 feet in an area not open to the public as 
identified in the DEIR Project Description, Section 3.3.8 (page 3.0-21). The sentence on page 
5.6-17 quoted above has an inadvertent omission of “not” and is corrected as part of the errata, 
for consistency with the Project Description as follows: 

The project is proposing a Grading Exception as allowed under Chapter 17.32 of the 
 RMC in order to construct retaining walls greater than 3 feet in height in an area open to 
 the public view and greater than 6 feet in an area not open to the public view. 

Therefore, the DEIR does in fact apply the threshold for scenic vistas and would not have a 
substantial adverse effect on views of the QROS Park. 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 revisions to the DEIR are not warranted. 
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Response 5a.2 reference photo 1: street-level/sidewalk public view of QROS Park from 
Central Avenue at Lochmoor Drive, facing north. 

 
Response 5a.2 reference photo 2: street-level public view from Sycamore Canyon Boulevard 
on the east of the Project site facing west over the Project site. QROS Park is not visible from 
this public vantage point as the Park is at a lower elevation than the Project site.
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Response 5a.3:  

The commenter states the DEIR fails to support its conclusion that the proposed Project would 
not degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of the proposed Project site 
with substantial evidence. The commenter additionally states that compliance with the City’s 
Design Guidelines and the Zoning Code does not provide evidence that the proposed Project 
would not degrade the existing visual quality of public views of the QROS Park and that the 
proposed Project would “inevitably destroy the visual open space that gives the community a view 
of [QROS] Park” (Comment Letter 5a). The content of this comment relates to the following CEQA 
threshold (which is Threshold C in the DEIR): 

To address the CEQA threshold, if a project is in a non-urbanized areas the analysis should 
pertain to the first part of the threshold question and if the project is in an urbanized areas the 
analysis should pertain to the second part of the threshold question. An “urbanized area” is 
defined as “a central city or group of contiguous cities with a population of 50,000 or more, 
together with adjacent densely populated areas having a population density of at least 1,000 
people per square mile.” (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15387.)  The City meets this criteria and is 
identified as an urbanized area by the U.S. Bureau of the Census. 
(https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/geography/guidance/geo-areas/urban-rural/2010-
urban-rural.html).  Thus, the Project site is within an urbanized area for purpose of analysis, but 
in order to best serve as an information document for the public, the analysis contained in the 
DEIR for Threshold C, analyzed both portions of this CEQA threshold question due to the 
presence of the QROS Park to the west of the Project site. 

DEIR p. 5.1-26 (response to Threshold B) also acknowledges that the proposed Project site is 
adjacent to the QROS Park; however, the DEIR’s statement that the proposed Project site is in 
an urbanized area still holds true as the QROS Park is the only open space area/non-urbanized 
area in the immediate vicinity of the proposed Project and the Project is within an “urbanized area” 
as defined by CEQA. As DEIR p. 5.1-26 further states, the proposed Project site is adjacent to 
the SR-60/I-215 freeway and has residential developments to the west, across from QROS Park, 
and to the south of Central Avenue, with the QROS Park identified/serving as the only open-
space/non-urbanized area in immediate area. Therefore, the existing visual character of the 
proposed Project area is more urbanized than open space. The proposed Project would thus not 
conflict with this existing overall urbanized visual character of the area, nor would the proposed 
Project “destroy” or significantly obstruct the visual open space that provides publicly accessible 
views of the QROS Park (see Response 5a.2).  

Nonetheless, the DEIR also analyzes whether the project would substantially degrade the existing 
visual character or quality of the public views of the site and its surrounding.  The DEIR indicates 
(p. 5.1-26) that there will be a change in the visual characteristic of the Project site from a vacant 
property that has been heavily disturbed from past grading and construction staging activities and 

https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/geography/guidance/geo-areas/urban-rural/2010-urban-rural.html
https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/geography/guidance/geo-areas/urban-rural/2010-urban-rural.html
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has low visual quality. Further, as the proposed Project would comply with the City’s Design 
Guidelines and Zoning Code, and includes an aesthetically pleasing design that fits into, and is 
complimentary to, the existing combined partially open space/natural and partially urbanized 
surrounding, as shown in Figures 3.0-7 and 3.0-8 and Figures 5.1-2 through 5.1-13, it would not 
degrade the existing visual character of the area.  

The Project does not include any alterations or impacts to the QROS Park and will not destroy 
the visual open space that it currently provides. One of the Project objectives is to incorporate 
design and landscaping elements that complement and are responsive to the Canyon Crest 
community and edge conditions that buffer the Project’s effect on nearby natural environments, 
including the City of Riverside’s Quail Run Open Space and the Sycamore Canyon Wilderness 
Park. (pp. 1.0-3 – 1.0-4.)  In terms of complementing and responding to the visual character of 
the site adjacent to the QROS Park, the Project will not disturb natural features of the Project site 
that complement the QROS Park.  Specifically, there is a rock outcropping located along the 
western edge of the property, which is partially located within the Project property line and largely 
located in the adjacent property, the City’s Quail Run Open Space Park. Within the Project 
property line this area will not be graded or disturbed but left in place and preserved. (p. 5.1-26.) 
The Project will utilize the more flat and disturbed portions of the site for the apartment buildings, 
amenities and infrastructure. The western boundary is largely undisturbed with a large knoll near 
the northwesterly corner and a deep, vegetated ravine near the southwestern corner. These areas 
with the greatest extent of topographic relief and lack of disturbance will not be graded or impacted 
by the proposed development but will be preserved and left in place.  (pp. 5.8-13, 5.8-15.) 

As outlined in Response 5a.2, the Project will not obstruct public views of the adjacent QROS 
Park. 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 revisions to the DEIR are not warranted. 

Response 5a.4: 

The commenter states that while the proposed Project site has an average natural slope of 25.9%, 
the proposed Project is not included in the Residential Conservation Zone applicable to all 
properties with an average natural slope of 15% or more, per Section IV of Measure R. The 
commenter then states the DEIR must address environmental impacts caused by the proposed 
Project’s alleged conflict with Measure R.  

As the commenter correctly notes, in 1979, Riverside voters approved Measure R (or Proposition 
R): “Taxpayer’s Initiative to Reduce Costly Urban Sprawl by Preserving Riverside’s Citrus and 
Agricultural lands, Its Unique Hills, Arroyos and Victoria Avenue.” The two main features of 
Measure R relate to: 1) preservation of agriculture through application of the RA-5 - Residential 
Agricultural Zone to specific areas of the City; and 2) protection of hillside areas through 
application of the RC - Residential Conservation Zone to areas of the City based on slopes over 
15 percent. The two areas of the City which were zoned RA-5 are: 1) the Arlington Heights 
Greenbelt, in the south and central portion of the City; and 2) an area commonly known as Rancho 
La Sierra lying on a bluff above the Santa Ana River and bordered by Tyler Street on the east and 
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Arlington Avenue on the west. (Riverside General Plan, OS-13.)  The Project site is not located 
within either of the two specified areas and thus the first feature of Measure R does not apply. 

In 1987, Riverside voters passed Measure C, a bolstering amendment to Proposition R, entitled 
“Citizens’ Rights Initiative to Reduce Costly Urban Sprawl, to Reduce Traffic Congestion, to 
Minimize Utility Rate Increases and to Facilitate Preservation of Riverside’s Citrus and Agricultural 
Lands, its Scenic Hills, Ridgelines, Arroyos and Wildlife Areas”. (Riverside General Plan, OS-14.) 
Measure C had a variety of functions, among them: (a) Amending Measure R so as to delete the 
authority of the City's council to amend or repeal Measure R; (b) amending Measure R so as to 
further promote and encourage agriculture by protecting agricultural lands from premature 
development; and (c) requiring the City to develop a general plan for those areas within the City's 
sphere of influence that had not already been encompassed by the City's extant general plan. 

Measure C required the City to initiate a planning process leading to the development and 
adoption of a plan for the ultimate development of the City’s Sphere of Influence (Measure C, 
Section 7.)  The plan was to expand the provisions of Measure R to the Sphere of Influence Area, 
including Measure R’s application of the RC Zone to all property having an average natural slope 
of 15 percent or more, and limiting development to one single family dwelling per two acres for 
lots having an average natural slope of 15 to 30 percent. (Measure R, Section 4; Riverside 
Municipal Code § 19.100.050(A)(3).)  

The Project site was formerly located within the City’s Northern Sphere of Influence (Riverside 
General Plan, Figure LU-1).  Pursuant to the City’s General Plan, the Project site was not identified 
as within an area noted as major hills and canyons or an arroyo. (Riverside General Plan, Figure 
LU-3.)  Please refer to FEIR Appendix L which includes Planning Commission Memorandum for 
Case Numbers P14-0246 (ANX), P14-1059 (GPA), and P14-0901 (Pre-Zoning), dated May 21, 
2015, and City of Riverside City Council Memorandum for Annexation 118. As stated in both 
documents, at the time of its annexation from Riverside County to the City, the proposed Project 
site held a County General Plan land use designation of CR – Commercial Retail, and 
subsequently a City land use designation of C – Commercial. Further, the County zoning at the 
time of the site’s annexation was C-P-S – Scenic Highway Commercial and the subsequent City 
zoning was CG – Commercial General. Thus, even though the City’s General Plan designated 
much of the surrounding property as HR - Hillside Residential land use designation with a RC - 
Residential Conservation Zoning designation, the proposed Project site was not designated by 
the County or City of Riverside as residential, and the parcel was not included in the City’s 
Residential Conservation (RC) Zone as part of the annexation into the City. The land use 
designation and zoning for the site, at the time it was annexed into the City, was not challenged 
and the statute of limitations for a challenge has since expired. As the Project site is not, and has 
never been zoned RC, there is no conflict between the site’s proposed zoning and Measure R/ 
the RC Zone. 

Further, although the DEIR indicates “per the City records, the Project site has an average natural 
slope (ANS) of 25.9 percent,” that information was from City data that is automatically calculated 
based on topographic contours from 1998, and therefore, represents a prior site condition to what 
exists today. Also, the Project site conditions existing today would be what existed at the time of 
the annexation in 2015, as the disturbance to the site for the realignment of Sycamore Canyon 
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Boulevard occurred in 2005-2006, prior to the annexation. An updated Average Natural Slope 
(ANS) calculation for the Project parcel was prepared in July 2021 by the Civil Engineer in 
accordance with the formula in the Riverside Municipal Code (RMC), Title 17 – Grading, Chapter 
17.08 Definitions, to determine the Project site’s current ANS, which is 14.8 percent. This 
calculation was made using topo of the site flown in October 2018 at 40 scale 1 foot accuracy. 
The City Public Works Department reviewed and accepted the calculation as it was found 
consistent with Public Works standards and with common engineering practice. Therefore, as the 
Project site does not have an ANS over 15 percent, the RC - Residential Conservation Zone 
would not be applicable.  

The DEIR is revised to reflect the most accurate ANS calculation of 14.8 percent for the Project 
site, as follows on pages 3.0-4, 4.0-1, 5.1-23, 5.1-24 of the DEIR: Per City records, the 

The Project site has an average natural slope (ANS) of 14.8 25.9 percent.  

  

 

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. 

 

Response 5a.5:  

The commenter states the DEIR will impact a portion of the blue line stream. The commenter then 
states the drainage feature is a California Department Fish and Wildlife streambed. Lastly, the 
commenter claims the Project failed to explain how the application of Section 17.28.020 to the 
Project impacts the affected blue line stream. 

The commenter references language found in Page 2.0-9 of the DEIR under Table 2.0-1: NOP 
and Scoping Meeting Comments. The language cited refers to a comment received from a public 
individual, Jennifer Becker, where she states, “The project will destroy a portion of one of the few 
remaining blue line streams in the City,” but is not a statement made in the DEIR analysis or by 
regulatory agencies with expertise in this matter. The “blue-line stream” identified on the USGS 
topographical map in the southwest corner of the site is also identified in the Habitat Assessment 
and Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan Consistency Analysis 
and the Project Delineation of State and Federal Jurisdictional Waters, as a CDFW jurisdictional 
feature. Refer to Section 5.3 Biological Resources of the DEIR (p. 5.3-26):  
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Per Figure 5.3-4 under Section 5.3 Biological Resources of the DEIR, the existing drainage course 
consists of 0.003 acres of US Army Corps of Engineers (Corps)/Regional Board/CDFW 
Jurisdictional Streambed and 0.16 acres of CDFW Associated Streambed. Section 17.28.020 – 
Hillside/arroyo grading, discusses grading requirements where grading is proposed. To be 
specific, Section 17.28.020 states, “Grading requirements. Where grading is proposed on any 
parcel having an average natural slope of ten percent or greater, or which is zoned Residential 
Conservation (RC), or which is located within or adjacent to the Mockingbird Canyon, Woodcrest, 
Prenda, Alessandro, Tequesquite, or Springbrook Arroyos, or a blue line stream identified on 
USGS Maps, or other significant arroyo, the grading must be confined per this chapter and limited 
to the minimum grading necessary to provide for a house, driveway, garage and limited level 
yard.”  

Due to the average natural slope of the project site and the presence of the blue line stream, the 
Project is required to comply with the Hillside/Arroyo Grading Ordinance, Section 17.28.020 of 
the Riverside Municipal Code. The Project is proposing a Grading Exception as allowed under 
Chapter 17.32 of the RMC in order to construct retaining walls greater than 3 feet in height in an 
area open to the public view and greater than 6 feet in height in an area not open to the public 
view. A Grading Exception is also being requested for slopes to exceed 20 feet in height where 
an existing hill in the northern part of the site will be partially recontoured. (DEIR p. 5.6-17) Thus, 
the Project will comply with the City’s Hillside Grading Ordinance, with the approval of the Grading 
Exceptions. The EIR thus fully addresses the grading proposed by the Project and compliance 
with City regulations put in place to, in part, “preserve prominent landforms within the community” 
(RMC § 17.04.010.). Consistent with the City’s General Plan Policy LU-4.2 regarding enforcement 
of the hillside grading provisions in the City’s Code (Title 17), the Project would utilize the more 
flat and disturbed portions of the site created previously by undocumented grading operations. 
Areas with the greatest extent of topographic relief and lack of disturbance on the site would not 
be graded or impacted by the proposed development but will be preserved and left in place. (DEIR 
p. 5.8-16.)  This includes the drainage course (blue line stream) in the southwest portion of the 
site.   

As stated above and in the DEIR (p. 5.3-26), the proposed Project has been designed to avoid 
the blue line stream/ drainage feature and associated riparian habitat. Compliance with RMC 
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Section 17.28.020 does not impact the blue line stream – it avoids it.  The DEIR also contains 
mitigation measures to ensure that the blue line stream is not impacted (see MM BIO-3, MM BIO-
7, MM BIO-10, MM BIO-11, MM BIO-14, and MM BIO-15.)  Therefore, 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 revisions to the DEIR 
are not warranted. 

Response 5a.6:  

The commenter states the DEIR improperly deferred analysis of impacts. The commenter then 
states the DEIR does not discuss why or why not a Determination of Biologically Equivalent or 
Superior Preservation was not drafted and does not include the Determination in the EIR if 
necessary. 

Section 5.3 Biological Resources of the DEIR p. 5.3-26 states 

“Any alteration or loss of riparian/riverine habitat from development of a Project will require 
the preparation of a Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation 
(DBESP) analysis to ensure the replacement of any lost functions and values of habitats 
in regard to the listed species.”  

However, on the same page of the DEIR it also states, 

“Based on the design plans, no temporary or permanent disturbance impacts are 
anticipated to occur to the willow riparian plant community or its associated drainage 
course/streambed on the southwest corner of the Project site. Therefore, a DBESP will 
not be required for impacts to riparian/riverine habitat. (ELMT(a) p. 22)”. 

The DEIR also provides a number of mitigation measures designed to protect the willow riparian 
plant community and preclude any alteration or loss. (pp. 5.3-27 – 5.3-28.)  For this reason, a 
DBESP analysis was not required. Therefore, 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 revisions to the DEIR are not warranted. 

Response 5a.7:  

The commenter stated the DEIR failed to adequately analyze impacts to wildlife movement 
corridors.  

As outlined in the Habitat Assessment and MSHCP Consistency Analysis report pages 35-36: 
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As stated above, the Proposed Constrained Linkage 7 has been confined by freeway expansion 
and residential development on Lockmoor Drive and has been re-routed up and over Central 
Avenue and across the southwest corner of the site. 

As outlined in the DEIR page 5.3-27, 
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Per the MSHCP Volume I, Section 3, pages 3-79-3-80:  

 

 
As outlined above, the I-215 widening was a major covered activity project (planned project at the 
time the MSHCP was developed and has since been completed) that was expressly identified as 
potentially affecting bobcat movement through this Constrained Linkage. As outlined above, the 
project site is located immediately north of the targeted conservation area for Proposed 
Constrained Linkage 7 and is separated from the targeted conservation area by Central Avenue. 
The riparian plant community and associated drainage on the southwest corner of the project site 
will not be impacted and will continue to provide a wildlife movement corridor under Central 
Avenue south and west of the project site. Alternatively, wildlife not utilizing the culvert under 
Central Avenue could cross over Central Avenue roadway and continue along the drainage and 
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associated vegetation within and beyond the project boundaries. The project will provide 0.53 
acre of conservation in the southwest corner of the site for the re-routed Proposed Constrained 
Linkage 7.  

Furthermore, the Regional Conservation Authority (RCA) conducted a consistency conclusion, as 
identified in the Joint Project Review of the Project (JPR # 08-01-29-01, dated 11/18/2020), 
contained in Appendix C of the DEIR, and found “Consistency Conclusion: The project is 
consistent with both the Criteria and other Plan requirements.” The JPR was submitted to the US 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 
as well for their review and also determined the project to be consistent with the requirements of 
the MSHCP.  

Therefore, the Project will not conflict with the stated goals of the MSHCP, including for the 
Proposed Constrained Linkage 7 and as outlined in the MSHCP, Volume 1, Section 6, page 6-3: 

“Payment of the mitigation fee and compliance with the requirements of Section 6.0 are 
 intended to provide full mitigation under the California Environmental Quality Act  
 (CEQA), National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Federal Endangered Species Act, 
 and California Endangered Species Act for impacts to the species and habitats covered 
 by the MSHCP pursuant to agreements with the US Fish and Wildlife Service, the 
 California Department of Fish and Game and/or any other appropriate participating 
 regulatory agencies and as set for tin the Implementing Agreement for the MSHCP.” 

Therefore, the Project did fully analyze impacts to wildlife movement corridors. 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 revisions to the DEIR 
are not warranted. 

Response 5a.8: 

The commenter references an attached letter containing comments from Soil/Water/Air Protection 
Enterprise, or “SWAPE” (Letter 5b) regarding the commenter’s claims of the DEIR’s failure to 
adequately evaluate air quality, GHG emissions, and health risk impacts and failure to adequately 
mitigate impacts.  

Responses 5b.4 through 5b.17 provide responses to each of the SWAPE comments the 
commenter references. Please see Responses 5b.4 through 5b.17 for the discussions that 
address SWAPE’s claims that the DEIR has not adequately evaluated impacts or adequately 
mitigated for impacts. As the outlined in Responses 5b.4 through 5b.17, the DEIR has fully 
evaluated potential air quality, GHG emissions, and health risk impacts based upon appropriately 
applied methodologies and screening thresholds. Further, it is shown that all potential impacts as 
they relate to air quality, GHG emissions, and health risk impacts were correctly found to be less 
than significant; thus, no mitigation is required. 

Therefore, the Project did adequately analyze impacts related to air quality, GHG emissions and 
health risks. 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 
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DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for 
the record, and revisions to the DEIR are not warranted. 

Response 5a.9: 

The commenter states that the DEIR fails to address the Project’s contribution to an existing air 
quality violation for fine particulate matter under both State and Federal standards and the State 
standard for coarse dust particles.  

As stated on DEIR p. 5.2-25, “Fugitive dust emissions rates vary as a function of many parameters 
(soil silt, soil moisture, wind speed, area disturbed, number of vehicles, depth of disturbance or 
excavation, etc.). The California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) v2016.3.2 was utilized 
to calculate fugitive dust emissions resulting from this phase of activity [grading].” Additionally, 
DEIR Table 5.2-7 – Overall Construction Emissions Summary (without Mitigation), includes 
projected Project emissions for both particulate matter (PM) 10 and 2.5 and shows that neither 
Project PM10 nor PM2.5 emissions would exceed maximum daily emissions thresholds. The EIR 
also examined localized construction emissions.  As stated on DEIR p. 5.2-27, the SCAQMD has 
established that impacts to air quality are significant if there is a potential to contribute or cause 
localized exceedances of the NAAQS and CAAQS. Collectively, these are referred to as Localized 
Significance Thresholds (LSTs). LSTs represent the maximum emissions from a project that will 
not cause or contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable Federal or State 
ambient air quality standard at the nearest residence or sensitive receptor. The SCAQMD states 
that lead agencies can use the LSTs as another indicator of significance in its air quality impact 
analyses.  As shown on Table 5.2-9 – Localized Significance Summary of Construction, neither 
Project PM10 nor PM2.5 emissions would exceed applicable LSTs. 

In fact, none of the Project’s construction emissions would exceed maximum daily emissions 
thresholds or LSTs, and as explained in DEIR Section 5.22.5, the Project would not result in or 
cause National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) or California Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (CAAQS) violations. Thus, the Project has appropriately accounted for fugitive dust 
emissions in its air quality analysis methodology (see DEIR Appendix B for the Project’s Air 
Quality Impact Analysis) and has analyzed the Project’s potential for air quality violations due to 
fine particulate 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 
revisions to the DEIR are not warranted. 

Response 5a.10: 

The commenter states that the DEIR does not cite to the authority for the 3,000 metric tons per 
year threshold for GHG for small projects or demonstrate how the Project qualifies as a small 
project under the screening threshold.  

The DEIR does in fact cite the source and reasoning for use of this threshold as outlined on 
page 5.7-34: 
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As outlined in the GHG Analysis, pages 37 and 38: 
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The proposed Project is residential land use and thus, the Tier 3 screening value of 3,000 MT 
CO2e per year was appropriately applied, without any requirement to determine if a project 
qualifies as a “small 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 
revisions to the DEIR are not warranted. 

 

Response 5a.11: 

The commenter states the proposed Project is required to comply with the mandatory 
requirements of Title 24 Part 6 Section 110.10 for solar-ready buildings and that the proposed 
Project does not state whether the Project has incorporated photovoltaic systems or a solar zone.  

The DEIR indicates (p. 5.5-11) that “The Project would adhere to applicable California Code Title 
24, Part 6 energy efficiency standards...” (See also p. 5.5-24; Energy Analysis Report, Appendix 
E, p. 38; GHG Report, Appendix G, p. 52 regarding adherence to Title 24.) 

Per Title 24 Section 110.10 – Mandatory Requirements for Solar Ready Buildings, which states 
that covered occupancy types include both low-rise residential buildings and high-rise residential 
buildings (10 habitable stories or less), the Project is required to be solar ready pursuant to Title 
24. The City has adopted the California Green Building Standards Code, and thus the Project 
must comply with Title 24 provisions, including the requirement for solar PV systems on 
multifamily buildings three stories or less. Therefore, the Project is required to provide solar panels 
on buildings 1-5 and on the 2-story portion of building 7. (RMC § 16.07.020.) 

Therefore, 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 revisions to the DEIR are not warranted. 

Response 5a.12: 
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The commenter expresses that the DEIR states that the Project will implement energy-saving 
features and operational programs, consistent with the reduction measures set forth in the RRG 
CAP. The commenter adds that the DEIR neither describes which of these designs and programs 
are to be implemented nor discusses their impact on energy consumption relative to other feasible 
designs and programs. Lastly, the commenter indicates that the DEIR provides no quantified 
analysis or evidence to support its conclusion that the Project would decrease overall “per capital 
[sic]” energy consumption, reliance on natural gas, and increase reliance on renewable energy 
sources. 

Per the DEIR p. 5.5-11, under the section titled City of Riverside Restorative GrowthPrint Climate 
Action Plan, the RRG CAP collaborates with the Western Riverside Council of Governments 
(WRCOG) by building on the WRCOG Subregional CAP commitments and provides the City GHG 
reduction goals beyond 2020 to 2035. Furthermore, the RRG-CAP contains measures that 
promote energy efficiency and renewable energy for municipal operations and the community. 
The DEIR, Section 5.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Table 5.7-8 – RRG CAP Project Consistency 
(DEIR pp. 5.7-43 – 5.7-47) describes the Project’s consistency with RRG CAP including measures 
that would reduce GHG emissions in the City.  Table 5.7-8 also outlines the Project’s consistency 
with energy efficiency measures, including but not limited to, state and regulatory measure SR-2, 
local reduction measures E-3 and W-1 to the extent they apply to the Project. (Id.)  The conclusion 
on p. 5.5-23 is thus supported by substantial evidence. 

The DEIR finds the Project would decrease overall per capita energy consumption, reliance on 
fossil fuels such as coal, natural gas, and oil, and increase reliance on renewable energy sources. 
(p. 5.5-24.)  As stated on DEIR pp. 5.5-23 – 5.5-24, “As previously stated, the proposed Project 
is subject to California Building Code requirements. New buildings must achieve compliance with 
2019 Building and Energy Efficiency Standards and the 2019 California Green Building Standards 
requirements. As discussed in Section 3.3.1 Project Description, the residential units of the 
Project would include five 3-story buildings and two 2-4 split-story buildings. Per Energy Code 
definitions, multifamily buildings of three (3) habitable stories or less above grade are addressed 
in the residential requirements of the Energy Code, while multifamily buildings four (4) habitable 
stories or more above grade are addressed in the non-residential requirements of the Energy 
Code (Ace Resources 2021). Therefore, the Project is partially considered residential and partially 
considered multifamily per the Code definitions. As discussed, the 2019 Title 24 standards require 
solar PV systems for all low-rise residential buildings (single family homes and multifamily 
buildings three stories or less). Therefore, the Project is required to provide solar panels on 
buildings 1-5 and on the 2-story portion of building 7. (RMC § 16.07.020.) Further, for residential 
buildings, the standards encourage demand responsive technologies, including heat pump water 
heaters and improvement of buildings’ thermal envelopes through walls and windows to improve 
energy savings. For non-residential buildings, the standards update indoor and outdoor lighting 
and make maximum use of LED technology. Overall, adherence to the 2019 Title 24 standards 
would increase building efficiency and affect the energy grid less (CEC 2018).” 

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 
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does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record 
and revisions to the DEIR are not warranted. Response 5a.13: 

The commenter states that reliance upon proposed Project compliance with California Building 
Code requirements is insufficient in determining that potential impacts from wasteful energy use 
would be insignificant. The commenter cites the following from Center for Biological Diversity v. 
Dept. of Fish and Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal.4th 204, 229 to support the comment’s argument: “That a 
project is designed to meet high building efficiency and conservation standards, for example, does 
not establish that its greenhouse gas emissions from transportation activities lack significant 
impacts.”  

The commenter’s use of Center for Biological Diversity v. Dept. of Fish and Wildlife (2015) is out 
of context in terms of serving as support for the comment’s argument that the DEIR provides 
insufficient evidence in determining that the proposed Project would not result in significant 
impacts due to wasteful energy use. Both the case and the commenter’s chosen quotation from 
the case are more focused on whether or not the Department of Fish and Wildlife’s EIR adequately 
determined the project’s discharge of greenhouse gases would not significantly impact the 
environment, which is an arguably separate issue in relation to wasteful energy use. While it is 
understood the commenter may be using the case to make the argument that the proposed 
Project’s DEIR could not primarily rely on compliance with applicable building code requirements 
and/or energy standards to state the Project would not result in significant wasteful energy use, 
the conclusion of the case must be taken into account as well. Per section 62 Cal.4th 213, the 
Supreme Court states: 

We conclude, first, that as to greenhouse gas emissions the environmental impact 
report employs a legally permissible criterion of significance – whether the project 
was consistent with meeting statewide emission reduction goals – but the report’s 
finding that the project’s emissions would not be significant under that criterion is 
not supported by a reasoned explanation based on substantive evidence. 

In the context of the proposed Project, the DEIR’s analysis does not solely or primarily rely upon 
Project compliance with California Building Code requirements as a means of determining 
whether the Project will result in significant impacts due to wasteful energy use. The proposed 
Project’s Energy Analysis (DEIR Appendix B, p. 35) as well as DEIR p. 5.5-22 state, 

“Uses proposed by the Project are not inherently energy intensive, and the Project 
 energy demands in total would be comparable to, or less than, other residential projects 
 of similar scale and configuration.” 

The DEIR goes on to state that with implementation of Project design features (DEIR p. 5.5-22), 

“including required Title 24 standards will ensure that the Project energy demands would 
  not be considered inefficient, wasteful, or otherwise unnecessary.” 

These statements are supported by DEIR Section 5.5.6 (DEIR pp. 5.5-13 – 5.5-22), which 
provides a summary of Project Energy Analysis data and findings (DEIR Appendix E). The Project 
Energy Analysis provides quantitative analyses of projected Project energy consumption, which 
supports the DEIR Energy section’s overall conclusion that the proposed Project would not result 
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in wasteful energy use. Thus, the DEIR has in fact provided substantial evidence via quantitative 
analysis, in addition to Project compliance with required Title 24 building standards, to conclude 
that the proposed Project would not result in significant impacts due to wasteful energy use.  

Furthermore, in an appropriate case, a determination that a new building will meet or exceed the 
Title 24 standards can support a finding that the building’s energy use impacts will not be 
significant (Tracy First v. City of Tracy (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 912) so long as supported by 
substantial evidence (Spring Valley Lake Ass’n v. City of Victorville (2016) 248 Cal.App.4th 91, 
103.).  As stated above, the DEIR’s conclusions are supported by substantial evidence by means 
of a quantitative analysis of projected Project energy consumption. (DEIR Appendix E.)  Thus, 
the DEIR appropriately relied upon compliance with Title 24 standards in concluding the Project’s 
energy use would not result in significant impacts. 

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 
revisions to the DEIR are not warranted. 

Response 5a.14: 

The commenter incorrectly states that the DEIR fails to adequately analyze impacts to 
transportation in regard to the Project’s traffic contribution to the intersection of Sycamore Canyon 
Boulevard and Central Avenue. The commenter states that this contribution exceeds the City’s 
criteria. However, the DEIR states in Section 5.10.2.1, pg. 5.10-20, 

“As of July 1, 2020 the CEQA Guidelines promulgated under SB 743 changed the way 
 that public agencies evaluate the transportation impacts of Projects under CEQA, 
 recognizing that roadway congestion, while an inconvenience to drivers, is not itself an 
 environmental impact (Public Resource Code, § 21099, subd. (b)(2)). In addition to new 
 exemptions for projects consistent with specific plans, the updated CEQA Guidelines 
 proposed by the Office of Planning and Research replace congestion-based metrics, 
 such as auto delay and LOS, with Vehicle Miles Traveled as the basis for determining 
 significant impacts, unless the Guidelines provide specific exceptions.” 

Additionally, per the Office of Planning and Research, 

“Even if a General lan contains a LOS standard and a project is found to exceed that 
standard, that conflict should not be analyzed under CEQA. CEQA is focused on planning 
conflicts that lead to environmental impacts. (The Highway 68 Coalition v. County of Monterey 
(2017) 14 Cal.App.5th 883; see, e.g., Appendix G, IX(b) [asking whether the project will “Cause 
a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?”].) Auto delay, on its 
own, is no longer an environmental impact under CEQA.” 
(https://www.opr.ca.gov/ceqa/updates/sb-743/faq.html#general-plans-with- los) 

The DEIR was prepared while the State and City were transitioning from LOS to VMT as a CEQA 
impact. While the DEIR includes LOS and VMT analysis, the Office of Planning and Research 
confirms that auto delay, on its own, is no longer an environmental impact under CEQA. By 
including a LOS analysis, the DEIR goes above and beyond CEQA requirements when analyzing 

https://www.opr.ca.gov/ceqa/updates/sb-743/faq.html#general-plans-with-
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transportation related deficiencies. As such, the Project does not have environmental impacts 
related to transportation and Mitigation Measures MM LAND USE-1 through MM LAND USE-3 
are not required to lessen environmental impacts. However, the City will still require the Project 
to pay its fair share contribution as Conditions of Approval, as a general community benefit 
contribution. The commenter correctly states the City of Riverside does not have a fair share 
program to collect fair share payments. However, as a Condition of Approval, the City will require 
the applicant to pay its fair share of 8.6 percent of the cost of modifying a traffic signal at the 
intersection of Sycamore Canyon Boulevard and Central Avenue to the jurisdictions Caltrans and 
the County of Riverside. Such a condition is not mitigation required to lessen a significant 
transportation impact. 

The DEIR is revised to indicate Mitigation Measures MM LAND USE-1 through MM LAND USE-
3 are Conditions of Approval (COA), as follows on pages 5.8-14 through 5.8-27 of the DEIR: 

As outlined in the Transportation section, Section 5.10.5, based on the City’s deficiency criteria, 
the following intersection was found to be deficient: 

• Sycamore Canyon Boulevard & Central Avenue (#3) – The addition of Project traffic 
increases the pre-project delay by more than 2.0 seconds during the AM peak hour 
resulting in a cumulative deficiency. 

Intersection improvements are required to alleviate this Project-related deficiency at the 
intersection of Sycamore Canyon Boulevard & Central Avenue (#3) in order to achieve 
consistency with GP 2025 goals and policies for transportation within the Circulation and 
Community Mobility Element. Where the Project will result in LOS deficiencies at intersections or 
roadway segments, below the standards set forth in the General Plan Circulation Element, the 
Project would conflict with General Plan policies addressing the circulation system. 
Implementation of mitigation measure MM Condition of Approval (COA) LAND USE-1 through 
MM COA LAND USE-3 is required to ensure the Project is consistent with GP 2025 Circulation 
and Community Mobility Element goals and policies. Mitigation measure MM COA LAND USE-1 
through MM COA LAND USE-3 are detailed in Section 5.8.5 below. Potential impacts from 
conflict with GP 2025 Circulation and Community Mobility Element policies is to less than 
significant with implementation of mitigation measure MM COA LAND USE-1 through MM 
COA LAND USE-3. 

With implementation of mitigation measure MM COA LAND USE-1 through MM COA LAND 
USE-3, the Project will not conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect and potential impacts are less than 
significant. 

5.8.6 Proposed Mitigation Measures 

An EIR is required to describe feasible mitigation measures which could minimize significant 
adverse impacts (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4). The following conditions of approval 
mitigation measures are based on the improvements needed under Opening Year Cumulative 
(2022) and Horizon Year (2040) traffic conditions, mitigation measures MM COA LAND USE-1 
through MM COA LAND USE-3, to meet LOS standards set forth in the General Plan Circulation 
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Element and not conflict with the General Plan. While the Traffic Analysis examined LOS within 
the Project vicinity, a deficiency in LOS is no longer considered a significant traffic related impact 
pursuant to updated CEQA guidelines. Instead, the assessment of LOS is intended to identify key 
access, circulation and operational issues within the Project area, and to confirm consistency with, 
and reduce potential impacts associated with conflict with, the City’s land use/General Plan 
consistency analysis. Horizon Year (2040) traffic conditions are analyzed in Section 5.10.7. The 
improvements needed to address Opening Year Cumulative deficiencies are typically a sub-set 
of those improvements recommended under Horizon Year (2040) traffic conditions. 

MM COA LAND USE-1: In order to alleviate an LOS deficiency and associated conflict with GP 
policies, the Sycamore Canyon Boulevard and Central Avenue intersection traffic signal shall be 
modified to implement overlap phasing on the northbound (NB) right turn lane. The Project will 
not be conditioned to pay fair share for these improvements as the adjacent Sycamore 
Commercial Development will construct them. 

MM COA LAND USE-2: In order to alleviate an LOS deficiency and associated conflict with GP 
policies, the Sycamore Canyon Boulevard and Central Avenue intersection traffic signal shall be 
modified to add a 2nd NB right turn lane and to implement overlap phasing on the eastbound (EB) 
right turn lane. The Project shall contribute its fair share of 8.6% of the cost to the County of 
Riverside. 

MM COA LAND USE-3: In order to alleviate an LOS deficiency and associated conflict with GP 
policies, Watkins Drive & SR-60/I-215 Westbound (WB) on-ramp shall be improved with 
installation of a traffic signal, addition of a 2nd NB left turn lane, and addition of a 2nd Southbound 
(SB) through lane. The Project shall contribute its fair share of 4.2% of the cost to the County of 
Riverside and Caltrans. 

While the Traffic Analysis examined LOS within the Project vicinity, a deficiency in LOS is no 
longer considered a significant traffic related impact pursuant to updated CEQA guidelines. 
Instead, the assessment of LOS is intended to identify key access, circulation and operational 
issues within the Project area, and to confirm consistency with, and reduce potential impacts 
associated with conflict with, the City’s land use/General Plan consistency analysis. The Project 
will contribute to the following intersection that is anticipated to operate at a deficient LOS during 
peak hours for Opening Year Cumulative (2022) without the Project: 

• Sycamore Canyon Boulevard & Central Avenue (#3) – LOS E AM peak hour only 

With implementation of mitigation measure MM COA LAND USE-1, the intersection would 
operate at acceptable LOS standard as set forth in the General Plan Circulation Element. The 
effectiveness of the proposed recommended intersection improvements from MM COA LAND 
USE-1 to meet LOS standards is presented in Table 5.10-15 below for Opening Year Cumulative 
(2022) traffic conditions.  

With the implementation of the intersection recommendations in MM COA LAND USE-1, there 
are no Project‐related deficiencies anticipated to the study area intersections. MM COA LAND 
USE-1 is required to ensure the Project is consistent with GP 2025 Circulation and Community 
Mobility Element goals and policies. The Project would not conflict with General Plan policies 



City of Riverside  Section 2.0 
Crestview Apartments Project FEIR  Responses to Comments 

                                                                                                                                 2.0-383 

addressing the circulation system and potential impacts would be less than significant without 
mitigation. 

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. 

Response 5a.15: 

The commenter incorrectly states that the DEIR fails to adequately analyze impacts to 
transportation caused by the Project’s impact with the circulation system plan, as outlined in 
Response 5a.14 above. 

Per the Office of Planning and Research, “Even if a general plan contains a LOS standard and a 
project is found to exceed that standard, that conflict should not be analyzed under CEQA.” The 
DEIR was prepared while the State and City were transitioning from LOS to VMT as a CEQA 
impact. While the DEIR includes LOS and VMT impacts, the Office of Planning and Research 
confirms that auto delay, on its own, is no longer an environmental impact under CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement that “The DEIR incorrectly states that all the study area roadway 
segments are anticipated to continue to operate at an acceptable LOS with the addition of Project 
traffic. DEIR at 5.10-30” is a misrepresentation as the complete sentence was not quoted, which 
reads (DEIR p. 5.10-30): 

“As shown in Table 5.10-6, all the study area roadway segments are anticipated to 
 continue to operate at an acceptable LOS under E + P conditions with the addition of the 
 Project traffic, with the exception of Sycamore Canyon Boulevard south of Central 
 Avenue.” 

In addition to specifically analyzing the roadway segment cited by the commenter, the DEIR did 
in fact analyze the Project’s effect on LOS as it conflicts with the City of Riverside General Plan 
2025 Circulation and Community Mobility Element policies, not in Section 5.10 Transportation, 
but more appropriately in Section 5.8 Land Use and Planning. As outlined in the DEIR, page 5.8-
14: 

Intersection improvements are required to alleviate this Project-related deficiency at the 
intersection of Sycamore Canyon Boulevard & Central Avenue (#3) in order to achieve 
consistency with GP 2025 goals and policies for transportation within the Circulation and 
Community Mobility Element. Where the Project will result in LOS deficiencies at intersections or 
roadway segments, below the standards set forth in the General Plan Circulation Element, the 
Project would conflict with General Plan policies addressing the circulation system and would be 
considered significant. Implementation of mitigation measure MM Condition of Approval (COA) 
LAND USE-1 through MM COA LAND USE-3 is required to ensure the Project is consistent with 
GP 2025 Circulation and Community Mobility Element goals and policies. Mitigation measure MM 
COA LAND USE-1 through MM COA LAND USE-3 are detailed in Section 5.8.5 below. Potential 
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impacts from conflict with GP 2025 Circulation and Community Mobility Element policies is 
reduced to less than significant with implementation of mitigation measure MM COA LAND 
USE-1 through MM COA LAND USE-3. 

 

Thus, the DEIR did analyze any LOS deficiencies resulting from the Project and provides 
Conditions of Approval (COAs) to reduce potential impacts from conflict with the City’s Circulation 
and Community Mobility Element of the General Plan to less than significant levels. And as 
outlined further in response 5a.14 above, the DEIR was prepared while the State and City were 
transitioning from LOS to VMT as a CEQA impact. While the DEIR includes LOS and VMT 
impacts, the Office of Planning and Research confirms that auto delay, on its own, is no longer 
an environmental impact under CEQA. By including a LOS analysis, the DEIR goes above and 
beyond CEQA requirements when analyzing transportation related deficiencies. As such, the 
Project does not have environmental impacts related to transportation and Conditions of Approval 
COA LAND USE-1 through COA LAND USE-3 are not required to lessen environmental impacts. 
However, the City is imposing these COAs including a fair share contribution,  as a general 
community benefit contribution. Such conditions are not mitigation required to lessen a significant 
transportation impact. 

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 5a.16: 

The commenter provides a summary and reference to CEQA case law, which represents the 
commenter’s interpretation of the referenced case. However, the commenter makes no specific 
comment on how it relates to either the Project’s DEIR or cumulative analysis contained therein. 
This comment does not relate to the adequacy or content of the DEIR, does not provide new 
information or evidence related to the analysis in the DEIR, and does not affect the analysis 
completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and 
revisions to the DEIR are not required. 

Response 5a.17: 

The commenter provides various references to and abbreviated excerpts related to the CEQA 
Guidelines. These represent the commenter’s interpretation of CEQA Guidelines related to 
cumulative impacts. However, the commenter makes no specific comment on how these relate 
to either the Project’s DEIR or cumulative analysis contained therein. This comment does not 
relate to the adequacy or content of the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence 
related to the analysis in the DEIR, and does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions 
provided in the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and revisions to the DEIR are not 
required. 

Response 5a.18: 
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The commenter asserts deficiencies regarding the cumulative analysis related to air quality and 
aesthetics.  The commenter first states that the DEIR fails to analyze the combined emissions of 
construction with other proposed or reasonably foreseeable future projects as part of the analysis 
to determine whether the Project will contribute to a significant cumulative impact. As noted by 
the commenter, the DEIR does summarize cumulative development in the City and surrounding 
cities and county to include residential development, warehouses, commercial, office, and public 
facilities (DEIR p. 5.2-33) as a means of establishing the cumulative environmental setting. As is 
discussed on DEIR p. 5.2-1 and throughout DEIR sections 5.2.2.2, 5.2.2.3, and 5.2.2.4, the 
proposed Project site is located in the South Coast Air Basin (Basin) and is within the jurisdiction 
of the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). Thus, the proposed Project’s Air 
Quality Impact Analysis (DEIR Appendix B) and DEIR Section 5.2.6 have deferred to the AQMD’s 
White Paper on Potential Control Strategies to Address Cumulative Impacts from Air Pollution 
(2003). As stated on p. D-3 of the White Paper and as cited on DEIR Appendix B p. 47: 

the AQMD uses the same significance thresholds for project specific and 
cumulative impacts for all environmental topics analyzed in and Environmental 
Assessment or Environmental Impact Report (EIR)… Projects that exceed the 
project-specific significance thresholds are considered by the SCAQMD to be 
cumulatively considerable. This is the reason project-specific and cumulative 
significance thresholds are the same. Conversely, projects that do not exceed the 
project-specific thresholds are generally not considered to be cumulatively 
significant. 

Therefore, the DEIR has not failed in its analysis of determining whether or not the proposed 
Project would contribute to a significant cumulative impact by not specifically analyzing Project 
construction emissions with other proposed or reasonably foreseeable future projects. Rather, the 
DEIR has analyzed potential cumulative air quality impacts based on SCAQMD White Paper 
guidance.  The Project does not exceed project-specific significance thresholds (pp. 5.2-25 – 5.2-
29.)  As such, the Project does not result in cumulatively considerable air quality impacts. (pp. 
5.2-29, 5.2-34.) 

The commenter then states that the DEIR fails to provide substantial evidence that the proposed 
Project will not have a substantial cumulative effect on a scenic vista. As the commenter notes, 
the DEIR does state that cumulative development in the City and the surrounding area would 
modify the visual character of the surrounding area through development of vacant lots or through 
redevelopment (DEIR p. 5.1-28). However, the DEIR does go on to also state that those planned 
and pending projects in the immediate vicinity of the proposed Project include a currently 
undeveloped but recently approved drive-thru restaurant and convenience store/gas station to 
the east, across Sycamore Canyon Boulevard (DEIR p. 5.1-28). Moreover, as discussed in 
Response 5a.3 and DEIR p. 5.1-26, the proposed Project site is adjacent to the SR-60/I-215 
freeway and has residential developments to the west, across from QROS Park, and to the south 
of Central Avenue, with the QROS Park identified/serving as the only open-space/non-urbanized 
area in immediate area. Therefore, the existing visual character of the immediate proposed 
Project area is more urbanized than open space and the Project would not significantly or 
cumulatively impact the visual character of this area (see Response 5a.3 for further discussion). 
Similarly, as discussed in Responses 5a.2 and 9.5, the proposed Project would not significantly 
impact or obstruct scenic vista views from the sidewalk along Central Avenue or from Sycamore 
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Canyon Wilderness Park (see Responses 5a.2 and 9.5 for further discussion and accompanying 
reference figures). Additionally, the DEIR does discuss potential impacts to scenic vistas (DEIR 
pp. 5.1-23 – 5.1-25) and provides analysis to conclude the proposed Project would not result in 
significant changes to the currently existing viewshed of the proposed Project area or on scenic 
vistas directly or cumulatively.  

Therefore, 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 revisions to the DEIR are not warranted. 

Response 5a.19: 

The commenter states that the DEIR analyzed emissions based on daily estimates of construction 
and operational emissions, but that the DEIR fails to analyze the combined daily emissions to 
determine whether impacts to the implementation of an applicable air quality plan would be 
significant. The commenter concludes that the proposed Project lacks substantial evidence that 
the Project is consistent with the 2016 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP).  

The commenter fails to support their claim that no analysis of combined daily emissions would 
cause the Project to be inconsistent with the 2016 AQMP. DEIR response to Threshold A of 
Section 5.2.5 (DEIR pp. 5.2-25 – 5.2-29) explains that the Project’s consistency analysis for the 
2016 AQMP was performed using criteria from SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook and goes 
on to provide a summary of quantitative data and analysis from the Project’s Air Quality Report 
(DEIR Appendix B) to support Project consistency. As noted by the commenter, the DEIR 
analyzes emissions based on daily estimates of construction and operational emissions per the 
methodology described in the Project’s Air Quality Report (DEIR Appendix B) and summarized 
on DEIR pp. 5.2-25 – 5.2-29. The commenter fails to provide evidence for why the methodologies 
implemented to assess Project emissions and consistency with the 2016 AQMP are insufficient 
even though it is stated in both the Air Quality Report and DEIR that the consistency analysis was 
performed per CEQA Air Quality Handbook criteria. Further, as shown on DEIR pp. 5.2-25 – 5.2-
29, all Project construction and operational emissions were found to be less (significantly less in 
some cases) than regional and local thresholds and it was determined the Project would not 
exceed assumptions in the AQMP based on the years of Project build-out phase (DEIR pp. 5.2-
28 – 5.2-29). Thus, the proposed Project DEIR provides substantial evidence according to CEQA 
Air Quality Handbook criteria that the Project would be consistent with the 2016 AQMP.  

Therefore, 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 revisions to the DEIR are not warranted. 

Response 5a.20: 

The commenter states that construction noise cannot be directed away from any sensitive 
receivers as sensitive receivers are located around the Project site perimeter. The commenter 
further states that equipment such as a tamper for deep dynamic compaction cannot be directed 
away from sensitive receivers.  
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In addressing the commenter’s comment, it is key to distinguish between the sensitive receptors 
in proximity to the proposed Project site, which the commenter has failed to do and which the 
DEIR and accompanying Project-specific Noise Study (DEIR Appendix H) are express in denoting 
when discussing potential noise impacts. DEIR Appendix H p. 53 identifies four (4) residential 
receiver locations (denoted as receivers R1, R2, R3, and R4) and two potential sensitive biological 
receiver locations (denoted as BIO-1 and BIO-2). The locations of these receivers in proximity to 
the proposed Project are provided on DEIR Figure 5.9-4: Sensitive Receiver Locations (DEIR p. 
5.9-27). It should be noted that the commenter refers to seven (7) air quality sensitive receivers 
identified in the Project’s Air Quality Impact Analysis and Freeway Health Risk Assessment (DEIR 
Appendix B). However, these air quality sensitive receivers the commenter cites were identified 
in the context of air quality and thus one additional sensitive receiver, denoted as R5 to the 
immediate northeast of the Project site (see DEIR Appendix B p. 39) is identified. It appears the 
commenter may have chosen to cite these identified air quality sensitive receivers to incorrectly 
support his or her inaccurate claim that “sensitive receivers are located around the entire Project 
site perimeter” in the context of sensitive noise receptors. However, per DEIR Figure 5.9-4: 
Sensitive Receiver Locations (DEIR p. 5.9-27), as well as Noise Study Exhibit 9-A, it is not 
accurate to state sensitive noise receptors are located around the entire Project perimeter “such 
that noise cannot be directed away from sensitive [noise] receivers” as no sensitive noise 
receivers are identified to the northeast of the Project as the commenter inaccurately suggests in 
referencing figures and/or Project technical study data information out of context. 

Moreover, as is discussed and supported by quantitative analysis summarized from the Project’s 
Noise Study (DEIR Appendix H), Project traffic, construction, operational, and blasting-related 
noise levels would not result in the generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase 
in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the Project in excess of applicable Federal Transit 
Authority (FTA) standards or exceed any applicable noise thresholds at the nearest sensitive 
residential receptors (DEIR pp. 5.9-21 – 5.9-35). Thus, mitigation for potential noise impacts to 
the nearest sensitive residential receptors is not required or necessary. The commenter appears 
to have grouped potential noise impacts to and proposed mitigation measures for biological 
receptors (discussed further in the next paragraph) to inaccurately include all sensitive receptors 
to support their claim that “noise cannot be directed away from any sensitive receptors.” In 
actuality, no such mitigation involving directing noise away from residential receptors is required. 

Further, the DEIR acknowledges that sensitive biological receivers would be located in closer 
proximity to the limits of construction than the residential sensitive receivers; thus, appropriate 
biological mitigation measures must be implemented to ensure construction noise and vibration 
impacts are reduced to less than significant levels (DEIR p. 5.9-35). The commenter appears to 
specifically reference the condition of mitigation measure MM BIO-5 that states, “Any 
jackhammers, pneumatic equipment, and all other portable stationary noise sources shall be 
shielded and noise shall be directed away from sensitive [biological] receptors” (DEIR p. 5.9-39) 
and argues that directing noise away from these sensitive receptors would not be possible. As 
discussed in the paragraphs above, the commenter’s assertion was found to be at fault as it was 
inaccurately stated that noise sensitive receptors are located around the entirety of the Project 
site. Moreover, the conditions of MM BIO-5 would be implemented with MM BIO-4 and MM BIO-
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6, which also include measures to ensure potential impacts to noise sensitive biological receptors 
are less than significant.  

Lastly, the commenter states that equipment such as a tamper for deep dynamic compaction 
cannot be directed away from sensitive receivers. It has previously been established that per 
DEIR pp. 5.9-21 – 5.9-35, construction noise, including that of construction equipment, would not 
exceed any applicable thresholds for nearby sensitive residential receptors. It has additionally 
been established that appropriate biological resources mitigation measures would be 
implemented to ensure sensitive biological receptors are not significantly impacted by 
construction noise. Per DEIR pp. 5.9-38 – 3.9-39, these biological mitigation measures include 
measures for reducing construction equipment-based noise. Further, DEIR p. 5.9-36 states:   

“Since the actual equipment used to support the Project construction may include deep 
 dynamic compaction or rapid impact compaction, the Project’s Noise Study  
 conservatively relies on the highest worst-case impact pile driving reference vibration 
 source levels to describe the Project vibration levels.” 

Thus, the Project’s Noise Study (Appendix H) and DEIR have accounted for potential deep 
dynamic compaction-level vibration source levels in its analysis. Project construction vibration 
levels would not exceed maximum vibration level thresholds and as previously stated, the 
implementation of appropriate biological resources mitigation measures would ensure potential 
impacts to sensitive biological receptors are less than significant. Therefore, the commenter’s 
concern that equipment such as a tamper cannot be directed away from sensitive receptors is 
unwarranted as these potential impacts have been fully accounted for in the DEIR analysis.  

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 
revisions to the DEIR are not warranted. 

Response 5a.21: 

The commenter provides their interpretation of law and incorrectly states that the DEIR utilizes 
“exclusive reliance” on regulation of cumulative projects by Title 24 Energy Standards and that 
this reliance is not substantial evidence the Project would not contribute to significant cumulative 
impacts.  

Refer to Response 5a.13 above. The Project does not solely rely on compliance with Title 24 
Energy Standards. The DEIR’s conclusion that Project energy demands in total would be 
comparable to, or less than, other residential projects of similar scale and configuration and would 
not result in wasteful energy use or contribute to cumulatively significant energy impacts is 
supported by quantitative data analysis in addition to Project compliance with required Title 24 
building standards (DEIR 5.5-24).  

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 
revisions to the DEIR are not warranted. 
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Response 5a.22:  

The commenter provides various references to and abbreviated excerpts related to CEQA case 
law. These represent the commenter’s interpretation of CEQA case law related to feasible 
mitigation and alternatives. However, the commenter makes no specific comment on how these 
relate to either the Project’s DEIR mitigation measures or alternatives analysis contained therein. 
The commenter states that the EIR is required to consider, and the City is required to adopt 
feasible mitigation and alternatives that can lessen or avoid the significant impact.  

The DEIR does in fact identify many mitigation measures to reduce potential environmental 
impacts, and all impacts were deemed less than significant without the need for mitigation or after 
implementation of identified mitigation measures. The DEIR did not identify any significant and 
unavoidable impacts. The mitigation measures are identified in Section 5 Environmental Impact 
Analysis, within each issue topic, 5.1 Aesthetics, 5.2 Air Quality, etc. Mitigation measures are also 
included in Table ES-1 Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual 
Impacts, in which a total of 41mitigation measures are listed. The Alternatives analysis that meets 
CEQA requirements, is included in Section 8.0 of the DEIR (pp. 8.00-1- 8.0-19). 

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 
revisions to the DEIR are not required. 

Response 5a.23  

The commenter provides a various references/summary of the CEQA Guidelines. These 
represent the commenter’s interpretation of CEQA Guidelines related to modifications to the 
project in order to lessen the significant environmental effects. However, the commenter makes 
no specific comment on how these relate to either the Project’s DEIR mitigation measures or 
alternatives analysis contained therein. 

The DEIR does in fact identify modifications, in the form of Project Design Considerations, that 
were incorporated into the Project in order to avoid or reduce potential environmental impacts. 
The Project Design Considerations are identified in Section 5 Environmental Impact Analysis, 
within each issue topic, 5.1 Aesthetics, 5.2 Air Quality, etc. 

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 
revisions to the DEIR are not required. 

Response 5a.24:   

The commenter provides various references to and abbreviated excerpts related to Public 
Resources Code, CEQA case law, and CEQA Guidelines. These represent the commenter’s 
interpretation of them. However, the commenter makes no specific comment on how these relate 
to either the Project’s DEIR mitigation measures contained therein. The commenter states that 
"claims of infeasibility [are not] supported by substantial evidence," particularly where the DEIR 
fails even to discuss or consider possible mitigation. As outlined in Response 5a.22 above, the 
DEIR does in fact identify a number of mitigation measures to reduce potential environmental 
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impacts. The mitigation measures are identified in Section 5 Environmental Impact Analysis, 
within each issue topic, 5.1 Aesthetics, 5.2 Air Quality, etc. Mitigation measures are also included 
in Table ES-1 Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts, 
in which a total of 41 mitigation measures  are listed. 

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 
revisions to the DEIR are not required. 

Response 5a.25: 

The commenter states the DEIR failed to consider mitigation for GHG emissions based on what 
the commenter identifies as an “unsupported conclusion” that the Project would not exceed 
significance thresholds.  

As is further discussed in Responses 5b.13 through 5b.17, the DEIR and underlying technical 
studies adequately evaluated Project GHG emissions utilizing the most applicable and 
appropriate methodologies and screening threshold. Thus, as is further elaborated upon in 
Responses 5b.13 through 5b.17, the DEIR’s and underlying technical studies’ conclusions that 
the Project would not exceed GHG significance thresholds have been adequately supported with 
substantial evidence.  

Therefore, 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 revisions to the DEIR are not required. 

Response 5a.26: 

The commenter states that per mitigation measure MM BIO-8, the Project would continue to 
construct on windy days despite the City of Riverside General Plan requirement to suspend all 
grading operations when wind speeds exceed 25 miles per hour.  

Per DEIR p. 5.2-24, Air Quality Element Policy AQ-4.5 (Require the suspension of all grading 
operations when wind speeds [as instantaneous gusts] exceed 25 miles per hour) is 
acknowledged as a City General Plan policy relevant to the Project. As the Project is located 
within the City with the City acting as the Project’s lead agency, the Project would be required to 
abide by and be consistent with applicable General Plan policies, including Policy AQ-4.5. The 
implementation of MM BIO-8 does not implicitly or explicitly suggest that the Project would 
continue grading activities during windy day conditions (wind speeds exceeding 25 miles per hour) 
that would be in violation with Policy AQ-4.5. The proposed Project would be required to cease 
grading activities when wind speeds exceed 25 miles per hour per Policy AQ-4.5. The measures 
described under MM BIO-8 (DEIR 5.3-37) would be implemented on windy days when wind 
speeds do not (emphasis added) exceed the 25 mile per hour threshold stated in the policy and 
when conditions still allow for construction activities to continue. The purpose of MM BIO-8 would 
be to help reduce any fugitive dust emissions during windy day conditions when construction 
activities such as grading are still permissible.   
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The commenter also claims the DEIR fails to discuss impacts associated with a claimed violation 
of General Plan Policies AQ-4.2, AQ-4.3, and AQ-4.4 in addition to AQ-4.5 addressed above.  
The commenter provides no specific violations or examples of how the DEIR violates these 
policies.  Regarding compliance with Policy AQ-4.2 regarding the reduction of particulate matter 
from construction (which is the only activity listed applicable to the Project), the DEIR includes 
Standard Regulatory Requirements/Best Available Control Measures (BACMs), even though no 
Project-specific air quality mitigation measures were found to be required.  BACM AQ-1, set forth 
below, requires the contractor to adhere to applicable measures contained in Table 1 of Rule 403, 
and thus the Project is consistent with Policy AQ-4.2. 

BACM AQ-1: The contractor shall adhere to applicable measures contained in Table 1 of Rule 
403 including, but not limited to: 

• All clearing, grading, earth-moving, or excavation activities shall cease when winds exceed 25 
mph per SCAQMD guidelines in order to limit fugitive dust emissions. 

• The contractor shall ensure that all disturbed unpaved roads and disturbed areas within the 
Project are watered at least three (3) times daily during dry weather. Watering, with complete 
coverage of disturbed areas, shall occur at least three times a day, preferably in the mid-morning, 
afternoon, and after work is done for the day. 

• The contractor shall ensure that traffic speeds on unpaved roads and Project site areas are 
limited to 15 miles per hour or less. (p. 5.2-33.) 

Similarly, the DEIR provides BACMs that illustrate the Project’s consistency with Policies AQ-4.3 
(support the reduction of all particulates potential sources) and AQ-4.4 (support programs that 
reduce emissions from building materials and methods that generate excessive pollutants through 
incentives and/or regulations).    As set forth below, BACM AQ-2 illustrates compliance with Policy 
AQ-4, as it reduces emissions from building materials, and BACM AQ-3 illustrates the Project’s 
compliance with Policy AQ-4.3, as it prohibits the use of wood burning stoves and fireplaces, 
which are sources of particulates. 

BACM AQ-2: The following measures shall be incorporated into Project plans and specifications 
as implementation of SCAQMD Rule 1113: 

Only “Low-Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC)” paints (no more than 50 gram/liter of VOC) 
consistent with SCAQMD Rule 1113 shall be used. 

BACM AQ-3: The Project is required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 445, which prohibits the use 
of wood burning stoves and fireplaces in new development. (p. 5.2-33.)Therefore, 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 revisions to the DEIR 
are not required. 

Response 5a.27: 

The commenter states the DEIR notes a non-toxic chemical stabilizer may be applied to all 
stockpiles and failed to identify what chemical stabilizer the Project will utilize. The commenter is 
concerned of potential environmental impacts from this non-toxic chemical. 
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As stated in the DEIR (pp. 5.3-37 - 5.3-38) mitigation measure MM BIO-8 applies to the Project: 

 

 
MM BIO-8 does not require that a non-toxic stabilizer is used to cover stockpiles, it is an option 
identified if not covered with plastic or equivalent material. Therefore, it is not certain that a non-
toxic stabilizer would be used on site. The intent of identifying the chemical stabilizer as “non-
toxic” is to indicate that only stabilizers that would not be toxic or hazardous to the environment 
(including biological and water resources) would be allowed.  

Further, as stated in the DEIR (pp. 5.3-38 - 5.3-39) mitigation measure MM BIO-10, the purpose 
of the measure is to prevent pollutants from the site to be carried in runoff to downstream areas: 
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The Project is required to comply with the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) Statewide General Construction Permit (Order No. 09-09-DWQ). The permit requires 
preparation of an effective Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which describes 
erosion and sediment control BMPs to prevent stormwater pollution during construction. The 
SWPPP must be prepared by a Qualified SWPPP Developer and implemented on site by a 
Qualified SWPPP Practitioner to ensure all General Construction Permit requirements and 
SWPPP BMPs are being met and implemented during construction activities. The non-toxic 
chemical stabilizer would only be allowed if included as an appropriate and approved BMP in the 
Project’s SWPPP. In order to ensure, no non-toxic chemical that could be harmful to the 
environment is used pursuant to MM BIO-8, it is revised to further clarify only those identified in 
the SWPPP shall be allowed, as follows on page 5.3-38 of the DEIR: 

MM BIO-8: During soil excavation, grading, or other subsurface disturbances, the construction 
contractor shall supervise provision and maintenance of all standard dust control Best 
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Management Practices (BMPs) to reduce fugitive dust emissions, including but not limited to the 
following actions: 

• Water any exposed soil areas a minimum of twice per day, or as allowed under any 
imposed drought restrictions. On windy days or when fugitive dust can be observed 
leaving the construction site, additional water shall be applied at a frequency to be 
determined by the on-site construction superintendent. 

• Pave, periodically water, or apply acceptable non-toxic chemical stabilizer as identified in 
the SWPPP to construction access/egress points. 

• Minimize the amount of area disturbed by clearing, grading, earthmoving, or excavation 
operations at all times. 

• Operate all vehicles on graded areas at speeds less than 15 miles per hour. 
• Cover all stockpiles that would not be utilized within three days with plastic or equivalent 

material, to be determined by the on-site construction superintendent, or spray them with 
an acceptable non-toxic chemical stabilizer as identified in the SWPPP. 

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. 

Response 5a.28:  

The commenter stated that the DEIR focused only on impacts to wildlife within the Multiple 
Species Habitat Conservation Plan caused by noise from construction equipment (DEIR at 5.3-
32). The commenter adds that all the measures the DEIR selected to mitigate noise impacts are 
temporary because they correlate to construction noise (DEIR at 5.3-36 – 5.5-38). Lastly, the 
commenter indicates the DEIR must analyze and determine what mitigation would be necessary 
to reduce any significant environmental impacts caused from operational noise. 

The potential impacts that may result from noise are discussed in Section 5.9 Noise subsection 
5.9.5 Environmental Impacts (DEIR pp 5.9-20 – 5.9-21). This section indicates that: 

“...there is no single noise increase that renders the noise impact significant.”  

Furthermore Table 5.9-6 – Significance Criteria Summary on pp. 5.9-22 of the DEIR describes 
the significance criteria summary matrix that includes the allowable criteria used to identify 
potentially significant incremental noise level increase. Then under the section entitled 
Construction Noise Levels (DEIR pp. 5.9-31 – 5.9-33), it is states: 

“...potential impacts due to the Project’s typical construction noise is considered less 
 than significant at all the noise sensitive residential received locations.” Table 5.9-15 – 
 Typical Construction Noise Level Compliance on DEIR pp 5.9-33 also summarizes this 
 information as well. Please also refer to Response 5a.20 for a full discussion on potential 
  noise impacts to noise sensitive biological receivers.  
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The DEIR also provides an analysis of operational noise impacts (pp. 5.9-26 – 5.9-30.)).  Table 
5.9-11 – Operational Noise Level Compliance, lists the Project noise levels at the two BIO 
receivers as 40.4 dBA and 41.7 dBA respectively. (p. 5.9-29.)  As provided in Section 5.3.4 of the 
Project’s MSHCP Consistency Analysis, “As outlined in the Noise Impact Analysis, Section 10 
Operational Impacts, prepared for the project (Urban Crossroads, September 15, 2020), the 
operational noise analysis is intended to describe noise levels associated with the expected 
typical daytime and nighttime residential activities from the project. The on-site project-related 
noise sources are expected to include roof-top air conditioning units, trash enclosure activity, dog 
park activity, pool/spa activity and parking lot vehicle movements. These noise sources are 
anticipated to be 41.7 dBA Leq (for all sources) at the MSHCP Conservation Area in the southwest 
portion of the site. The operational noise levels associated with Crestview Apartments project will 
not exceed the City of Riverside 55 dBA Leq daytime and 45 dBA Leq nighttime exterior residential 
noise level standards. No further mitigation is proposed for operational noise.” (Habitat 
Assessment MSHCP, JD, and JPR, Appendix C, p. 27.) 

Thus, the DEIR does contain an analysis of construction noise, finding that the Project’s 
operational noise levels will not exceed the City’s applicable standards at the MSHCP 
Conservation Area, and thus no mitigation is required.  

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 
revisions to the DEIR are not required. 

Response 5a.29: 

The commenter provides a collection of various references to and abbreviated excerpts from the 
Public Resources Code, CEQA Guidelines, and CEQA case law. These represent the 
commenter’s interpretation of them. The commenter states the formulation of mitigation measures 
shall not be deferred until some future time and claims the DEIR improperly defers mitigation of 
erosion impacts and water quality impacts.  

As outlined in Response 5a.2727 above, the Project is required to comply with the National 
Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Statewide General Construction Permit (Order 
No. 09-09-DWQ). The permit requires preparation of an effective Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which describes erosion and sediment control BMPs to prevent 
stormwater pollution during construction. The SWPPP must be prepared by a Qualified SWPPP 
Developer and implemented on site by a Qualified SWPPP Practitioner to ensure all General 
Construction Permit requirements and SWPPP BMPs are being met and implemented during 
construction activities. The SWPPP is required identify BMPs related to the control of toxic 
substances, including construction fuels, oils, and other liquids. Preparation of the SWPPP is a 
federal and state requirement, but was also incorporated into MM BIO-10, for tracking purposes 
and the City to ensure it is prepared. Mitigation measure MM BIO-10 is fully enforceable as it 
contains a number of specific performance standards and does not defer mitigation. Please also 
refer to Response 8.7 regarding deferral of mitigation measures.   
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Accordingly, the EIR did not defer the analysis of any potential impacts.  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 revisions to the DEIR 
are not required. 

Response 5a.30:  

The commenter states the DEIR improperly defers mitigation of impacts from lighting and the 
Project will have significant impacts to the Conservation Plan area from direct night lighting. The 
commenter states the DEIR has proposed lighting that still needs to be confirmed.  

Mitigation Measure MM AES-1 requires approval of a photometric (lighting) plan by the City and 
compliance with the MSHCP. To minimize indirect impacts to species protected under Section 
6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Mitigation Measures MM BIO-4, MM BIO-5, and MM BIO-6 are required to 
ensure construction noise and vibration impacts on sensitive biological receivers are reduced to 
less than significant levels (DEIR, p.5.9-38). Prior to construction, the proposed Project must have 
an approved photometric plan. A Site Lighting Photometric Plan has been prepared for the 
Project, shown in FEIR Figure 2.0-1 below, identifies the exterior light types, locations, quantity, 
description, lumens per lamp, and that the proposed lighting will not “spill” beyond the 
development pad/footprint. As stated in the DEIR, Section 5.1.6 (p. 5.1-28), within Mitigation 
Measure MM AES-1 outlined below, the Project shall be designed in such a manner as to prevent 
light spillage from the Project to the adjacent and nearby open space areas and the purpose of 
the photometric plan is to enable the City to ensure that the approved light design requirements 
are included in the final building plan sheets, prior to issuance of building permits.  Further, MM 
AES-1 contains a number of performance standards, including that Project lighting levels shall 
comply with Chapter 19.556 of the Riverside Municipal Code, shielding be employed where 
feasible, night lighting be directed away from natural open space and will be directed downward 
towards the center of development, lights shall not blink, flash, oscillate, or be of an unusually 
high brightness or intensity, energy efficient LPS or HPS lamps shall be used exclusively, and 
exterior lights shall be only “warm” LED lights.  Mitigation Measure MM AES-1 clearly sets forth 
the criteria the City will apply in determining that the impact is mitigated, including the type of 
lamps to be used, their intensity, and the direction lighting will face.   

Therefore, neither the EIR as a whole, nor MM AES-1 defers mitigation. Please also refer to 
Response 8.7.  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 revisions to the DEIR are not required. 

Response 5a.31: 

The commenter incorrectly states that the mitigation measures selected to minimize short-term 
noise levels caused by construction are improperly deferred as noise-reduction devices have not 
been specifically identified and noise attenuation techniques are to be employed as needed.  
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Per DEIR pp. 5.3-36 – 5.3-37, mitigation measures MM BIO-4 and MM BIO-5 identify specific 
noise reduction devices and attenuation techniques, including the installation of a 12-foot-high 
temporary noise barrier at the perimeter of the limits of disturbance between construction activities 
and adjacent riparian habitat. It is also identified that heavy grade rubber mats/pads would be 
used within beds of trucks to help attenuate initial impact noise generated from excavators 
dropping rocks and debris into the trucks.  

The commenter is referring to MM BIO-9 in which it is stated the Project would, “Employ additional 
noise attenuation techniques, as needed, to reduce excessive noise levels… such as the 
placement of temporary sound barriers or sound blankets.” (DEIR p. 5.3-38). The implementation 
of MM BIO-9 would be in addition to the specified noise-reduction and attenuation techniques 
described in MM BIO-4 and MM BIO-5.  MM BIO-9 also includes a number of specific measures 
to minimize short-term noise from construction activities including: 

• Properly outfit and maintain construction equipment with manufacturer-recommended 
noise-reduction devices to minimize construction-generated noise. 

• Operate all diesel equipment with closed engine doors and equip with factory-
recommended mufflers. 

• Use electrical power, when feasible, to operate air compressors and similar power tools 
• Locate construction staging areas at least 100 feet from the conserved riparian habitat. 

(DEIR p. 5.3-38). 

Further, MM BIO-9 does identify additional noise techniques as including temporary sound 
barriers or sound blankets. The fact that MM BIO-9 employs additional noise attenuation 
techniques as needed does not constitute improper deferral as the commenter claims.  Deferral 
may be appropriate when the nature or extent of mitigation that may be required depends on the 
result of later study. (Save Panoche Valley v. San Benito County (2013) 217 Cal.App4th 503, 524; 
Laurel Heights Improvement Ass’n v. Regents of Univ. of Cal. (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 418 
[mitigation measure for noise impacts required evaluation of specific noise control techniques to 
ensure compliance with noise performance standards once ventilation system had been 
designed].) 

As provided herein, the DEIR contains a number of specific measures to reduce construction 
noise.  Once such measures are employed, it is unknown to what extent any further noise 
attenuation techniques will be required.  The need for the additional measures set forth in MM 
BIO-9 will be determined once all other measures are employed.  This is proper under CEQA.  

Therefore, 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 revisions to the DEIR are not required. 

Response 5a.32:  

The commenter states the project would interfere substantially with the movement of wildlife in 
corridors. The commenter then states Mitigation Measures MM BIO-2 through MM BIO-15 do not 
adequately address the Project’s impacts to wildlife movement. The commenter also states that 
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none of the measures MM BIO-7 describes relates to the fact that the Project will cause wildlife 
to lose access to a travel route. 

Please see Response 5a.7.  Additionally, and to summarize, per the DEIR, Section 5.3 Biological 
Resources (p. 5.3-16): 

“Habitat on the Project site is heavily disturbed and there is little to no incentive for 
 bobcats to occur on the upland portion of the Project site, as it is surrounded on three (3) 
 sides by development (primarily transportation land uses). Box Spring Canyon located 
 south of the Project site (south of Central Avenue), and the small portion of willow 
 riparian on southwest corner of the Project site has the potential to be used by migrating 
 or dispersing wildlife, including birds and mammals. (ELMT(a), p.18)” 

As provided in the DEIR, the Project will not directly impact, prevent or restrict the use of Box 
Spring Canyon or the willow riparian plant community as a corridor by wildlife. Disturbances from 
the Project are not expected to directly or indirectly impact wildlife movement opportunities 
through this area. The MSHCP urban/wildlands interface guidelines will be implemented to help 
reduce potential indirect effects to wildlife movement. (ELMT(a) p. 42; DEIR p. 5.3-27.)  MM BIO-
2 through MM BIO-15 thus reduce potential indirect effects to wildlife movement.  MM BIO-7 does 
not relate to the loss of a travel route because the Project will not cause loss of a travel route – 
disturbances from the Project are not expected to directly or indirectly impact wildlife movement 
opportunities through this 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 
revisions to the DEIR are not required. 

Response 5a.33: 

The  commenter provides a collection of various references to and abbreviated excerpts from the 
CEQA Guidelines and CEQA case law. These represent the commenter’s interpretation of them. 
The commenter claims the DEIR’s discussion of alternatives is insufficient because it did not 
explain why a reduced density alternative was rejected from further consideration.  

As outlined in Section 8.0 of the DEIR, the Project meaningfully considered three alternatives, 
specifically Section 8.2.1 Alternative 1 – No Project/No Development (p. 8.0-3), Section 8.2.2 
Alternative 2 – Commercial Development (p. 8.0-6), and Section 8.2.3 Alternative 3 – Mixed Use 
Development (p. 8.0-12). The commenter fails to specify what, if any, portions of the three 
alternatives considered did not follow meaningful consideration. 

Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), “An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable 
alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the 
basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects 
of the project and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.” The analysis contained in 
the DEIR did not identify any significant effects of the project; all potential effects were either 
below the level of significance without the need of mitigation measures or were reduced to less 
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than significant levels with incorporation of mitigation measures. As such, identification of 
alternatives to avoid or substantially lessen significant environmental impacts was not warranted, 
such as a reduced density alternative. 

The commenter states while the DEIR “weighed the possibility of an increased density 
alternative,” the DEIR “did not explain why a reduced density alternative was rejected from further 
consideration.” Per DEIR p. 8.0-1, which cites CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, “alternatives 
must focus on those that are potentially feasible, and which attain most of the basic objectives of 
the project.” As described in DEIR p. 8.0-1, among the Project’s basic objectives is to: 

Provide housing to increase the type and amount of housing available consistent 
with the goals of the City’s Housing Element and to assist the City in meeting 
project housing demand as part of the City’s growth projections. Per Regional 
Housing Need Allocation (RHNA), the City will need to make space for a minimum 
of 18,458 housing units, with an anticipated goal of 24,000 units, by 2029. 

As stated on DEIR p. 3.0-13, the proposed Project would provide 237 one-, two-, and three-
bedroom residential apartment units, which are in line with the City’s projections and RHNA goals 
to provide 24,000 units by 2029. Thus, the Project’s objectives are not “defined too narrowly” as 
claimed by the commenter; rather, the Project’s objectives are appropriately defined and reflective 
of City goals to meet housing demand. That the DEIR does not include a discussion of a reduced 
density alternative does not reflect “a narrowing of the consideration of alternatives to the Project.” 
The City, as lead agency, is responsible for selecting a range of Project alternatives to be 
discussed, and there is no iron-clad rule other than the “rule of reason” (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(a)). 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. 8.0-2.)   

The City took into account its Housing Element and RHNA obligation in appropriately developing 
a reasonable range of alternatives. The DEIR’s alternatives appropriately considered those which 
were potentially feasible and which would attain most of the basic objectives of the Project, which 
included consideration of an increased density alternative that would have included increased 
housing units, and which did not include a lower density alternative which would not have met 
Project objectives or City housing goals to the same degree and is not required as no significant 
impacts from the Project were identified.  

Therefore, 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 5a.34: 
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The commenter incorrectly asserts the DEIR failed to provide substantial evidence of its analysis 
for the comparison of alternatives.  

Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines states, “There is no ironclad rule governing the nature 
or scope of the alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of reason.” The DEIR (p. 8.0-2, 
Section 8.2 – Rationale for Alternative Selection), does in fact provide a discussion of both 
applicable CEQA Guidelines for alternatives selection as well as an overview of and reasoning 
for each alternative’s selection. As stated in DEIR p. 8.0-2, the “no project” alternative was 
included and evaluated per CEQA Guideline requirements (Section 15126.6(e)). As further stated, 
the Commercial Development alternative was selected for evaluation as it would have been in 
line with the site’s current land use and zoning designations for commercial uses (DEIR p. 8.0-2). 
Lastly, it is stated that the Mixed-Use Development alternative, which would have included both 
residential and commercial uses, was selected due to the site’s location, which is in close 
proximity to the freeway network and the University of California, Riverside (DEIR p. 8.0-2). Thus, 
the DEIR has in fact provided substantial evidence and reasoning for its selection and analysis 
for the comparison of alternatives as the nature and scope of the alternatives discussed was 
based on reason and feasibility. 

As outlined above, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) indicate that the DEIR shall evaluate 
the comparative merits of the alternatives. The DEIR, in Section 8.0, pages 8.0-1 to 8.0-21 
includes consideration and discussion of alternatives to the proposed Project in accordance with 
CEQA, including a comparison of merits. The CEQA Guidelines do not indicate that an 
alternatives analysis needs to demonstrate which of the objectives each alternative would or 
would not be realized, and thus it is not required. Nonetheless, a summary of which objectives 
each alternative achieves is included in the table below for information. 

Project Objectives Alternative 1 

No Project/ No 
Development 

Alternative 2 

Commercial 
Development 

Alternative 3 

Mixed Use 
Development 

Achieve the Project Objectives? 

Provide a high-quality residential development in 
close proximity to the University of California, 
Riverside, Downtown Riverside and high-quality 
transit corridors. 

No No Yes - Partially 

Increase the type and amount of housing available 
consistent with the goals of the City’s Housing 
Element. 

No No Yes - Partially 

Provide new residential development to assist the 
City of Riverside in meeting its Regional Housing 
Needs Assessment (RHNA) allocation of 18,419 
new housing units for the 2021-2029 Housing 

No No Yes - Partially 
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Element Cycle and the State’s current housing 
crisis 

Use land resources more efficiently by providing a 
well-planned, infill development on a currently 
vacant and largely disturbed site. 

No Yes Yes 

Implement green building practices and other 
sustainable development methods throughout the 
project, consistent with the City’s Climate Action 
Plan. 

No Yes Yes 

Preserve the existing natural bed and bank of the 
drainage course and associated sensitive 
vegetation outside of the development footprint to 
maintain its hydrologic and biological function for 
water flow conveyance and wildlife movement. 

Yes Yes Yes 

Incorporate design and landscaping elements that 
complement and are responsive to the Canyon 
Crest community and edge conditions that buffer 
the project’s effect on the nearby natural 
environments, including the City of Riverside’s 
Quail Run Open Space Park and the Sycamore 
Canyon Wilderness Park. 

No Yes Yes 

 

Therefore, 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 5a.35: 

The commenter asserts that neither the commercial development nor the mixed-use development 
are within a reasonable range of alternatives and that the applicant's inability to find a tenant for 
a commercial development is not substantial evidence for why the alternative is infeasible. 

Per the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(b) states “Because an EIR must identify ways to 
mitigate or avoid the significant effects that a project may have on the environment (Public 
Resources Code Section 21002.1), the discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to 
the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant 
effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of 
the project objectives, or would be more costly.”  

Section 8.3 of the DEIR, pg. 8.0-19 states, “Based on the alternative’s analysis provided above, 
Alternative 1: No Project/Development Alternative, would be the environmentally superior 
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alternative. The No Project/Development Alternative would either avoid or lessen the severity of 
all significant impacts of the proposed project, as nothing would be constructed. However, the No 
Project Alternative would not fulfill the objectives of the proposed project. 

When the “No Project/Development” alternative is determined to be environmentally superior, 
State CEQA Guidelines also requires identification of the environmentally superior alternative 
among the development options. Of the other alternatives evaluated in this EIR, Alternative 2: 
Commercial Development, is determined to be the environmentally superior alternative; however; 
it is not consistent with the proposed Project’s Objectives and Goals. 

Alternative 2 Commercial Development is within a reasonable range of alternatives as it is 
specifically spelled out in the CEQA Guidelines as a “no Project” alternative. Per the CEQA 
Guidelines, Section 15126.6(e)(3), 

“A discussion of the “no project” alternative will usually proceed along one of two lines: 

(A) When the project is a revision of an existing land use or regulatory plan, policy or 
 ongoing operation, the “no Project” alternative will be the continuation of the existing 
 plan, policy or operation into the future...” 

(B) If the project is other than a land use or regulatory plan, for example a development 
 project on identifiable property, the “no Project” alternative is the circumstance under 
 which the project does not proceed...”  

As the Project includes a general plan land use amendment and a zone change, a “no Project” 
alternative would be a Project that would not require a land use designation amendment or zone 
change as it would be consistent with the existing land use designation and zoning. As outlined 
in the DEIR, Section 8.2.2 (p. 8.0-6) “This discussion analyzes alternative development of the site 
that remains in accordance with the current land use and zoning designations. Under this 
alternative, the land use designation and zoning would remain as is, and the Project site would 
be under a CG – Commercial General zoning designation. Therefore, as Alternative 2 Commercial 
Development was included and analyzed consistent with CEQA Guidelines 15126.6(e)(3), it is 
within a reasonable range of alternatives. 

As outlined in the DEIR Section 8.2.3 (p. 8.0-12), “The Project applicant previously considered 
development of the site as mixed use and had a conceptual site plan prepared, refer to Figure 
8.0-2 – Alternative 3 Mixed Use Development Conceptual Site Plan.” In addition, a mixed-use 
development project would incorporate both the City’s vision for the site as commercial in the GP 
2025, and residential that would assist the City in meeting housing demand as part of the City’s 
growth projections. As the applicant actually considered development of the site as mixed use 
and hired a firm to prepare a conceptual site plan, which constitutes substantial evidence that 
they did consider this alternative and would also be partially consistent with the GP 2025 and also 
assist the City in meeting housing demand, the Mixed-Use Development alternative is within a 
range of reasonable alternatives.  
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The CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1) define feasibility: 

“Feasibility. 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 limitation, jurisdictional 
 boundaries (projects with a regionally significant impact should consider the regional 
 context), and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have 
 access to the alternative site (or the site is already owned by the proponent). No one of 
 these factors establishes a fixed limit on the scope of reasonable alternatives.” 

The DEIR, Section 8.3 (p. 8.0-19) indicates that the applicant tried to solicit tenants for the 
commercial development and was not able to do so. A commercial development project would 
not be economically viable if there are no tenants. As outlined above, economic viability is a factor 
identified in the CEQA guidelines for determining an alternative to be feasible or not feasible. 
Therefore, the commercial development was eliminated as a feasible alternative as it was 
determined not economically viable. 

Therefore, 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 5a.36: 

The commenter asserts that the DEIR is lacking and the only way to fix the issues is to revise it 
and recirculate an adequate report. For all the reasons set forth above in Responses to Comments 
5a.1 through 5a.35, no new information of substantial importance has been added to the EIR, and 
no new significant environmental impacts or substantial increases in existing significance impacts 
exist. Accordingly, recirculation of the DEIR is not required. (State CEQA Guidelines 15088.5) 

Therefore, 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 5a.37: 

The commenter urges the Project and DEIR as proposed to be rejected. 

This comment reflects the commenter’s opinion and 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. 

 



Section 2   City of Riverside  
Responses to Comments  Crestview Apartments Project FEIR 

2.0-404   

Letter 5b – SWAPE 

Commenter: Matt Hagemann and Paul E. Rosenfield 

Date: May 3, 2021  

Response 5b.1: 

This introductory comment summarizes the project description and no specific comment or 
request for additional information is made; therefore, no further response is required. 

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 5b.2:  

The commenter claims that the DEIR’s air quality, health risk, and greenhouse gas impacts are 
underestimated and requests preparation of an updated EIR based on the subsequent comments. 
The commenter does not provide specific examples or facts to support their opinion.  To the extent 
this comment is introductory to the commenter’s later arguments, please refer to Responses 5b.4 
through 5b.17. 

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 5b.3: 

The commenter summarizes their understanding of CalEEMod input parameters and claims that 
the emissions calculations using CalEEMod are not substantiated and are underestimated based 
on the subsequent comments. The commenter does not provide any specific examples of claimed 
inconsistencies, enabling a response.  Please refer to Responses 5b.4 through 5b.7 below for 
responses to commenter’s specific claims. 

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 5b.4: 

The commenter states the DEIR includes an unsubstantiated reduction to parking land use size. 

The CalEEMod User’s Guide states that “if actual lot acreage data is available, the user should 
override the default value.” However, at the time the model run for the Air Quality analysis was 
conducted, specific site information regarding the footprint of the apartment structures or the 
dimensions of the parking lot were being refined. CalEEMod default parameters for the 
development footprint equal 8.95 acres for the residential land uses, 237,000 square feet of 
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building and 152,862 square feet of other uses, including open space, common areas, parking, 
and driveways associated with any similar development of this size. In order to accurately model 
the Project site area, the total development footprint (8.95 acres) assumed by CalEEMod was 
subtracted from the total site area (9.77 acres1) and the remainder was used to represent 
additional parking lot area (0.82 acres or 35,719 square feet). This would represent 188,581 
square feet for parking, open space, common area. Thus, the modification to CalEEMod defaults 
associated with the parking area was correct.   

As to the assertion the emissions are under represented by the smaller footprint, if the CalEEMod 
default for the parking lot was used, the total lot acreage analyzed would be 12.80 acres which 
would not correctly represent the total site area and would overestimate total ground disturbance 
activity as well as emissions associated with equipment usage.    Notwithstanding the acreage 
issue, even if the analysis assumed the additional 3.3 acres of parking lot area as identified by 
SWAPE, no changes to the conclusions would occur and a nominal increase in paving volatile 
organic compounds (VOC) emissions would change from 0.11 pounds per day (in the DEIR) to 
0.52 pounds per day. This nominal increase would not affect the findings and conclusions of the 
DEIR and underlying technical studies. As such, the analysis in the DEIR and underlying technical 
studies is correct and no changes are 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 5b.5:  

The commenter states the DEIR includes unsubstantiated changes to individual construction 
phase lengths.  

As noted in the DEIR’s Appendix B, Air Quality Impact Analysis (see Page 111, 189), the 
construction duration and equipment utilized represents a “reasonable approximation” of the 
expected construction activity as required by CEQA. While CalEEMod includes some defaults 
based on a limited number of surveys conducted by the SCAQMD, the CalEEMod user manual 
states, “if the user has more detailed site-specific equipment and phase information, the user 
should override the default values.”  Thus, the specific construction schedule and associated 
equipment list were modified from the CalEEMod defaults based on information provided by the 
Project Applicant as recommend by CalEEMod. The commenter claims that changing the number 
of days of activity somehow necessitates changing the assumed equipment utilized in the 
modeling; however, there is no substantiation provided by the commenter for this claim. 
Furthermore, the phases that were modified were lengthened indicating the activity would require 
less intense activity and thus less equipment to accomplish the same task over a longer period 

 
1 9.77- acres is larger than the 9.44 -acre parcel as it also includes areas outside of the parcel 
within the street right-of-way along Central Avenue and Sycamore Canyon Boulevard that will be 
disturbed with grading and improvements such as driveways and sidewalks. 
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as opposed to shortening of the schedule which may necessitate additional equipment to 
accomplish the same task in a short period. Therefore, emissions associated with equipment 
required during construction was not discounted.  As noted in the DEIR and associated technical 
Appendix B, the construction schedule and equipment list are based on a reasonable 
approximation and information provided by the Project Applicant. As such, the analysis in the 
DEIR and underlying technical studies is correct and no changes are 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 5b.6:  

The commenter states the DEIR includes unsubstantiated reductions to energy use values.  

As noted in the DEIR and underlying technical appendices, the 2019 version of Title 24, which 
became effective on January 1, 2020, results in approximately 53% less energy demand for non-
residential buildings and this reduction is a published improvement identified by the State of 
California. It is therefore appropriate to reduce the CalEEMod defaults (which are based on the 
prior 2016 Title 24 standards) by 53% to account for compliance with the newer regulation. The 
commenter provides no substantial evidence as to why these reductions are improper and claims 
that the reductions from Title 24 do not “guarantee” a reduction – to the contrary, the Project will 
be subject to, at a minimum, implementation of 2019 Title 24 standards by law. The DEIR provides 
under Project Design Considerations, that the Project would adhere to applicable California Title 
24, Part 6, energy efficiency standards described in Section 5.5.2.2 of the DEIR. (DEIR, p. 5.5-
11.)  Section 5.5.2.2. provides that after implementation of solar PV systems, homes built under 
the 2019 standards will about 53% less energy than homes built under the 2016 standards. (DEIR, 
p. 5.5-9.) Thus, with implementation of PV solar systems, which the Project will implement, the 
53% reduction in the CalEEMod defaults is appropriate. Additionally, CAPCOA has recently 
released an updated CalEEMod which includes similar reductions in energy use and further 
substantiate the appropriateness of the applied energy demand reductions.  As such, the analysis 
in the DEIR and underlying technical studies is correct and no changes are 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 5b.7: 

The commenter states that the emissions modeling performed by SWAPE indicates a significant 
air quality impact.  

The commenter attempts to provide updated modeling and claims it is based on information in 
the DEIR; however, the commenter does not provide the values that they used in the modeling or 
the justification for using each. All of the commenter’s claims of underestimating the Project’s 
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emissions and impacts have been refuted by substantial evidence in Responses 5b.4-5b.7, 5b.9-
5b.17. 

Furthermore, CEQA discusses disagreement between experts2 and states in Guidelines Section 
15151: “Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should 
summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts. The courts have looked not for 
perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.” As discussed 
in Response to Comments 5b.4 through 5b.6 above, the DEIR contains an adequate and 
complete analysis, which supports that the DEIR and underlying technical studies are correct, 
and no significant impact would occur from implementation of the 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 5b.8: 

The commenter summarizes the results of the freeway-based operational health risk assessment 
and then goes on to discuss the need for a construction-related HRA. The commenter then states 
that the DEIR’s conclusion for a less than significant impact is flawed for three reasons. The 
commenter does not provide specific examples or specify its claimed issues with the Project’s 
health risk assessment enabling a response.  The comment is introductory and specific responses 
to each of the three reasons presented follows in Responses 5b.9 through 5b.11 below. 

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 5b.9: 

The commenter claims the Project’s DEIR fails to quantitatively evaluate the Project’s 
construction-related and operational toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions or connect those 
emissions to potential health risks for existing sensitive receptors.  The commenter claims that a 

 
2 Dr. Rosenfeld and Mr. Hagemann can be considered scientists and the resumes for each, provided in 
Attachments D and E respectively, demonstrate extensive though very general backgrounds in research in 
the western United States, research that is only marginally related and not directly applicable to the specific 
issues of this Project within its geographic and environmental setting.  Each of these commenters has 
worked at environmental organizations and have published many papers, however, neither has specific 
experience with land development projects or issues specifically in Riverside or San Bernardino Counties 
(i.e. the Inland Empire or IE).  The only local experience demonstrated by the commenters is their private 
organization from the Bay Area has been hired in the past to make similar comments on other types of 
projects in the IE that were being challenged by union organizations. Neither commenter appears to have 
actual research-oriented experience in this area, only indirect experience commenting on other projects.  In 
addition, neither commenter visited the Project site or surrounding area to familiarize themselves with actual 
local conditions or constraints. Based on this information, it is difficult to determine if these individuals are 
actually experts within the definition of CEQA (i.e., with knowledge and experience directly applicable to 
the issues raised in the EIR and the project site). 
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construction HRA should be prepared and goes so far to attempt to prepare a screening-level 
HRA (please also refer to Response 5b.12). The commenter’s screening-level HRA has several 
critical flaws.  The commenter utilizes the AERSCREEN model, which is not the most appropriate 
model for determining concentrations from construction activity for risk calculation. AERSCREEN 
is a screening model “used to provide a maximum concentration that is biased toward 
overestimation of public exposure.” AERSCREEN only produces estimates of "worst-case" 1-hour 
concentrations from a single source, without site specific meteorological data, and can only 
estimate "worst-case" 3-hour, 8-hour, 24-hour, and annual concentrations from conversion factors 
that are purposefully conservative in nature to avoid under estimating emissions. Additionally, the 
averaging periods should be estimated based on the maximum 1-hour average concentration in 
consultation and approval of the responsible air district. Because of variations in local 
meteorology, the exact factor selected may vary from one district to another.  Thus, simply 
applying the AERSCEEN recommended 10% conversion factor may not be appropriate. Lastly, 
SWAPE’s emission factor calculation is severely flawed; SWAPE takes the total daily emissions 
and divides them over a 24-hour period – effectively assuming that construction occurs 24 hours 
per day, 7 days per week. Per the City of Riverside Municipal Code Tile 7, Noise Control, 
construction is prohibited from occurring 24 hours per day.  This critical flaw, along with the 
aforementioned errors, results in a significant overestimation of the potential risk estimates from 
construction activity.  

The DEIR concluded that construction emissions would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds 
established to protect public health and air quality, and therefore the health risk associated with 
construction emissions for the surrounding sensitive land uses would be less than significant. 
(DEIR, p. 5.2-31.)  However, to address the commenter’s concerns regarding construction 
emissions, a focused screening-level construction HRA has been prepared and included in the 
FEIR utilizing the appropriate AERMOD modeling software (the same model used in the DEIR for 
operational Freeway HRA), which allows for calculation of annual average concentrations and 
allows for the geospatial placing of the source and receptors. The screening-level construction 
HRA utilizes the durations identified in SWAPE’s comment along with the emissions estimates 
and number of days identified by SWAPE. The primary difference in the emissions is they are 
now appropriately divided over an average 8-hour per day construction period versus the 
inappropriate 24-hour per day assumption from SWAPE. Use of an 8-hour per day construction 
period is based on substantial evidence established through the construction surveys that are the 
basis for the 8-hour per day operations for construction equipment in CalEEMod. Further, an 8-
hour workday is a reasonable assumption of construction work based on a typical 40-hour work 
week and is a recognized typical workday by SCAQMD. SCAQMD’s Fact Sheet for Applying 
CalEEMod to LST thresholds is based on the maximum area a given piece of equipment can pass 
over in an 8-hour workday, as noted in the DEIR the analysis, and assumes that each piece of 
anticipated construction equipment will operate for 8 hours per day which, in reality, already would 
overestimate construction emissions. For example, during grading operations, water trucks would 
not operate continuously for an 8-hour period but would instead be deployed as necessary – 
usually three to four times per day – to minimize fugitive dust. In fact, most pieces of equipment 
would likely operate for fewer hours per day than indicated in the DEIR. Based on the screening-
level construction HRA calculations, the maximum estimated risk would be 1.01 in one million 
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which is less than the applicable threshold of 10 in one million. As such, no significant impact 
would occur and the DEIR finding of less than significant health risks is appropriate. Appendix M 
to the FEIR includes the risk calculation and AERMOD output files.  

Additionally, SWAPE incorrectly identifies Diesel Particulate Matter (DPM) emissions associated 
with operational activities. SWAPE inappropriately categorizes the exhaust PM10 emissions from 
operational activity as DPM.  For a residential land use, like the proposed Project, there is typically 
not a substantive amount of DPM associated with operational activity versus an industrial land 
use that generates/attracts a significant amount of diesel trucks. This is disclosed in the DEIR, 
which states “High-volume TAC generators identified as potential health risk sources include the 
operation of commercial diesel engines and truck stops, landfills and incinerators, and chemical 
manufacturers. The Project, as a residential development project, does not include any of the 
operations listed above and would not be a high-volume TAC generator. As such, an Air Toxic 
and Criteria Pollutant Health Risk Assessment (HRA) is not warranted for Project operations and 
thus was not prepared.” (Id.)  As such, SWAPE’s inclusion of operational DPM emissions is not 
supported by any fact and SWAPE does not provide any justification for inclusion of operational-
related DPM emissions. 

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 5b.10: 

The commenter recommends that an analysis of health risk impacts posed to nearby sensitive 
receptors from Project-generated DPM emissions be included in an updated DEIR for the Project. 
Please see the response to 5a.9 above in which DPM emissions are discussed/addressed.  A 
quantified operational HRA study is not required to make the determination of the Project having 
less than significant health risks because the type of use being proposed does not meet the 
established recommendations by the California Air Resources Board, in their Air Quality and Land 
Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, April 2005. This document indicates that 
residential and commercial land use projects are not significant stationary source polluters and 
sources of toxic air contaminants that would pose significant risk.   

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 5b.11: 

The commenter summarizes the need for preparation of a freeway-based operational health risk 
assessment – which has already been prepared. It should be noted that this is not a specific 
CEQA requirement and is presented for informational purposes. This issue was the topic of the 
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CBIA vs. BAAQMD California Supreme Court case in 20153, which concluded that CEQA does 
not generally require an agency to consider the effects of existing environmental conditions on a 
proposed project’s future uses or residents. The case did find that there may be certain special 
circumstances where the project risks exacerbating existing conditions would require the 
“reverse-CEQA” analysis. Although these special circumstances do not pertain to the proposed 
Project, an HRA was performed as an informative practice and for the purpose of disclosure under 
CEQA of how existing conditions might affect the Project’s future residents. As stated on page 
5.2-31, paragraph 5 and 6, the maximally exposed residential receptor is estimated to have a risk 
of 3.45 in one million and non-carcinogenic hazard index was less than 1. Thus, no significant 
carcinogenic or non-carcinogenic impacts were identified.  While the assessment and significance 
determination are not required for the proposed Project’s environmental analysis, they have been 
provided in the DEIR for disclosure purposes. 

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 5b.12: 

The commenter states that the AERSCREEN screening-level analysis conducted by SWAPE 
indicates a potentially significant health risk impact and describes the commenter’s methodology. 
Please Response 5b.9 above in which it is discussed why the AERSCREEN screening model 
was not appropriately applied by SWAPE in the context of performing a screening-level risk 
analysis for the Project. As discussed in Response 5b.9, a focused screening-level construction 
HRA has been prepared and included in the FEIR as Appendix M.  The focused screening-level 
construction HRA utilizes the appropriate AERMOD modeling software (the same model used in 
the DEIR for operational Freeway HRA), which allows for calculation of annual average 
concentrations and allows for the geospatial placing of the source and receptors.  As discussed 
in Responses 5b.9 and 5.10 above, a quantified operational HRA is not warranted due to the 
residential nature of the Project. However, to address the commenter’s concerns regarding 
construction emissions, a focused screening-level construction HRA has been prepared and 
included in the FEIR utilizing the appropriate AERMOD modeling software (the same model used 
in the DEIR for operational Freeway HRA), which allows for calculation of annual average 
concentrations and allows for the geospatial placing of the source and receptors. Based on the 
screening-level construction HRA calculations, the maximum estimated risk would be 1.01 in one 
million which is less than the applicable threshold of 10 in one million. As such, no significant 
impact would occur and the DEIR finding of less than significant health risks is appropriate. 
Appendix M to the FEIR includes the risk calculation and AERMOD output files. 

As discussed in Response 5b.7, CEQA discusses disagreement between experts and states in 
Guidelines Section 15151: “Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but 
the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts. The courts have 

 
3 California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District. December 2015. 
Available at: https://caselaw.findlaw.com/ca-supreme-court/1721100.html  

https://caselaw.findlaw.com/ca-supreme-court/1721100.html
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looked not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.” 
As set forth herein and in Responses 5b.9 and 5b.10 above, the DEIR contains an adequate and 
complete analysis and no significant impact would occur from implementation of the Project.  The 
screening-level construction HRA included as Appendix M further supports this conclusion. 

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 5b.13:  

The commenter erroneously claims that the DEIR incorrectly evaluates the Project’s Greenhouse 
Gas Impacts, but does not provide specific reasons why or evidence to support its claims in this 
comment. Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the DEIR and underlying technical appendix 
provide a detailed analysis of the Project’s potential GHG impacts. The Project was found to have 
a less than significant impact since it does not exceed the applicable 3,000 MT CO2e per year 
emission threshold. (DEIR, p. 5.7-34.) 

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 5b.14: 

The commenter erroneously claims that the DEIR’s analysis relies on incorrect and 
unsubstantiated modeling, relies on an incorrect threshold, and that the unsubstantiated air model 
indicates a potentially significant impact. However, as there is no significant impact, no mitigation 
is required. The commenter’s claims regarding the proper threshold for a GHG analysis and the 
Project’s potentially significant impacts are addressed in Responses 5b.15 and 5b.16 
respectively.   

The commenter erroneously claims that the DEIR’s analysis relies on incorrect and 
unsubstantiated modeling. However, as stated in Responses 5b.4 through 5b.12, the underlying 
modeling is correct and all of the commenter’s claims have been refuted (please see Responses 
5b.4 through 5b.12 for further discussion). No additional changes are required and no change to 
the findings, conclusions, or underlying technical analysis is warranted.   

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 5b.15: 

The commenter states that the SCAQMD’s 3,000 MT CO2e/year threshold is outdated as it 
developed when AB 32 was the governing statute for GHG emissions in California. The 
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commenter claims that as AB 32 required California to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 
2020, it was not applicable to the Project at the time the comment was written (April 2021). 

The DEIR and underlying technical study correctly rely on SCAQMD’s recommendation, as 
documented in their September 2010 meeting minutes, to use 3,000 MTCO2e as an appropriate 
threshold to determine if additional analysis is warranted. Based on the supporting analysis 
outlined in SCAQMD’s draft GHG guidance and meeting notes, this 3,000 MTCO2e level would 
capture 90 percent of GHG emissions from new residential or commercial projects in the region. 
This type of market capture analysis captures a substantial fraction of the emissions from future 
development to accommodate for future population and job growth and excludes small 
development projects that would contribute a relatively small fraction of the cumulative statewide 
GHG emissions.  

The lead agency has discretion to formulate standards of significance for use in the EIR, and the 
agency’s choice of the appropriate threshold must be based to the extent possible on scientific 
and factual data. (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15064(b)(1).  As the City does not have its own 
thresholds regarding GHG emissions, the City relies on SCAQMD’s 3,000 MT CO2e/year 
threshold because it has been recommended by SCAQMD and SCAQMD is the expert agency 
and regional authority for air quality in the South Coast Air Basin. Further, the Interim Thresholds 
document provides substantial evidence that the thresholds are consistent with the policy goals 
and GHG reduction targets set by the State. Specifically, the thresholds were set to achieve the 
ultimate goal of Executive Order S-3-05, i.e., reducing GHG emission by 80 percent by 2050. To 
achieve the reductions the screening threshold was set at levels that capture 90 percent of the 
GHG emissions from “…projects [that] would be subject to a CEQA analysis, including a negative 
declaration, a mitigated negative declaration, or an environmental impact report, which includes 
analyzing feasible alternatives and imposing feasible mitigation measures”. The SCAQMD found 
this reduction is consistent with the Executive Order S-3-05 target of reducing GHGs to 80 percent 
below 1990 levels by 2050. (See GHG Report, DEIR Appendix G, pp. 39-40.)  Furthermore, the 
Tier 3 screening method was intended as the primary method of determining significance4.  There 
is no requirement to use the presented service population-based threshold set forth in the 
Association of Environmental Professional’s guidance identified by the commenter. Additionally, 
the identified service population threshold was developed as part of a general guidance to 
practitioners and agencies, it was not developed for, or intended for use by, any jurisdiction.  It is 
not based on the City or region, thus as it is based on statewide averages and emissions, it is not 
locally appropriate. Thus, the DEIR and underlying technical study correctly utilize the locally 
appropriate SCAQMD-recommended 3,000 MTCO2e per year numeric threshold.  

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. 

 
4 SCAQMD Interim CEQA GHG Significance Threshold for Stationary Sources, Rules and Plans, Pg. 4 and 
5. http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-significance-
thresholds/ghgboardsynopsis.pdf?sfvrsn=2 
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Response 5b.16: 

The commenter states that the DEIR fails to identify a potentially significant GHG impact. Please 
see Response 5b.15 for a discussion of the appropriateness of utilizing SCAQMD’s 3,000 MT 
CO2e/year threshold and how significant GHG impacts would not occur as a result of the 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 5b.17: 

The commenter states that as SWAPE’s analysis demonstrates potentially significant air quality, 
health risk, and GHG impacts, SWAPE has recommended feasible mitigation measures.  

As summarized in the DEIR and underlying technical studies, the Project would not result in a 
significant air quality or greenhouse gas impact. As such, there is no nexus to require mitigation 
and no mitigation is required. The commenter’s claims that the DEIR fails to disclose impacts has 
been refuted in Responses 5b.1 through 5b.16; please refer to these responses for discussions 
on how the Project would not result in the types of impacts alleged by the commenter.  

Although mitigation is not required for the Project, the Project is incorporating the following 
measures identified by the commenter in the Project:  

The Project will install programmable thermostats in all dwelling units. 

The Project will have all HVAC systems commissioned by a third party. 

The Project will establish on-site renewable energy consistent with Title 24 2019. 

The Project will provide an internal pedestrian network.  

The Project will provide marked crosswalk. 

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 6 – Kevin Dawson 

Comment letter 6 commences on the next page. 
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Letter 6 – Kevin Dawson, Individual 

Commenter: Kevin Dawson 

Date: May 3, 2021  

Response 6.1: 

The commenter states concern the traffic study is inadequate and specifies the intersections of 
Central Avenue, Watkins Drive, Sycamore Canyon Boulevard and the 60/215 freeway 
interchange. The commenter also notes a previous Caltrans project and claims within a few 
months of reopening, the traffic was again impacted. The Focused Traffic Analysis (TA), 
contained in Appendix I of the DEIR, was prepared by a licensed engineer employed by Urban 
Crossroads and in accordance with the City of Riverside Public Works Department Traffic Impact 
Analysis Preparation Guide (January 2016) and the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans) Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies (December 2002), and consultation 
with City staff during the traffic study scoping process. (Focused Traffic Analysis, p. 1.)  The TA 
analyzed each of the streets and interchanges noted by the commenter, specifically the following 
intersections: (1) Driveway 1 & Sycamore Canyon Boulevard – Future Intersection; (2) Sycamore 
Canyon Boulevard & Driveway 2 – Future Intersection; (3) Sycamore Canyon Boulevard & Central 
Avenue; (4) Central Avenue & SR‐60 Eastbound Ramps; (5) Central Avenue & SR‐60 Westbound 
Off‐Ramp; and (6) Watkins Drive/Central Avenue & SR‐60 Westbound On‐Ramp. The TA also 
analyzed four roadway segments, including three along Sycamore Canyon Boulevard as well as 
the segment of Central Avenue west of Sycamore Canyon Boulevard.  The TA found that the 
addition of Project traffic to existing conditions would not result in a project-specific traffic 
deficiency. (Focused Traffic Analysis, p. 6.) The commenter does not state which elements of the 
traffic study’s discussion of the intersections are inadequate,, and therefore the City is unable to 
evaluate any claimed defects or omissions and no further responses is possible.   

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 6.2: 

The commenter states the traffic study failed to assess the impacts of the Moreno Valley Fairview 
Highlands warehouse project, also known as the World Logistics Center (WLC). It is unlikely that 
the WLC project located within the City of Moreno Valley would open by the proposed Project's 
opening year of 2022. For this reason, the WLC project was not included as a cumulative project 
for the near-term analysis. However, the Horizon Year (2040) traffic volumes evaluated in the 
traffic study were developed based on post-processing long-range model forecasts from the 
Riverside County Transportation Analysis Model (RivTAM), which is standard practice for 
developing long-range traffic volumes within the City of Riverside. Furthermore, these raw post-
processed turning volumes were then compared to near-term cumulative turning movement 
volumes and also took into consideration the year-to-year average SCAG Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) growth for the City to adjust the Horizon Year (2040) traffic forecasts 
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used for the analysis. The Horizon Year (2040) forecasts evaluated in the traffic study includes 
traffic attributable to the WLC project (along with other projects that may not otherwise be 
disclosed on the cumulative project map but would likely contribute nominal amounts of traffic to 
the study area). Accordingly, the analysis presented in the EIR already accounts for impacts 
associated with WLC. The SCAG RTP forecasts (contained in Appendix N) and these numbers 
can be compared to the data identified on page 55 of the Crestview Apartments Focused Traffic 
Analysis. It should be further noted that the SCAG RTP that was adopted in September 2020 has 
even lower growth projections for the City of Riverside (only an average of 0.77% per year (SoCal 
Connect RTP 2020 attachment is also provided). 

More specifically, the traffic volumes utilized in the traffic study are represented in actual vehicles 
(with trucks accounted for in the analysis software as a percentage of total traffic) while the WLC 
traffic study has translated their volumes into passenger car equivalents (PCE) for all analysis 
scenarios. Section 3.5 (page 40) of the Crestview Apartments Focused Traffic Analysis identifies 
heavy trucks are accounted in the operations analysis as percentage of total traffic while page 34 
of the WLC TIA Report identifies traffic volumes in the traffic study are reflected in PCE.  Based 
on a comparison of the total intersection volume for the 3 overlapping intersections along Central 
Avenue at Sycamore Canyon Boulevard and the two SR-60 Freeway Ramps, the actual vehicle-
based volumes in the traffic study are greater than the PCE-based volumes utilized in the WLC 
traffic study5. On average, the Horizon Year (2040) volumes evaluated in the traffic study are 
6.5% greater than those evaluated in the WLC traffic study for both peak hours. The Horizon Year 
(2040) forecasts developed for the traffic study identify an average annual growth of 1.70% per 
year between existing and long-range traffic conditions, whereas the WLC traffic study identifies 
an average annual growth of 1.36% per year at the same 3 overlapping study area intersections. 
As such, the Horizon Year (2040) forecasts utilized for the peak hour intersection operations 
analyses in the traffic study are considered conservative and inclusive of the WLC project. As the 
analysis presented in the EIR already accounts for impacts associated with WLC for traffic, it also 
already accounts for the impacts associated with air quality.  

 

 
5 World Logistics Center (WLC) documents available at http://www.moval.org/cdd/documents/about-
projects.html 

# Intersection 2019 AM 2019 PM 2040 AM 2040 PM 2018 AM 2018 PM 2040 AM 2040 PM
1 Sycamore Canyon Bl. & Central Av. 2,621 2,615 3,971 4,043 2,717 2,754 3,650 3,620 
2 SR-60 EB Ramps & Central Av. 2,131 2,306 3,120 3,175 2,147 2,199 2,990 2,900 
3 SR-60 WB Ramps & Central Av. 2,266 1,995 2,933 2,717 2,366 1,744 2,920 2,600 

1  Source: Crestview Apartments Focused Traffic Analysis, dated August 27, 2020, Urban Crossroads, Inc., pages 41 and 81.
2  Source: Traffic Impact Analysis Report for The World Logistics Center, dated July 2018, WSP, pages 56 and 291.

Average Annual Growth2

# Intersection 2040 AM 2040 PM AM PM AM PM
1 Sycamore Canyon Bl. & Central Av. 321 423 2.00% 2.10% 1.35% 1.25%
2 SR-60 EB Ramps & Central Av. 130 275 1.83% 1.53% 1.52% 1.27%
3 SR-60 WB Ramps & Central Av. 13 117 1.24% 1.48% 0.96% 1.83%

Average:
1  Positive value indicates volumes from Crestview TIA are greater than WLC TIA volumes for 2040 traffic conditions.
2  Average annual growth determined between Existing and 2040 conditions for each respective TIA.

1.36%1.70%

Crestview TIA1 WLC TIA2

Net Change in Vols1 Crestview TIA WLC TIA
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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 6.3: 

The commenter believes the traffic study failed to adequately address the impacts to regional 
traffic of the University of California Riverside (UCR). The commenter lists a number of projects 
and plans for UCR, as well as a Riverside Unified School District project and additional warehouse 
projects. In addition to the below response, please see Response 6.2 above. Although the 
commenter did not provide the exact location of each of the UCR projects they identified, based 
on the information provided by the commenter, it is anticipated that these are generally occurring 
on the east side of campus, occurring on the side opposite of the Project, and would therefore not 
be expected to worsen localized traffic from the Project. 

  

The cumulative project list evaluated in the Traffic Analysis is identified as part of the Scoping 
Agreement for Traffic Impact Study which was approved by the City of Riverside in June 2019, 
prior to initiation of the Traffic Analysis. The UCR 2021 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) 
Initial Study (dated July 2020) and scoping meeting occurred on July 29, 2020. As such, the UC 
Riverside project was not identified as a cumulative project for the near-term traffic analysis. It is 
a long-range plan for the University. Long-range plans for the school’s expansion include 
accommodating approximately 35,000 students by the year 2035, with plans to reduce future 
traffic and parking demand by increasing the student housing on campus up to 40% of the 
projected enrollment in 2035. The current enrollment is approximately 25,000 students. The Initial 
Study indicates the proposed 2021 LRDP would incrementally accommodate approximately 
13,884 people by the 2035 horizon year and that the SCAG RTP forecasts that the City’s 
population will increase by 58,499 in the year 2040 from 2019. This increase of 13,884 residents 
would contribute to approximately 24 percent of the City’s projected population (or 13,884 UCR-
affiliated population / 58,499 City population growth). The Initial Study indicates that it is likely that 
a portion of the additional students and staff would commute to the campus from neighboring 
cities or within the City of Riverside, resulting in less direct population growth. The Horizon Year 
(2040) traffic volumes evaluated in the traffic study were developed based on post-processing 
long-range model forecasts from the RivTAM, which is standard practice for developing long-
range traffic volumes within the City of Riverside.   It is assumed that the traffic model includes 
future long range regional plans/projects that were provided to Western Riverside Council of 
Governments (WRCOG) to be included in the RivTAM traffic model. 

Furthermore, these raw post-processed turning volumes were compared to near-term cumulative 
turning movement volumes and also took into consideration the year-to-year average SCAG RTP 
growth for the City to adjust the Horizon Year (2040) traffic forecasts used for the analysis. The 
2016 SCAG RTP identifies an annual growth of 0.78 percent for population within the City of 
Riverside.  In comparison, an average growth rate of 1.56 percent per year has been utilized for 
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each of the study area intersections between existing and Horizon Year (2040) traffic conditions 
in the traffic study (see SCAG RTP attachment and table below). Even if specific projects were 
not included in the RivTAM, the process of refining the forecasts with near-term cumulative traffic 
and the SCAG RTP growth ensures that there is enough reasonable background growth that 
would account for these projects that are not explicitly identified. As such, the long-range forecasts 
used in the traffic study accounts for growth in excess of that anticipated in the SCAG RTP and 
would account for long-range growth associated with the UC Riverside campus, proposed RUSD 
high school on the UC Riverside campus, and the 3 proposed warehouse projects located to the 
northwest near Rustin Avenue/Marlborough Avenue and at Spruce Avenue.. 

 

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 6.4: 

The commenter incorrectly asserts there should be an acknowledgement and attempt to assess 
the impact third party driving applications will have on traffic patterns. The commenter provides 
informal traffic observations during an evening on Watkins Drive.  

As outlined in the Focused Traffic Analysis (contained in Appendix I of the DEIR), it was prepared 
in accordance with the City of Riverside Public Works Department Traffic Impact Analysis 
Preparation Guide (January 2016) and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies (December 2002), and consultation with City 
staff during the traffic study scoping process. CEQA does not require or provide for a scientific 
and dependable method of analyzing impacts from third party driving applications, but instead 
defers to the lead agency’s decision regarding the methodology to use when analyzing impacts. 
These guides do not include evaluation of 3rd party driving apps. The storage and use of these 
applications are personal information on people’s devices and is not available to the public or the 
City of Riverside, and thus this data cannot be obtained for further evaluation. 

 

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 

# Intersection AM PM AM PM AM PM
3 Sycamore Canyon Bl. & Central Av. 2,621 2,815 3,971 4,043 2.00% 1.74%
4 Central Av. & SR-60 EB Ramps 2,131 2,306 3,120 3,175 1.83% 1.53%
5 Central Av. & SR-60 WB Off-Ramp 2,266 1,997 2,933 2,717 1.24% 1.48%
6 Central Av. & SR-60 WB On-Ramp 2,234 1,736 2,859 2,370 1.18% 1.49%

Average:
* Note: Driveway locations are not included as they do not exist and would skew the average growth between existing and future conditions.

Horizon Year (2040)Existing (2019) Growth

1.56%
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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 6.5: 

The commenter incorrectly asserts the cumulative impacts on traffic and air quality have yet to be 
studied or determined because of exclusion of the aforementioned projects. 

The commenter questions the accuracy of the traffic and air quality studies because UCR and 
other businesses have yet to be reopened from COVID-19 closures.  Existing traffic counts were 
taken in May 2019 while local schools were still in session and prior to the COVID-19 pandemic 
and associated closures. The Focused Traffic Analysis was based on existing traffic counts pre-
COVID-19 closures. Further, to account for background traffic growth, traffic associated with other 
known cumulative development projects in conjunction with an ambient growth factor from 
existing conditions of 2.0% per year (compounded annually over 3 years) is included in the 
Focused Traffic Analysis for Opening Year Cumulative (2022) traffic conditions. Therefore, the 
Focused Traffic Analysis was based on worst case conservative traffic volumes as compared to 
reduced traffic volumes during the COVID-19 pandemic and does not underestimate the Project’s 
traffic impacts, if traffic volumes return to pre-COVID levels. 

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 6.6: 

The commenter provides photos illustrating traffic on Watkins Drive near the intersection of 
Watkins Drive and Big Springs. The commenter claims the photos show very typical commuter 
traffic, however,  no additional information is provided to confirm this, like date and time photos 
were taken. The commenters states the photos are, “pre-COVID closure, but also pre-UCR 
parking Structure, pre-UCR medschool building, pre-UCR new dormitories, and pre- new 
warehouses on Spruce/Rustin/Marlborough.”  

Refer to Response 6.2 related to the cumulative projects and traffic and air quality analysis. 

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 7 – DeLano & DeLano 

Comment letter 7 commences on the next page. 
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Letter 7 – DeLano & DeLano 

Commenter: Rachel Blackburn 

Date: May 3, 2021  

Response 7.1: 

The commenter states the DEIR fails to adequately analyze impacts to transportation. The 
commenter states that the summary of cumulative development projects lacks any UCR campus 
projects that the World Logistics Center managed by the City of Moreno Valley Community 
Development Department was left out of the transportation analysis. The commenter states that 
the DEIR must consider these projects and any contributions to cumulative impacts. 

Refer to Responses 6.2, 6.3 and 6.5 related to the cumulative projects and transportation impacts. 

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 7.2: 

The commenter incorrectly claims the DEIR has not mitigated impacts to traffic, specifically 
impacts related to LOS. Refer to Response 5a.14 above related to the Project’s transportation 
improvements. Per the Office of Planning and Research, “Even if a general plan contains an LOS 
standard and a project is found to exceed that standard, that conflict should not be analyzed under 
CEQA.” The DEIR was prepared while the State and City were transitioning from LOS to VMT as 
a CEQA impact. While the DEIR includes LOS as a source of information for the public, along 
with its analysis of VMT impacts, the Office of Planning and Research confirms that auto delay, 
on its own, is no longer an environmental impact under 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. 
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Comment Letter 8 – Mitchell M. Tsai 

Comment letter 8 commences on the next page. 
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Comment Letter 8b – Soil/Water/Air Protection Enterprise (SWAPE) 

Comment letter 8b commences on the next page. 
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Letter 8a – Mitchell M. Tsai 

Commenter: Mitchell M. Tsai 

Date: May 3, 2021  

Response 8a.1: 

The commenter provides an introduction to the Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters, 
represented by the commenter. The comment also states that the commenter reserves the right 
to supplement comments and requests further notices referring or related to the Project. 

 The commenter’s introductory comments do not specifically contain any issues related to either 
the Project’s DEIR or analysis contained therein. This comment does not relate to the adequacy 
or content of the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis in 
the DEIR, and does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR. This 
comment is noted for the record and revisions to the DEIR are not required. 

Response 8a.2: 

The commenter states the City should require the Applicant to provide additional community 
benefits such as requiring local hire and use of a skilled and trained workforce to build the Project 
which can be helpful to reduce the length of vendor trips and reduce greenhouse gas emissions 
and associated environmental impacts of the Project. 

Employee training and workforce requirements are outside the purview of CEQA; however, this 
comment will be provided to the City decision makers for their consideration. It should be noted 
that temporary employment opportunities generated during construction of the Project are 
expected to come from the existing regional workforce. (p. 6.0-5.)  Further, as outlined in the 
DEIR, Section 5.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions (p. 5.7-34): 

 
As the Project will not result in significant impacts related to greenhouse gas emissions, there is 
no obligation pursuant to CEQA to further reduce these potential impacts. This comment does 
not relate to the adequacy or content of the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence 
related to the analysis in the DEIR, and does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions 
provided in the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and revisions to the DEIR are not 
required. 

Response 8a.3: 

The commenter stated the City should also require the Project to be built to standards exceeding 
the current 2019 California Green Building Code to mitigate the Project’s environmental impacts 
and to advance progress towards the State of California’s environmental goals. 

According to the 2019 California Green Building Standards Code California Code of Regulations, 
Title 24, Part 11 under the Preface section on pp iii, “A city, county, or city and county may 
establish more restrictive building standards reasonably necessary because of local climatic, 
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geological or topographical conditions.” The DEIR building standards are consistent with the 2019 
CalGreen building code. The analysis contained in the DEIR concludes the Project will not result 
in significant and unavoidable impacts. (p. 6.0-3.)  As the Project does not result in significant 
impacts related to air quality, energy, greenhouse gas emissions, there is no obligation pursuant 
to CEQA, to further reduce the Project’s potential impacts and there are no further environmental 
impacts that need to be mitigated that are not already addressed as part of 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 
revisions to the DEIR are not required. 

Response 8a.4: 

The commenter provides a general summary and the commenter’s own interpretation of CEQA. 
However, the commenter makes no specific comment on how these relate to either the Project’s 
DEIR or analysis contained therein. This comment does not relate to the adequacy or content of 
the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis in the DEIR, and 
does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR. This comment is 
noted for the record and revisions to the DEIR are not required. 

Response 8a.5: 

The commenter provides a general summary and the commenter’s own interpretation of CEQA 
and asserts that for the reasons outlined in the letter (Comments 8.6 through 8.16) the DEIR 
should be revised and recirculated for additional public comment. 

For all the reasons set forth in this Final EIR, including as set forth below in Responses to 
Comments 8.6 through 8.16, no new information of substantial importance has been added to the 
EIR, and no new significant environmental impacts or substantial increases in existing 
significance impacts exist. Accordingly, recirculation of the DEIR is not required. (State CEQA 
Guidelines 15088.5) 

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 8a.6:  

The commenter stated that due to the COVID-19 crisis, the City must adopt a mandatory finding 
of significance that the Project may cause a substantial adverse effect on human beings and 
mitigate COVID-19 impacts. The commenter goes on to explain that CEQA requires that an 
agency make a finding of significance when a Project may cause a significant adverse effect on 
human beings, and public health risks related to construction work requires a mandatory finding 
of significance under CEQA. The commenter recommends that the Lead Agency adopt additional 
CEQA mitigation measures to mitigate public health risks from the Project’s construction activities. 
The commenter also requests that the Lead Agency require safe on-site construction work 
practices as well as training and certification for any construction workers on the Project site, and 
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includes a list of recommended measures. The COVID pandemic is not a CEQA required topic 
and is not required to be analyzed in the DEIR pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines or CEQA case 
law.  Public Resources Code section 21083(b)(3) and CEQA Guidelines section 15065(a)(4) 
provide a project may have a significant effect on the environment if the environmental effects of 
a project will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. 
However, COVID-19 is not an environmental effect of the Project – it is already present in the 
population unrelated to Project development. As a general rule, CEQA does not require an 
analysis of the impact of the existing environment on a proposed project unless the project will 
worsen existing environmental hazards or conditions. California Bldg. Indus. Ass’n v. Bay Area 
Air Quality Mgmt. Dist. (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369, 377. 

Development of the Project will not worsen COVID-19 conditions. The City is subject to Statewide 
COVID requirements. The State reopened on June 15, 2021, lifting most restrictions on 
businesses and the public. As part of the State’s reopening, all industries must maintain 
compliance with California workplace standards, which consist of the COVID-19 Prevention 
Emergency Temporary Standards for the construction industry. 

Specifically, the California Department of Industrial Relations, Division of Occupational Safety and 
Health (DOSH) protects workers from safety hazards through its Cal/OSHA program and provides 
consultative assistance to employers. (https://www.dir.ca.gov/occupational_safety.html) 

Workplace safety and health regulations in California require employers to take steps to protect 
workers exposed to infectious diseases like the Novel Coronavirus (COVID-19), which is 
widespread in the community. Cal/OSHA has posted resources to help employers comply with 
these requirements and to provide workers information on how to protect themselves and prevent 
the spread of the disease. (https://www.dir.ca.gov/dosh/coronavirus/) The applicant’s contractor 
is required to comply with all Cal/OSHA requirements in place at the time of construction.  

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 
revisions to the DEIR are not required. 

Response 8a.7: 

The commenter stated that the DEIR’s mitigation measures are impermissibly vague and defer 
critical details. The commenter claims that the DEIR improperly defers critical details of mitigation 
measures.  The commenter states that here, the DEIR features several mitigation measures 
which are impermissibly vague and defer critical details, including: 

• MM AES-1: DEIR states a Photometric Plan will be drafted and reviewed by the City before 
issuing of building permits to prevent light spillage. 

As set forth in Comment 8.9, the commenter concludes that as a result of deficiencies in the 
DEIR’s analysis and mitigation efforts, the DEIR needs to be revised and recirculated. 

The commenter begins by providing the commenter’s interpretation of CEQA requirements 
regarding deferral of mitigation measures. The commenter notes impermissible deferral of 
mitigation occurs when an EIR calls for mitigation measures to be created based on future studies, 

https://www.dir.ca.gov/occupational_safety.html
https://www.dir.ca.gov/dosh/coronavirus/
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but the agency fails to commit itself to specific performance standards.  What the commenter 
failed to note, however, is that a lead agency may rely on future studies to devise the specific 
design of a mitigation measure when the results of later studies are used to tailor mitigation 
measures to fit on-the-ground environmental conditions. See City of Maywood v. Los Angeles 
Unified Sch. Dist. (2012) 208 Cal.App.4th 362, 411 (upholding mitigation measure, based on 
further investigation of contamination at project site, calling for development of hazardous 
materials remediation plan); City of Hayward v. Board of Trustees of Cal. State Univ. (2015) 242 
Cal.App.4th 833, 855 (upholding transportation demand management program that identified 
measures to be evaluated and included monitoring plan, performance goals, and schedule for 
implementation).  Mitigation performance standards are sufficient if they identify the criteria the 
agency will apply in determining that the impact will be mitigated. Citizens for a Sustainable 
Treasure Island v. City & County of San Francisco (2014) 227 Cal.App.4th 1036, 1059.  

The commenter then suggests that MM AES-1 is vague and improperly defers details of 
mitigation. The details of each environmental impact and corresponding mitigation measures can 
be found in the DEIR Table ES-1 Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigations Measures, and 
Residual Impacts on pp. 1.0-8 – 1.0-53.  

The commenter does not provide the complete citation of MM AES-1, and thus it is set forth in full 
below:  

MM AES-1 (DEIR pp. 1.0-8) states that, “Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant 
shall submit a photometric (lighting) plan for approval by the Community & Economic 
Development Department, Planning Division. The approved light design requirements shall be 
included on the final building plan sheets. The lighting plan shall incorporate the following 
requirements: 

• The Project shall be designed in such a manner as to prevent light spillage from the project 
to the adjacent and nearby open space areas. 

• Lighting levels shall comply with Chapter 19.556 of the Riverside Municipal Code. 
• Shielding shall be employed, where feasible. 
• Any night lighting shall be directed away from natural open space areas and directed 

downward and towards the center of the development. 
• No project lights shall blink, flash, oscillate, or be of unusually high intensity or brightness. 
• Energy-efficient LPS or HPS lamps shall be used exclusively throughout the project site 

to dampen glare. 
• Exterior lights shall be only “warm” LED lights (<3000K color temperature). 

 

Mitigation measure MM AES-1 does not indicate “will” as commenter claims, but “shall” as shown 
above and therefore is a requirement that will be reviewed and approved by the City before 
building permits are issued and is therefore measurable and enforceable and is not impermissibly 
vague or defer critical details.  Further, MM AES-1 contains a number of performance standards, 
including that the Project will be designed to prevent light spillage to the adjacent and nearby 
open space areas, Project lighting shall comply with Chapter 19.556 of the Riverside Municipal 
Code, shielding be employed where feasible, night lighting be directed away from natural open 
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space and will be directed downward towards the center of development, lights shall not blink, 
flash, oscillate, or be of an unusually high brightness or intensity, energy efficient LPS or HPS 
lamps shall be used exclusively, and exterior lights shall be only “warm” LED lights.  Mitigation 
Measure MM AES-1 clearly sets forth the criteria the City will apply in determining that the impact 
is mitigated, including the type of lamps to be used, their intensity, and the direction lighting will 
face. Therefore, it contains sufficient performance standards and does not constitute an improper 
deferral of mitigation. 

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 
revisions to the DEIR are not required. 

Response 8a.8: 

The commenter claims the DEIR failed to include a Burrowing Owl Protection and Relocation 
Plan. The commenter also claims under MM BIO-10 that the DEIR defers drafting and submitting 
a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan. 

As detailed on page 5.3-25 in Section 5.3 Biological Resources of the DEIR, “the Project site lacks 
mammal burrows capable of providing suitable roosting and nesting opportunities. The only 
burrows observed during the site investigation were too small (less than 4 inches in diameter) to 
be used by Burrowing Owl (BUOW).). Despite a systematic search of all burrows and open habitat 
throughout the Project site, no burrowing owl or sign (pellets, feathers, castings, or whitewash) 
was observed. Additionally, focused surveys for BUOW were conducted in 2006/2007 by Michael 
Brandman Associates, and the focused survey results were negative. Therefore, BUOW is 
presumed absent from the Project site and no additional focused surveys are recommended or 
required. (ELMT(a) pp. 39).” MM BIO-2 has been implemented as an additional layer of protection 
should burrowing owls be present prior to ground disturbance. As stated in MM BIO-2, a 30-day 
pre-construction survey for burrowing owls is required prior to initial ground-disturbing activities 
(e.g., vegetation clearing, clearing and grubbing, grading, tree removal, site watering, equipment 
staging) to ensure that no burrowing owls have colonized the site in the days or weeks preceding 
the ground-disturbing activities in accordance with the Burrowing Owl Survey Instructions for the 
Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan. As noted in Response 8.7 
above, a lead agency may rely on future studies to devise the specific design of a mitigation 
measure when the results of later studies are used to tailor mitigation measures to fit on-the-
ground environmental conditions.  No BUOW have been observed on site.  A Burrowing Owl 
Protection and Relocation Plan is only required if on-the-ground conditions change and burrowing 
owls have colonized the project site prior to the initiation of ground-disturbing activities. For this 
reason, the DEIR does not include a Burrowing Owl Protection and Relocation Plan and there is 
no improper deferral of mitigation.   

Please refer to Response 5a.29 regarding the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan. 

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 
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not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and 
revisions to the DEIR are not required. 

Response 8a.9: 

The commenter claims that MM CUL-2 is vague and improperly defers details of mitigation as it 
fails to include an Archeological Monitoring Plan. As demonstrated below in the length and detail 
of MM CUL-2, it is not impermissibly vague or defer critical details.  

Per MM CUL-2 (DEIR Table ES-1 pp. 1.0-26 – 1.0-28), “Archaeological and Paleontological 
Monitoring: At least 30 days prior to application for a grading permit and before any grading, 
excavation and/or ground disturbing activities take place, the developer/applicant shall retain a 
Secretary of Interior Standards qualified archaeological monitor to monitor all ground-disturbing 
activities in an effort to identify any unknown archaeological resources. 

1. The project archaeologist, in consultation with consulting tribes (those that 
 requested consultation under AB52 and SB 18), the Developer, and the City, 
 shall develop an Archaeological Monitoring Plan to address, the details, timing, 
 and responsibility of all archaeological and cultural activities that will occur on the 
 project site. Details in the plan shall include: 

a. Project grading and development scheduling;  
b. The development of a rotating or simultaneous schedule in coordination with the 

developer/applicant and the project archaeologist for designated Native American 
Tribal Monitors from the consulting tribes during grading, excavation, and ground-
disturbing activities on the site, including the scheduling, safety requirements, 
duties, scope of work, and Native American Tribal Monitors’ authority to stop and 
redirect grading activities in coordination with all Project archaeologists; 

c. The protocols and stipulations that the Applicant, tribes, and Project 
archaeologist/paleontologist will follow in the event of inadvertent cultural 
resources discoveries, including any newly discovered cultural resource deposits, 
or nonrenewable paleontological resources that shall be subject to a cultural 
resources' evaluation; 

d. Treatment and final disposition of any cultural and paleontological resources, 
sacred sites, and human remains if discovered on the project site; and 

e. The scheduling and timing of the Cultural Sensitivity Training noted in mitigation 
measure MM-CUL-4.” 
 

MM CUL-2 therefore requires an Archeological Monitoring Plan 30 days prior to grading permits.  
The details of what the Plan shall include are spelled out within MM CUL-2.  Further, the City and 
the consulting tribes 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. All consulting tribes 
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 
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significant level. (p. 5.11-8.) Therefore, MM CUL-2 is an accepted mitigation measure, contains 
sufficient performance standards, and does not constitute an improper deferral of mitigation. 
 
The commenter requests that the DEIR be recirculated. As set forth above and throughout these 
responses, the commenter does not provide credible evidence that the Project would result in new 
or substantially increased impacts, that there is significant new information, or that any of the other 
criteria for recirculation under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 has been met. Therefore, 
recirculation of the DEIR is not required. 

Response 8a.10: 

The commenter provides a general summary and the commenter’s own interpretation of 
substantial evidence under CEQA. However, the commenter makes no specific comment on how 
these relate to either the Project’s DEIR or analysis contained therein. This comment does not 
relate to the adequacy or content of the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence 
related to the analysis in the DEIR, and does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions 
provided in the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and revisions to the DEIR are not 
required. 

Response 8a.11: 

The commenter provides its interpretation of the CEQA Guidelines relative to GHG analyses and 
states that the DEIR fails to support its findings on GHG impacts with substantial evidence.  The 
commenter argues the DEIR used an incorrect and unsubstantiated quantitative analysis and the 
DEIR failed to identify a potentially significant GHG impact when using a 2.6 MT CO2e/SP/year 
threshold.  

However, both DEIR Section 5.7 and the DEIR’s supporting Greenhouse Gas Analysis (DEIR 
Appendix G) provide the methodologies and quantitative analyses upon which the Project’s 
potential GHG impacts were evaluated. Regarding commenter’s arguments regarding the DEIR’s 
analysis and methodology, please refer to Responses 5b.13 through 5b.16.  

As outlined in the DEIR Technical Appendix B, Section 3.5.3.1 (pp. 33-34), trip lengths used for 
calculating mobile source air pollutant emissions are based on the applicable regional travel 
demand model, the Riverside County Transportation Analysis Model (RivTAM). RivTAM was 
prepared for the Riverside County Transportation Department as a sub-regional model based on 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) model, which includes the entire SCAG 
region. SCAG is the nation’s largest metropolitan planning organization, representing six counties 
(Ventura, Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, and Imperial), 191 cities and more 
than 19 million residents. The goal in developing RivTAM was to provide a greater level of detail 
for Riverside County. These types of models, including RivTAM, require regular updates to remain 
relevant and reflect the current state of infrastructure.6 

The use of a travel demand model like RivTAM is more specific to the region and Project area, 
as compared to the broader SCAG model, and for the land use type being proposed. The average 

 
6 Riverside County Traffic Analysis (RIVTAM) Update, SCAG Model Task Force Meeting, March 22, 2017. 
https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-attachments/mtf032217_rivtamreport.pdf?1602995725 
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trip length for the Project using the RivTAM travel demand model is 11.5 miles.  This average trip 
length for the Project is appropriate and conservative, as in comparison the WRCOG’s RivTAM 
model run for the entire City of Riverside is 10.77 miles for home based average VMT. Therefore, 
using the VMT calculated for the Project for the GHG analysis, is more conservative than using 
the City’s average VMT, and results are still below the appropriate GHG threshold, and therefore 
less than significant. And as outlined in Response 5a.10, the proposed Project is residential land 
use and thus, the Tier 3 screening value of 3,000 MT CO2e per year was appropriately applied, 
without any requirement to determine if a project qualifies as a “small project.” 

Furthermore, the use of travel demand models is also a recommended practice that is promoted 
by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) in its updated CEQA guidelines with 
respect to Senate Bill (SB) 743. Specifically, the latest technical advisory documentation 
published by OPR (December 20187), on pages 30-31 explicitly states that: 

“…agencies can use travel demand models or survey data to estimate existing trip lengths 
and input those into sketch models such as CalEEMod to achieve more accurate results. 
Whenever possible, agencies should input localized trip lengths into a sketch model to 
tailor the analysis to the project location.” 

The procedure described by OPR in their SB 743 technical advisory is precisely the method that 
was used to calculate trip lengths and consequently total VMT for the Project.  

Therefore, 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 revisions to the DEIR are not required. 

Response 8a.12: 

The commenter incorrectly states the DEIR fails to support its findings on transportation impacts 
with substantial evidence for VMT. The commenter claims the RivTAM estimates for project trips 
and lengths for a significance determination underestimates resident and worker trips for the 
Project site and is unsubstantiated.  Commenter also opines the VMT analysis should be based 
upon the actual conditions at the Project site and not on any City-wide estimates for home-based 
VMT.  

The City recently adopted updated Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines for VMT and LOS 
Assessment (City Guidelines). The City Guidelines include VMT thresholds that were recently 
reviewed and adopted by City Council on June 16, 2020. Based on the adopted VMT thresholds, 
a significant impact would occur if the following condition is met: 

• For new residential Projects, utilizing a threshold consistent with 15 percent below the 
City’s current baseline VMT Per Capita. (DEIR, p. 5.10-19.) 

The City Guidelines provide the methodology for non-screened projects, and calls for an analysis 
using RivTAM, the rationale of which is mirrored in the DEIR’s VMT Analysis (see City Guidelines, 

 
7 https://opr.ca.gov/ceqa/technical-advisories.html 
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p. 26.)  Additionally, the City Guidelines provide for the use of home-based VMT in analyses (see 
City Guidelines, pp. 40-41.) 

The VMT Analysis states on pp. 3-4: 

The Riverside Transportation Analysis Model (RIVTAM) is a useful tool to estimate VMT 
as it considers interaction between different land uses based on socio-economic data such 
as population, households and employment. The City Guidelines identifies RIVTAM as the 
appropriate tool for conducting VMT analysis for land use projects in Riverside County. 

Project VMT has been calculated using the most current version of RIVTAM. Adjustments 
in socioeconomic data (SED) (i.e., population) have been made to the appropriate traffic 
analysis zone (TAZ) within the RIVTAM model to reflect the Project’s proposed land use 
(i.e., residential use). 

Adjustments to SED to represent the Project were made for a separate TAZ in both the 
base year model and cumulative year model. A separate TAZ was utilized to isolate 
Project generated VMT. Project generated Home-Based (HB) VMT was then calculated 
for both the base year (2012) model and cumulative year (2040) model and linear 
interpolation was used to determine the Project’s baseline HB VMT. Project HB VMT is 
then normalized by dividing the population value. As shown in Table 2, the Project 
baseline (2019) HB VMT per capita is 9.59 and the Project cumulative (2040) HB VMT per 
capita is 7.66. 

Based on the City’s Guidelines, which contain the applicable thresholds for analyzing VMT 
impacts, the DEIR accurately estimates the Project’s VMT. 

The commenter then opines that, “even if the DEIR determined that there would be significant 
impact requiring mitigation – it does not demonstrate that MM-TRANS 1-3 would mitigate the 
significant effects of VMT without a more accurate analysis of VMT based upon OPR’s guidance.” 
OPR’s guidance was followed with the Project’s VMT analysis and the VMT Analysis states,  

Based on OPR’s Technical Advisory, the Western Riverside Council of Governments 
(WRCOG) prepared a WRCOG SB 743 Implementation Pathway Document Package 
(March 2019) to assist its member agencies with implementation tools necessary to adopt 
analysis methodology, impact thresholds and mitigation approaches for VMT. To add to 
the previous work effort, WRCOG in February 2020 released its Recommended Traffic 
Impact Analysis Guidelines for Vehicle Miles Traveled and Level of Service Assessment 
(WRCOG Guidelines), which provides each of its member agencies with specific 
procedures for complying with the new CEQA requirements for VMT analysis. (VMT 
Analysis, Appendix I, p. 478.) 

Additionally, the DEIR demonstrates that MM TRANS-1 through MM TRANS-3 would mitigate 
significant effects of current baseline VMT on pp. 5.10-41 where it states, 

 The following TDM strategies were identified to reduce project generated VMT: 

Provide Pedestrian Network Improvements.  
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Providing on-site pedestrian access network to link areas of the Project site to the off-site 
pedestrian network encourages people to walk instead of drive. This mode shift results in 
people driving less for short/nearby trips (typically less than ¼ mile and no greater than ½ 
mile) and thus a reduction in VMT. The Project would provide for onsite pedestrian 
connections linking the site to existing pedestrian network along Central Avenue that 
would provide pedestrian connectivity to existing and planned commercial and residential 
uses in the area. In a suburban center context, a maximum 2.0% reduction in Project VMT 
may be achieved. This TDM strategy is included as MM TRANS-1 in Section 5.10.6 below.  

Provide Traffic Calming Measure.  

Providing traffic calming measures encourages people to walk or bike instead of using a 
passenger car. This mode shift would result in a decrease in VMT. Traffic calming features 
may include: marked crosswalks, count-down signal timers, curb extensions, speed 
tables, raised crosswalks, raised intersections, median islands, tight corner radii, 
roundabouts or mini-circles, on-street parking, planter strips with street trees, 
chicanes/chokers, and others. The Central Avenue corridor provides for sidewalk and bike 
land enhancements. There is limited opportunity for the Project to implement meaningful 
enhanced traffic calming measures in the area. A high visibility crosswalk feature with an 
accessible pedestrian signal is a potential pedestrian enhancement along Central Avenue 
identified by City staff. This measure on its own would provide a nominal 0.25% reduction 
in VMT. This TDM strategy is included as MM TRANS-2 in Section 5.10.6 below. 

Increase Transit Service Frequency and Speed.  

This measure serves to reduce transit-passenger travel time through more reduced 
headways and increased speed and reliability. This makes transit service more attractive 
and may result in a mode shift from auto to transit which reduces VMT. The project area 
is currently served by RTA. RTA Route 16 currently provides service along Central 
Avenue. Transit service is reviewed and updated by RTA periodically to address ridership, 
budget and community demand needs. Changes in land use can affect these periodic 
adjustments which may lead to either enhanced or reduced service where appropriate. An 
ADA compliant bus turnout along the Project’s frontage was requested by RTA. Providing 
a bus stop in walking distance (less than ¼ mile) of the Project site would help encourage 
transit use and reduce VMT. The potential reduction in VMT related to providing enhanced 
service near the Project site is estimated to be at the low end of the estimated range 
between 0.1% and 10.5%. Given the suburban center context of the area it is 
conservatively estimated that a maximum of a 4.0% reduction in Project may be achieved 
with this measure. This TDM strategy is included as MM TRANS-3 in Section 5.10.6 below. 

With implementation of the limited feasible TDM measures above, a potential reduction in 
Project VMT of 6.25% would achieve the City’s target threshold of 15% below current 
baseline HB VMT per capita that would result in a less than significant VMT impact based 
on the City’s impact thresholds as described in the City Guidelines. 

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 
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not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and 
revisions to the DEIR are not required. 

Response 8a.13: 

The commenter provides aa summary and the commenter’s interpretation of law regarding 
general plans and zoning. However, the commenter makes no specific comment on how these 
relate to either the Project’s DEIR or analysis contained therein. This comment contains general 
information and does not relate to the adequacy or content of the DEIR, does not provide new 
information or evidence related to the analysis in the DEIR, and does not affect the analysis 
completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and 
revisions to the DEIR are not required. 

Response 8a.14:  

The commenter stated that the DEIR is required to review the Project’s consistency with regional 
housing plans, sustainable community strategy, and regional transportation plans. CEQA 
guidelines section 15125(d) requires that an environmental impact report “discuss any 
inconsistencies between the proposed Project and applicable general plans, specific plans, and 
regional plans.” The commenter asserts that the Project’s environmental documents fail as an 
informational document since the Project DEIR fails to discuss consistency with the 2020 
RTP/SCS - Connect SoCal.  

The DEIR references the discussion of regional transportation plans and Connect SoCal in 
section 5.10 Transportation, subsection 5.10.2.2 Regional Regulations, subsection Regional 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (DEIR pp. 5.10-20 -5.10-21) as well as 
Section 6.1 Consistency with Regional Plans (DEIR p. 6.0-3). The regional agency monitors 
inconsistencies in accordance with relevant general plans, specific plans, and regional plans. As 
stated in Section 6.1, with implementation of the improvements identified in the Traffic Analysis 
(Appendix I) to address deficiencies to study area intersections Condition of Approval (COA LU-
1), and improvements for pedestrians and public transit (MM TRANS-1 through MM TRANS-3), 
the Project would not conflict with applicable programs, plans, ordinances, or policies addressing 
the local circulation system, and thus would be consistent with the 2020 RTP/SCS – Connect 
SoCal.  The analysis of the Project’s consistency with applicable plans related to the local 
circulation system is found at DEIR pp. 5.10-25 – 5.10-37. Thus, the project aligns with the 
overarching goal of the RTP/SCS - Connect SoCal, which is integrating land use and 
transportation to increase mobility options and achieve a more sustainable growth pattern. 
Therefore, the DEIR did evaluate consistency with the RTP/SCS - Connect SoCal and found that 
it would not conflict with this plan. 

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 
revisions to the DEIR are not required. 

Response 8a.15:  
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The commenter states that the DEIR fails to demonstrate consistency with the state’s housing 
law’s regional housing needs assessment requirements and the City’s obligation to fulfill those 
requirements in its housing element. The commenter explains that state law requires that 
jurisdictions provide their fair share of regional housing needs and adopt a general plan for future 
growth (California Government Code Section 65300). The California Department of Housing and 
Community Development (HCD) is mandated to determine state-wide housing needs by income 
category for each Council of Governments (COG) throughout the state.  

Within this comment, the commenter claims “CEQA requires the DEIR analyze the Projects 
consistency with the State’s housing goals,” however no reference is made to which section of 
the CEQA guidelines this is required, and there are none. The commenter further states that the 
CEQA guidelines section 15125(d) requires that an environmental impact report “discuss any 
inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable general plans, specific plans, and 
regional plans” which is correctly indicated in Section 15125(d). 

The DEIR indicates the Project would not conflict with or is consistent with CEQA section 15125(d) 
in Section 6.0 Other CEQA Topics subsection 6.1 Consistency with Regional Plans on page 6.0-
1 through 6.0-3. Section 5.8 Land Use and Planning of the DEIR also discuss consistency with 
applicable general plans, specific plans and regional plans (pp. 5.8-1 – 5.8-27).  

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 
revisions to the DEIR are not required. 

Response 8a.16:  

The commenter states that the City fails to conduct any consistency analysis with SCAG’s 6th 
Cycle RHNA Allocation Plan. The DEIR should be revised and recirculated with an analysis of 
how the Project is consistent with the City of Riverside’s 6th Cycle RHNA allocation. 

It is the City’s responsibility to implement/analyze the SCAG 6th Cycle RHNA Allocation Plan, not 
individual project developments and associated CEQA documents. The 6th Cycle RHNA 
Allocation Plan was adopted on March 22, 2021, well after the June 30, 2020 release of the NOP 
for the Project, which found no significant impacts related to Population and Housing. However, 
the Project does support the City in meeting the RHNA allocation numbers in accordance with the 
Project’s objectives as identified in the DEIR, Section 3.3.7 Project Objectives (p. 3.0-20) as 
follows: “Provide housing to increase the type and amount of housing available consistent with 
the goals of the City’s Housing Element and to assist the City in meeting project housing demand 
as part of the City’s growth projections. Per Regional Housing Need Allocation (RHNA), the City 
will need to make space for a minimum of 18,458 housing units, with an anticipated goal of 24,000 
units, by 2029.”    

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 
revisions to the DEIR are not required. 
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Response 8a.17: 

The commenter asserts that for the reasons outlined in the letter (comments 8.6 through 8.16) 
the DEIR should be revised and recirculated for additional public comment. 

For all the reasons set forth above in Responses to Comments 8.6 through 8.16, no new 
information of substantial importance has been added to the EIR, and no new significant 
environmental impacts or substantial increases in existing significance impacts exist. Accordingly, 
recirculation of the DEIR is not required. (State CEQA Guidelines 15088.5) 

Therefore, 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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Letter 8b – SWAPE 

Commenter: Matt Hagemann and Paul E. Rosenfeld 

Date: March 8, 2021 

Response 8b.1: The commenter provides a general summary of CalEEMod calculations and 
equations and states there is a direct relationship between trip length and vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT) as well as a direct relationship between VMT and vehicle running emissions. The equations 
cited are from Appendix A Calculation Details for CalEEMod, October 2017, for version 
CalEEMod2016.3.2. The commenter goes on to state that as trip length is increased, VMT and 
vehicle running emissions increase as a result. The commenter concludes that vehicle running 
emissions can be reduced by decreasing the average overall trip length via a local hiring 
requirement or otherwise.   

Please see Response 8a.2, which addresses the similar comment that the length of vendor trips 
and amount of greenhouse emissions could be reduced by implementing a local hiring 
requirement.  

As stated in Response 8a.2, employee training and workforce requirements are outside the 
purview of CEQA; however, this comment will be provided to the City decision makers for their 
consideration. It should be noted that temporary employment opportunities generated during 
construction of the Project are expected to come from the existing regional workforce. (p. 6.0-5.)  
Further, as outlined in DEIR Section 5.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions (p. 5.7-34), 

 
As discussed under Response 8a.2, the Project would not result in significant impacts related to 
greenhouse gas emissions. The greenhouse gas analysis contained in the DEIR, used 
CalEEMod2016.3.2 (with the equations cited by the commenter), which identified less than 
significant greenhouse gas impacts. As the Project would not result in significant impacts, there 
is no obligation under CEQA to further reduce potential impacts via a local hiring requirement or 
otherwise. This comment does not relate to the adequacy or content of the DEIR, does not provide 
new information or evidence related to the analysis in the DEIR, and does not affect the analysis 
completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and 
revisions to the DEIR are not required. 

Response 8b.2: The commenter states CalEEMod default worker trip parameters are important 
to consider in understanding how local hire requirements and associated worker trip length 
reductions impact greenhouse gas emissions calculations. The commenter goes on to state that 
the efficacy of a local hire requirement is dependent upon the urbanization of the project site as 
well as project location. 

 The commenter makes no specific comment related to either the DEIR or analysis contained 
therein. The comment does not discuss the Project’s location nor level of urbanization, which the 
commenter specifically states impact the efficacy of a local hire requirement.  This comment 
contains general information and does not relate to the adequacy or content of the DEIR.  
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Additionally, please see Responses 8a.2, 8a.11, and 8b.1, which address similar comments 
regarding trip length reductions, reduced greenhouse gas emissions, and local hire requirements. 
As discussed in Responses 8a.2 and 8b.1, the Project would not result in significant impacts 
related to greenhouse gas emissions; thus, there is no obligation under CEQA to further reduce 
potential impacts via local hiring requirement or otherwise. Further, as discussed in Response 
8a.11, per DEIR Technical Appendix B, Section 3.5.3.1, Trip Length (pp. 33-34), the trip lengths 
used for calculating mobile source air pollutant emissions are based on the applicable regional 
travel demand model: the Riverside County Transportation Analysis Model (RivTAM). As noted 
in DEIR Technical Appendix B, RivTAM calculates the average trip length to be 11.5 miles for the 
Project. The use of a travel demand model like RivTAM is supported by substantial evidence 
since the information contained in the model is specific to the region and for the land use type 
being proposed. 

Furthermore, the use of travel demand models is also a recommended practice that is promoted 
by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) in its updated CEQA guidelines with 
respect to Senate Bill (SB) 743. Specifically, the latest technical advisory documentation 
published by OPR (December 20188) see Pages 30-31 explicitly states that: 

“…agencies can use travel demand models or survey data to estimate existing trip lengths 
and input those into sketch models such as CalEEMod to achieve more accurate results. 
Whenever possible, agencies should input localized trip lengths into a sketch model to 
tailor the analysis to the project location.” 

The procedure described by OPR in their SB 743 technical advisory is precisely the method that 
was used to calculate trip lengths and consequently total VMT for the Project. 

Therefore, this comment does not relate to the adequacy or content of the DEIR, does not provide 
new information or evidence related to the analysis in the DEIR, and does not affect the analysis 
completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and 
revisions to the DEIR are not required. 

Response 8b.3: The commenter provides an example of the potential impact of a local hire 
provision on construction-related greenhouse gas emissions. The commenter then states that the 
example does not indicate that local hire requirements would result in reduced construction-
related greenhouse gas emissions for all projects and that the significance of a local hire 
requirement depends on factors such as trip length. 

It should be noted that the commenter makes no specific comment related to the DEIR or the 
analysis contained therein.  The comment does provides an example from a different jurisdiction 
but does not provide any discussion of how similar requirements would affect this Project.  The 
commenter also expressly qualifies its statements, providing “it does not indicate that local hire 
requirements would result in reduced construction-related GHG emission for all projects.”  This 
comment contains general information and does not relate to the adequacy or content of the 
DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis in the DEIR, and does 
not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR.  

 
8 https://opr.ca.gov/ceqa/technical-advisories.html 
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Please see Responses 8a.2, 8a.11, 8b.1, and 8b. 2, which address similar comments regarding 
reduced trip lengths, reduced greenhouse gas emissions, and local hire requirements. As 
discussed in these responses, the Project would not result in significant impacts related to 
greenhouse gas emissions; therefore, there is no obligation under CEQA to further reduce 
potential impacts via a local hiring requirement or otherwise.  

The DEIR already notes that temporary employment opportunities generated during construction 
of the Project are expected to come from the existing regional workforce. (p. 6.0-5.) Further, it is 
discussed that the trip lengths used for calculating mobile source air pollutant emissions are 
based on the applicable regional travel demand model: the RivTAM, which calculates the average 
trip length to be 11.5 miles for the Project. This average trip length is close to the statewide 
average and well below the 14.7 miles urban worker trip length in the South Coast Air Basin. 

Moreover, as discussed above, the commenter admits that the example provided by the 
commenter does not indicate that local hire requirements would in fact result in reduced 
construction-related greenhouse gas emissions for all projects. Therefore, this comment does not 
relate to the adequacy or content of the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence 
related to the analysis in the DEIR, and does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions 
provided in the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and revisions to the DEIR are not 
required. 

Response 8b.4: The commenter states that SWAPE retains the right to revise or amend their 
report when additional information becomes available. This comment does not relate to the 
adequacy or content of the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the 
analysis in the DEIR, and does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the 
DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and revisions to the DEIR are not required. 

Response 8b.5: Exhibit B is a resume for one of the authors of the comment letter, Paul 
Rosenfeld. Exhibit B 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 8b.6: Exhibit C is a resume for one of the authors of the comment letter, Matthew 
Hagemann. Exhibit C 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 9 – Leonard Nunney, Friends of Riverside’s Hills 

Comment letter 9 commences on the next page. 
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Letter 9 – Leonard Nunney, Friends of Riverside’s Hills 

Commenter: Leonard Nunney 

Date: May 3, 2021  

Response 9.1:  

The commenter states the project has a number of potentially significant environmental impacts 
that are not adequately considered, without specifying what those are. The commenter then states 
the Friends of Riverside’s Hills (FRH) opposes this project in its current form. 

This comment reflects the commenter’s opinion and 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 revisions to the DEIR are not required. 

Response 9.2:  

The commenter states he is a professor at the University of California Riverside and focuses his 
research concerns on the ability of small populations to avoid extinction. He then states the 
number of scientific papers he has peer-reviewed. The commenter is also part of the Scientific 
Advisory Panel that was involved in the establishment of the MSHCP. 

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 
revisions to the DEIR are not required. 

Response 9.3:  

The commenter states the proposed project site is in a very environmental sensitive area near to 
Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park (SCWP) and it adjoin the Quail Run Park (QRP). The 
commenter then states the importance of these two natural open space areas for the conservation 
of biodiversity. 

This comment provides the commenter’s opinion regarding the sensitivity of the site and generally 
summarizes the uses surrounding the 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 revisions to the DEIR are not required. 

Response 9.4:  

The commenter states the SCWP is core area within the MSHCP. The commenter then states 
the MSHCP recognized that it was a critical link to SCWP to the Box Spring Mountain Park by the 
establishment of constrained Linkage 7. 

The DEIR does in fact describe Proposed Constrained Linkage 7 as follows (p.5.3-1) as quoted 
from the MSHCP: 
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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 
revisions to the DEIR are not required. 

Response 9.5: 

The commenter states the DEIR failed to consider the significant impact on individuals who use 
nearby natural space areas and those who walk or bike along Central Avenue in analyzing the 
proposed Project’s potential impacts on a scenic vista. The commenter does not specify what 
scenic vista they are referring to, so it is assumed the scenic vista in question refers to views of 
the QROS Park from the Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park (SCWP) and from Central Avenue 
as the commenter references the QROS Park and SCWP in subsequent comments.  

Please see Response 5a.2 for the response regarding public views of QROS Park from the 
adjacent Central Avenue sidewalk to the south of the Park and how the proposed Project would 
not significantly impact these views. The view of a person sitting in a vehicle traveling along 
Central Avenue would be substantially similar to the view of a person walking along Central 
Avenue sidewalk or a person riding a bike in the bike lane adjacent to the sidewalk towards the 
QROS Park as eyelevel for all of these is generally between 4 and 7 feet in height from the road 
surface or sidewalk. Therefore, the analysis of views and scenic vistas would be the same for car 
passengers and those walking or biking along Central Avenue next to the QROS Park. 

While the commenter states the DEIR does not consider potentially significant impacts to those 
utilizing nearby natural space areas (i.e., SCW Park), the commenter fails to provide substantial 
evidence to support the claim the proposed Project would significantly impact views from nearby 
natural space areas. Though the commenter does provide an aerial view figure in a subsequent 
related comment (see Comment 9.8 in Letter 9 above) of proposed views from SCWP toward the 
QROS Park and proposed Project site to the northwest, the figure does not demonstrate what 
these public views from the SCWP of the QROS Park and beyond actually entail. A reference 
photo obtained utilizing available Google Maps photo points from the SCWP (see Reference 
Photo 3 below) refutes the commenter’s claim that the proposed Project would significantly impact 
scenic vista views of the QROS Park and beyond of the Box Springs Mountains when viewed 
from the nearby natural open space area of SCWP. Reference Photo 3 depicts a viewpoint from 
SCWP facing northeast toward the QROS Park (denoted by the yellow arrow) and the proposed 
Project site (denoted by the red arrow), while the photo location provides a Google Map aerial 
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reference of the location within SCWP and the view direction. As can be seen in photo location, 
the photo point location is within the vicinity of Vista Point 1 and Vista Point 2 (identified by the 
commenter in comment 9.8.) As Reference Photo 3 shows, implementation of the proposed 
Project would not significantly impact scenic vista views of the QROS Park and beyond to the Box 
Springs Mountains. As depicted, the current residential developments to the west and east of 
QROS Park, which are situated at topographical elevations higher than the QROS Park, and do 
not obstruct or significantly impact views of QROS Park or the mountain views beyond when 
viewed from the SCWP. The proposed Project would be constructed east of the QROS Park at a 
similar to lower topographic elevation than the current residential developments (as noted on 
DEIR p. 5.1-24, the proposed Project site is generally close in elevation to the adjacent SR-60/I-
215 freeway, for reference). Thus, the proposed Project would not significantly impact public 
scenic vista views from the nearby SCWP of the QROS Park or the mountain views beyond. 

This comment is noted for the record and revisions to the DEIR are not warranted. 



City of Riverside         Section 2.0 
Crestview Apartments Project FEIR        Responses to Comments 

                                                                                                                                  2.0-
503 

 
Response 9.5 reference photo 3: View from within SCWP northeast towards QROS Park and proposed Project site. 
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Response 9.5 reference Photo 3: Photo location and direction of view. 
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Response 9.6: 

The commenter essentially states that as the proposed Project site has a current average slope 
of 25.9%, the site is subject to Riverside Municipal Code (RMC) Title 17 – Grading as it relates to 
preserving the aesthetic quality of hillside areas through regulating grading on properties with 
average natural slopes of 10% or greater. The commenter states RMC Title 17 is “quite clear in 
its intent to preserve the aesthetic quality of hillside areas” and it is implied that the proposed 
Project site, due to its current slope, qualifies as a hillside of aesthetic quality.   

As previously discussed under Response 5a.4, the proposed Project site shows evidence of 
extensive past grading, with aerial photography indicating the site was utilized for construction 
staging operations and grading in 2005 to 2006 for the realignment of Sycamore Canyon 
Boulevard (DEIR p. 5.1-2). This is supported by proposed Project’s Geotechnical Evaluation 
(DEIR Appendix F), which additionally states that review of previous site documentation, including 
reports from 1997 and 2007, indicate the site has been extensively graded (DEIR Appendix F, p. 
6). These accounts of extensive grading occurred prior to the proposed Project site’s annexation 
into the City in 2015.  

As previously discussed under Response 5a.4, although the DEIR indicates “per the City records, 
the Project site has an average natural slope (ANS) of 25.9 percent, this City data is automatically 
calculated based on topographic contours from 1998, and therefore, represents a prior site 
condition to what exists today. The commenter argues that the site as a current slope of 25.9 
percent, and the average natural slope was much larger due to the extensive grading on site. 
"Average natural slope" is the slope determined pursuant to the City of Riverside's 
adopted Average Natural Slope Formula specified in Section 19.100.050 of the RMC. (RMC § 
17.08.150.)  As stated in both relevant sections, the average natural slope shall be computed 
from photogrammetric maps, grading permit plans and other data or evidence approved by the 
Public Works Department.  An updated Average Natural Slope (ANS) calculation for the Project 
parcel was prepared in July 2021 by the Civil Engineer in accordance with the formula in the 
Riverside Municipal Code (RMC), Title 17 – Grading, Chapter 17.08 Definitions to determine the 
Project site’s current ANS, which is 14.8 percent. This calculation was made using topo of the site 
flown in October 2018 at 40 scale 1 foot accuracy. The City Public Works Department reviewed 
and accepted the calculation as it was found consistent with Public Works standards and with 
common engineering practice. The Project site is not within or is adjacent to the boundaries of 
the Mockingbird Canyon, Woodcrest, Prenda, Alessandro, Tequesquite, and Springbrook 
Arroyos. The southwest corner of the site does contain a drainage feature that is mapped as a 
blue-line drainage/ stream; however, the Project has been designed to avoid this drainage feature.  

Due to the average natural slope of the project site and the presence of the blue line stream, the 
Project is required to comply with the Hillside/Arroyo Grading Ordinance, Section 17.28.020 of 
the Riverside Municipal Code. The Project is proposing a Grading Exception as allowed under 
Chapter 17.32 of the RMC in order to construct retaining walls greater than 3 feet in height in an 
area open to the public view and greater than 6 feet in height in an area not open to the public 
view. A Grading Exception is also being requested for slopes to exceed 20 feet in height where 
an existing hill in the northern part of the site will be partially recontoured. (p. 5.6-17.)  Thus, while 
the Project site is not located in the RC Zone, the Project will comply with the City’s Hillside 

https://library.municode.com/ca/riverside/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=PTIICOOR_TIT19ZO_ARTVBAZOREUSDEPR_CH19.100REZORCRRRE1-2AC13000105008500700040003000250020001500R-_19.100.050ADRERCZO
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Grading Ordinance, with the approval of a Grading Exception. The DEIR thus fully addresses the 
grading proposed by the Project and compliance with City regulations put in place to, in part, 
“preserve prominent landforms within the community” (RMC § 17.04.010.), consistent with the 
purpose of Measure R to avoid destruction of City hills, ridgelines, arroyos, and watersheds. 

Consistent with the City’s General Plan Policy LU-4.2 regarding enforcement of the hillside 
grading provisions in the City’s Code (Title 17), the Project would utilize the more flat and 
disturbed portions of the site created previously by undocumented grading operations. Areas with 
the greatest extent of topographic relief and lack of disturbance on the site would not be graded 
or impacted by the proposed development but will be preserved and left in place. (DEIR p. 5.8-
16.) 

Therefore, 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 revisions to the DEIR are not warranted. 

Response 9.7: 

The commenter states the proposed Project does not consider the hillside/arroyo grading 
regulations cited in comment Letter 9 and instead proposes to create a “staircase” of 2:1 slopes 
that would be in conflict with the cited grading regulations. The commenter goes on to state this 
“staircasing” would have a significant impact on the landform and scenic vista from QROS Park 
and SCWP and cites DEIR Figure 5.1-5 – Overhead View of Basin and Walls.  

The commenter cites DEIR Figure 5.1-5 to support the commenter’s argument of an “extreme 
degree of staircasing” that would impact scenic vista views.  However, based upon Figure 5.1-5, 
the commenter’s description appears to be exaggerated and out of appropriate visual context. 
The view of the proposed Project’s walls and 2:1 slopes depicted in DEIR Figure 5.1-5 is provided 
from a relatively close-up overhead view. If Comment 9.7 is to be understood, the commenter’s 
concern stems from proposed Project walls and 2:1 slopes significantly impacting scenic vista 
views from trails in the SCWP in addition to impacting public views for those 
traveling/biking/exercising along Central Avenue. However, the commenter fails to provide 
adequate evidence or an explanation for how these impacts to public views along Central Avenue 
would occur other than to state the “extreme degree” of “staircasing” would have a “major impact 
on the landform.” As previously discussed in Response 5a.2, the proposed Project would not 
significantly impact public views of QROS Park from Central Avenue (refer to Response 5a.2 for 
a more detailed discussion). Moreover, potential impacts to scenic vista views from the SCWP 
due to the “extreme degree” of “staircasing” stated in reference to DEIR Figure 5.1-5 would not 
be as significant or “extreme” as the commenter implies. As discussed in Response 9.5, 
implementation of the proposed Project would not significantly impact views from SCWP of QROS 
Park or the mountain views beyond. Due to factors such as distance, topography, and existing 
development, views of the “staircasing” the commenter identifies would be far less “extreme” and 
exaggerated when viewed from trails within the SCW Park than the commenter alleges based on 
DEIR Figure 5.1-5. 
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Additionally, one of the stated objectives of the Project is to “incorporate design and landscaping 
elements that complement and are responsive to the Canyon Crest community and edge 
conditions that buffer the project’s effect on the nearby natural environments, including the City 
of Riverside’s Quail Run Open Space and the Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park.” (pp. 1.0-3 – 
1.0-4.)  The Project design and landscaping will comply with City’s Design Guidelines and the 
Zoning Code and would not substantially degrade the existing visual character of the area. (p. 
5.1-26.)Further, per Section 17.28.010 – General Requirements, under RMC Title 17 – Grading, 
“the slope of cut surfaces shall be no steeper than is safe for the intended use and shall be no 
steeper than two horizontal to one vertical (2:1)” unless a steeper slope has been justified by a 
soils engineering and/or engineering geology report. Thus, the proposed Project’s 2:1 slopes 
would be consistent with Title 17 General Requirements for slope and is not proposing a slope 
greater, steeper, or more “extreme” than what is specified in Title 17 for slope. 

Therefore, 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 revisions to the DEIR are not warranted. 

Response 9.8: 

The commenter states that implementation of the proposed Project would “severely impact” 
proposed viewscapes of the Box Springs mountains to the east when viewed from trails within 
SCWP. The commenter provides an aerial map figure of the proposed viewscapes and identifies 
two vista points facing east from the SCW Park trails, noting that these views provide an 
“undisturbed line of sight over the project site to the Box Springs Mountains.” 

The DEIR analyzed the impact of Project development on views of the Box Springs Mountains.  
Specifically, the DEIR recognizes “the most notable scenic resource near the Project site is Box 
Springs Mountain, located approximately 2 miles east, refer to Figure 3.0-3C, Photo 4.” The DEIR 
notes that the SR-60 /I-215 freeway is located between the Project site and Box Springs Mountain 
and that the Project may obstruct partial views of Box Springs Mountain for people traveling east 
along Central Avenue, while immediately adjacent to the site, but as this would be for a short 
distance and duration, it would not be considered significant. The DEIR concludes the Project 
would not significantly impact views of the Box Springs Mountain due to the distance of this scenic 
resource from the Project site as well as the higher elevations of these mountains compared to 
the Project site. (p. 5.1-25.) 

Refer to Response 9.5 and accompanying Reference Photo 3 for a discussion and visual 
reference of how the proposed Project would not significantly impact scenic vista views/views 
from SCWP trails when facing northeast toward QROS Park, the proposed Project site, and the 
mountain views beyond. As discussed in Response 9.5 and displayed on accompanying 
Reference Photo 3, implementation of the proposed Project would not significantly impact or 
obstruct views of mountains to the east of SCWP.  

Therefore, 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 
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DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for 
the record and revisions to the DEIR are not warranted. 

Response 9.9: 

The commenter provides a concluding statement that the proposed Project would impact the 
viewscapes identified in Comments 9.5 – 9.8 due to the Project’s height and “very high staircase 
of slopes.” The commenter states these issues have not been considered or mitigated in the 
DEIR. 

Please see Responses 9.5 – 9.8 for detailed discussions on and visual reference figures of how 
the proposed Project would not significantly impact viewscapes identified by the commenter. The 
aesthetics topics identified by the commenter have been fully discussed in the DEIR as set forth 
in Responses 9.5 – 9.8, and found not to present actual or significant aesthetics issues or impacts.  
Accordingly, no mitigation for such issues were required or included in the DEIR. 

Therefore, 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 revisions to the DEIR are not warranted. 

Response 9.10: 

The commenter states that proposed Project lighting would “dramatically degrade” the evening 
and nighttime viewscapes from SCWP and implies that significantly lowering the height of the 
buildings to a height compatible with the single-story buildings to the south of the proposed Project 
site is the only adequate mitigation.  

Please see Response 9.5 and accompanying Reference Photo 3 for a discussion and visual 
reference of how the proposed Project would not significantly impact or obstruct viewscapes from 
the SCWP. Both SCWP and QROS Park are undeveloped parks as defined in the RMC Chapter 
9, and they are closed from a half hour after sunset to a half hour before sunrise, or when it is 
dark. Therefore, nighttime viewscapes from SCWP for the public are not applicable/authorized. 

As is discussed in Response 9.5 and shown in Reference Photo 3, the proposed Project would 
not impact or obstruct views to the east from SCWP to the rather extreme or “dramatic” degree 
the commenter alleges. When considered in the context of the photo reference view provided in 
Reference Photo 3, there are existing single-story buildings (single family homes) to the south, 
southwest, and northeast of the Project on hills at higher elevations than the Project. Therefore, 
there are existing buildings with sources of night lighting on the hillsides surrounding the Project. 
Night lighting from vehicles on the I-215/SR/60 Freeway adjacent to the Project site also 
contributes to the existing night light in the Project area. Although the Project will introduce new 
sources of interior lights inside the buildings, these do not generate substantial light spillage 
outside of the buildings. As outlined in the DEIR, Section 5.1.5, p. 5.1-27:  

“The proposed Project’s exterior lighting from the residential units or from the parking area 
will meet the City’s Zoning Code requirements for support structure height, intensity, 
flickering/flashing, placement, shielding, orientation and style. The City will require an 
exterior lighting plan as a condition of project approval (City of Riverside Zoning Code, 
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Chapter 19.566) … Overall levels of light generated by the new buildings and passing cars 
would be comparable to typical light levels in an urban environment and surrounding 
areas. Additionally, the Project shall be designed to prevent light spillage from the Project 
to the adjacent open space, to be confirmed with review and approval of a Photometric 
Plan by the City’s Community & Economic Development Department, as outlined in MM 
AES-1.” 

The Project was also reviewed by the Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) to 
ensure that the project is consistent with the compatibility zone as well as in compliance with the 
land use standards in the Riverside County Airport Land Use Plan (RCALUP), in which the March 
Air Reserve Base/Inland Port Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (March ALUCP)  is included.  
On April 30, 2020, ALUC found the Project to be consistent with the 2014 March ALUCP, provided 
that the City applies recommended conditions including: 

1. Any new outdoor lighting that is installed shall be hooded or shielded as to prevent either the 
spillage of lumens or reflection into the sky. Outdoor lighting shall be downward facing. (p. 7.0-6.) 

The proposed Project would be compatible with the existing surrounding residential development 
and lighting from the proposed Project would not “dramatically degrade the viewscape” or “stick 
up like a sore thumb” when viewed from SCWP as implied by the commenter. Outdoor lighting 
would be hooded or shielded to prevent spillage of lumens or reflection into the sky. Additionally, 
the Project shall be designed to prevent light spillage from the Project to the adjacent open space, 
to be confirmed with review and approval of a Photometric Plan by the City’s Community & 
Economic Development Department, as outlined in MM AES-1. 

Therefore, 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 revisions to the DEIR are not warranted. 

Response 9.11:  

The commenter states the blue line stream has been incorrectly classified as he has seen the 
stream flowing year-round. The commenter also states the DEIR has incorrect measurements for 
the culvert under Central Ave. 

As outlined in the Delineation of State and Federal Jurisdictional Waters Report (contained in 
Appendix C of the DEIR), page 5: 
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As such, waters of the US include the territorial seas and traditional navigable waters; perennial 
and intermittent tributaries that contribute surface water flow to such waters (including the mapped 
drainage course onsite), certain lakes, ponds, and impoundments of jurisdictional waters, and 
wetlands adjacent to other jurisdictional waters. 

As outlined in the Code of Federal Regulations, Title 33: Navigation and Navigable Waters, Part 
328 – Definitions of Waters of the United States9, intermittent is defined as follows: 

“(5) Intermittent. The term intermittent means surface water flowing continuously during 
 certain time of the year and more than in direct response to precipitation (e.g.,  
 seasonally when the groundwater table is elevated or when snowpack melts).” 

Therefore, the definition of intermittent stream does include streams with surface water flowing 
continuously and does not indicated a minimum or maximum amount of time to meet this 
definition. Also as outlined in the Delineation of State and Federal Jurisdictional Waters Report 
(contained in Appendix C of the DEIR), page 7: “The analysis presented in this report is supported 
by field surveys and verification of site conditions conducted on October 17, 2018 and on 
December 10, 2019.” As surface water was observed during both of these field surveys, the 
stream was correctly classified as “intermittent.” The commenter simply states “I have been 
observing the stream for many years and it has been flowing year-round" without providing any 
substantial evidence, such as dates and times of observations and photographs of the stream 
with surface water, whereas the DEIR findings are based on substantial evidence contained in 
the Delineation of State and Federal Jurisdictional Waters Report (contained in Appendix C of the 
DEIR), including site visit dates and photographs. 

 
9https://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-
idx?SID=80abfd5c8eac05a777958a831236dbed&mc=true&node=pt33.3.328&rgn=div5#se33.3.
328_13 
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As stated on page 17 in the Jurisdictional Delineation report (Delineation of State and Federal 
Jurisdictional Waters)(DEIR Appendix C),  “Based on the results of this delineation and the 
proposed project footprint, no impacts to Corps jurisdictional waters will occur from project 
implementation.” The same is stated for the Regional Board and CDFW jurisdictional waters. 
Additionally, the DEIR Section 5.3 Biological Resources, under the response to Threshold C 
states: 

“Based on design plans, no temporary or permanent impacts are anticipated to occur to 
 the willow riparian plant community or its associated drainage on the southwest corner of 
  the Project site. Therefore, development of the Project site will not result in impacts to 
 Corps, Regional Board, or CDFW jurisdiction and regulatory approvals will not be 
 required.” 

As stated on page 14 of the Jurisdictional Delineation report (DEIR Appendix C)  “Onsite, the 
drainage feature begins at an 84-inch corrugate metal culvert extending under Central Avenue.” 
Photograph 8’s description indicates “Looking at the 84-inch culvert under Central Ave.” The DEIR 
and delineation report state the measurement of the beginning of the metal culvert. Although the 
commenter indicates that the culvert narrows to an approximate 65” diameter culvert, this is not 
supported by substantial evidence, and does not indicate that the description of the culvert as 84-
inches (Photograph 8) is incorrect.  

These comments 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. These comments are noted for the record, 
and revisions to the DEIR are not required. 

Response 9.12:  

The commenter states the conclusion that there is no wetland outside of the immediate stream 
bed is not based on appropriate data. The commenter then states that a minimum requirement 
would be to determine the depth of the water table and perform other tests according to the 
guidelines in the Corps Arid West Regional Supplement. The commenter then states this was not 
done and therefore the wetland delineation is based on inadequate data. 

As stated in the Jurisdictional Delineation report (DEIR Appendix C, page 131 of the Appendix C 
PDF), “the Corps jurisdictional wetlands are delineated using the methods outlined in the Regional 
Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid West Region, Version 
2.0. This document is one of a series of Regional Supplements to the Corps Wetland Delineation 
Manual (Corps 1987).  The identification of wetlands is based on a three-parameter approach 
involving indicators of hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soil, and wetland hydrology. In order to be 
considered a wetland, an area must exhibit at least minimal characteristics within these three (3) 
parameters.” Per the jurisdictional delineation conducted by ELMT, under section 5.1.2 Wetland 
Features, “Although evidence of hydrology (i.e., surface water) was present within the onsite 
drainage feature and the drainage supported a dominance of hydrophytic vegetation, the drainage 
feature would likely not meet the requirements of hydric soils.” Additionally, per the Regional 
Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid West Region, Version 
2.0, water-table monitoring data is usually only collected during difficult wetland situations such 
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as lack of indicators of hydrophytic vegetation (p.95). However, since the proposed Project 
supported hydrophytic vegetation, determination of the water table is not required. Therefore, the 
Jurisdictional Delineation report was correctly prepared using the methods outlined in the 
Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid West Region, 
Version 2.0, a Regional Supplements to the Corps Wetland Delineation Manual (Corps 1987). 

Furthermore, as outlined in Response 9.11 above, the DEIR Section 5.3 Biological Resources, 
under the response to Threshold C states: 

“Based on design plans, no temporary or permanent impacts are anticipated to occur to 
 the willow riparian plant community or its associated drainage on the southwest corner of 
  the Project site. Therefore, development of the Project site will not result in impacts to 
 Corps, Regional Board, or CDFW jurisdiction and regulatory approvals will not be 
 required.” 

The Project has been designed to avoid and not result in any direct (temporary or permanent) 
impacts to the drainage feature and associated riparian vegetation.  

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 
revisions to the DEIR are not required. 

Response 9.13:  

The commenter is expressing concern over Threshold B and Threshold F under Section 5.3 
Biological Resources of the DEIR. The commenter states a feature of protecting the conserved 
0.53 acres surrounding the stream and the adjoining QROS Park is to prevent any light or sound 
leakage. The commenter also states that the MSHCP Conservation Area states there should be 
no increase in lighting and therefore since the given location has zero light, no light leakage should 
occur.  

The MSHCP wildlands/urban interface does require that shielding be incorporated in project 
designs. As discussed in the DEIR, Section 5.1 Aesthetics, page 5.1-6 under Light and Glare, 
“There are no existing lights within the Project site. However, there are existing streetlights at the 
intersection of Sycamore Canyon Boulevard and Central Avenue and along Central Avenue to 
the southwest of the Project site. Existing night lighting in the Project area also comes from 
headlights on vehicles traveling along the adjacent roadways and the SR-60/I-215 freeway. 
Overall, the level of light and glare in the project vicinity is typical of a residential area next to a 
freeway and nearby commercial and institutional uses.” Although the Project site does not have 
existing lights within the site, light is present from other sources surrounding the Project site.  

Mitigation Measure MM AES-1 requires approval of a photometric (lighting) plan by the City and 
compliance with the MSHCP. To minimize indirect impacts to species protected under Section 
6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Mitigation Measures MM BIO-4, MM BIO-5, and MM BIO-6 are required to 
ensure construction noise and vibration impacts on sensitive biological receivers are reduced to 
less than significant levels (DEIR, p.5.9-38). Prior to construction, the proposed Project must have 
an approved photometric plan. A Site Lighting Photometric Plan has been prepared for the 
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Project, shown in FEIR Figure 2.0-1 below, identifies the exterior light types, locations, quantity, 
description, lumens per lamp, and that the proposed lighting will not “spill” beyond the 
development pad/footprint. As stated in the DEIR, Section 5.1.6 (p. 5.1-28), within Mitigation 
Measure MM AES-1 outlined below, the Project shall be designed in such a manner as to prevent 
light spillage from the Project to the adjacent and nearby open space areas and the purpose of 
the photometric plan is to enable the City to ensure that the approved light design requirements 
are included in the final building plan sheets, prior to issuance of building permits. 

 
Therefore, mitigation measure MM AES-1 is fully enforceable and does not improperly defer 
mitigation. Additionally, as stated in Response 9.10, in order to comply with the March ALUCP, 
the City shall impose conditions that any new outdoor lighting that is installed shall be hooded or 
shielded as to prevent either the spillage of lumens or reflection into the sky. Outdoor lighting shall 
be downward facing. (p. 7.0-6.) Thus, the conserved 0.53 acres surrounding the stream and the 
adjoining QROS Park are adequately protected and the Project as conditioned and mitigated will 
prevent any light or sound leakage into these areas. 

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 
revisions to the DEIR are not required. 
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FEIR Figure 2.0-1. Site Lighting Photometric Plan 
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FEIR Figure 2.0-2. Lighting Fixture Specifications 
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Response 9.14:  

The commenter states there needs to be additional constraints to prevent the degradation of the 
same area due to invasive species planted in the project. The commenter states the Table 6.2 
[assumed to be of the MSHCP, although the commenter does not specify] is a good start but 
checking the California Invasive Plant Council website and the Consortium of California Herbaria 
(CCH) and CalFlora databases would be a good source to ensure that the plants have not been 
recognized as invasive within inland Southern California since Table 6.2 was constructed. 

The City of Riverside is a permittee of the MSHCP and is required to ensure that the Project is in 
compliance with the Plan. Table 5.3-2 in the DEIR (p. 5.3-29) outlines the Project’s compliance 
with MSHCP Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines, including invasives. As outlined in the DEIR 
in Table 5.3-2: 

“Plant species acceptable for the Project’s landscaping must not be considered an 
 invasive species pursuant to Table 6.2 of the MSHCP. To ensure this, the final  
 landscape plans must be reviewed and verified by the RCA and the City for consistency 
 with the plant species list in Table 6.2 of the MSHCP. (ELMT(a) p. 38) Therefore, the 
 Project is consistent with the MSHCP Urban/Wildlands Interface invasive Guidelines.” 

As part of the Design Review (DR) of the Project by the City, City staff already reviewed the 
conceptual landscape plans for consistency with MSHCP Table 6.2. In addition, the Western 
Riverside Regional Conservation Authority (RCA), as part of the Joint Project Review (DEIR 
Appendix C), reviewed the Project for consistency with the MSHCP, and was also found 
consistent with Section 6.1.4 of the MSHCP pertaining to Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines.  

As outlined in the MSHCP, Volume 1, Section 6, page 6-3: 

“Payment of the mitigation fee and compliance with the requirements of Section 6.0 are 
intended to provide full mitigation under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Federal Endangered Species Act, and 
California Endangered Species Act for impacts to the species and habitats covered by the 
MSHCP pursuant to agreements with the US Fish and Wildlife Service, the California 
Department of Fish and Game and/or any other appropriate participating regulatory 
agencies as set forth in the Implementing Agreement for the MSHCP.”  

For the following reasons the Project is not required to provide additional constraints on plants 
used for the Project: 

• The Project was determined to be consistent with the MSHCP, including with Section 6.1.4 
of the MSHCP pertaining to Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines; 

• The conceptual landscape plans have been reviewed by the City through the development 
review process and determined to not include any of the invasive plants identified in Table 
6.2 of the MSHCP; 

• The MSHCP does not have any provisions for the Project’s landscaping to abide with the 
California Invasive Plant Council, the Consortium of California Herbaria (CCH) and 
CalFlora databases; and  
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• Compliance with Section 6.0 of the MSHCP and payment of the mitigation fee provide full 
mitigation pursuant to CEQA, NEPA and federal and state endangered species acts for 
species and habitats covered under the Plan. 

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 
revisions to the DEIR are not required. 

Response 9.15:  

The commenter states the DEIR appears to have no analysis relating to the effectiveness of the 
tubular steel fence to prevent passage of domestic cats. The commenter also states it is not clear 
if the tubular steel fence will encompass all of the boundaries.  

As stated in the DEIR, Section 5.3.3 Project Design Considerations, page 5.3-21: 

“The Project proposes the construction of a 6-foot high tubular steel fence around the 
outer edge of the development, which will function as a perimeter barrier and help retain 
residents and their pets [emphasis added] within the developed portion of the site and 
away from the conservation area in the southwest portion of the site. In addition, in the 
southwest corner of the site, a series of terraced retaining walls is proposed that will further 
separate the perimeter walkway and fence and the  conservation area. The series of 
terraced retaining walls includes five retaining walls, up to five feet tall, with a 2:1 
slope between the walls. The project will be conditioned by the City to submit the fencing 
plan to the RCA for review and approval prior to issuance of a building permit.” 

As stated in the DEIR Project Description, Section 3.3.3 Open Space, Landscaping and 
Walls/Fencing (page 3.0-16), “A 6-foot-high tubular steel perimeter fence, painted dark metallic 
grey, is proposed around the perimeter of the property, Figure 3.0-8, Wall and Fence Exhibit.” Per 
Figure 3.0-8 Conceptual Wall and Fence Exhibit of the DEIR shows the proposed fencing and 
that it will surround the entirety of the apartment buildings, parking areas and common open space 
areas, located on the outer edge of the walking perimeter loop trail and connecting to the two 
gate-controlled driveways. Additionally, a series of terraced retaining walls in the southwest corner 
of the site will serve as an additional barrier between the apartments and the conservation area. 
As outlined in the Joint Project Review, Section c, vi, page 5 of 5 (contained in Appendix C of 
DEIR): 

“Proposed land uses adjacent to the MSHCP Conservation Area shall incorporate barriers, 
where appropriate, in individual project designs to minimize unauthorized public access, 
domestic animal predation, illegal trespass, or dumping into the MSHCP Conservation 
Areas. Such barriers may include native landscaping, rocks/boulders, fencing, walls, 
signage, and/or other appropriate mechanisms. The project proposes the construction of 
6-foot-high tubular steel fence around the outer edge of the project site. In addition, in the 
southwest corner of the site, a series of terraced retaining walls is proposed that will 
separate the perimeter walkway and fence and the conservation area.  The series of 
terraced retaining walls includes 5 retaining walls, up to 5 feet tall, with a 2:1 slope between 
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the walls. The project will be conditioned to submit the fencing plan to the RCA for review 
and approval prior to issuance of the building permit.” 

The purpose of the condition to submit the fencing plan to the RCA for review and approval prior 
to issuance of the building permit is to ensure final plans include fencing that will provide an 
appropriate barrier and minimize domestic animal predation, in accordance with the MSHCP. 

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 
revisions to the DEIR are not required. 

Response 9.16:  

The commenter discusses concern over Threshold D and Threshold F on Section 5.3 Biological 
Resources. The commenter states the proposed Project will have a serious environmental impact 
on wildlife movement between SCWP and the Box Springs Mountains. The commenter then cites 
the MSHCP and states the importance on the Proposed Constrained Linkage 7 and how it would 
reduce the likelihood of species extinction as a result of population isolation. Additionally, the 
commenter discusses how this Linkage is affected by edge and how an adequate wildlife 
undercrossing at least 10-20 feet wide with fencing and vegetation cover will be important to 
accommodate bobcat movement and that creation of a 10-20-foot-wide usable tunnel under the 
freeway and under Central Avenue does not appear feasible at this time. 

The MSHCP defines what a constrained linkage is (Volume I, Section 3, pages 3-2479-3-80): 

 
Therefore, by definition a constrained linkage has limited options for assembly of the connection 
due to existing patterns of development. 

The commenter states the precise location of a viable constrained Linkage 7 is undefined, which 
is correct, as that is the intent of the MSHCP, in order to provide flexibility as part of the long-term 
MSHCP implementation process, as outlined in the MSHCP Volume I, Section 3, page 3-26 
below: 
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As outlined in the Habitat Assessment and MSHCP Consistency Analysis report page 35 and 
MSHCP Volume I, Section 3, pages 3-79 to 3-80, Proposed Constrained Linkage 7 is described 
as: 

 
As outlined in the Habitat Assessment and MSHCP Consistency Analysis report pages 35-36: 
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As stated above, the Proposed Constrained Linkage 7 has been confined by freeway expansion 
and residential development on Lochmoor Drive and has been re-routed up and over Central 
Avenue and across the southwest corner of the site. 

As outlined in the DEIR page 5.3-27, 

 
Per the MSHCP Volume I, Section 3, pages 3-79-3-80:  
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As outlined above, the I-215 widening was a major covered activity project (planned project at the 
time the MSHCP was developed and has since been completed) that was expressly identified as 
potentially affecting bobcat movement through this Constrained Linkage.  

As outlined above, the project site is located immediately north of the targeted conservation area 
for Proposed Constrained Linkage 7 and is separated from the targeted conservation area by 
Central Avenue. The riparian plant community and associated drainage on the southwest corner 
of the project site will not be impacted and will continue to provide a wildlife movement corridor 
under Central Avenue south and west of the project site. Alternatively, wildlife not utilizing the 
culvert under Central Avenue could cross over Central Avenue roadway and continue along the 
drainage and associated vegetation within and beyond the project boundaries. The project will 
provide 0.53 acre of conservation in the southwest corner of the site for the re-routed Proposed 
Constrained Linkage 7.  

Furthermore, the Regional Conservation Authority (RCA) conducted a consistency conclusion, as 
identified in the Joint Project Review of the Project (JPR # 08-01-29-01, dated 11/18/2020), 
contained in Appendix C of the DEIR, and found “Consistency Conclusion: The project is 
consistent with both the Criteria and other Plan requirements.” The JPR was submitted to the US 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 
as well for their review and also determined the project to be consistent with the requirements of 
the MSHCP.  
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Therefore, the Project will not conflict with the stated goals of the MSHCP, including for the 
Proposed Constrained Linkage 7 and as outlined in the MSHCP, Volume 1, Section 6, page 6-3: 

“Payment of the mitigation fee and compliance with the requirements of Section 6.0 are 
intended to provide full mitigation under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Federal Endangered Species Act, and 
California Endangered Species Act for impacts to the species and habitats covered by the 
MSHCP pursuant to agreements with the US Fish and Wildlife Service, the California 
Department of Fish and Game and/or any other appropriate participating regulatory 
agencies as set forth in the Implementing Agreement for the MSHCP.”  

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 
revisions to the DEIR are not warranted. 

Response 9.17: 

The commenter identifies a potential route for Linkage 7 that would be better suited for bobcat:  
the proposed Linkage 7 starts on the north side of Central Ave, leaving QROS Park, and passing 
across the Project site before following Central Avenue under the I-215 freeway. The commenter 
then states that this route is likely to be the one naturally followed by bobcat, since this route 
avoids the very narrow, wet culvert under Central Ave and the extraordinarily long and wet one 
under the freeway. 

As outlined in Response 9.16 above, the RCA is not required to define the route of Proposed 
Constrained Linkage 7 and that the Proposed Constrained Linkage 7 has been confined by 
freeway expansion and residential development on Lochmoor Drive and has been re-routed up 
and over Central Avenue and across the southwest corner of the site. The RCA conducted a 
consistency conclusion, as identified in the Joint Project Review of the Project (JPR # 08-01-29-
01, dated 11/18/2020), supporting this finding and the Project’s consistency with the MSHCP, and 
further supported by consistency review by the wildlife agencies as well (USFWS & CDFW). 

Although the Proposed Constrained Linkage 7 has been re-routed up and over Central Avenue 
and across the southwest corner of the site through the Joint Project Review process, that does 
not exclude bobcat from using the alternative route identified by the commenter. As identified in 
the MSHCP (Volume I, Section 3, pages 3-79-3-80), “maintenance of an adequate wildlife 
undercrossing at least 10-20 feet wide with fencing and vegetative cover will be important to 
accommodate bobcat movement.” The proposed Project also supports this alternative movement 
corridor for bobcat from the QROS Park to the west, along the drainage course and associated 
vegetation (could be outside of and adjacent to in upland areas) in the southwest corner of the 
site, which is being set aside and preserved (proposed 0.53-acre MSHCP Conservation). The 
Project includes a landscaped slope on the north side of Central Avenue along the Project’s 
frontage on Central Avenue. Per DEIR Figure 3.0-4: Conceptual Site Plan, of the width of the 
landscaped slope between the perimeter fence of the apartment buildings and the sidewalk along 
Central Avenue ranges from generally 20-37 feet wide, with 16 feet wide being the narrowest 
point behind the bus turnout. This area includes terraced retaining walls ranging from 3-5 feet 
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high running in an east-west direction, parallel to Central Avenue and would not block or restrict 
the movement of bobcat along this corridor. Therefore, the Project provides a 10-20-foot-wide 
area with vegetative cover, consistent with what is identified in the MSHCP and by the commenter, 
adjacent to Central Avenue, for wildlife movement including bobcats, across the Project site 
before following Central Avenue under the I-215 freeway.  

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 
revisions to the DEIR are not required. 
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Response 9.18: The commenter states the importance of creating a functioning constrained 
Linkage 7 and then discusses the major drawback of SCWP which is its moderate size and the 
probability of the park becoming isolated from other natural areas. The commenter then states 
the Park’s vulnerability to extinction due to complete isolation and mentions studies have shown 
completely isolated population of moderate size can go extinct. The commenter also states 
populations within SCWP are at an increased risk of extinction per outcomes established using 
mathematical and simulation models (although the commenter does not cite the models used).  

The commenter also states, “Data from studies of habitat islands both natural (islands, 
mountaintops, etc.) and artificial (national parks) have established that completely isolated 
populations of moderate size go extinct, even if most of the time they might seem robust and 
consist of several hundred individuals.” However, the commenter failed to provide any references 
to studies (in the form of substantial evidence) related to isolated populations in SCWP to support 
their claim.  

As outlined in Response 9.16 above, the project site is located immediately north of the targeted 
conservation area for Proposed Constrained Linkage 7 and is separated from the targeted 
conservation area by Central Avenue. The riparian plant community and associated drainage on 
the southwest corner of the project site will not be impacted and will continue to provide a wildlife 
movement corridor under Central Avenue south and west of the project site. Alternatively, wildlife 
not utilizing the culvert under Central Avenue could cross over Central Avenue roadway and 
continue along the drainage and associated vegetation within and beyond the project boundaries. 
The project will provide 0.53 acre of conservation in the southwest corner of the site for the re-
routed Proposed Constrained Linkage 7.  

Furthermore, the Regional Conservation Authority (RCA) conducted a consistency conclusion, as 
identified in the Joint Project Review of the Project (JPR # 08-01-29-01, dated 11/18/2020), 
contained in Appendix C of the DEIR, and found “Consistency Conclusion: The project is 
consistent with both the Criteria and other Plan requirements.” The JPR was submitted to the US 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 
as well for their review and also determined the project to be consistent with the requirements of 
the MSHCP.  

Therefore, the Project will not conflict with the stated goals of the MSHCP, including for the 
Proposed Constrained Linkage 7, and as outlined in the MSHCP, Volume 1, Section 6, page 6-3, 
“payment of the mitigation fee and compliance with the requirements of Section 6.0 are intended 
to provide full mitigation under the California Environmental Quality Act  (CEQA), National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Federal Endangered Species Act, and California Endangered 
Species Act for impacts to the species and habitats covered by the MSHCP...” The DEIR indicated 
(p. 5.3-28) “Potential Project impacts to wildlife movement will be less than significant with 
implementation of mitigation measures MM BIO-2 through MM BIO-15 and MM AES-1.” 

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 
revisions to the DEIR are not required. 
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Response 9.19: 

The commenter states that since the only viable route for constrained Linkage 7 appears to be 
from QROS Park along a habitat corridor following the north side of Central Ave to the Freeway 
underpass the project should include a 30-foot-wide buffer along Central Ave with native 
vegetation similar to another project east to the proposed Project.  

Refer to Response 9.17 above, the proposed Project provides a 16 to 37-foot-wide buffer/slope 
along the north side of Central Avenue, and thus is consistent with what is identified in the MSHCP 
adjacent to Central Avenue (10-20-foot-wide area with vegetative cover), for wildlife movement 
including bobcats, across the Project site before following Central Avenue under the I-215 
freeway. The buffer/slope along Central Avenue for the Proposed Project would be in alignment 
with that of the project across Sycamore Canyon Boulevard.  

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 
revisions to the DEIR are not required. 

Response 9.20: 

The commenter states the DEIR does not consider the most serious cumulative effect which has 
been the progressive isolation of SCWP through development, both commercial (notable 
warehouses) and suburban. The commenter then states the only remaining link between SCWP 
and any other wildlife area is through constrained Linkage 7 which the project would destroy.  

Refer to Response 9.18 above. 

Furthermore, as identified in DEIR Section 5.3.7 (pages 5.3-41 to 5.3-42):  
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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 
revisions to the DEIR are not required. 

Response 9.21: 

The commenter is concerned with the project not mitigating for fire risk by placing the buildings 
further back from the open space areas (both onsite and QROS Park) along the projects western 
edge. Specifically, the commenter is considered with no on-site Zone 2 protection along most of 
the western edge of the project.  

Response to Threshold C in Section 5.13, Wildlife, in the DEIR, states “The Project site is 
bordered by Sycamore Canyon Boulevard to the north and east and Central Avenue to the south. 
The Quail Run Open Space borders the west side of the Project site and sits at a lower elevation 
at the southwest border and a higher elevation at the northwest border. Generally, though, the 
Quail Run Open Space follows an overall downslope as it spans further west from the Project 
site.” The following sections address wildfire risks from the proposed Project’s development 
footprint. 



Section 2  City of Riverside  
Responses to Comments  Crestview Apartments Project FEIR 

2.0-528                                                                                                                                 

Per the DEIR, p. 5.13-21, “Sycamore Canyon Boulevard is to the north and east of the Project 
site as well as the SR-60 and I-215. A fire starting along the I-215/SR-60 corridor during a strong 
Santa Ana wind condition would blow embers directly toward the Project site. However, the 
combination of the boulevard and freeways results in over 200 feet of a near vegetation free 
landscape. (FPP p., 11) Thus, the risk for the Project site to exacerbate wildfire risks for a wildfire 
spreading to the Project site from these roadways or vice versa would be lessened as there is 
generally little wildfire fuel on roadways and with the implementation of the AM&M design 
considerations described in Section 5.13.3 Project Design Considerations.”  

Per the DEIR, p. 5.13-21, “the eastern boundary of the Project site abuts Sycamore Canyon 
Boulevard. The presence of Sycamore Canyon Boulevard along the eastern boundary is highly 
important as this roadway is approximately 70 feet in width. The presence of this roadway in 
addition to required irrigated fire resistant landscape planted along the west side of Sycamore 
Canyon Boulevard; the installation of ignition resistant construction in all the buildings, parking 
lots, emergency access roadways; and construction requirements provided in the Project’s FPP 
would be sufficient to lessen any threat of wildfire and embers coming from the east of the Project, 
and thus lessen the risk for the Project to exacerbate wildfire risks from this area of the Project 
site. (FPP pp., 11-12)” 

Per the DEIR, p., 5.13-21 – 5.13-22, “The southern boundary of the Project abuts Central Avenue, 
which borders approximately 101 acres of undeveloped land on the other side of the road from 
the Project. Southwest or west winds of up to 30 mph may occur along the southern boundary. 
These “rare event” dry winds pose a threat to the structures near the southern Project boundary, 
mostly from embers from a wildland fire occurring to the south in the undeveloped land adjacent 
to Central Avenue. However, the wildland fuels would be removed within the Project due to 
grading and replaced with structures and Zone 1 landscaping. This removal of wildland fuels, in 
addition to implementation of required fuel treatments, installation of ignition resistant 
construction, and construction requirements per the Project’s FPP would reduce the risk of the 
Project exacerbating wildfire risks along the Project’s southern boundary. (FPP p., 12-13)” 

Per the DEIR, p. 5.13-22, “The western Project boundary is the greatest wildland fire threat to the 
Project. A wildland fire burning west of the Project during a “rare event” west or southwest wind 
could burn with high intensity towards the Project site. Fuels in the area are light to moderate with 
slopes in the adjacent open space area ranging from 25-40%. Most of the proposed buildings are 
located uphill from the expected fire behavior, which is a concern as a fire will generally spread 
uphill, as described above. However, several parking areas and roadways would separate 
buildings 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and portions of buildings 6 and 7 from the wildland fuels, and per the FPP, 
carports within the defensible space area(s) would be constructed with non-combustible materials 
(FPP pp., 14, 24). As depicted in Figure 5.13-4 Fuel Treatment Site Plan, the portions of buildings 
6 and 7 that are along/within closer proximity to the western Project boundary would be buffered 
by Irrigated Zone 1 areas as well as portions of Thinning Zone 2 areas. Additionally, as is also 
depicted and described in Figure 5.13-4, building 7 and the exposed faces of building 6 would be 
wrapped with 2-hour rated walls, equipped with NFPA 13 sprinkler systems, and would have fire 
hydrants located within close proximity to each building (see Figure 5.13-4).” 



City of Riverside  Section 2.0 
Crestview Apartments Project FEIR  Responses to Comments 

                                                                                                                               2.0-529 

For the reasons stated above, the proposed Project does not have additional Zone 2 protection 
along the western edge of the Project. (see also FPP pp. 3, 4.) However, as stated on p. 5.13-22 
of the DEIR, “The Project specific FPP was reviewed and approved by Riverside Fire Department 
(RFD) and includes Project construction requirements as described in Section 5.13.3 above, as 
well as proposed mitigation measures MM FIRE-1 through MM FIRE-17, that would reduce the 
Project’s potential to exacerbate wildfire risks to a less than significant level. The Project will also 
incorporate RMC standards related to fire suppression at the Project site such as smoke detectors 
meeting the current CBC and CFCs installed in all units and other enclosed common areas such 
as hallways, recreation rooms, and utility rooms. Additional fire suppression equipment such as 
alarm systems, fire extinguishers and sprinklers will also be incorporated as recommended by the 
RFD. Furthermore, Project structures would be required to comply with the CFC with regard to 
emergency fire access and use of building materials that would limit the spread of wildfire to the 
greatest extent possible. This would reduce potential spread of a wildfire from the Project site to 
areas outside the Project site boundary, reducing the Project’s potential to exacerbate wildfire 
risks.” 

The wildfire mitigation, including the Thinning Zones, will not encroach into or degrade any of the 
open space areas on or adjacent to the project. The Project will not encroach with any project 
related improvements/impacts to the QROS Park or the onsite 0.53 MSHCP conservation area. 
As outlined in the JPR (Appendix C of DEIR), page 4 of 5, “Manufactured slopes associated with 
the proposed site development shall not extend into the MSHCP Conservation Area. Fuel 
management areas shall not extend into the MSHCP Conservation 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 
revisions to the DEIR are not required. 

2.4 Comment Letters Received After Public Comment 
Period 

The following letters were received after the CEQA public comment period ended on May 3, 2021. 
As outlined in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a), a lead agency is only required to prepare 
written responses to comments received during the noticed comment period. Although the City is 
not required to prepare written responses to comment letters received after close of the noticed 
comment period of the DEIR, which was from March 19, 2021, until May 3, 2021, the City has 
prepared written responses, as outlined below. 
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Comment Letter 10 – Everett DeLano, DeLano & DeLano 

Comment letter 10 commences on the next page. 
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Letter 10 – DeLano & DeLano 

Commenter: Everett DeLano 

Date: May 26, 2021  

Response 10.1: 

The commenter provides a collection of various references to and abbreviated excerpts from the 
California Public Resources Code and CEQA case law. However, the commenter makes no 
specific comment on how these relate to either the Project’s DEIR or analysis contained therein.  

The commenter alleges the Project violates the City’s General Plan Land Use Element, 
specifically Policy LU-4.1.  The Project site is not, and has never been, located within the RC zone 
as discussed in Response 5a.4, and thus the protections for hillside development set forth in 
Proposition R and Measure C do not apply to the development of the Project site.  However, the 
Project is consistent with the intent of Proposition R and Measure C in that it is designed to avoid 
destruction of City hills, arroyos, watersheds, and ridgelines.  The areas with the greatest extent 
of topographic relief and lack of disturbance on the site would not be graded or impacted by the 
proposed development but will be preserved and left in place.  

The Project also would not impact adjacent RC-zoned areas (the Quail Run Open Space to the 
west of the Project, the residential area south of Central Avenue, off of Lochmoor Drive), as well 
as property to the north of the Project (across the SR-60/I-215 freeway) in accordance with 
Proposition R and Measure C.  One of the Project objectives is to incorporate design and 
landscaping elements that complement and are responsive to the Canyon Crest community and 
edge conditions that buffer the Project’s effect on nearby natural environments, including the City 
of Riverside’s Quail Run Open Space (QROS) Park and the Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park. 
In terms of complementing and responding to the visual character of the site adjacent to the 
QROS Park, the Project will not disturb natural features of the Project site that complement the 
QROS Park.  Specifically, there is a rock outcropping located along the western edge of the 
property, which is partially located within the Project property line and largely located in the 
adjacent property, the City’s QROS Park. (DEIR, p. 5.1-26.) Within the Project property line this 
area will not be graded or disturbed but left in place and preserved.  (See DEIR pp. 5.8-13, 5.8-
15.) 

The commenter then states that the Project’s proposed variances and grading exceptions violate 
the City’s General Plan Land Use Element. Please see Responses 5a.4, 9.6, and 9.7 for 
discussions of how the Project would not be in violation of Proposition R and Measure C (as cited 
by the commenter), nor would the Project conflict with the Grading Code or with guidelines 
regulating hillside/arroyo grading. As is discussed in Responses 5a.4, 9.6, and 9.7, the Project 
would not result in the substantial impacts cited by the commenter to natural landforms or natural 
open spaces, nor would the Project result in a significant “staircasing” effect as described by the 
commenter and previous commenters. As outlined in the DEIR, Section 5.8 Land Use and 
Planning, the GP 2025 Land Use and Urban Design Element and Open Space and Conservation 
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Element includes the following Objectives and Policies, referenced by the commenter (DEIR, pp. 
5.8-6 and 5.3-21): 

 

 

 
Refer to Responses 5a.2 and 5a.3 related visual impacts, to Response 5a.4 related to Proposition 
R, Measure C, and the Grading Code, and Response to 5a.5 related to the preservation of on-
site biological habitats/resources/assets. As outlined in the DEIR p. 5.3-9, the Project site is not 
located within designated critical habitat. 

Therefore, 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 revisions to the DEIR are not required. 

Response 10.2: 

The commenter provides a collection of various references to and abbreviated excerpts from the 
California Public Resources Code and CEQA case law. However, the commenter makes no 
specific comment on how these relate to either the Project’s DEIR or analysis contained therein.  

The commenter states the Project’s average natural slope and proposed grading exceptions 
violate the RMC and cites RMC guidelines regarding Residential Conservation (RC) Zones to 
support the comment’s claim. Please see Responses 5a.4, 5a.5, 9.6, and 9.7 for discussions of 
how the Project would not conflict with or violate applicable zoning or grading requirements for 
the Project site.  

As outlined in the Staff Report May 27, 2021, Exhibit 1 – Findings (pp. 15-16), 

“Granting of the variance requests will not be contrary to the objectives of the General 
Plan.  

Variance A and B: The proposed project complies with this finding. The project is 
consistent with the following General Plan 2025 Policies, which seeks to: 

Policy H-2.2: “Encourage the production and concentration of quality mixed-use and high-
density housing along major corridors and infill sites throughout the City in accordance 
with smart growth principles articulated in the General Plan.” 

The project proposes to construct a high-density housing project at the intersection of 
Sycamore Canyon Boulevard and Central Avenue, and near the SR-60/I-215 corridor. The 



Section 2  City of Riverside  
Responses to Comments  Crestview Apartments Project FEIR 

2.0-538                                                                                                                                 

project will comply with the following smart growth principles provided in the General Plan 
2025: 

a. Foster distinctive, attractive communities with a strong sense of place; 
b. Preserve open space, farmland, natural beauty, and critical environmental areas; and 
c. Strengthen and direct development toward existing communities. 

Policy LU-3: “Preserve prominent ridgelines and hillsides as important community visual, 
recreational, and biological assets.” 

The project proposes to leave the westerly portion of the project site undisturbed, 
preserving the prominent ridgelines and hillsides and the biological assets within the 
jurisdictional feature located at the southwest corner of the project site, which consists of 
a willow riparian plant community, riparian/riverine habitat, and associated drainage. 

LU-7.2: “Design new development adjacent and in close proximity to native wildlife in a 
manner which protects and preserves habitat.” 

The project is located Criteria Cell 721 of the Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat 
Conservation Plan (MSHCP). The southwest corner of the project site contains a 
jurisdictional feature consisting of a willow riparian plant community, riparian/riverine 
habitat, and associated drainage. The project will be conditioned to convey a 0.53-acre 
area, including the riparian/riverine area, to the Regional Conservation Authority (RCA), 
to ensure long-term conservation. Therefore, the site was designed to be proximate to 
native wildlife, in a manner which protects and preserves habitat. 

Based on the above findings, staff finds that granting the Variance will not be contrary to 
the objectives of the General Plan. 

As the commenter correctly notes, in 1979, Riverside voters approved Measure R (or Proposition 
R): “Taxpayer’s Initiative to Reduce Costly Urban Sprawl by Preserving Riverside’s Citrus and 
Agricultural lands, Its Unique Hills, Arroyos and Victoria Avenue.” The two main features of 
Measure R relate to: 1) preservation of agriculture through application of the RA-5 - Residential 
Agricultural Zone to specific areas of the City; and 2) protection of hillside areas through 
application of the RC - Residential Conservation Zone to areas of the City based on slopes over 
15 percent. The two areas of the City which were zoned RA-5 are: 1) the Arlington Heights 
Greenbelt, in the south and central portion of the City; and 2) an area commonly known as Rancho 
La Sierra lying on a bluff above the Santa Ana River and bordered by Tyler Street on the east and 
Arlington Avenue on the west. (Riverside General Plan, OS-13.)  The Project site is not located 
within either of the two specified areas and thus the first feature of Measure R does not apply. 

In 1987, Riverside voters passed Measure C, a bolstering amendment to Proposition R, entitled 
“Citizens’ Rights Initiative to Reduce Costly Urban Sprawl, to Reduce Traffic Congestion, to 
Minimize Utility Rate Increases and to Facilitate Preservation of Riverside’s Citrus and Agricultural 
Lands, its Scenic Hills, Ridgelines, Arroyos and Wildlife Areas”. (Riverside General Plan, OS-14.) 
Measure C had a variety of functions, among them: (a) Amending Measure R so as to delete the 
authority of the City's council to amend or repeal Measure R; (b) amending Measure R so as to 
further promote and encourage agriculture by protecting agricultural lands from premature 
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development; and (c) requiring the City to develop a general plan for those areas within the City's 
sphere of influence that had not already been encompassed by the City's extant general plan. 

Measure C required the City to initiate a planning process leading to the development and 
adoption of a plan for the ultimate development of the City’s Sphere of Influence (Measure C, 
Section 7.)  The plan was to expand the provisions of Measure R to the Sphere of Influence Area, 
including Measure R’s application of the RC Zone to all property having an average natural slope 
of 15 percent or more, and limiting development to one single family dwelling per two acres for 
lots having an average natural slope of 15 to 30 percent. (Measure R, Section 4; Riverside 
Municipal Code § 19.100.050(A)(3).)  

The Project site was formerly located within the City’s Northern Sphere of Influence (Riverside 
General Plan, Figure LU-1).  Pursuant to the City’s General Plan, the Project site was not identified 
as within an area noted as major hills and canyons or an arroyo. (Riverside General Plan, Figure 
LU-3.)  The zoning for the site, at the time it was annexed into the City, was not challenged and 
the statute of limitations for a challenge has since expired. Please refer to FEIR Appendix L which 
includes Planning Commission Memorandum for Case Numbers P14-0246 (ANX), P14-1059 
(GPA), and P14-0901 (Pre-Zoning), dated May 21, 2015, and City of Riverside City Council 
Memorandum for Annexation 118. As stated in both documents, at the time of its annexation from 
Riverside County to the City, the proposed Project site held a County General Plan land use 
designation of CR – Commercial Retail, and subsequently a City land use designation of C – 
Commercial. Further, the County zoning at the time of the site’s annexation was C-P-S – Scenic 
Highway Commercial and the subsequent City zoning was CG – Commercial General. Thus, even 
though the City’s General Plan designated much of the surrounding property as HR - Hillside 
Residential land use designation with a RC - Residential Conservation Zoning designation, the 
proposed Project site was not designated by the County or City of Riverside as residential, and 
the parcel was not included in the City’s Residential Conservation (RC) Zone as part of the 
annexation into the City. The zoning for the site, at the time it was annexed into the City, was not 
challenged and the statute of limitations for a challenge has since expired. As the Project site is 
not, and has never been zoned RC, there is no conflict between the site’s proposed zoning and 
Measure R/ the RC Zone. 

Further, although the DEIR indicates “per the City records, the Project site has an average natural 
slope (ANS) of 25.9 percent,” that information was from City data that is automatically calculated 
based on topographic contours from 1998, and therefore, represents a prior site condition to what 
exists today. Also, the Project site conditions existing today would be what existed at the time of 
the annexation in 2015, as the disturbance to the site for the realignment of Sycamore Canyon 
Boulevard occurred in 2005-2006, prior to the annexation. An updated Average Natural Slope 
(ANS) calculation for the Project parcel was prepared in July 2021 by the Civil Engineer in 
accordance with the formula in the Riverside Municipal Code (RMC), Title 17 – Grading, Chapter 
17.08 Definitions, to determine the Project site’s current ANS, which is 14.8 percent. This 
calculation was made using topo of the site flown in October 2018 at 40 scale 1 foot accuracy. 
The City Public Works Department reviewed and accepted the calculation as it was found 
consistent with Public Works standards and with common engineering practice. Therefore, as the 
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Project site does not have an ANS over 15 percent, the RC - Residential Conservation Zone 
would not be applicable.  

The DEIR is revised to reflect the most accurate ANS calculation of 14.8 percent for the Project 
site, as follows on pages 3.0-4, 4.0-1, 5.1-23, 5.1-24 of the DEIR: 

Per City records, theThe Project site has an average natural slope (ANS) of 14.8 25.9 percent. 

As outlined in the Staff Report May 27, 2021, Exhibit 1 – Findings (pp. 18-19), 

“Granting of the Grading Exception [Grading Exception B to allow slopes with ratio of 3.9:1 
or steeper to be up to 28 feet in vertical height where the Grading Code limits these to a 
maximum of 20 feet] will allow typical development of the property in accordance with the 
Objectives and Policies of the General Plan 2025 and the Grading Code. The conceptual 
grading design balances the significant and varied constraints and conditions described 
in the findings above. The existing knoll has a vertical slope height of 28 feet. The condition 
of the know is unstable and could potentially become public safety hazard. The knoll as 
existing, in its natural form, does not comply with the provisions of the Grading Code. The 
applicant proposes to stabilize and recontour the existing know, with proposed vertical 
slope height of 28 feet. 

Granting the Grading Exception will allow the knoll to be stabilized and recontoured 
without increasing the overall height or altering the crown. Since the overall vertical height 
of the slope will not increase, granting the Grading Exception will not be materially 
detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to the property or improvements in the zone 
or neighborhood in which the property is located.” 

Therefore, 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 revisions to the DEIR are not required. 

Response 10.3: 

The commenter states that the findings to approve the variances and exceptions are inadequate. 
The commenter simply lists the requirements for the findings without making any specific 
comment on how or why they are inadequate. Staff Recommended Findings for the Variances 
and Grading Exceptions are contained in the May 27, 2021 Planning Commission Staff Report, 
pages 12-19 (Exhibit 1 of the Staff Report). Therefore, adequate Findings of fact are contained in 
the May 27, 2021 Planning Commission Staff Report. As the Planning Commission is an advisory 
body, staff provided recommended findings and detailed findings of fact will be made by the City 
Council, as the decision-making body. And as outlined in Response 10.2 above, the Project is not 
inconsistent with the objectives and policies in the GP 2025 referenced in the previous comment. 

Therefore, 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 revisions to the DEIR are not required. 
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Response 10.4: 

First the commenter erroneously refers to the City’s Proposition R and Measure C as “Measure 
R and Proposition C.” The commenter then erroneously states that the Project does not comply 
with them.  Please see 5a.4 above for a discussion of Project compatibility with Proposition R, 
Measure C and the RMC Title 17 Grading Code.   

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 10.5: 

The commenter provides a collection of various references to and abbreviated excerpts from the 
California Public Resources Code and CEQA case law. However, the commenter makes no 
specific comment on how these relate to either the Project’s DEIR or analysis contained therein.  

The commenter indicates that a final EIR has not been prepared and thus it is premature for the 
Planning Commission to consider the EIR and make recommendations. 

As outlined in the CEQA Guidelines §15089 Preparation of Final EIR, 

“(a) The Lead Agency shall prepare a final EIR before approving the project.” 

The Planning Commission on May 27, 2021 considered the project but did not approve the project. 
In many instances, proposed projects are considered by an advisory body before they are 
considered by the decision-making body.  For example, many land use approvals must be 
recommended to the City Council by a Planning Commission acting as an advisory body. (See 
Govt Code § 65354, 65356.)  That is exactly what is required here, as the Project is requesting 
legislative actions, such as a General Plan Amendment and Rezone. (Riverside Municipal Code, 
§ 19.800.040.)  In cases such as this, the advisory body is required to review the EIR, but CEQA 
expressly permits that the EIR can be reviewed in either draft or final form. (State CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15025(c).)  The Planning Commission’s review of the EIR and recommendation of 
approval is thus proper under CEQA. 

As required by CEQA, written detailed responses to each comment letter received during the 
noticed comment period, are contained herein, in Section 2 Responses to Comments of this Final 
EIR, which will be considered by City Council prior to any certification of the EIR. Therefore, as 
the Planning Commission did not certify the EIR or approve the Project, no failures to comply with 
CEQA’s procedural requirements has occurred. 

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 10.6: 
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The commenter provides an opinion and urges the Project and DEIR as proposed to be rejected.  
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 11 – Kevin Akin 

Comment letter 11 commences on the next page. 
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Letter 11 – Kevin Akin 

Commenter: Kevin Akin 

Date: May 26, 2021  

Response 11.1: 

In regard to the aesthetics of the Project, the commenter states the Project “will be clearly visible 
from the north-facing windows of my home.” CEQA distinguishes between public and private 
views by focusing on whether a project will affect the environment of persons in general, not 
whether a project will affect particular persons. Private views, such as from individual homes, 
generally are not analyzed under CEQA and potential impacts on such views would not be 
considered to be environmentally significant.   Please see Responses 5a.2, 5a.3, 9.5, 9.6, and 
9.8 above for discussion of impacts to scenic vistas. Furthermore, the Project’s aesthetics and 
potential impacts to scenic vistas are analyzed in the DEIR (Section 5.1).  Specifically, impacts 
on public views from Harvard Way, the street cited by the commenter, were included in the DEIR 
(see Figures 5.1-1a and 5.1-1b.)  As stated in the DEIR, “There are public views of the Project 
site from the residential neighborhood to the south and southeast of the Project site along public 
streets including Harvard Way and Westpoint Drive. However, these views are partially blocked 
and limited due to the existing topography and vegetation (including trees) as well as residential 
development and associated landscaping and other improvements. This is demonstrated in two 
views of the Project site from Harvard Way and Westpoint Drive, as show in Figure 5.1-1A and 
5.1-1B. Although the views from the residential neighborhoods to the south and southeast of the 
Project site include the Project site, the proposed Project would not block or substantially obstruct 
the scenic vista of the Downtown Riverside area viewed from the residential neighborhood to the 
south and southeast, as it will be set in amongst other hills surrounding the Project site.” (DEIR, 
p. 5.1-24.) 

The commenter goes on to provide an opinion regarding the Project developer, but does not 
provide any information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR.  In regard to 
the commenter’s statements about impacts to local wildlife, the commenter does not specify any 
impacts on endangered or threatened species. Additionally, please refer to Responses 5a.7, 
5a.30, 5a.32, 9.11, 9.13, 9.16, 9.17, 9.18, and 9.19 above regarding wildlife movement. 

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 
revisions to the DEIR are not warranted. 

Response 11.2: 

The commenter states the Project’s “slopes are wrong under the laws in Riverside.”  Please see 
Responses 5a.4, 9.6, and 9.7 for discussions of how the Project would not conflict with or violate 
applicable zoning or grading requirements for the Project site.  

As explained in Responses 5a.4 and 9.6 above, and as stated on DEIR p. 5.1-2, the proposed 
Project site shows evidence of extensive past grading, with aerial photography indicating the site 
was utilized for construction staging operations and grading in 2005 to 2006 for the realignment 
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of Sycamore Canyon Boulevard. This is supported by proposed Project’s Geotechnical Evaluation 
(DEIR Appendix F), which additionally states that review of previous site documentation, including 
reports from 1997 and 2007, indicate the site has been extensively graded (DEIR Appendix F, p. 
6).  

Due to the average natural slope of the project site and the presence of the blue line stream, the 
Project is required to comply with the Hillside/Arroyo Grading Ordinance, Section 17.28.020 of 
the Riverside Municipal Code. The Project is proposing a Grading Exception as allowed under 
Chapter 17.32 of the RMC in order to construct retaining walls greater than 3 feet in height in an 
area open to the public view and greater than 6 feet in height in an area not open to the public 
view. A Grading Exception is also being requested for slopes to exceed 20 feet in height where 
an existing hill in the northern part of the site will be partially recontoured. (DEIR p. 5.6-17) Thus, 
the Project will comply with the City’s Hillside Grading Ordinance, with the approval of a Grading 
Exception. The EIR thus fully addresses the grading proposed by the Project and compliance with 
City regulations put in place to, in part, “preserve prominent landforms within the community” 
(RMC § 17.04.010.), consistent with the purpose of Measure R to avoid destruction of City hills, 
ridgelines, arroyos, and watersheds. 

Additionally, as stated in Response 9.7 above, per Section 17.28.010 – General Requirements, 
under RMC Title 17 – Grading Code, “the slope of cut surfaces shall be no steeper than is safe 
for the intended use and shall be no steeper than two horizontal to one vertical (2:1)” unless a 
steeper slope has been justified by a soils engineering and/or engineering geology report. Thus, 
the proposed Project’s 2:1 slopes would be consistent with Title 17 General Requirements for 
slope and is not proposing a slope greater, steeper, or more “extreme” than what is specified in 
Title 17 for slope. 

The commenter goes on to state that the damage to the local environment would be too great 
and there is no public benefit to the Project’s location. The EIR includes extensive analysis and 
concludes that the Project would not result in any significant environmental impacts that could not 
be mitigated to a less than significant level. (DEIR, p. 6.0-3). Thus, the Project would not cause 
any significant or “great” damage to the environment.  Development of the Project at this location 
serves a number of public benefits.  Notably, the Project will comply with smart growth principles 
by providing high-density housing near the SR-60/I-215 freeway, a major regional transportation 
corridor. The Project site is approximately 4 miles drive on surface streets from the Hunter 
Park/UCR Metrolink station and about 4 ½ miles from the Riverside Metrolink station. Metrolink 
is a commuter rail system that provides service to Los Angeles, Orange County, and San Diego 
County. (DEIR, p. 6.0-1.)   

The Project site is located immediately north of the MSHCP Proposed Constrained Linkage 7, 
which connects Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park to the south to the Box Springs Reserve to 
the east (east of Interstate 215/State Route 60) and is generally constrained by urban 
development. Habitat on the Project site is heavily disturbed and there is little to no incentive for 
bobcats to occur on the upland portion of the Project site, as it is surrounded on three sides by 
development (primarily transportation land uses). Box Spring Canyon, located south of the Project 
site (south of Central Avenue), and the small portion of willow riparian plant community on 
southwest corner of the Project site, have the potential to be used by migrating or dispersing 
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wildlife, including birds and mammals. The Project will not directly impact, prevent or restrict the 
use of Box Spring Canyon or the willow riparian plant community as a corridor by wildlife. 
Development of the Project also provides 0.53 acre of conservation in the southwest corner of 
the site for the re-routed Proposed Constrained Linkage 7, maintaining existing wildlife corridors. 
(DEIR, p. 5.3-27.)_Please also refer to Responses 5a.7,and 9.16 through 9.20 regarding the 
Project’s location in relation to wildlife corridors.       

Therefore, 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 revisions to the DEIR are not warranted. 

Response 11.3: 

This comment provides the commenter’s opinion regarding the Project, but 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 revisions to the DEIR are not 
required. 
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Comment Letter 12 – Mitchell M. Tsai 

Comment letter 12 commences on the next page. 
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Letter 12 – Mitchell M. Tsai 

Commenter: Mitchell M. Tsai 

Date: May 27, 2021 

Response 12.1: 

The commenter provides a collection of various references to and abbreviated excerpts from the 
California Public Resources Code and CEQA case law. However, the commenter makes no 
specific comment on how these relate to either the Project’s DEIR or analysis contained therein. 
The commenter requests the lead agency provide notice for any and all notices related to the 
Project. The City has added the commenter to its CEQA notice transmittal list. This comment 
does not relate to the adequacy or content of the DEIR, does not provide new information or 
evidence related to the analysis in the DEIR, and does not affect the analysis completed or 
conclusions provided in the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and revisions to the Draft 
EIR are not required. 

Response 12.2: 

The commenter states the City should require the Applicant to provide additional community 
benefits such as requiring local hire and use of a skilled and trained workforce to build the Project 
which can be helpful to reduce the length of vendor trips and reduce greenhouse gas emissions 
and associated environmental impacts of the Project. 

As outlined in the DEIR, Section 5.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions (p. 5.7-34): 

 
Please also see Responses 5b.4 through 5b.17 for the discussions that address SWAPE’s claims 
that the DEIR has not adequately evaluated impacts or adequately mitigated for impacts. As the 
outlined in Responses 5b.4 through 5b.17, the DEIR has fully evaluated potential air quality, GHG 
emissions, and health risk impacts based upon appropriately applied methodologies and 
screening thresholds. Further, it is shown that all potential impacts as they relate to air quality, 
GHG emissions, and health risk impacts were correctly found to be less than significant; thus, no 
mitigation is required. 

As the Project will not result in significant impacts related to greenhouse gas emissions, there is 
no obligation pursuant to CEQA to further reduce these potential impacts. This comment does 
not relate to the adequacy or content of the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence 
related to the analysis in the DEIR, and does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions 
provided in the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and revisions to the DEIR are not 
required. 

Response 12.3: 
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The commenter stated the City should also require the Project to be built to standards exceeding 
the current 2019 California Green Building Code to mitigate the Project’s environmental impacts 
and to advance progress towards the State of California’s environmental goals. 

According to the 2019 California Green Building Standards Code California Code of Regulations, 
Title 24, Part 11 under the Preface section on pp iii, “A city, county, or city and county may 
establish more restrictive building standards reasonably necessary because of local climatic, 
geological or topographical conditions.” The DEIR building standards are consistent with the 2019 
CalGreen building code. The analysis contained in the DEIR conclude the Project will not result 
in significant and unavoidable impacts. (p. 6.0-3.)  As the Project does not result in significant 
impacts related to air quality, energy, greenhouse gas emissions, there is no obligation pursuant 
to CEQA, to further reduce the Project’s potential impacts and there are no further environmental 
impacts that need to be mitigated that are not already addressed as part of 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 
revisions to the DEIR are not required. 

Response 12.4: 

The commenter asserts that the City’s approach of Planning Commission considering the Project 
and the EIR prepared for the Project to be in violation of CEQA.  

As outlined in Response 10.5 above, per the CEQA Guidelines §15089 Preparation of Final EIR, 

“(a) The Lead Agency shall prepare a final EIR before approving the project.” 

The Planning Commission on May 27, 2021 considered the project but did not approve the project. 
In many instances, proposed projects are considered by an advisory body before they are 
considered by the decision-making body.  For example, many land use approvals must be 
recommended to the City Council by a Planning Commission acting as an advisory body. (See 
Govt Code § 65354, 65356.)  That is exactly what is required here, as the Project is requesting 
legislative actions such as a General Plan Amendment and Rezone. (Riverside Municipal Code, 
§ 19.800.040.)  In cases such as this, the advisory body is required to review the EIR, but CEQA 
expressly permits that the EIR can be reviewed in either draft or final form. (State CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15025(c).)  The Planning Commission’s review of the EIR and recommendation of 
approval is thus proper under CEQA. 

As required by CEQA, written detailed responses to each comment letter received during the 
noticed comment period, are contained herein, in Section 2 Responses to Comments of this Final 
EIR, which will be considered by City Council prior to any certification of the EIR. Therefore, as 
the Planning Commission did not certify the EIR or approve the Project, no failures to comply with 
CEQA’s procedural requirements has occurred. 

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 12.5: 

The commenter asserts that for the reasons outlined in the letter (comments 12.1 through 12.4) 
the DEIR should be revised and recirculated for additional public comment. 

The Final EIR will be publicly available prior to consideration by the City Council. For all the 
reasons set forth above in Responses to Comments 12.1 through 12.4, no new information of 
substantial importance has been added to the EIR, and no new significant environmental impacts 
or substantial increases in existing significance impacts exist. Accordingly, recirculation of the 
DEIR is not required. (State CEQA Guidelines 15088.5) 

Therefore, 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. 

 

2.5 References 
The following references were used in the preparation of this section of the FEIR:  

Cal/OSHA Cal/OSHA website https://www.dir.ca.gov/dosh/coronavirus/ 

Water 
Boards 

California State Water Resources Control Board (Water Boards), 2009-0009-
DWQ Construction General Permit, July 2010. 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/constper
mits.html 

CBIA vs. 
BAAQMD 
California 
Supreme 
Court case 

California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District. December 2015. Available at: https://caselaw.findlaw.com/ca-
supreme-court/1721100.html 

DOSH California Department of Industrial Relations, Division of Occupational Safety 
and Health (DOSH) website https://www.dir.ca.gov/occupational_safety.html 

MSHCP Dudek & Associates, Inc., Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat 
Conservation Plan, June 2003. https://www.wrc-rca.org/document-library/ 

OPR 
Technical 
Advisory 

California Office of Planning and Research, Technical Advisory on Evaluating 
Transportation Impacts in CEQA, December 2018. 
https://opr.ca.gov/ceqa/technical-advisories.html 

SCAG RTP 
2016 

Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), 2016-2040 RTP 
SCS, Demographics & Growth Forecast Appendix, Table 11 Jurisdictional 
Forecast 2040. April 2016. Appendix N. 

https://www.dir.ca.gov/dosh/coronavirus/
https://caselaw.findlaw.com/ca-supreme-court/1721100.html
https://caselaw.findlaw.com/ca-supreme-court/1721100.html
https://www.dir.ca.gov/occupational_safety.html
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SCAG 
Connect 
SoCal 2020 

Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), 2020 RTP, 
Demographics & Growth Forecast Technical Report, Table 11 Jurisdictional 
Forecast 2040. September 2020. Appendix N. 

Urban 
Crossroads 
2021 

Urban Crossroads. Construction Health Risk Assessment (HRA) and Output 
Files. June 2021. Appendix M. 

WLC TIA 
City of Moreno Valley, World Logistics Center Traffic Impact Assessment 
(WLC TIA), available at http://www.moval.org/cdd/documents/about-
projects.html 
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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 
Section 1.0, Executive Summary, pp. 1.0-8 – 1.0-39 changes as follows:  

MM AES-1: (2nd bullet) 

• Project lighting shall not exceed an intensity of one foot-candle Lighting levels shall 
comply with Chapter 19.556 of the Riverside Municipal Code. 

MM BIO-1: Pursuant to the MBTA and Fish and Game Code, removal of any trees, shrubs, or 
any other potential nesting habitat should be conducted outside the avian nesting season. The 
nesting season generally extends from February 1 through August 31, beginning as early as 
January 1 for raptor species, but can vary slightly from year to year based upon seasonal weather 
conditions. If ground disturbance and vegetation removal cannot occur outside of the nesting 
season (September 1 through FebruaryJanuary 31, a pre-construction clearance survey for 
nesting birds shall be conducted within three (3) days of the start of any ground disturbing 
activities to ensure that no nesting birds will be disturbed during construction. 

If the biologist finds an active nest on the Project site and determines that the nest may be 
impacted, the biologist shall delineate an appropriate buffer zone around the nest. The size of the 
buffer shall be determined by the biologist and shall be based on the nesting species, its sensitivity 
to disturbance, expected types of disturbance, and location in relation to the construction 
activities. These buffers are typically 300 feet from the nests of non-listed species and 500 feet 
from the nests of raptors and listed species. Any active nests observed during the survey shall be 
mapped on an aerial photograph. Only construction activities (if any) that have been approved by 
a Biological Monitor shall take place within the buffer zone until the nest is vacated. The biologist 
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shall serve as a Construction Monitor when construction activities take place near active nest 
areas to ensure that no inadvertent impacts on these nests occur. Results of the pre-construction 
survey and any subsequent monitoring shall be provided to the Property Owner/Developer and 
the City. The monitoring report shall summarize the results of the nest monitoring, describe 
construction restrictions currently in place, and confirm that construction activities can proceed 
within the buffer area without jeopardizing the survival of the young birds. 

 

MM BIO-8: (2nd and 5th bullet) 

• Pave, periodically water, or apply acceptable non-toxic chemical stabilizer as identified in 
the SWPPP to construction access/egress points. 

• Cover all stockpiles that would not be utilized within three days with plastic or equivalent 
material, to be determined by the on-site construction superintendent, or spray them with 
an acceptable non-toxic chemical stabilizer as identified in the SWPPP. 

MM BIO-10: (2nd bullet) 

• All fiber rolls roles1, straw wattles waddles, and/or hay bales utilized within and adjacent 
to the Project site shall be free of non-native plant materials. 

 

Land Use and Planning 

Threshold B: Would 
the Project cause a 
significant 
environmental impact 
due to a conflict with any 
land use plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for 
the purpose of avoiding 
or mitigating an 
environmental effect? 

Significant without 
mitigation 

Less than significant 

MM LAND USE-1: In 
order to alleviate an 
LOS deficiency and 
associated conflict with 
GP policies, the 
Sycamore Canyon 
Boulevard and Central 
Avenue intersection 
traffic signal shall be 
modified to implement 
overlap phasing on the 
northbound (NB) right 
turn lane. The Project 
will not be conditioned 
to pay fair share for 
these improvements as 
the adjacent Sycamore 
Commercial 
Development will 
construct them. 

MM LAND USE-2: In 
order to alleviate an 
LOS deficiency and 
associated conflict with 
GP policies, the 

Less than significant 
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Sycamore Canyon 
Boulevard and Central 
Avenue intersection 
traffic signal shall be 
modified to add a 2nd NB 
right turn lane and to 
implement overlap 
phasing on the 
eastbound (EB) right 
turn lane. The Project 
shall contribute its fair 
share of 8.6% of the 
cost to the County of 
Riverside. 

MM LAND USE-3: In 
order to alleviate an 
LOS deficiency and 
associated conflict with 
GP policies, Watkins 
Drive & SR-60/I-215 
Westbound (WB) on-
ramp shall be improved 
with installation of a 
traffic signal, addition of 
a 2nd NB left turn lane, 
and addition of a 2nd 
Southbound (SB) 
through lane. The 
Project shall contribute 
its fair share of 4.2% of 
the cost to the County of 
Riverside and Caltrans. 

MM FIRE-2: Fuel treatment in the Project shall require meeting the minimum City fuel treatments 
of 50-feet of Irrigated Zone 1 (described in Section 5.13.3 Project Design Considerations), which 
includes all manufactured slopes located within the Project. Irrigated Zone 1 additionally includes 
30 feet of fuel treatment on either side of each roadway. Thinning Zone 2 fuel treatment (described 
in Section 5.13.3 Project Design Considerations) shall be required between 50 and 100 feet of 
any structure. The establishment of the Project fuel treatment Zones 1 and 2 shall be inspected 
reviewed and must be approved by the Riverside Fire Department prior to the issuance of building 
permits. 
Section 3.2.1 Project Description, p. 3.0-4 changes as follows:  

Per City records, theThe Project site has an average natural slope (ANS) of 14.8 25.9 percent. 

Section 4.2 Project Site Setting, p. 4.0-1 changes as follows:  

Per City records, theThe Project site has an average natural slope (ANS) of 14.8 25.9 percent. 

Section 5.1 Aesthetics, pp. 5.1-23 and 5.1-24 changes as follows:  

Per City records, theThe Project site has an average natural slope (ANS) of 14.8 25.9 percent. 
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Section 5.1 Aesthetics, p. 5.1-28 changes as follows:  
MM AES-1: (2nd bullet) 

• Project lighting shall not exceed an intensity of one foot-candle Lighting levels shall 
comply with Chapter 19.556 of the Riverside Municipal Code. 

 

Section 5.3 Biological Resources, pp. 5.3-37 – 5.3-39 changes as follows:  
MM BIO-8: (2nd and 5th bullet) 

• Pave, periodically water, or apply acceptable non-toxic chemical stabilizer as identified in 
the SWPPP to construction access/egress points. 

• Cover all stockpiles that would not be utilized within three days with plastic or equivalent 
material, to be determined by the on-site construction superintendent, or spray them with 
an acceptable non-toxic chemical stabilizer as identified in the SWPPP. 

MM BIO-10: (2nd bullet) 

• All fiber rolls roles1, straw wattles waddles, and/or hay bales utilized within and adjacent 
to the Project site shall be free of non-native plant materials. 

 

Section 5.6 Geology and Soils, p. 5.16-17 is changes as follows: 

The project is proposing a Grading Exception as allowed under Chapter 17.32 of the RMC in 
order to construct retaining walls greater than 3 feet in height in an area open to the public view 
and greater than 6 feet in an area not open to the public view. 
 
Section 5.8 Land Use, p. 5.8-14 is changed as follows: 

As outlined in the Transportation section, Section 5.10.5, based on the City’s deficiency criteria, 
the following intersection was found to be deficient: 

• Sycamore Canyon Boulevard & Central Avenue (#3) – The addition of Project traffic 
increases the pre-project delay by  more than 2.0 seconds during the AM peak hour 
resulting in a cumulative deficiency. 

Intersection improvements are required to alleviate this Project-related deficiency at the 
intersection of Sycamore Canyon Boulevard & Central Avenue (#3) in order to achieve 
consistency with GP 2025 goals and policies for transportation within the Circulation and 
Community Mobility Element. Where the Project will result in LOS deficiencies at intersections or 
roadway segments, below the standards set forth in the General Plan Circulation Element, the 
Project would conflict with General Plan policies addressing the circulation system and would be 
considered significant. Implementation of mitigation measure MM Condition of Approval (COA) 
LAND USE-1 through MM COA LAND USE-3 is required to ensure the Project is consistent with 
GP 2025 Circulation and Community Mobility Element goals and policies. Mitigation measure MM 
COA LAND USE-1 through MM COA LAND USE-3 are detailed in Section 5.8.5 below. Potential 
impacts from conflict with GP 2025 Circulation and Community Mobility Element policies is 
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reduced to less than significant with implementation of mitigation measure MM COA LAND 
USE-1 through MM COA LAND USE-3. 
Section 5.8 Land Use, p. 5.8-26 is changed as follows: 

With implementation of mitigation measure MM COA LAND USE-1 through MM COA LAND 
USE-3, the Project will not conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect and potential impacts are less than 
significant. 
5.8.6 Proposed Mitigation Measures 
An EIR is required to describe feasible mitigation measures which could minimize significant 
adverse impacts (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4). The following conditions of approval 
mitigation measures are based on the improvements needed under Opening Year Cumulative 
(2022) and Horizon Year (2040) traffic conditions, mitigation measures MM COA LAND USE-1 
through MM COA LAND USE-3, to meet LOS standards set forth in the General Plan Circulation 
Element and not conflict with the General Plan. While the Traffic Analysis examined LOS within 
the Project vicinity, a deficiency in LOS is no longer considered a significant traffic related impact 
pursuant to updated CEQA guidelines. Instead, the assessment of LOS is intended to identify key 
access, circulation and operational issues within the Project area, and to confirm consistency with, 
and reduce potential impacts associated with conflict with, the City’s land use/General Plan 
consistency analysis. Horizon Year (2040( traffic conditions are analyzed in Section 5.10.7. The 
improvements needed to address Opening Year Cumulative deficiencies are typically a sub-set 
of those improvements recommended under Horizon Year (2040) traffic conditions. 
MM COA LAND USE-1: In order to alleviate an LOS deficiency and associated conflict with GP 
policies, the Sycamore Canyon Boulevard and Central Avenue intersection traffic signal shall be 
modified to implement overlap phasing on the northbound (NB) right turn lane. The Project will 
not be conditioned to pay fair share for these improvements as the adjacent Sycamore 
Commercial Development will construct them. 
MM COA LAND USE-2: In order to alleviate an LOS deficiency and associated conflict with GP 
policies, the Sycamore Canyon Boulevard and Central Avenue intersection traffic signal shall be 
modified to add a 2nd NB right turn lane and to implement overlap phasing on the eastbound (EB) 
right turn lane. The Project shall contribute its fair share of 8.6% of the cost to the County of 
Riverside. 
MM COA LAND USE-3: In order to alleviate an LOS deficiency and associated conflict with GP 
policies, Watkins Drive & SR-60/I-215 Westbound (WB) on-ramp shall be improved with 
installation of a traffic signal, addition of a 2nd NB left turn lane, and addition of a 2nd Southbound 
(SB) through lane. The Project shall contribute its fair share of 4.2% of the cost to the County of 
Riverside and Caltrans. 
Section 5.8 Land Use p. 5.10-27 is changed as follows: 

While the Traffic Analysis examined LOS within the Project vicinity, a deficiency in LOS is no 
longer considered a significant traffic related impact pursuant to updated CEQA guidelines. 
Instead, the assessment of LOS is intended to identify key access, circulation and operational 
issues within the Project area, and to confirm consistency with, and reduce potential impacts 
associated with conflict with, the City’s land use/General Plan consistency analysis. The Project 
will contribute to the following intersection that is anticipated to operate at a deficient LOS during 
peak hours for Opening Year Cumulative (2022) without the Project: 
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• Sycamore Canyon Boulevard & Central Avenue (#3) – LOS E AM peak hour only 

With implementation of mitigation measure MM COA LAND USE-1, the intersection would 
operate at acceptable LOS standard as set forth in the General Plan Circulation Element. The 
effectiveness of the proposed recommended intersection improvements from MM COA LAND 
USE-1 to meet LOS standards is presented in Table 5.10-15 below for Opening Year Cumulative 
(2022) traffic conditions.  
With the implementation of the intersection recommendations in MM COA LAND USE-1, there 
are no Project‐related deficiencies anticipated to the study area intersections. MM COA LAND 
USE-1 is required to ensure the Project is consistent with GP 2025 Circulation and Community 
Mobility Element goals and policies. The Project would not conflict with General Plan policies 
addressing the circulation system and potential impacts would be less than significant without 
mitigation. Section 5.11 Tribal Cultural Resources, p. 5.11-2 is changed as follows: 

Senate Bill 18 Consultation Process 

Pursuant to SB 18 consultation, the City sent letters to the nineteen (19) tribes identified by the 
NAHC whose ancestral territory includes the area of project site. The Soboba Band of Mission 
Indians and the Morongo Band of Mission Indians responded to the City’s SB 18 letter. Of the 
two tribes, Oonly the Soboba Band of Mission Indians requested government-to-government 
consultation under SB 18. See Table 5.11-1 – SB 18 Response Log, below. 

Section 5.11 Tribal Cultural Resources, p. 5.11-3 is changed as follows: 

Table 5.11-1 – SB 18 Response Log 
Native American Tribe 

(Individual Responding) Comment 

Morongo Band of Mission 
Indians 

• In a letter dated January 30, 2020, the Tribe indicated the 
proposed Project area is located within the Tribe’s aboriginal 
territory. 

• The Tribe did not request further consultation pursuant to SB 18. 

Soboba Band of Mission 
Indians 

• In a letter dated April 8, 2020, the Tribe indicated its office would 
like to initiate government-to-government consultation. 

• The City consulted with the Tribe on April 20, 2020 
• The Tribe requested a Tribal Cultural Landscape study (TCL) be 

completed for the Project. However, the City determined that it 
would not require a TCL study because of the currently disturbed 
nature of the site, the history of disturbances to the site from prior 
construction activities and grading, and the lack of tribal cultural 
resources on site. 

• Consultation with the Tribe concluded July 30, 2020. 

Section 5.13 Wildfire, p. 5.13-25 is changed as follows: 

MM FIRE-2: Fuel treatment in the Project shall require meeting the minimum City fuel treatments 
of 50-feet of Irrigated Zone 1 (described in Section 5.13.3 Project Design Considerations), which 
includes all manufactured slopes located within the Project. Irrigated Zone 1 additionally includes 
30 feet of fuel treatment on either side of each roadway. Thinning Zone 2 fuel treatment (described 
in Section 5.13.3 Project Design Considerations) shall be required between 50 and 100 feet of 
any structure. The establishment of the Project fuel treatment Zones 1 and 2 shall be inspected 
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reviewed and must be approved by the Riverside Fire Department prior to the issuance of building 
permits. 
Section 6.1 Consistency with Regional Plans, p. 6.0-3 is changed as follows: 

Section 5.10 Transportation includes a discussion of whether the Project would conflict with an 
applicable program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system. With 
implementation of improvements identified in the Traffic Analysis (Appendix I) to address 
deficiencies to study area intersections (MMCOA LU-1), and improvements for pedestrians and 
public transit (MM TRANS-1 through MM TRANS-3), the Project would not conflict with applicable 
programs, plans, ordinances, or policies addressing the local circulation system. Therefore, the 
Project will not conflict with the Connect SoCal – 2020-2045 RTP/SCS. 

Section 6.4 Growth-Inducing Impacts, p. 6.0-6 is changed as follows: 

Economic Growth: The proposed Project would generate temporary employment opportunities 
during construction. Because workers would be expected to come from the existing regional work 
force, construction of the proposed Project would not be growth-inducing from a temporary 
employment standpoint. 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. However, the proposed Project would not provide a substantial 
number of long-term jobs and workers would be expected to come from the existing regional work 
force. The proposed Project would not be expected to induce substantial economic expansion in 
the proposed Project vicinity to the extent that direct physical environmental effects would result. 
Moreover, the environmental effects associated with any future development in or around 
Riverside would be addressed as part of the CEQA environmental review for each of these 
development projects. 

Section 8.0 Alternatives, pp. 8.0-18 to 8.0-21 is changed as follows: 

Table 8.0-1 – Comparison of Alternatives Matrix, indicates whether each alternative’s 
environmental impact is reduced, increased, or similar compared to that of the proposed Project 
for each of the issue areas studied. Based on the alternative’s analysis provided above, 
Alternative 1: No Project/Development Alternative, would be the environmentally superior 
alternative. The No Project/Development Alternative would either avoid or lessen the severity of 
all significant impacts of the proposed project, as nothing would be constructed. However, the No 
Project/Development Alternative would not fulfill the objectives of the proposed Project.  
When the “No Project/Development” alternative is determined to be environmentally superior, 
State CEQA Guidelines also requires identification of the environmentally superior alternative 
among the development options. Of the other alternatives evaluated in this EIR, Alternative 2: 
Commercial Development, is determined to not be the environmentally superior alternative, as 
this Alternative would result in an increase in impacts for more environmental issues (aesthetics, 
air quality, energy, greenhouse gas emissions, operational noise, traffic,  utilities, wildfire) than it 
would reduce impacts (land use/planning, VMT), compared to the proposed Project. however; iIt 
is also not consistent with the proposed Project’s Objectives and Goals. As outlined above in 8.1.2 
the Project applicant previously considered development of the site as commercial and had a 
conceptual site plan prepared, refer to Figure 8.0-1 - Alternative 2 Commercial Development 
Conceptual Site Plan. The applicant tried to solicit tenants for the commercial development and 
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were not able to do so. As there was no demand identified for commercial development at this 
site, that type of development was determined to be not economically viable. Therefore, a 
commercial development was eliminated as a feasible alternative.  
8.4 Comparison of Alternatives  
Table 8.0-1 – Comparison of Alternatives Matrix, below, compares the potential environmental 
impacts of each alternative to the proposed Project.  

Table 8.0-1 – Comparison of Alternatives Matrix  

Environmental Issue  

Proposed 
Project 

Alternative 1 

No Project/No 
Development 

Alternative 2 

Commercial 
Development 

Alternative 3 

Mixed Use 
Development 

Aesthetics  LTSM Reduced Increased Increased 

Air Quality  LTS Reduced Increased Increased 

Biological Resources  LTSM Reduced Similar Similar 

Cultural Resources  LTSM Reduced Similar Similar 

Energy  LTS Reduced Increased Increased 

Geology and Soils  LTSM Reduced Similar Similar 

Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions (GHG)  

LTS Reduced Increased Similar 

Land Use and Planning  LTSM Reduced Reduced Increased 

Noise  LTSM Reduced Similar/ 

Increased 

Similar/ Increased 

Transportation  LTSM Reduced Increased/ 
Reduced 

Increased /Reduced 

Tribal Cultural 
Resources  

LTSM Reduced Similar Similar 

Utilities  LTS Reduced Increased Increased 

Wildfire  LTSM Similar Reduced 

Increased 

Similar 
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Environmental Issue 

Proposed 
Project 

Alternative 1 

No Project/No 
Development 

Alternative 2 

Commercial 
Development 

Alternative 3 

Mixed Use 
Development 

Meets Project 
Objectives?  

  Alternative does 
not meet any of 

the Project 
objectives 

Alternative 2 does 
not meet all of the 
Project objectives 

Alternative 2 does not 
meet all of the Project 

objectives 

LTS = Less than Significant Impact  

LTSM = Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation  

SU = Significant and Unavoidable  

  

Project Objectives Alternative 1 

No Project/ No 
Development 

Alternative 2 

Commercial 
Development 

Alternative 3 

Mixed Use 
Development 

Achieve the Project Objectives? 

Provide a high-quality residential development in 
close proximity to the University of California, 
Riverside, Downtown Riverside and high-quality 
transit corridors. 

No No Yes - Partially 

Increase the type and amount of housing 
available consistent with the goals of the City’s 
Housing Element. 

No No Yes - Partially 

Provide new residential development to assist the 
City of Riverside in meeting its Regional Housing 
Needs Assessment (RHNA) allocation of 18,419 
new housing units for the 2021-2029 Housing 
Element Cycle and the State’s current housing 
crisis 

No No Yes - Partially 

Use land resources more efficiently by providing a 
well-planned, infill development on a currently 
vacant and largely disturbed site. 

No Yes Yes 

Implement green building practices and other 
sustainable development methods throughout the 
project, consistent with the City’s Climate Action 
Plan. 

No Yes Yes 

Preserve the existing natural bed and bank of the 
drainage course and associated sensitive 

Yes Yes Yes 
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Project Objectives Alternative 1 

No Project/ No 
Development 

Alternative 2 

Commercial 
Development 

Alternative 3 

Mixed Use 
Development 

Achieve the Project Objectives? 

vegetation outside of the development footprint to 
maintain its hydrologic and biological function for 
water flow conveyance and wildlife movement. 

Incorporate design and landscaping elements that 
complement and are responsive to the Canyon 
Crest community and edge conditions that buffer 
the project’s effect on the nearby natural 
environments, including the City of Riverside’s 
Quail Run Open Space Park and the Sycamore 
Canyon Wilderness Park. 

No Yes Yes 

 

3.2 Appendix Revisions to the Draft EIR 
Appendix L – Planning Commission Memo & City Council Memo Annexation 118 
Appendix M – Construction Health Risk Assessment (HRA) Output Files 
Appendix N – SCAG RTP 2016 & 2020 Connect SoCal Data 
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