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Introduction 
The May 2014 Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Moreno Valley Groundwater Development Program (State 
Clearinghouse No. 2014051001) was approved by the Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD) Board of Directors on July 2, 
2014. Then, on July 3, 2014, EMWD filed a Notice of Determination with the State Clearinghouse and the County of Riverside. 

At that time, EMWD was considering the site plan as shown on Figure 1 (Figure 1.1-1 in Initial Study). 

 

Figure 1 Location of Wells, Treatment Facility and Pump Station 

The following Program description was included in Section 2 of the May 2014 IS&MND. 

Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD) is in the final planning stages of its Moreno Valley Groundwater Development Program 
(Program). The purpose of the Program is to develop approximately 2,000 acre-feet per annum of groundwater resources in the 
Moreno Valley area, generally located south of Ironwood Avenue, west of Davis Street, north of Hemlock Avenue and east of 
Heacock Street. 

The first step of the Program would be drilling and testing a well at an EMWD recently acquired parcel at 12246 Heacock Street in 
Moreno Valley, Riverside County (APN: 481-020-018). In order to fully implement the Program, it would also be necessary to 
construct treatment facilities, equip a potable water well, and construct a pump station and related infrastructure on this parcel.  

A second well is also planned to be drilled approximately 400 feet due east of EMWD’s former Well 44. This well would replace 
Well 44 (shown previously on Figure 1.1-1). As part of the replacement project, Wells 43 and 44 would be abandoned in accordance 
with State and County regulations.  
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In the future, it would also be necessary to construct pipelines to convey treated water to the existing potable water system. Treated 
water would either be conveyed to the 1764 Pressure Zone (PZ) and boosted to the 1860 PZ or conveyed to the 1860 PZ and 
boosted to the 1967 PZ. Various pipeline corridors for both options were considered. Limitations include the availability of large 
diameter transmission pipelines (>12”) and a desire to avoid streets with heavy traffic. If boosting water to the 1967 PZ is selected, 
either Ironwood Avenue or Perris Boulevard would be impacted as no other suitable route to the 1967 PZ was found north of 
Ironwood Avenue. 

Other streets which could be affected include:  Hemlock Avenue, Sunnymead Boulevard, Graham Street, Heacock Street, Davis 
Street, and Indian Street. 

Proposed Project Changes 
During final design, EMWD made several changes to the site plan as shown on Figure 2. 

 
Figure 2 2019 Site Layout 

As shown on Figure 2, the major change including moving the treatment and pumping facilities from the southwest corner of the 
property to the northeast corner of the property. That move would also require a change in the alignment of the pipeline along the 
northern property line.   
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Basis for Preparation of an Addendum 
According to §15164(b) of the 2019 State CEQA Guidelines, the Lead Agency may prepare an addendum to a previously adopted 
negative declaration if only minor technical changes or additions are necessary or none of the conditions described in §15162 
calling for a subsequent EIR or negative declaration have occurred. 

§15162 of the 2019 State CEQA Guidelines states: 

a) When an EIR has been certified or a negative declaration adopted for a project, no subsequent EIR shall be prepared for 
that project unless the lead agency determines, on the basis of substantial evidence in light of the whole record, one or 
more of the following: 
 

1) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the previous EIR or negative 
declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of 
previously identified significant effects; 

 
2) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is undertaken which will require 

major revisions of the previous EIR or Negative Declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental 
effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; or 

 
3) New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been known with the exercise 

of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified as complete or the Negative Declaration was 
adopted, shows any of the following: 

 
A. The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR or negative declaration; 

 
B. Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the previous EIR; 

 
C. Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact be feasible, and would 

substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project, but the project proponents decline to adopt the 
mitigation measure or alternative; or 

 
D. Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those analyzed in the previous EIR 

would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment, but the project proponent declines 
to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative. 

 
b) If changes to a project or its circumstances occur or new information becomes available after adoption of a negative 

declaration, the lead agency shall prepare a subsequent EIR if required under subdivision a). Otherwise the lead agency 
shall determine whether to prepare a subsequent negative declaration, an addendum, or no further documentation. 
 

c) Once a project has been approved, the lead agency’s role in project approval is completed, unless further discretionary 
approval on that project is required. Information appearing after an approval does not require reopening of that approval. 
If after the project is approved, any of the conditions described in subdivision a) occurs, a subsequent EIR or negative 
declaration shall only be prepared by the public agency which grants the next discretionary approval for the project, if any. 
In this situation no other responsible agency shall grant an approval for the project until the subsequent EIR has been 
certified or subsequent negative declaration adopted. 



Addendum to the May 2014 Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
Moreno Valley Groundwater Development Program 

(State Clearinghouse No. 2014051001) 

 

Eastern Municipal Water District  K.S. Dunbar & Associates, Inc. 
August 2019 4 Environmental Engineering 

EMWD has reviewed the proposed project changes in light of the requirements defined under the State CEQA Guidelines. In 
addition, EMWD has assessed the proposed project changes in the following Initial Study using a Supplemental Environmental 
Checklist form.  
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Initial Study 

Supplemental Environmental Checklist Form 

FOR USE WHEN EMWD IS REVIEWING SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS 
PURUSANT TO A PREVIOUSLY APPROVED OR ADOPTED ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT 

1. Project Title: Moreno Valley Groundwater Development Program. 
 

2. Lead Agency Name and Address: 

Eastern Municipal Water District 
Post Office Box 8300 
Perris, California 92572-8300 
 

3. Contact Person and Phone Number: 
 

Alfred “Al” Javier 
Director of Environmental and Regulatory Compliance 
(951) 928-3777 ext. 6327 
 

4. Project Location: 
 

Within the City of Moreno Valley, Riverside County, California 
Section 6, Township 3 South, Range 3 West, San Bernardino Base & Meridian 
33º56’35” N, -117º14’34” W 
APN: 481-020-018. 

 
5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address: 

 
Eastern Municipal Water District 
Post Office Box 8300 
Perris, California 92572-8300 
 

6. General Plan Designation: CC, Commercial. 
 

7. Zoning: CC, Commercial. 
 

8. Incorporation by Reference: Consistent with §15150 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the following documents were used in the 
preparation of this proposed Addendum and incorporated by reference: 

 
 K.S. Dunbar & Associates, Inc., 2014. Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration, Moreno Valley Groundwater 

Development Program prepared for Eastern Municipal Water District. May. 
 

9. Previous Environmental Document: (Please describe the previously adopted ND or MND or the previously certified EIR 
including the date the document was adopted or certified, the date the project was approved by EMWD, the date the NOD 
was filed with the County of Riverside, and a summary of potentially significant effects identified in the CEQA document.) 
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The May 2014 Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration evaluated the environmental effects of the proposed Moreno 
Valley Groundwater Development Program. That document was approved by EMWD’s Board of Directors on July 2, 2014. 
Also, on July 2, 2014, EMWD filed a Notice of Determination with the County of Riverside and the State Clearinghouse. All 
potential impacts identified in the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration can be mitigated to a less than significant 
level by implementation of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program that was also adopted by EMWD’s Board of 
Directors on July 2, 2014.   
 

10. Description of the Project: (Describe the previously approved Project and the authorized entitlements/discretionary actions. 
Describe whether the subsequent discretionary action now proposed was considered in the previously approved CEQA 
document and describe any differences between the proposed action and the approved project.) 
 
The Project Description included in the May 2014 IS&MND follows: 

2.1 Introduction 

Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD) is in the final planning stages of its Moreno Valley Groundwater Development 
Program (Program). The purpose of the Program is to develop approximately 2,000 acre-feet per annum of groundwater 
resources in the Moreno Valley area, generally located south of Ironwood Avenue, west of Davis Street, north of Hemlock 
Avenue and east of Heacock Street. 

2.2 Program Description 

The first step of the Program would be drilling and testing a well at an EMWD recently acquired parcel at 12246 Heacock 
Street in Moreno Valley, Riverside County (APN: 481-020-018). In order to fully implement the Program, it would also be 
necessary to construct treatment facilities, equip a potable water well, and construct a pump station and related 
infrastructure on this parcel.  

A second well is also planned to be drilled approximately 400 feet due east of EMWD’s former Well 44. This well would 
replace Well 44 (shown previously on Figure 1.1-1). As part of the replacement project, Wells 43 and 44 would be 
abandoned in accordance with State and County regulations.  

In the future, it would also be necessary to construct pipelines to convey treated water to the existing potable water system. 
Treated water would either be conveyed to the 1764 Pressure Zone (PZ) and boosted to the 1860 PZ or conveyed to the 
1860 PZ and boosted to the 1967 PZ. Various pipeline corridors for both options were considered. Limitations include the 
availability of large diameter transmission pipelines (>12”) and a desire to avoid streets with heavy traffic. If boosting water 
to the 1967 PZ is selected, either Ironwood Avenue or Perris Boulevard would be impacted as no other suitable route to 
the 1967 PZ was found north of Ironwood Avenue. 

Other streets which could be affected include:  Hemlock Avenue, Sunnymead Boulevard, Graham Street, Heacock Street, 
Davis Street, and Indian Street. 

As stated in the Introduction, EMWD has now finalized the site plan for this Project. As shown previously on Figure 2, the 
location of the proposed treatment and pumping facilities have been moved from the southwest corner of the property to the 
northeast corner of the property. The alignment of the pipeline along the northern property boundary has also changed 
somewhat to accommodate the new location of the treatment and pumping facilities. 

EMWD’s Board of Directors adopted the Mitigated Negative Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Project and 
approved the Project on July 2, 2014. Notices of Determination were also filed with the State Clearinghouse and Riverside 
County Clerk on July 3, 2016. 



Addendum to the May 2014 Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
Moreno Valley Groundwater Development Program 

(State Clearinghouse No. 2014051001) 

 

Eastern Municipal Water District  K.S. Dunbar & Associates, Inc. 
August 2019 7 Environmental Engineering 

11. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: (Briefly describe the project’s surroundings.) 
 
The proposed Project site is surrounded by a mix of commercial and residential properties. 
 

12. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or participation agreement): 

State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Drinking Water 
Water Supply Permit 

 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region 

General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities. 
 
City of Moreno Valley 

Encroachment Permit 
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New Significant Environmental Effects or 
Substantially More Severe Significant Environmental 
Effects Compared to those Identified in the Previous 

CEQA Documents 

The subject areas checked below were determined to be new significant environmental effects or to be previously identified effects 
that have a substantial increase in severity either due to a change in the project, change in circumstances or new information of 
substantial importance, as indicated by the checklist and discussion on the following pages: 

☐ Aesthetics ☐ Agriculture and Forestry Resources ☐ Air Quality  
☐ Biological Resources ☐ Cultural Resources ☐ Energy 
☐ Geology/Soils ☐ Greenhouse Gas Emissions ☐ Hazards & Hazardous Materials 
☐ Hydrology/Water Quality ☐ Land Use/Planning ☐ Mineral Resources 
☐ Noise ☐ Population and Housing ☐ Public Services 
☐ Recreation ☐ Transportation ☐ Tribal Cultural Resources 
☐ Utilities/Service Systems ☐ Wildfire ☐ Mandatory Findings of Significance 

The Addendum finds that no new significant environmental effects or an substantial increase in the severity of significant 
environmental impacts would occur due to the proposed project changes.  
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Determination 
(To be completed by the Lead Agency): 

On the basis on this initial evaluation: 

☐ 

I find that no substantial changes are proposed in the project and there are no substantial changes in the circumstances under which the 
project will be undertaken that will require major revisions to the previous approved ND or MND or certified EIR due to the involvement of 
new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects. Also, there is no “new 
information of substantial importance” as that is used in the State CEQA Guidelines §15162(a)(3). Therefore, the previously adopted ND or 
MND or previously certified EIR adequately addresses the potential impacts of the project without modification. 

◙ 

I find that no significant changes are proposed in the project and there are no substantial changes in the circumstances under which the 
project will be undertaken that will require major revisions to the previous approved ND or MND or certified EIR due to the involvement of 
new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects. Also, there is no “new 
information of substantial importance” as that term is used in the State CEQA Guidelines §15162(a)(3). Therefore, the previously adopted 
ND or MND or certified EIR adequately discusses the potential impacts of the project; however, minor changes require the preparation of an 
ADDENDUM. 

☐ 

I find that substantial changes are proposed in the project or there are substantial changes in the circumstances under which the project will 
be undertaken that will require major revisions to the previous approved ND or MND or certified EIR due to the involvement of significant 
new environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects. Or, there is “new information of 
substantial importance”, as that term is used in the State CEQA Guidelines §15162(2)(3). However, all new potentially significant 
environmental effects or substantial increases in the severity of previously identified significant effects are clearly reduced to below a level of 
significance through the incorporation of mitigation measures agreed to by the project applicant. Therefore, a SUBSEQUENT MND is 
required. 

☐ 

I find that substantial changes are proposed in the project or there are substantial changes in the circumstances under which the project will 
be undertaken that will require major revisions to the previous environmental document due to the involvement of significant new 
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects. Or, there is “new information of 
substantial importance”, as that term is used in the State CEQA Guidelines §15162(a)(3). However, only minor changes or additions or 
changes would be necessary to make the previously certified EIR adequate for the project in the changed situation. Therefore, a 
SUPPLEMENTAL EIR is required. 

☐ 
I find that substantial changes are proposed in the project or there are substantial changes in the circumstances under which the project will 
be undertaken that will require major revisions to the previous environmental document due to the involvement of significant new 
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects. Or, there is “new information of 
substantial importance”, as that term is used in the State CEQA Guidelines §15162(a)(3). Therefore, a SUBSEQUENT EIR is required. 

  
 
_________________________________________  ____________________________________ 
Alfred “Al” Javier      Date 
Director of Environmental and Regulatory Compliance 
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Evaluation of Environmental Impacts 
1) A finding of “No New Impact/No Impact” means that the potential impact was fully analyzed and/or mitigated in the prior CEQA 

document and no new or different impacts will result from the proposed activity. A brief explanation is required for all answers 
except “No New Impact/No Impact” answers that are adequately supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in 
the parenthesis following each question. A “No New Impact/No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the referenced 
information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside 
a fault rupture zone). A “No New Impact/No Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors 
as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific 
screening analysis). 
 

2) A finding of “New Mitigation is Required” means that the project may have a potentially significant impact on the environment 
or a substantially more severe impact than analyzed in the previously approved ND or MND or certified EIR and that new 
mitigation is required to address the impact. 

 
3) A finding of “New Potentially Significant Impact” means that the project may have a new potentially significant impact on the 

environment or a substantially more severe impact than analyzed in the previously approved ND or MND or certified EIR that 
cannot be mitigated to below a level of significance or be avoided. 

 
4) A finding of “Reduced Impact” means that a previously infeasible mitigation measure is now available, or a previously 

infeasible alternative is now available that will reduce a significant impact identified in the previously prepared environmental 
document. 

 
5) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well as project-

level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts. 
 

6) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. §15163(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify 
the following: 

 
a) Earlier Analyses Used. Identify and state where they are available for review. 

 
b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the following checklist were within the scope of and adequately 

analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed 
by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis. Describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or 
refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the proposed action. 
 

c) Infeasible Mitigation Measures. Discuss any mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible that 
would in fact now be feasible or that are considerably different from those previously analyzed and would substantially 
reduce one or more significant effects of the project, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measures 
or alternatives. 
 

d) Changes in Circumstances. Discuss any changes in the project, changes in circumstances under which the project is 
undertaken and/or “new information of substantial importance” that cause a change in conclusion regarding one or more 
effects discussed in the original document. 
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7) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential impacts (e.g., 
general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, 
include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated. 
 

8) Supporting Information Sources. A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals contacted should be 
cited in the discussion. 

 
9) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies should normally 

address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project’s environmental effects in whatever format is selected. 
 

10) The explanation of each issue should identify: 
 

a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; 
 

b) the difference between the proposed activity and the previously approved project described in the approved ND or MND 
or certified EIR; and 
 

c) the previously approved mitigation measures identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significant. 
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Aesthetics 

 New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

New Mitigation 
Required 

No New 
Impact/No 

Impact 
Reduced 
Impact 

Would the project:     
a.  Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?   X  

b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not 
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings 
within a state scenic highway? 

  
X  

c.  Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of 
public views of the site and its surroundings? If the project is in 
an urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable 
zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality? 

 
 X  

d.  Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would 
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area? 

  X  

Discussion  

Aesthetics. a. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that the proposed wellhead, treatment facilities, 
pump station and related infrastructure would be located within a vacant portion of a parcel within a commercial area. The future 
well would be located in the background of the above photograph. The future pipelines would be constructed underground within 
public street rights-of-way. Therefore, implementation of the Program would not have substantial adverse effects on scenic vistas 
and no mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: Although the location of the facilities has changed, 
the proposed wellhead, treatment facilities, pump station and related infrastructure would still be located within a vacant portion of 
a parcel within a commercial area. In addition, the future pipelines would be constructed underground within public street rights-
of-way. Therefore, implementation of the changed Project would not have substantial adverse effects on a scenic vista and no 
mitigation would be required. For these reasons, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the 
proposed project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Aesthetics. b. Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a 
state scenic highway? If the project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality? 

Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 11) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that there are no officially designated State 
scenic highways located in the vicinity of the wellhead facilities site.  The site is also located within a commercial area. Therefore, 
implementation of the Program will not substantially damage any scenic resources, including but not limited to trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a State scenic highway. Therefore, there are no anticipated impacts and no mitigation 
is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: As stated above, there are no officially designated 
State scenic highways located in the vicinity of the proposed Project site. In addition, the site is zoned CC (commercial) and 
designated as CC in the City of Moreno Valley’s General Plan. Water facilities are a permitted use within this land use designation. 
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Therefore, there are no anticipated impacts and no mitigation is required. For these reasons, there would be no new impacts, 
changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or 
Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Aesthetics. c. Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 11.) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that the proposed wellhead, treatment facility, 
pump station and related infrastructure as well as the future well would be constructed on a vacant portion of a parcel located in a 
commercial area. The future pipelines would be installed underground within public street rights-of-way.  Therefore, implementation 
of the Program would not degrade the existing visual quality of the site and its surroundings and no mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: Although the location of the facilities has changed, 
they would still be sited on a vacant portion of a parcel located in a commercial area. Therefore, the conclusions contained in the 
May 2014 IS&MND would not change.  For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated 
with the proposed project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Aesthetics. d. Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 11) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that the wellhead facilities would include security 
lighting: however, there would be no potential light and glare problems as the design would be in compliance with California Code 
of Regulations, Title 24, Part 6, Section 132 to insure that all outdoor lighting is directed to the specific location intended for 
illumination to limit spillover. In addition, all lighting would be shielded. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is 
required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact:  As stated above, the wellhead facilities would 
include security lighting: however, there would be no potential light and glare problems as the design would be in compliance with 
California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 6, Section 132 to insure that all outdoor lighting is directed to the specific location 
intended for illumination to limit spillover. In addition, all lighting would be shielded. For this reason, there would be no new impacts, 
changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or 
Subsequent EIR or MND. 
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Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

 New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

New Mitigation 
Is Required 

No New 
Impact/No 

Impact 
Reduced 
Impact 

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land 
Evaluation Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and 
farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to 
information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and 
Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment Project, and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols 
adopted by the California Air Resources Board. 
 
Would the Project: 
a.    Convert Prime Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 

Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared 
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 
of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

  X  

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract? 

  X  

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest 
land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 
12220(g), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code 
section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production 
(as defined by Government Code section 511104(g))?  

  X  

d. Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land 
to non-forest uses. 

  X  

e. Involve other changes in the existing environment that, due 
to their location or nature, could result in conversion of 
Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest 
land to non-forest use? 

  X  

Discussion  

Agriculture and Forestry Resources. a. Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 12) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2104 IS&MND concluded that neither the wellhead facilities site nor the 
future well site contains Farmland as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of 
the California Resources Agency. In addition, all future pipelines would be constructed within public street rights-of-way. 
Consequently, there are no impacts anticipated and no mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Propose Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The project site does not contain agricultural lands. 
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that 
would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Agriculture and Forestry Resources. b. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? 

Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 13) 
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May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that he wellhead facilities site, as well as the 
future well site, is presently zoned CC (Commercial) and the future pipelines would be constructed within public street rights-of-
way. Therefore, implementation of the Program would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act 
contract. Consequently, there are no impacts anticipated and no mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: There has been no change in zoning since the 
publication of the May 2014 IS&MND. For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated 
with the proposed project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Agriculture and Forestry Resources. c. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources 
Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by 
Government Code section 51104(g))? 

Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 13). 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact:  The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that there are no forest lands or timberlands in 
the greater Program area. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: There are no forest lands within the project area. 
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that 
would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Agriculture and Forestry Resources. d. Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 13). 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that implementation of the Program would not 
result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use as there are no forest lands within the Program area. 
Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: There are no forest lands within the project area. 
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that 
would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Agricultural and Forest Resources. e. Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result 
in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 13). 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that implementation of the Program would not 
involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to 
non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is 
required. 
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Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: There are no farmlands or forest lands within the 
project area.  For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project 
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 
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Air Quality 

 New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

New Mitigation 
Is Required 

No New 
Impact/No 

Impact 
Reduced 
Impact 

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution control district may be relied upon to 
make the following determinations. 
Would the Project: 
a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air 

quality plan?   X  

b. Result in cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria 
pollutant under an applicable federal or state ambient air 
quality standard? 

  X  

c. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations?   X  

d. Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors or 
dust) adversely affecting a substantial number of people?   X  

Discussion  

Air Quality. a. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 16). 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that a project is deemed inconsistent with air 
quality plans if it would result in population and/or employment growth that exceeds growth estimates included in applicable air 
quality management plans [i.e., SCAQMD’s 2012 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP)]. The AQMP is based on general plans 
from local jurisdictions, which includes the City of Moreno Valley’s General Plan. The AQMP accounts for development that would 
occur as a result of implementation of the local general plans. The proposed Program is consistent with the AQMP in that it would 
accommodate development approved in the City’s General Plan. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is 
required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: Although SCAQMD updated its AQMP on March 
3, 2017 (i.e., 2016 AQMP) nothing associated with the proposed project changes would change the conclusions in the May 2014 
IS&MND. For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project 
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Air Quality. b. Would the project result in cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant under an applicable federal or state ambient air 
quality standard? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 21) 

Air Quality Analysis Conclusion – Less than Significant: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that the total estimated daily 
emissions from the construction of the wellhead facilities are shown in Table 3.7-8. 
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Table 3.7-8 
Total Estimated Maximum Day Construction Emissions – Wellhead Facilities 

Year Source Pollutant (pounds per day) 
ROG CO NOx1 SOx PM101 PM2.51 CO2 

2015 Construction Equipment 1.94 8.75 11.31 0.00 0.10 0.09 2,973 
On-Road Vehicles 0.43 2.14 4.31 0.00 0.22 0.19 952 
Worker Commutes 0.13 1.23 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.00 220 
Fugitive Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.95 0.41 0 
Total 2.50 12.12 15.74 0.00 2.27 0.69 4,145 

Construction-Related Threshold Limits2 75 550 100 150 150 55 N/A 
Localized Significance Threshold Limits3 N/A 1,746 212 N/A 30 8 N/A 

1 Use of particulate traps reduces PM10 and PM2.5 by 85% and oxidation catalysts reduces NOx by 15%. 
2 Construction-related threshold limits developed by SCAQMD to determine significance. 
3 Localized significant thresholds developed by SCAQMD to determine localized significance, based on a work area of up to 1 acre and 
a 100-meter distance to the nearest receptor. 

As shown in Table 3.7-8 the total estimated emissions from construction of the wellhead facilities would not exceed the 
construction-related threshold limits for significance or the localized thresholds. 

However, the ARB has designated the SCAB as non-attainment for the State ozone standard, the State PM10 standard, and the 
State PM2.5 standard. In addition, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has designated the SCAB as non-attainment for the 
federal ozone standard, the federal PM10 standard and the federal PM2.5 standard. Therefore, every effort should be made to 
minimize emissions within the SCAB. Consequently, to reduce the emissions as much as possible, EMWD will: 

 Appoint a construction relations officer to act as a community liaison concerning on-site construction activities including 
resolution of issues related to PM10 generation. 

 
 In addition, EMWD will add the following best management practices in its contract documents for this project: 

The contractor shall: 

 Utilize electricity from on-site power sources instead of from temporary diesel or gasoline powered 
generators, when feasible. 
 

 Require the use of 2010 and newer diesel haul trucks (e.g., material delivery trucks and soil import/export) 
and if the lead agency determines that 2010 model year or newer diesel trucks cannot be obtained the 
contractor shall use trucks that meet EPA 2007 model year NOx emissions requirements. 

 
 Require that all on-site construction equipment meet EPA Tier 3 or higher emissions standards according 

to the following: 
 

 All construction equipment shall be outfitted with BACT devices certified by CARB. Any emissions control 
device used by the contractor shall achieve emissions reductions that are no less than what could be 
achieved by a Level 3 diesel emissions control strategy for a similarly sized engine as defined by CARB 
regulations. 
 

 A copy of each unit’s certified tier specification, BACT documentation, and CARB or SCAQMD operating 
permit shall be provided at the time of mobilization of each applicable unit of equipment. 

 
 Maintain construction equipment engines by keeping them properly tuned and maintained according to 

manufacturer’s specifications. 

 Use alternative fuels or clean and low-sulfur fuel for equipment. 
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 Idle trucks in accordance with the Airborne Toxic Control Measure (ACTM) to Limit Diesel Fueled 
Commercial Motor Vehicle Idling and other applicable laws. 
 

 Water site and equipment as necessary to control dust. 
 
 Sweep all streets at least once per day using SCAQMD Rule 1186 certified street sweepers or roadway 

washing trucks if visible soil materials are carried to adjacent streets. 
 
 Conduct operations in accordance with SCAQMD Rule 403 requirements. 
 
 If necessary, wash off trucks leaving the site. 
 
 Cover all trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials, or maintain at least two feet of freeboard 

in accordance with the requirements of California Vehicle Code (CVC) Section 23114.  

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: Moving the facilities to the north would place them 
closer to the residences north of Ironwood Avenue and those west of Nina Drive to the east of the Project site. Therefore, the 
localized significance thresholds, which take into consideration the location of the nearest receptor would change as shown in 
revised Table 3.7-8 below: 

Revised Table 3.7-8 
Total Estimated Maximum Day Construction Emissions – Wellhead Facilities 

Year Source Pollutant (pounds per day) 
ROG CO NOx1 SOx PM101 PM2.51 CO2 

2015 Construction Equipment 1.94 8.75 11.31 0.00 0.10 0.09 2,973 
On-Road Vehicles 0.43 2.14 4.31 0.00 0.22 0.19 952 
Worker Commutes 0.13 1.23 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.00 220 
Fugitive Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.95 0.41 0 
Total 2.50 12.12 15.74 0.00 2.27 0.69 4,145 

Construction-Related Threshold Limits2 75 550 100 150 150 55 N/A 
Localized Significance Threshold Limits3 N/A 602 118 N/A 4 3 N/A 

1 Use of particulate traps reduces PM10 and PM2.5 by 85% and oxidation catalysts reduces NOx by 15%. 
2 Construction-related threshold limits developed by SCAQMD to determine significance. 
3 Localized significant thresholds developed by SCAQMD to determine localized significance, based on a work area of up to 1 acre and 
a 25-meter distance to the nearest receptor. 

As shown in the revised Table 3.7-8 above, the total estimated emissions from construction of the wellhead facilities would not 
exceed the construction-related threshold limits for significance or the localized thresholds. Therefore, the change in location of 
the facilities would not change the conclusions in the May 2014 IS&MND. For these reasons, there would be no new impacts, 
changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or 
Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Air Quality. c. Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 26) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that the wellhead facilities site is a commercial 
area and therefore does not contain any sensitive receptors (e.g., schools, hospitals, etc.,). Also as shown in Table 3.7-13, 
construction emissions from the implementation of the Program are considered less than significant by SCAQMD’s threshold 
criteria for significance. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required. 
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Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: Emissions generated during construction 
associated with the wellhead facilities would not exceed any threshold criteria including SCAQMD’s Localized Threshold which 
takes into consideration the distance to the nearest receptor. As shown in the previous response, the change in location does 
change the localized threshold criteria; however, it does not change the conclusions in the May 2014 IS&MND. For these reasons, 
there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that would require 
preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Air Quality. d. Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors or dust) adversely affecting a substantial number of people? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p.26) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that neither construction nor operation of the 
Program should create or cause objectionable odors. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: Construction of the wellhead facilities in a slightly 
different location would not change the conclusions of the May 2014 IS&MND with respect to odors as there would be no odors 
generated by implementation of the Project. Dust would be controlled by strict adherence to the mitigation measures shown above 
in the response to item “b”.  For these reasons, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the 
proposed project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 
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Biological Resources 

 New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

New Mitigation 
Is Required 

No New 
Impact/No 

Impact 

Reduced 
Impact 

Would the project:     
a.  Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through 

habitat modifications, on any species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

  X  

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or 
other sensitive natural community identified in local or 
regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

  X  

c.  Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally 
protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means? 

  X  

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

  X  

e.  Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance? 

  X  

f.  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, 
or other approved local, regional or state habitat 
conservation plan? 

  X  

Discussion 

Biological Resources. a. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 29). 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that the plant communities within and adjacent 
to the wellhead facilities site, have the potential to provide suitable nesting opportunities for year-round and seasonal avian 
residents, and migrating songbirds that could occur in the area. Nesting birds are protected pursuant to the MBTA and CDFW 
Code. Therefore, in order to ensure that no nesting birds are disturbed during construction activities, EMWD will abide by the 
following mitigation measure: 

Mitigation Measure 

If ground-disturbing activities or removal of any trees, shrubs, or any other potential nesting habitat are scheduled within the 
avian nesting season (nesting season generally extends from February 1 - August 31), a pre-construction clearance survey 
for nesting birds should be conducted within 10 days prior to any ground disturbing activities. The biologist conducting the 
clearance survey should document a negative survey with a brief letter report indicating that no impacts to active bird nests 
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will occur. If an active avian nest is discovered during the 10-day preconstruction clearance survey, construction activities 
should stay outside of a 300-foot buffer around the active nest. For raptor species, this buffer is expanded to 500-feet. 

Based on the results of the habitat assessment, burrowing owls are presumed absent. However, it is possible that the burrowing 
owls could establish residence on the project sites between now and the start of construction. To ensure their continued absence, 
EMWD will abide by the following mitigation measure: 

Mitigation Measure 

A pre-construction burrowing owl clearance survey shall be conducted in accordance with the 2012 CDFW Staff Report on 
Burrowing Owl Mitigation to ensure their continued absence. Two pre-construction clearance surveys shall be conducted 14-
30 days prior to ground disturbing activities and 24 hours prior to ground disturbing activities. These clearance surveys shall 
be conducted by a qualified biologist to document the continued absence of the burrowing owls from the project sites. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: Since the publication of the May 24, 2014 IS&MND, 
K.S. Dunbar & Associates, Inc., has conducted two surveys for nesting birds and burrowing owls on the Project site. These were 
performed by Travis J. McGill, Biologist on November 23, 2015 and February 1, 2016. No nesting birds or burrowing owls were 
observed on-site or within 500 feet of the site during either survey. The areas now proposed for construction of the facilities have 
been surveyed three times with negative results. For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information 
associated with the proposed project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Biological Resources. b. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or 
regional plans, policies, and regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 29) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that based on literature searches, analysis of 
aerial photographs and field studies there is no riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities at the wellhead facilities site. 
Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: There is no riparian habitat or other sensitive 
natural communities in the area now proposed for construction. For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new 
information associated with the proposed project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or 
MND. 

Biological Resources. c. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 29) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that based on literature searches, analysis of 
aerial photographs and field studies there are no federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act at 
the wellhead facilities site. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: There are no state or federally protected wetlands 
in the area now proposed for construction. For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated 
with the proposed project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 
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Biological Resources. d. Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 30) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that based on literature searches, analysis of 
aerial photographs and field studies implementation of the proposed Program would not interfere with any migratory activities or 
impact migratory corridors. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: On-site conditions remain the same as described 
above. For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes 
that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 
 

Biological Resources. e. Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 30) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that the proposed Program would not conflict 
with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. No other 
ordinances are in place that would apply to the proposed Program. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is 
required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: As stated above, the project would not conflict 
with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. No other 
ordinances are in place that would apply to the proposed Project. For these reasons, there would be no new impacts, changes, or 
new information associated with the proposed project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent 
EIR or MND. 

Biological Resources. f. Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or 
other approved local, regional or state habitat conservation plan? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p 30) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that based on literature searches, analysis of 
aerial photographs and field studies implementation of the proposed Program would not conflict with the provisions of an adopted 
habitat conservation plan, natural community conservation plan, or other approved local, regional or state habitat conservation 
plan. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: As stated above, the project would not conflict 
with the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation plan (e.g., MSHCP), natural community conservation plan, or other approved 
local, regional or state habitat conservation plan. For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information 
associated with the proposed project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 
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Cultural Resources 

 New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

New Mitigation 
Is Required 

No New 
Impact/No 

Impact 

Reduced 
Impact 

Would the project:     
a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 

historical resource pursuant to §15064.5? 
  X  

b.  Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
archeological resource pursuant to §15064.5? 

  X  

c.      Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of 
dedicated cemeteries? 

  X  

Discussion  

Cultural Resources. a. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant t[ §15064.5? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 35) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that based on the review of records maintained 
by the Eastern Information Center and the field inspection, implementation of the Program will have no adverse effect on historic 
properties as there are none in the immediate area that would be impacted. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation 
is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: As stated above, there are no historical resources 
in the immediate project area. For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the 
proposed project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Cultural Resources. b. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archeological resource pursuant to §15064.5? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source:  May 2013 IS&MND, pp. 35 & 36) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that 
although there were no archeological resources as defined in §15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines identified within the 
immediate Program area, there is always a possibility that buried cultural resources that were not previously identified could be 
unearthed during excavation activities. Therefore, EMWD will include the following mitigation measures in its standard construction 
specifications: 

Mitigation Measures 

 If inadvertent discoveries of cultural resources are encountered at any time during construction, these materials 
and their context shall be avoided until a qualified archeologist and a representative from the Soboba Band of 
Luiseño Indians (Tribe) – the closest Tribe to the Program – have consulted with EMWD regarding appropriate 
avoidance and mitigation measures for the newly discovered resources.  Construction personnel shall not collect 
or retain cultural resources.  Prehistoric resources include, but are not limited to: chert or obsidian flakes; projectile 
points; mortars and pestles; dark, friable soil containing shell and bone; dietary debris; heat-affected rock; or human 
burials.  Historic resources include stone or adobe foundations or walls; structures and remains with square nails; 
and refuse deposits (glass, metal, wood, ceramics), often found in old wells and privies. Pursuant to California 



Addendum to the May 2014 Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
Moreno Valley Groundwater Development Program 

(State Clearinghouse No. 2014051001) 

 

Eastern Municipal Water District  K.S. Dunbar & Associates, Inc. 
August 2019 25 Environmental Engineering 

Public Resources Code §21083.2(b) avoidance is the preferred method of preservation for archeological 
resources. 
 

 All sacred sites, should they be encountered, shall be avoided and preserved as the preferred mitigation, if feasible. 
 
 In addition, EMWD will relinquish ownership of all cultural resources, including scared items, burial goods and all 

archeological artifacts that are found on the Project site to the Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians for proper treatment 
and disposition. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: Based on the record searches and the field 
surveys, the proposed changes in the location of facilities would not change the conclusion contained in the May 2014 IS&MND. 
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that 
would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Cultural Resources. c. Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 64.) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that 
No human remains, including formal cemeteries were identified within the wellhead facilities site. However, it is always possible 
that unmarked burials could be unearthed during excavation activities. Implementation of the following mitigation measures would 
reduce this impact to a level of less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: 

Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines §15064.5, subdivision (e), in the event of an accidental discovery or recognition of 
any human remains, the County Coroner shall be notified and construction activities at the affected work site shall be halted. 
If the remains are found to be Native American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 
24 hours.  The NAHC must immediately notify the Most Likely Descendant(s) under Public Resources Code §5097.98 and 
the descendants must make recommendations or preference for treatment within 24 hours of being granted access to the 
site. Guidelines of the Native American Heritage Commission shall be adhered to in the treatment and disposition of the 
remains in accordance with the provisions of Health and Safety Code §7050.5 and Public Resources Code §5097.98. 

 
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: As stated above, there are no known human 
burials in the immediate project area. However, in the unlikely event that inadvertent discoveries are made, the above mitigation 
measure would reduce the impacts to a level of less than significant. For these reasons, there would be no new impacts, changes, 
or new information associated with the proposed project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent 
EIR or MND. 



Addendum to the May 2014 Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
Moreno Valley Groundwater Development Program 

(State Clearinghouse No. 2014051001) 

 

Eastern Municipal Water District  K.S. Dunbar & Associates, Inc. 
August 2019 26 Environmental Engineering 

Energy 

 New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

New Mitigation 
Is Required 

No New 
Impact/No 

Impact 

Reduced 
Impact 

Would the project:     
a. Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to 

wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy 
resources, during project construction or operation? 

  X  

b.  Conflict or obstruct a state of local plan for renewable energy or 
energy efficiency?   X  

Discussion  

Energy. a. Would the project result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, 
during project construction or operation? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response:  

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – This category was added to the State CEQA Guidelines subsequent to the publication of the 
May 20014 IS&MND. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: During construction, it would be necessary to use 
diesel-powered equipment. This would not be considered a wasteful, inefficient or unnecessary consumption of energy resources. 
In addition, energy would be required to pump the water. Again, this would not be considered a wasteful, inefficient or unnecessary 
consumption of energy resources. For these reasons, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated 
with the proposed project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Energy. b. Would the project conflict or obstruct a state of local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency? 
 
 Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.  

Response:  

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – This category was added to the State CEQA Guidelines subsequent to the publication of the 
May 20014 IS&MND. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact:  These facilities were considered in EMWD’s 
Energy Management Plan, For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the 
proposed project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 
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Geology and Soils 

 New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

New Mitigation 
Is Required 

No New 
Impact/No 

Impact 

Reduced 
Impact 

Would the project:     
a. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 

1.   Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most 
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by 
the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial 
evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and 
Geology Special Publication 42. 

 

 X  

2. Strong seismic ground shaking?   X  
3. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?   X  
4. Landslides?   X  

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?   X  
c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would 

become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result 
in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction or collapse? 

  

X  

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the 
Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or 
property? 

  
X  

e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic 
tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers 
are not available for the disposal of wastewater? 

  
X  

f. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or 
site or unique geologic feature? 

  X  

Discussion 

Geology and Soils. a. 1. Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for 
the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42. 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source:  May 2014 IS&MND pp 39 and 40) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – Less than Significant: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zoning Act identifies special study zones for areas where existing known faults are located. The main purpose of the Act is 
to prevent the construction of buildings used for human occupancy on the surface trace of active faults. The Act also required the 
State Geologist to establish regulatory zones (known as Earthquake Fault Zones) around the surface traces of active faults and to 
issue appropriate maps.  

Based on the State of California Special Studies Zones Sunnymead Quadrangle Official Map (Effective July 1, 1974), issued by 
the State Geologist, a fault that is considered to have been active during Holocene time is located approximately 4 miles northeast 
of the wellhead facilities site. The potential for strong seismic ground shaking in the Program area is similar to that in surrounding 
areas within the City of Moreno Valley. Seismic conditions expected to occur in the Program area (see Seismicity discussion in 
Section 3.10.1) will be less than significant because of special design using reasonable construction and/or maintenance practices 
common to the Riverside County area. 
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The Program facilities are being designed to withstand the seismic forces anticipated in the Program area. In addition, the Program 
does not include any structures or facilities intended for human habitation; therefore, the Program is not expected to expose people 
or critical structures to potential substantial adverse effects involving rupture of a known active fault. Therefore, anticipated impacts 
are less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The relocation of Program facilities would not 
change the impacts discussed in the May 2014 IS&MND. For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new 
information associated with the proposed project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or 
MND. 

Geology and Soils. a. 2. Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving strong seismic ground shaking? 

Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND pp. 39 and 40) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – Less than Significant: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that the potential for strong seismic 
ground shaking in the Program area is similar to that in surrounding areas within the City of Moreno Valley.  Because the Program 
consists of facilities that are not intended for human habitation, the Program will not expose people or critical structures to adverse 
effects resulting from seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction. In addition, the Program facilities are specifically 
designed to withstand seismic conditions anticipated to occur at the Project site. Seismic conditions expected to occur in the 
Program area (see Seismicity discussion in Section 3.10.1) can be mitigated by special design using reasonable construction 
and/or maintenance practices common to the Riverside County area. Therefore, the seismic-related impacts related to strong 
seismic ground shaking would be less than significant and no further mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: As stated above, seismic conditions anticipated 
at the site can be mitigated by special design using reasonable construction and/or maintenance practices common to the Riverside 
County area. For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project 
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Geology and Soils. a. 3. Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 40) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – Less than Significant: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that the wellhead facilities site is 
located within a low to moderate liquefaction area and within a susceptible subsidence zone (www3.tlma.co.riverside.ca.us 
3/15/2014). 

Because the Program consists of facilities that are not intended for human habitation, the Program will not expose people or critical 
structures to adverse effects resulting from seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction. In addition, the Program facilities 
are specifically designed to withstand seismic conditions anticipated to occur in the Program area. Seismic conditions expected to 
occur in the Program area (see Seismicity discussion in Section 3.10.1) can be mitigated by special design using reasonable 
construction and/or maintenance practices common to the Riverside County area. Therefore, the seismic-related impacts related 
to ground failure, including liquefaction would be less than significant and no further mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: As stated above, seismic conditions anticipated 
at the site can be mitigated by special design using reasonable construction and/or maintenance practices common to the Riverside 
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County area. For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project 
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Geology and Soils. a. 4. Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving landslides? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 40.) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that the Program area is located on relatively 
flat topography and is not subject to landslides. Therefore, it is not anticipated that the Program would impact landslides nor does 
the Program have the potential to create or generate landslides. Therefore, no further analysis or mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: As stated above, seismic conditions anticipated 
at the site can be mitigated by special design using reasonable construction and/or maintenance practices common to the Riverside 
County area. For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project 
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 

 
Geology and Soils. b. Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 41.) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that the wellhead facilities site is vacant land 
within a commercial area. It has stabilized over the years and, therefore, it is not anticipated that the Program would result in 
substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. Therefore, no further analysis or mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The on-site conditions described above still apply. 
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that 
would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Geology and Soils. c. Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the project, and 
potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 41.) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that as stated above (Geology and Soils. a.3.), 
the wellhead facilities site is located in an area mapped as being susceptible to subsidence and liquefaction.  The Program will not 
expose people or critical structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death, involving 
unstable geologic units or soils. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The on-site conditions described above still apply. 
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that 
would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Geology and Soils. d. Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial 
risks to life or property? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.  
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Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 41) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that the wellhead facilities site is not located on 
expansive soil as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code. According to the United States Department of Agriculture 
Natural Resources Conservation Service Web Soil Survey, soils at the site consist primarily of Hanford coarse sandy loam and are 
not reported to be significantly expansive. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The conditions described above still apply. For 
this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that would 
require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Geology and Soils. e. Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 41) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that the Project does not include the use of 
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems.  Therefore, there are no impacts associated with the use of septic tanks 
or alternative wastewater disposal systems and no mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The conditions described above still apply. For 
this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that would 
require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 36) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that 
It is possible that paleontological resources could be unearthed during excavation activities. Therefore, EMWD will include the 
following mitigation measures in its standard construction specifications: 

Mitigation Measures: 

If paleontological resources (e.g., fossils) are encountered at any time during construction of the Program facilities, 
construction personnel shall avoid altering these materials and their context until a qualified paleontologist has evaluated the 
situation. Construction personnel shall not collect or retain paleontological resources. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The conditions described above still apply. For 
this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that would 
require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 

  

Geology and Soils. f. Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature? 
 
Answer:. No New Impact/No Impact 
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 New 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

New Mitigation 
Is Required 

No New 
Impact/No 

Impact 

Reduced 
Impact 

Would the Project: 
a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 

indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment, based on any applicable threshold of 
significance? 

  X  

b. Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an 
agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emission of 
greenhouse gases? 

  X  

 

Discussion 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions. a. Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment, based on any applicable threshold of significance? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 26) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – Less than Significant: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that SCAQMD has suggested 
significance levels of 10,000 MT per year CO2 equivalents for industrial projects. Based on the information presented in Table 3.7-
14, the total CO2 emissions from construction of the Program facilities under the “worst-case” scenario of having all facilities 
constructed during 2015 would be 1,867 MT. Therefore, the greenhouse gas emissions from construction would be considered 
less than significant and no mitigation is required. Operation of the project would not generate CO2 emissions. However, generation 
of electricity to power the project would generate CO2 emissions. As shown above, these annual emissions are estimated to be 
3.6 MT which are also well below the SCAQMD suggested thresholds of significance. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The change in location of the proposed facilities 
would not change the estimated emissions from construction or operation. For this reason, there would be no new impacts, 
changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or 
Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 27) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – Less than Significant: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that the Program would not conflict 
with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emission of greenhouse gases. 
Therefore, no mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The change in location of facilities would not 
change the conclusions in the May 2014 IS&MND. For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information 
associated with the proposed project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 

 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions. b.  Would the project conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing 
the emission of greenhouse gases? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

 New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

New Mitigation 
Is Required 

No New 
Impact/No 

Impact 

Reduced 
Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, use or disposal of hazardous 
materials? 

  X  

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through reasonably upset accident conditions involving the 
release of hazardous materials into the environment? 

  X  

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter 
mile of an existing or proposed school? 

  X  

d. Be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous 
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to 
the public or the environment? 

  X  

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where 
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public 
airport or public use airport, and if so, would the project result in 
a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working 
in the project area? 

  X  

f. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

  X  

g. Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a 
significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires? 

  X  

Discussion 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials. a. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 46.) 

May 2014 IS&MND – Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that 
implementation of the proposed Program would not create any significant hazards as a result of the routine transport, use, storage, 
or disposal of hazardous materials. However, construction would include the temporary use and transport of fuels, lubricating fluids, 
solvents and other hazardous materials. The contractor would be required to adhere to the requirements of a Health and Safety 
Plan that it would develop for the Project pursuant to Chapter 6.95, Division 20 of the Health and Safety Code (§§ 25500—25532). 
Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce these potential impacts to a less-than-significant level: 

Mitigation Measures: 

To reduce potentially hazardous conditions and minimize the impacts from the handling of potentially hazardous 
materials, EMWD shall include the following in its construction contract documents: 

 The contractor(s) shall prepare a Health and Safety Plan in compliance with the requirements of Chapter 6.95, 
Division 20 of the Health and Safety Code (§§ 25500—25532).  The plan shall include measures to be taken in 
the event of an accidental spill. 
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 The contractor(s) shall enforce strict on-site handling rules to keep construction and maintenance materials out 
of receiving waters and storm drains. In addition, the contractor(s) shall store all reserve fuel supplies only within 
the confines of designated construction staging areas, refuel equipment only within the designated construction 
staging areas, and regularly inspect all construction equipment for leaks. 
 

 The construction staging area shall be designed to contain contaminants such as oil, grease, and fuel products 
so that they do not drain towards receiving waters or storm drain inlets. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: Adherence to the above mitigation measures 
would ensure that the impacts were reduced to a less than significant level. For this reason, there would be no new impacts, 
changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or 
Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials. b. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably upset accident 
conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 46.) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – Less than Significant: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that construction equipment used 
to construct the Program facilities would have the potential to release oils, grease, solvents and other finishing products through 
accidental spills. However, adherence to the above mitigation measures would result in less-than-significant impacts. Therefore, 
no further analysis is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: Adherence to the above mitigation measure would 
ensure that the impacts were reduced to a less than significant level. For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or 
new information associated with the proposed project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent 
EIR or MND. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials. c. Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 
 
Answer: No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 47.) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that there are no existing or proposed schools 
within one-quarter mile of the proposed wellhead facilities site. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The change in location of facilities would not 
change the conclusions stated in the May 2014 IS&MND. For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new 
information associated with the proposed project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or 
MND. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials. d. Would the project be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 47.) 
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May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that several standard environmental record 
services are available to determine the potential for recognized environmental conditions in an area. Those databases include: 

 National Priorities List (NPL) 
 Envirostor 
 Geotracker 
 Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) 
 Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 
 Hazardous Materials Response Plans and Inventory 
 Leaking Underground Storage Tank Information System (LUSTIS) 
 Site Mitigation Program Property Database (formerly CalSites) 
 Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites List (Cortese) 
 Solid Waste Information System (SWIS) 

These databases were searched for the presence of hazardous materials sites within the Program area. According to those 
databases, there is one active hazardous materials site south of the wellhead facilities site that is under remediation. One other 
site exists in that area that has been remediated and closed.  These sites are downgradient of the wellhead facilities sites; therefore, 
no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The change in location of facilities would not 
change the conclusions stated in the May 2014 IS&MND. For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new 
information associated with the proposed project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or 
MND. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials. e. Would the project be located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or public use airport, and if so, would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND p. 47.) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that the Program area is not within an airport 
land use plan or within two miles of a public airport or public use airport. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation 
is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The conditions described above still apply. For 
this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that would 
require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials. f. Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 48.) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that Implementation of the Program would not 
impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. 
Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The change in location of facilities would not 
change the conclusions stated in the May 2014 IS&MND. For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new 
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information associated with the proposed project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or 
MND. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials. g. Would the project expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving wildland fires? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 48.) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that the Program is not in an area subject to 
wildland fires (www3.tlma.co.riverside.ca.us 3/15/2014). Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The conditions described above still apply. For 
this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that would 
require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 
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Hydrology and Water Quality 

 New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

New Mitigation 
Is Required 

No New 
Impact/No 

Impact 

Reduced 
Impact 

Would the project:     
a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 

requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or 
ground water quality? 

  X  

b. Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project 
may impede sustainable ground management of the basin? 

  X  

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or 
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream 
or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a 
manner which would:  

    

i. Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site;   X  
ii.Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a 

manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site; 
  X  

iii.Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the 
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; or 

  X  

iv. Impede or redirect flood flows?   X  
d. In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of 

pollutants due to project inundation? 
  X  

e. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality 
control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan? 

  X  

Discussion  

Hydrology and Water Quality. a. Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade 
surface or ground water quality? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 51.) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that 
during site grading and excavation activities, bare soil would be exposed to wind and water erosion. If precautions are not taken 
to contain sediments, construction activities could produce sediment laden storm runoff. In addition to increased erosion potential, 
hazardous materials associated with construction equipment could adversely affect water quality if spilled or stored improperly. 
(See Section 3.11 for a full discussion and mitigation measures associated with hazardous materials.) The following mitigation 
measures would reduce these potential impacts to a level of less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
 
EMWD shall require contractors to implement a program of best management practices (BMP’s) and best available 
technologies to reduce potential impacts to water quality that may result from construction activities. To reduce or eliminate 
construction-related water quality impacts before the onset of construction activities, EMWD would obtain coverage under 
the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Construction Permit. Construction activities would 
comply with the conditions of this permit that include preparation of a storm water pollution prevention plan, implementation 
of BMP’s, and monitoring to ensure impacts to water quality are minimized. As part of this process, multiple BMP’s should 
be implemented to provide effective erosion and sediment control. These BMP’s should be selected to achieve maximum 
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sediment removal and represent the best available technology that is economically achievable. BMP’s to be implemented as 
part of this mitigation measure may include, but not be limited to, the following: 

 Temporary erosion control measures such as silt fences, staked straw bales/wattles, silt/sediment basins and traps, 
check dams, geofabric, sandbag dikes, and temporary revegetation or other groundcover shall be employed for 
disturbed areas. 

 
 Storm drain inlets on the site and in downstream offsite areas shall be protected from sediment with the use of BMP’s 

acceptable to EMWD, local jurisdictions and the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region. 
 

 Dirt and debris shall be swept from paved streets in the construction zone on a regular basis, particularly before 
predicted rainfall events. 
 

 No disturbed surfaces shall be left without erosion control measures in place between October 15 and April 15. 

As previously stated, there is a “blue-line” stream northeast of the wellhead facilities site as well as the well replacement site. 
During the design phase of the replacement well, this feature must be considered and the design include measures to avoid it. 
If it is not possible to avoid this feature, it will be necessary for EMWD to acquire a Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit from the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, a Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification from the California Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region and a California Fish and Game Code Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement 
from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: Continued adherence to the above mitigation 
measures would ensure that the impacts are reduced to a less than significant level. In addition, all planned facilities would be 
located north of the “blue-line” stream and not impacted. For these reasons, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new 
information associated with the proposed project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or 
MND. 

Hydrology and Water Quality. b. Would the project substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such 
that the project may impede sustainable ground management of the basin? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 52) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that in its April 24, 2013 Technical Memorandum 
to John Daverin, P.G., GSI Water Solutions stated: 

We believe that the District should limit its pumping to no more than 2,000 AFY under present conditions. Total recharge to 
the local study area is estimated to be at least 1,000 AFY and may be as high as 3,330 to 4,550 AFY, with some variation from 
year to year as annual rainfall volumes fluctuate. Given this range of recharge rates and the observation that groundwater 
levels continued rising in the past despite 800 AFY of pumping by the District, we estimate that the District should be able to 
develop a groundwater supply inside the local study area that can sustainably provide up to 2,000 AFY, if sufficiently permeable 
aquifer materials are found to be present inside the District’s preferred well site target area. 

We believe that a long-term production rate of 400 gpm (assuming well is pumped on a 24-hours-a-day/7-days-a-week/365 
days-per-year basis) is reasonable to expect. The wells should be sited in the “primary target area as shown on Figures 1 and 
2. Assuming the long-term sustainable production from the aquifer in this area is 2,000 AFY and a new well can produce 400 
gpm on a continual basis, we estimate that a total of 3 wells will be required to achieve up to 2,000 AFY of production. 

The primary goal of the Program is to develop up to 2,000 acre-feet per year of water from the local aquifer. Therefore, no impacts 
are anticipated and no further analysis or mitigation is required. 
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Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The change in location of facilities would not 
change the conclusions stated in the May 2014 IS&MND. For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new 
information associated with the proposed project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or 
MND. 

Hydrology and Water Quality. c.i. Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site; 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 52.) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that Implementation of the program would not 
increase impervious surfaces at the site or alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area or increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner that would result in substantial erosion on- of off-site. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no 
further analysis or mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The change in location of facilities would not 
change the conclusions stated in the May 2014 IS&MND.  For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new 
information associated with the proposed project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or 
MND. 

Hydrology and Water Quality. c.ii. Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces in a manner that would result in flooding on- or off-site? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, pp. 52 and 53.) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that implementation of the Program would not  
increase impervious surfaces at the site or alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area or increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on- of off-site. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no further analysis 
or mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The change in location of facilities would not 
change the conclusions stated in the May 2014 IS&MND.  For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new 
information associated with the proposed project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or 
MND. 

Hydrology and Water Quality. c.iii. Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of 
the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces in a manner which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff 
 
Answer: No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 53.) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that implementation of the proposed Program 
would not increase impervious surfaces at the site and therefore would not create or contribute runoff water which would exceed 
the capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. 
Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no further analysis or mitigation is required. 



Addendum to the May 2014 Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
Moreno Valley Groundwater Development Program 

(State Clearinghouse No. 2014051001) 

 

Eastern Municipal Water District  K.S. Dunbar & Associates, Inc. 
August 2019 39 Environmental Engineering 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The change in location of facilities would not 
change the conclusions stated in the May 2014 IS&MND.  For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new 
information associated with the proposed project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or 
MND. 

Hydrology and Water Quality. c.iv. Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of 
the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces in a manner which would impede or redirect flood flows? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 53.) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that as shown previously on Figure 3.11-1, the 
wellhead facilities site is not within a 100-year flood hazard area. Therefore, implementation of that portion of the Program would 
not place structures within a 100-year flood hazard area that would impede or redirect flood flows. Therefore, no impacts are 
anticipated and no further analysis or mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply. 
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that 
would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Hydrology and Water Quality. d. Would the project in flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project inundation? 
 
Answer: No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 54) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that there are no water bodies in the Program 
area that would produce seiches, tsunamis or mudflows. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no further analysis or mitigation 
is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply. 
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that 
would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Hydrology and Water Quality. e. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater 
management plan? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response:  

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – This item was added to the State CEQA Guidelines subsequent to the publication of the May 
2014 IS&MND. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The project is part of EMWD’s overall groundwater 
management plan. For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed 
project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
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Land Use and Planning 

 New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

New Mitigation 
Is Required 

No New 
Impact/No 

Impact 

Reduced 
Impact 

Would the project:     
a. Physically divide an established community?   X  
b. 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? 

  X  

Discussion  

Land Use and Planning. a. Would the project physically divide an established community? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 55) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that the proposed wellhead facilities will be 
constructed on an EMWD-owned 3.5-acre parcel in a commercial zone. Therefore, implementation of the Project would not 
physically divide an established community. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no further analysis or mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The new location of the proposed facilities would 
not change the conclusions stated in the May 2014 IS&MND. For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new 
information associated with the proposed project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or 
MND. 

Land Use and Planning. 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? 

Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 55) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that the proposed wellhead facilities site and 
replacement well site are within an area presently zoned CC and designated in the City of Moreno Valley’s General Plan as CC. 
Water facilities are permitted in this zoning district. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no further analysis or mitigation is 
required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply. 
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that 
would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
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Mineral Resources 

 

 

New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

New Mitigation 
Is Required 

No New 
Impact/No 

Impact 

Reduced 
Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Result in the loss of availability of a known resource that would 
be of value to the region and the residents of the state? 

  X  
b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral 

resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, 
specific plan or other land use plan? 

  X  

Discussion 

Mineral Resources. a. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the 
state? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 66.) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that there are no known mineral resources in 
the Project area that would be of value to the region and the residents of the State. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no 
mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply. 
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that 
would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Mineral Resources. b. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general 
plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 66) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that there are no locally-important mineral 
resource recovery sites delineated on the applicable local general plans, specific plan or other land use plan in the Project area. 
Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply. 
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that 
would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 
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Noise 

 

 

New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

New Mitigation 
Is Required 

No New 
Impact/No 

Impact 

Reduced 
Impact 

Would the project result in:     
a. Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase 

in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of 
standards established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

  X  

b. Generation of excessive groundbourne vibration or 
groundbourne noise levels?   X  

Discussion  

Noise. a. Would the project result in generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess 
of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, pp. 59 and 60) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that 
the analysis of noise impacts resulting from any project must consider both the construction and operational phases. However, 
due to the nature of this Program, very little additional noise would be associated with the operational phase. Therefore, the 
following noise analysis concentrates on the construction phase of the Program. 

Operation of equipment used during construction would temporarily increase noise levels to well in excess of ambient noise levels. 
The construction noise would vary with the particular construction stage in progress due to the different pieces of construction 
equipment being used.  

Table 3.15-1 lists equipment expected to be used during construction and identifies the number of pieces of equipment typically 
used, their utilization factor, and their reference sound level at a distance of 50 feet. 

Table 3.15-2 
Construction Equipment List and Reference Sound Levels 

Equipment 
Number 
Required 

Horsepower 
Rating 

Utilization 
Factor 

Range of Noise 
Level at 50 feet 

dB(A) 

Nominal Noise 
Level, Leq 
at 50 feet 

dB(A) 
Backhoe 1 200 0.50 71-93 85 
Drilling Rig 1 N/A 1.00 70-95 88 
Pump 1 N/A 1.00 65-80 76 
Utility Truck 1 225 0.25 76-85 82 
Crane 1 200 0.25 75-95 80 
Water Truck 1 225 0..25 76-85 82 
Compressor 1 100 0.50 68-87 78 
Welder 1 50 0.50 76-85 80 
Pickups 1 N/A 1.00 65-80 72 
On-Road Trucks 2 225 1.00 76-92 82 
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As shown above, noise associated with construction could be locally significant during the construction period. However, the exact 
degree of impact on the surrounding community would depend on the type of equipment being used at any one time, the distance 
from the equipment, and the hours of operation. It is anticipated that noise levels associated with construction would range from 
72 to 88 dB(A) within 50 feet of the equipment being used. These would be greatly attenuated by the distance to the nearest 
receptor (approximately 3 to 5 dB(A) for every doubling of distance to the source). Therefore, at a distance of 600 feet (nearest 
residence) from the equipment being used, the sound level would be reduced to 55 to 70 dB(A).  

The incorporation of the following mitigation measures would ensure that any potential impacts are reduced to a level that is less 
than significant and no further environmental review or mitigation is required. 

Mitigation Measures 

EMWD shall include the following in its standard construction specifications: 

 All equipment used during construction shall be muffled and maintained in good operating condition. All internal 
combustion engines shall be fitted with well-maintained mufflers in accordance with manufacturers’ 
recommendations. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: As shown in Table 3.15-2 above, the piece of 
equipment that would generate the most noise is the drill rig. The exact location of Well 66 is not known at this time. However, the 
drill rig could operate within 200 feet of the houses along Nina Drive. Based on a reduction of 5 dB(A) for every doubling of distance, 
the sound level from the drill rig would be approximately 78 dB(A). Continued adherence to the above mitigation measures would 
ensure that the impacts are reduced to a less than significant level. For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or 
new information associated with the proposed project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent 
EIR or MND. 

Noise. b. Would the project result in generation of excessive groundbourne vibration or groundbourne noise levels? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 59) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that construction activities associated with the 
Project could result in some minor amount of ground vibration. Vibration from construction activity is typically below the threshold 
of perception when the activity is more than 50 feet from receivers. There are no receivers within 50 feet of the proposed facilities; 
therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no further analysis or mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The new location of the proposed facilities would 
not change the conclusions stated in the May 2014 IS&MND. For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new 
information associated with the proposed project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or 
MND. 
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Population and Housing 

 

 

New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

New Mitigation 
Is Required 

No New 
Impact/No 

Impact 

Reduced 
Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, 
either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure)? 

  X  

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 

  X  

Discussion  

Population and Housing. a. Would the project induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new 
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 62) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that it is anticipated that the new well would 
produce approximately 2,000 acre-feet per year which would be adequate to serve approximately 2,000 households. It is not 
intended to increase potable water production in the area, but rather to restore reliable potable water production from the Perris 
North Groundwater Management Zone. This water would replace water that now has to be imported. Therefore, no impacts are 
anticipated and no further analysis or mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply. 
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that 
would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Population and Housing. b. Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 62) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that implementation of the Program would not 
displace substantial numbers of existing housing and therefore would not displace substantial numbers of people. Therefore, no 
impacts are anticipated and no further analysis or mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply. 
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that 
would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
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Public Services 

 

 

New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

New Mitigation 
Is Required 

No New 
Impact/ No 

Impact 

Reduced 
Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public services: 

1.  Fire Protection?   X  
2.  Police Protection?   X  
3.  Schools?   X  
4.  Parks?   X  
5.  Other Public Facilities?   X  

Discussion 

Public Services. a.1. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for fire protection services? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 63) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that implementation of the Project would not 
result in the need for additional fire protection services because the Project involves a negligible expansion of operations for which 
fire protection services would be required. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply. 
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that 
would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Public Services. a.2. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for police protection services? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 63) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that implementation of the Project would not 
result in the need for additional police protection services because the Project involves a negligible expansion of operations for 
which police services would be required.  Additional police protection services (e.g., equipment, sworn officers) would not be 
required.  Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply. 
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that 
would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 
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Public Services. a.3. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for schools? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 64) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that implementation of the Project would not 
result in a need for additional schools because the Project does not include the development of residential uses for which school 
services would be required. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply. 
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that 
would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Public Services. a.4. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for parks? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 64) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that implementation of the Project would not 
result in a need for additional park facilities because the Project does not include the development of uses for which public parks 
would be required. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply. 
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that 
would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Public Services. a.5. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for other public services? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 64.) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that Implementation of the Project would not 
result in a need for expansions to other public services. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required.  

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply. 
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that 
would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 
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Recreation 

 
 

New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

New Mitigation 
Is Required 

No New 
Impact/No 

Impact 

Reduced 
Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks 
or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical 
deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated? 

  X  

b. Include recreational facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse 
physical effect on the environment? 

  X  

Discussion 

Recreation. a. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical 
deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 65.) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that the proposed Program would not increase 
the use or demand for park or recreational facilities because the Program does not include the development of uses that would 
place demands on these facilities, such as residential dwellings or office employment.  Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and 
no further analysis or mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply. 
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that 
would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Recreation. b. Would the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse 
physical effect on the environment? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 65) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that the Program does not include recreational 
facilities. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no further analysis or mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply. 
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that 
would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 
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Transportation 

 

 

New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

New Mitigation 
Is Required 

No New 
Impact/No 

Impact 

Reduced 
Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Conflict with a plan, ordinance or policy addressing the 
circulation system, including transit, roadways, bicycle lanes 
and pedestrian paths? 

  X  

b. For a land use project, would the project conflict or be 
inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, 
subdivision (b)(1)? 

  X  

c. For a transportation project, would the project conflict with 
CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)(3)? 

  X  

d. Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

  X  

e. Result in inadequate emergency access?   X  

Discussion 

Transportation. a. Would the project conflict with a plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadways, bicycle lanes and 
pedestrian paths? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 67) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that implementation of the Program would 
generate less than 30 vehicle trips per day to and from the wellhead facilities site during construction. This would be less than one 
percent of the existing traffic on Heacock Street near the wellhead facilities site which would be considered less than significant. 
In addition, the Program would not conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for 
the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized 
travel and relevant components of the circulation system, including, but not limited to, intersections, streets, highways and 
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no further analysis or 
mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply. 
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that 
would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Transportation. b.  For a land use project, would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)(1)? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response:  

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – This subtopic was added to the State CEQA Guidelines subsequent to the publication of the 
May 2014 IS&MND.  
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Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The Program is not a land use project. For this 
reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that would 
require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Transportation. c. For a transportation project, would the project conflict with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)(3)? 

Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response:  

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – This subtopic was added to the State CEQA Guidelines subsequent to the publication of the 
May 2014 IS&MND.  
 
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The Program is not a transportation project. For 
this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that would 
require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Transportation. d. Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible 
uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 
 
Answer: No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 68.) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that implementation of the Program would not 
substantially increase other hazards due to a design feature or incompatible uses. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no 
further analysis or mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply. 
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that 
would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Transportation. e. Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? 
 
Answer: No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 68.) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that implementation of the Program would not 
result in inadequate emergency access. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no further analysis or mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply. 
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that 
would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
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Tribal Cultural Resources 

 New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

New Mitigation 
Is Required 

No New 
Impact/No 

Impact 

Reduced 
Impact 

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code §21074 as 
either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object 
with cultural value to a California Native American Tribe, and that is: 

1) Listed or eligible for listing on the California Register of 
Historical Resources, or on a local register of historical 
resources as defined in Public Resources Code §5020.1(k), 
or 

  X  

2) A resource determined by a lead agency, in its discretion and 
supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant 
to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources 
Code §5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision 
(c) of Public Resources Code § 5024.1, the lead agency 
shall consider the significance of the resources to a 
California Native American tribe. 

  X  

Discussion 

Tribal Cultural Resources. 1) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public 
Resources Code §21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, 
sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American Tribe, and that is listed or eligible for listing on the California Register of Historical 
Resources, or on a local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code §5020.1(k),? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – This topic was added to the State CEQA Guidelines subsequent to the publication of the May 
2014 IS&MND. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: Based on the review of records maintained by the 
Eastern Information Center and the field inspection, implementation of the Program will have no adverse effect on tribal cultural 
resources as there are none in the immediate area that would be impacted.  For this reason, there would be no new impacts, 
changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or 
Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Tribal Cultural Resources. 2) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public 
Resources Code §21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, 
sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American Tribe, and that is a resource determined by a lead agency, in its discretion and 
supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code §5024.1. In applying the criteria 
set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code § 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resources to a California Native American 
tribe. 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response:  

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – This topic was added to the State CEQA Guidelines subsequent to the publication of the May 
2014 IS&MND.  
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Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: Based on the review of records maintained by the 
Eastern Information Center and the field inspection, implementation of the Program will have no adverse effect on tribal cultural 
resources as there are none in the immediate area that would be impacted.  For this reason, there would be no new impacts, 
changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or 
Subsequent EIR or MND. 
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Utilities and Service Systems 

 

 

New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

New Mitigation 
Is Required 

No New 
Impact/No 

Impact 

Reduced 
Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or 
expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm water 
drainage, electric power, natural gas or telecommunication 
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

  X  

b. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project 
and reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, 
dry and multiple dry years? 

  X  

c. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider 
which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate 
capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to 
the provider’s existing commitments? 

  X  

d. Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or 
in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise 
impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals? 

  X  

e. Comply with federal, state, and local management and 
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste?   X  

Discussion 

Utilities and Service Systems. a. Would the project require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or 
storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas or telecommunication facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 69) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that the Program itself includes the construction 
of water treatment facilities. However, implementation of the Program would not require or result in the construction of other new 
water or wastewater treatment facilities. In addition, implementation of the Program would not require the construction of new storm 
water drainage facilities. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no further analysis or mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply. 
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that 
would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Utilities and Service Systems. b. Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future 
development during normal, dry and multiple dry years? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 69) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that the Program would supplement EMWD’s 
water supplies. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no further analysis or mitigation is required. 
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Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply. 
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that 
would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Utilities and Service Systems. c. Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the project that 
it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 70) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion –No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that the Program would have no effect on 
wastewater treatment capacity. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no further analysis or mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply. 
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that 
would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Utilities and Service Systems. d. Would the project generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local 
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 71.) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that operation of the Program would not 
generate solid waste. However, during construction of the required facilities, construction debris (e.g., excavated soil, and building 
materials) would be generated. The excavated soil would be utilized as fill material and the amount of other construction debris 
would be minimal. Therefore, this would be considered a less than significant impact on Riverside County’s ability to handle the 
solid waste. Therefore, no further analysis or mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply. 
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that 
would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Utilities and Service Systems. e. Would the project comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 71) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that the Program would comply with all federal, 
state and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply. 
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that 
would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 
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Wildfire 

 

 

New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

New Mitigation 
Is Required 

No New 
Impact/No 

Impact 

Reduced 
Impact 

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as 
very high fire hazard severity zones, would the project: 

    

a. Impair and adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? ☐ ☐ ☐ ◙ 

b. Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate 
wildfire risks, and thereby expose project occupants to 
pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled 
spread of a wildfire? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ◙ 

c. Require the installation or maintenance of associated 
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water 
sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire 
risks or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the 
environment? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ◙ 

d. Expose people or structures to significant risks, including 
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of 
runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes?  

☐ ☐ ☐ ◙ 

Discussion 
Wildfire. a. Would the project impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 68) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that implementation of the Program would not 
result in inadequate emergency access. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no further analysis or mitigation is required. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply. 
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that 
would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Wildfire. b. Would the project due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project occupants to pollutant 
concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response:  

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – This topic was added to the State CEQA Guidelines subsequent to the publication of the May 
2014 IS&MND. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The Project site is relatively flat with no risk of 
wildland fires. Implementation of the Project would not change this. For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or 
new information associated with the proposed project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent 
EIR or MND. 
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Wildfire. c. Would the project require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power 
lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risks or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response:  

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – This topic was added to the State CEQA Guidelines subsequent to the publication of the May 
2014 IS&MND. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: Required utilities serving the site would be 
underground and not subject to wildland fires. For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information 
associated with the proposed project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Wildfire. d. Would the project expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, 
post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response:  

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – This topic was added to the State CEQA Guidelines subsequent to the publication of the May 
2014 IS&MND. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The Project site is relatively flat with no risk of 
wildland fires. Implementation of the Project would not change this. For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or 
new information associated with the proposed project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent 
EIR or MND. 
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Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 

 

New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

New Mitigation 
Is Required 

No New 
Impact/No 

Impact 

Reduced 
Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, 
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, 
reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered 
plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major 
periods of California history or prehistory? 

  X  

b. Have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the 
incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in 
connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other 
current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.) 

  X  

c. Have environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse 
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?   X  

Discussion  

Mandatory Findings of Significance. a. Would the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a 
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the 
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 72) 

May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that compliance with the mitigation measures 
included in Sections 3.4 through 3.19 above will ensure that implementation of the proposed Project does not have the potential 
to significantly degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history 
or prehistory. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: Compliance with the mitigation measures included 
in the May 2014 IS&MND will ensure that implementation of the proposed Project does not have the potential to significantly 
degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict 
the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or 
prehistory. For these reasons, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed project 
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Mandatory Findings of Significance. b. Would the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively 
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other 
current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.) 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 72) 
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May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that Compliance with the mitigation measures 
included in Sections 3.4 through 3.19 above will ensure that implementation of the proposed Project does not have impacts that 
are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable. EMWD is not aware of any other projects in the area that could result in 
cumulative construction impacts. 

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The Well 65/66 Project is currently being 
considered as one project of several within a grant application to the State Water Board called the Perris North Program. The other 
projects include projects that would result in the construction and operation of groundwater monitoring wells, extraction wells, 
treatment and distribution facilities within the Perris North Basin. The other projects include the following: 

 Cactus Corridor Project; 
 Well 204 Project; and  
 Perris North Groundwater Monitoring Project.  

The Cactus Corridor Project consists of the development of up to six groundwater extraction wells, one water treatment plant and 
pipelines in the Perris North and East Sub-Areas of the Basin. The Well 204 Project consists of the development of one extraction 
well, a water treatment plant and pipelines in the Perris South Sub-Area of the basin. The Perris North Groundwater Monitoring 
Project is designed to monitor the presence of groundwater contaminants of concern from nonpoint sources in the Perris North 
Basin. The Groundwater Monitoring project consists of up to nine monitoring wells that would be constructed at various locations 
within the Moreno Valley Area, North and East Areas, and South Area of EMWD’s Perris North Groundwater Management Zone.  

Although related due to their inclusion in the grant application, each project is a stand-alone project not dependent on the other for 
project implementation. The Well 65/66 Project was originally approved in 2014 by EMWD’s Board and is only being considered 
now due to the on-site re-design. The Well 204 Project was originally begun in 2016 but was put on-hold due to on-site constraints 
that needed to be addressed. This project has been restarted and its own environmental review is currently being conducted. The 
same can be said for the Cactus Corridor Project, which is a new project being considered by EMWD. EMWD would eventually 
proceed with the projects once it secured other funding should State funding not be awarded. 

Construction of the projects would occur at different times and the sites are far enough removed from each other that construction 
related cumulative effects such as fugitive dust and construction noise would be less than significant. Development would adhere 
to applicable rules and regulations related to dust suppression, traffic control, storm water control, handling/storage of hazardous 
materials, and regulations related to protections for plants/animals/waters of the State and US. Cumulative impacts in these areas 
are also considered less than significant. The only operational vehicle trips associated with the various projects listed above would 
be the infrequent monitoring/maintenance trips, which would result in an insignificant cumulative increase on area roadways 
separated in time and distance. Cumulative noise and air quality effects from these projects would also be less-than-significant 
due to their minimal contribution. Therefore, these projects are not expected to create impacts that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable.  For these reasons, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the 
proposed project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND. 

Mandatory Findings of Significance. c. Would the project have environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly? 
 
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact. 

Response: (Source: May 2014 IS&MND, p. 73) 
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May 2014 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The May 2014 IS&MND concluded that compliance with the mitigation measures 
included in Sections 3.4 through 3.19 above will ensure that implementation of the proposed Project does not have environmental 
effects that will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly.  

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: Compliance with the mitigation measures included 
in the May 2014 IS&MND will ensure that implementation of the proposed Project does not have environmental effects that will 
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. For these reasons, there would be no new impacts, 
changes, or new information associated with the proposed project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or 
Subsequent EIR or MND. 
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