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2. Environmental Checklist

2.1 BACKGROUND

1. Project Title: Riverside-Moreno Valley Land Exchange

2. Lead Agency Name and Address:
Riverside County Board of Education
3939 Thirteenth Street
PO Box 868
Riverside, CA 92502-0868

3. Contact Person and Phone Number:
Paul C. Jessup
Deputy Superintendent of Schools
951.826.6194

4. Project Location: ‘ .9

All of Parcel 3 and portions of Parcels 1 and 2 of Tentative Tract Map 34044 in the City of Moreno C
Valley (southern 4.75-acre portion of APN 297-170-004). U

5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address:
Riverside County Board of Education
3939 Thirteenth Street
PO Box 868
Riverside, CA 92502-0868

6. General Plan Designation: Alessandro/Graham Site — Business Park/Industrial and Commercial

7. Zoning Designation: BPX (Business Park-Mixed Use) and CC (Community Commercial)

8. Description of Project:

RCBE proposes to acquire the approximately 4.75-acre project site in the City of Moreno Valley in
exchange for the Tequesquite/Brockton site (3.19 acres) in the City of Riverside and subsequently
develop with an undetermined use. RCBE does not have a specific development proposal for the project
site and the site would be land-banked for a future development, at which time a separate CEQA
document would be prepared. The land exchange would allow development of uses permitted under the
current zoning designations, and no students or regularly scheduled classes would be housed at the
project site. The likely uses would include supporting facilities for various administration and business
services operations of RCBE, which would include, but not be limited to, providing spaces for offices,
small warehouse/storage, maintenance, or technological infrastructure.
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2. Environmental Checklist

9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:
The project site is bounded by developed land to the north and west, Graham Street to the east, and a
warehouse district to the south. Established residential uses are located farther to the north across
Alessandro Boulevard, and a US Post Office, gas station, and Motel 7 are located east across Graham
Street near Alessandro Boulevard. Other uses in the area include the California State Department and
Riverside County Waste Management offices along Frederick Street, various community commercial
uses along Alessandro Boulevard, and business park and warehousing uses along Brodiaea Avenue.

10. Other Public Agencies Whose Approval Is Required: None at this time.
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2. Environmental Checklist

2.2 ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one
impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact,” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

[] Aesthetics [] Agricultural and Forest Resources 1 Air Quality

] Biological Resources [] Cultural Resources ] Geology / Soils

[1 Greenhouse Gas Emissions [] Hazards & Hazardous Materials ] Hydrology / Water Quality

[] Land Use/ Planning ] Mineral Resources ] Noise

] Population / Housing ] Public Services ] Recreation

[] Transportation / Traffic [] Utilities / Service Systems ] Mandatory Findings of Significance

2.3 DETERMINATION (TO BE COMPLETED BY THE LEAD AGENCY)

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

|X| | find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I:I | find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will

not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by
the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I:I | find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

I:I | find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significantimpact” or “potentially significant
unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an
earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures
based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is
required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

I:' | find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because
all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that
earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon
the proposed project, nothing further is required.

Signature Date

Printed Name For
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2. Environmental Checklist

2.4

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately
supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each
question. A “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 Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on project-
specific factors, as well as general standards (e.g., the project would not expose sensitive receptors
to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).

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.

Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist
answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with
mitigation, or less than significant. “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is
substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one or more “Potentially Significant
Impact” entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.

“Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a
“Less Than Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly
explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level.

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. Section
15063(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 above 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.

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures
Incorporated,” 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 project.

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. A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals
contacted should be cited in the discussion.

Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or
individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.
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2. Environmental Checklist

8) 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.

9) The explanation of each issue should identify:

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

b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significant.
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2. Environmental Checklist

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
I. AESTHETICS. 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 X
within a state scenic highway?
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality X
of the site and its surroundings?
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which X

would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

Il. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES. in determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant

environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model
(1997) prepared by the California Dept. 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:

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?

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

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))?

Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land
to non-forest use?

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?

X

lll. AIR QUALITY. 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:

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable

air quality plan? X
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to X
an existing or projected air quality violation?
c) Resultin a cumulatively considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air X

quality standard (including releasing emissions which
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?
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2. Environmental Checklist

Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

d)

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

X

)

Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number
of people?

X

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. 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 Galifornia
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

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 Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal,
etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?

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?

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

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

. CULTURAL RESOURCES. would the project:

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource as defined in § 15064.57

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

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

Disturb any human remains, including those interred
outside of formal cemeteries?

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. would the project:

)

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

Riverside - Moreno Valley Land Exchange Initial Study
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2. Environmental Checklist

Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

i) 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.

ii)  Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii)  Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

> | >

iv) Landslides?

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

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?

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?

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

VIl. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. would the project:

)

Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment?

Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases?

VIIl. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. would the project:

a)

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

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

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

Be located on a site which 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?

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, would the project
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in
the project area?
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Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would
the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?

Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency
gvacuation plan?

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands?

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the

project:

)

Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements?

b)

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the
local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of
pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would
not support existing land uses or planned uses for which
permits have been granted)?

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, in a manner which would result in a
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount
of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding
on- or off-site?

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?

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?

Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which
would impede or redirect flood flows?

x| >

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a
result of the failure of a levee or dam?

>

Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

Riverside - Moreno Valley Land Exchange Initial Study
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Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

X. LAND USE AND PLANNING. would the project:

a) Physically divide an established community?

b)  Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan,
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or
natural community conservation plan?

XI. MINERAL RESOURCES. would the project:

a) Resultin the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be a value to the region and the
residents of the state?

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?

XII. NOISE. would the project result in:

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local general plan or
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in
the project vicinity above levels existing without the
project?

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?

e) Foraproject 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, would the project
expose people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would
the project expose people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels?

Xill. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project:

a) Induce substantial 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)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES. 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 any of the public services:

Fire protection?

X

Police protection?

X

Schools?

o

Parks?

2]

Other public facilities?

. RECREATION.

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?

Does the project include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities which
might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. would the project:

q)

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?

Conflict with an applicable congestion management
program, including, but not limited to level of service
standards and travel demand measures, or other standards
established by the county congestion management agency
for designated roads or highways?

Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results
in substantial safety risks?

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

Result in inadequate emergency access?

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding
public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise
decrease the performance or safety of such facilities?

Result in inadequate parking capacity?

Riverside - Moreno Valley Land Exchange Initial Study
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Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. would the project:

q)

Exceed waste water treatment requirements of the
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?

X

b)

Require or result in the construction of new water or waste
water treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities,
the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

Require or result in the construction of new storm water
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project
from existing entitlements and resources or are new or
expanded entitlements needed?

Result in a determination by the waste water 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?

Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?

0)

Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

XVIil. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.

)

Does 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?

Does 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.)

Does the project have environmental effects which will
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly?
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3. Environmental Analysis

Section 2.3 provided a checklist of environmental impacts. This section provides an evaluation of the impact
categories and questions contained in the checklist and identifies mitigation measures, if applicable.

3.1 AESTHETICS
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

No Impact. The project site is currently vacant and is not identified in the City of Moreno Valley General Plan
as having a scenic vista. No substantial scenic impact is anticipated and no mitigation measures are
necessary.

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

No Impact. The project site is currently vacant and no state-designated scenic highways are in the project
vicinity. No substantial damage to scenic resources would result from the project implementation. No impact
is anticipated and no mitigation measures are necessary.

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is currently vacant and the area surrounding the project site
is developed with various uses, such as commercial, warehousing, government agencies, offices, and
residential. Although no specific plans have been developed for the project site, it is anticipated that the
future development plans would comply with the existing zoning and associated development regulations for
the site, including but not limited to building heights, setbacks, and floor area ratio. No local, regional, or
state-protected visual resources exist in the project area, and the future development of the project site
would be designed to be compatible with the surrounding visual character. The visual character would be
similar to the 2007 development proposal and the City of Moreno Valley found the visual impact of that
project to be less than significant. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not substantially
degrade the existing aesthetic quality of the area, and the impacts would be less than significant. No
mitigation measures are necessary.

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Although no specific development plans have been proposed, it is
anticipated that upon construction, the proposed project would generate a small amount of light and glare
from the metal, glass, and other reflective surface materials used in the construction of the building.
However, these elements are also used in other buildings in the surrounding area, and no intensive day or
nighttime lighting will be provided. Therefore, the proposed project would not have an adverse light and
glare impact and no mitigation measures are necessary.
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3. Envivonmental Analysis

3.2 AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies
may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the
California Dept. 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, 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?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is currently vacant with no standing structures. The project
site is shown in the Riverside County Locally Important Farmland 2008 as farmland of local importance.
However, this designation is likely reflective of the historical dry farming in the Moreno Valley area, and the
site has not been used as farmland for many years. Evaluation of the site under the California Agricultural
Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) model yielded a total LESA score of 40 points, with the site
assessment component below 29, which correlates to a less than significant impact. The project site is not
being used for agricultural purposes and the proposed project would not convert any state-designated
farmland to nonagricultural uses. Project impacts to agricultural resources would be less than significant and
no mitigation measures are necessary.

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

No Impact. The project site is zoned Community Commercial and Industrial/Business Park and is not
currently in agricultural use or under Williamson Act contract. No zoning amendment is proposed and no
impact is anticipated. No mitigation measures are necessary.

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 51104(g))?

No Impact. The project site is zoned Community Commercial and Industrial/Business Park. No rezoning of
forest land would result from the proposed project and no impact is anticipated. No mitigation measures are
necessary.

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
No Impact. The project site is currently vacant and zoned Community Commercial and Industrial/Business

Park. No loss or conversion of forest land would result from the proposed project. No mitigation measures
are necessary.
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3. Environmental Analysis

e) 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?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is designated as farmland of local importance in the
Riverside County Locally Important Farmland 2008. However, this designation is likely reflective of the
historic dry farming in the Moreno Valley area and the site has not been used as farmland for many years.
The project site has a total LESA score of 40 points, with the site assessment component below 29, which
correlates to a less than significant impact. The project site is surrounded by existing and planned urban
uses. The proposed project would not cause changes in the environment that would result in conversion of
farmland or forestland to urban uses. Project impact would be limited to project boundaries and no
mitigation measures are necessary.

3.3 AIR QUALITY

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?

Less Than Significant Impact. A consistency determination plays an essential role in local agency project
review by linking local planning and unique individual projects to the air quality management plan (AQMP). It
fulfills the CEQA goal of fully informing local agency decision makers of the environmental costs of the
project under consideration at an early enough stage to ensure that air quality concerns are addressed. Only
new or amended general plan elements, specific plans, and significantly unique projects need to undergo a
consistency review, because the AQMP strategy is based on projections from local general plans. Therefore,
projects that are consistent with the local general plan and do not create significant air quality impacts are
considered consistent with the AQMP. While no specific development plan has been proposed, the project
site would be developed with uses permitted under the current zoning designation for the site and would not
require a zoning amendment. In addition, the proposed project is not a regionally significant project that
would warrant Intergovernmental Review by the Southern California Association of Governments. The
proposed project would not produce long-term quantities of criteria pollutants or violate ambient air quality
standards. Due to the project’s consistency in land use with the City’s general plan and the less than
significant impacts associated with project-related emissions, the project is considered to be consistent with
the AQMP. No mitigation measures are necessary.

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?

Less Than Significant Impact. Future development of the site would result in the overall increase of air
pollutant emissions during construction and operation. Construction emissions would primarily be (1)
exhaust emissions from powered construction equipment; (2) dust generated from grading, earthmoving,
and other construction activities; (3) motor vehicle emissions associated with vehicle trips; and 4) emissions
of volatile organic compounds from the application of asphalt, paints, and coatings. Long-term air emissions
generated by the project are associated with new stationary sources (natural gas use, landscape equipment,
etc.) and mobile sources. However, since the exchanged land would be land banked for future development,
the project-related impacts cannot be quantified. Nevertheless, considering the size and nature of the future
development permitted under the current zoning, and the fact that the City of Moreno Valley found the 2007
project to have a less than significant air quality impact, it is anticipated that future emissions from
construction-related activities would be less than South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
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regional thresholds. Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation and no mitigation measures are necessary.

c) Resultin a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

Less Than Significant Impact. The South Coast Air Basin (SoCAB), which is managed by the SCAQMD, is
designated by both the state and the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) as a
nonattainment area for O;, PM,,, and PM, ;. In accordance with SCAQMD methodology, any project that
does not exceed or can be mitigated to less than the daily threshold values does not add significantly to a
cumulative impact. As discussed above in Section 3.3(b), construction and operational activities would not
result in emissions in excess of the SCAQMD threshold values, and therefore the project does not add
significantly to any cumulative impact. No mitigation measures are necessary.

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Less Than Significant Impact. An impact is also potentially significant if emission levels exceed the state or
national ambient air quality standards (AAQS), thereby exposing receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations. Because CO is produced in greatest quantities from vehicle combustion and does not
readily disperse into the atmosphere, adherence to ambient air quality standards is typically demonstrated
through an analysis of localized CO concentrations. Areas of vehicle congestion have the potential to create
elevated concentrations of CO called “hot spots.” These hot spots have the potential to exceed the state 1-
hour standard of 20 ppm (amount of pollutant in a volume of air) or the 8-hour standard of 9 ppm. Note that
the federal levels are based on 1- and 8-hour standards of 35 and 9 ppm, respectively. Thus, an exceedance
condition will occur based on the state standards prior to exceedance of the federal standard.

The proposed project would generate an increase in vehicle traffic on local roadways in the vicinity of the
project site. Because traffic congestion is highest at intersections where vehicles queue and are subject to
reduced speeds, hot spots are typically produced at intersections. CO hotspots have been found to occur
only at signalized intersections that operate at or below level of service (LOS) E (Caltrans 1997). According to
the traffic study prepared for the TPM 34044 project in 2006, the Alessandro and Graham intersection is
operating at LOS D or better under the existing conditions, but is projected to operate at LOS E or worse at
General Plan buildout with or without project conditions. However, with improvements recommended in the
traffic study, the intersection would perform at LOS D or better and the nearest residents are located
approximately 700 feet to the north. Therefore, the proposed project would not place sensitive receptors near
substantial pollutant concentrations. Impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

Less Than Significant Impact. Future development of the project site would involve the use of heavy
equipment, creating exhaust pollutants from onsite earth movement and from equipment bringing asphalt
and other building materials to the site. With regard to nuisance odors, any air quality impacts would be
confined to the immediate vicinity of the equipment itself. By the time such emissions reach any sensitive
receptor sites away from the project site, they are typically diluted to well below any level of air quality
concern. An occasional "whiff' of diesel exhaust from passing equipment and trucks accessing the site from
public roadways may result. Such brief exhaust odors are an adverse, but not significant, air quality impact.
No objectionable odors are anticipated to result from the operational phase of the proposed project.
Furthermore, odor complaints are subject to SCAQMD Rule 402, Nuisance, which requires that odors not
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result in a nuisance or annoyance to the public. Therefore, impacts from objectionable odors are less than
significant and no mitigation measures are necessary.

3.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

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 Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is vacant with no special status biological resources.
However, a preconstruction survey for burrowing owl is required under the provision of the Western Riverside
Multiple Specific Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) since the project site provides suitable burrow and
foraging conditions. A standard condition of approval requires a focused burrowing owl survey immediately
prior to grading. Compliance with the applicable MSHCP would ensure that no adverse impacts to special
status species would occur as a result of project implementation, and no additional mitigation measures are
necessary.

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 Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

No Impact. The project site is vacant with no onsite biological resources. No riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community has been identified. No impact is anticipated and no mitigation measures are
necessary.

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

No Impact. The project site is vacant with limited onsite biological resources. Although a small drainage
feature emanates from a culvert under Alessandro Boulevard, this drainage feature does not extend south to
the project site. Additionally, when this drainage feature was evaluated in 2005, 2006, and 2007 as part of the
approved Jacobs Medical Office Building development, it was determined that it was not subject to
regulation under applicable state and federal regulator programs or MSHCP policies directed at protection of
riverine and riparian resources, because of the limited scale and flow dissipation to a sheet flow condition in
downstream field areas. Therefore, development of the project site would not result in any substantial
adverse effect on any wetlands. No mitigation measures are necessary.

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?

Less Than Significant Impact. No wildlife movement corridors traverse the project site. The Migratory Bird
Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 (16 U.S.C. 703-711) makes it unlawful to take, possess, buy, sell, purchase, or
barter any migratory bird listed in Title 50 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 10, including feather or
other parts, nests, eggs, or products, except as allowed by implementing regulations (50 CFR 21). Sections
3505, 3503.5, and 3800 of the California Department of Fish and Game Code prohibit the take, possession,
or destruction of birds, their nests, or eggs. Disturbance that causes nest abandonment and/or loss of
reproductive effort (e.g., killing or abandonment of eggs or young) may be considered take and is potentially
punishable by fines or imprisonment. However, as part of the City’s standard condition of approval, where
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initial disturbance for the development occurs during the nesting season (February 15 to August 31), a
nesting survey is required to demonstrate that there are no nesting birds onsite. Therefore, no potential
impacts to migratory birds would result from the proposed project and no mitigation measures are
necessary.

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

No Impact. The project site is vacant and no trees are located onsite. Additionally, the project site is well
removed from the hillside and San Jacinto Wildlife Preserve areas that are the focus of local biological
resources preservation programs. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not conflict with
any policies protecting biological resources and no mitigation measures are necessary.

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?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is within the MSHCP and the Stephen’s Kangaroo Rat
Habitat Conservation Plan. However, because the project site is not part of the Criteria Area nor the special
survey areas designated under the plan for narrow endemic plants, small mammals, or amphibians, payment
of established fees pursuant to the City of Moreno Valley’s standard conditions of approval would ensure that
the future development is in compliance with the provisions of applicable habitat conservation plans.
Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with the applicable habitat conservation or natural
community conservation plan and impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation measures are
necessary.

3.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in
§ 15064.5?

No Impact. Section 15064.5 defines historic resources as resources listed or determined to be eligible for
listing by the State Historical Resources Commission, a local register of historical resources, or the lead
agency. Generally a resource is considered to be “historically significant” if it meets one of the following
criteria:

i) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of
California’s history and cultural heritage;

ii) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past;

iii) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region or method of construction, or
represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or

iv) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

The project site is undeveloped with no above-grade structures. No historical resources present onsite and
no impact is anticipated. No mitigation measures are necessary.
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b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to
§ 15064.5?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is not part of the significant prehistoric sites identified by the
Moreno Valley General Plan Final Program EIR (Moreno Valley 2006). As part of a standard City condition of
approval, in the event that archeological resources are discovered during excavation and construction, all
activities will be halted until a person with appropriate expertise is consulted and measures are taken as
deemed necessary and feasible by the City of Moreno Valley Community Development Director. Therefore,
any potential impacts to archaeological impacts would be less than significant and no additional mitigation
measures are necessary.

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is located in the area designated as having low potential for
paleontological resource sensitivity by the Moreno Valley General Plan Final Program EIR (Moreno Valley
2006). As part of a standard City condition of approval, in the event that paleontological resources are
discovered during excavation and construction, all activities will be halted until a person with appropriate
expertise is consulted and appropriate measures are taken as deemed necessary and feasible by the City of
Moreno Valley Community Development Director. Therefore, any potential impacts to archaeological impacts
would be less than significant and no additional mitigation measures are necessary.

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site has been previously developed and no human remains are
known to exist on the project site. The project site is not identified as a formal cemetery. Therefore, the
likelihood of discovering human remains is highly unlikely. However, the lack of past evidence of a Native
American burial ground or human remains at the project site does not guarantee the absence of subsurface
remains. Therefore, in the event that suspected remains are uncovered, California Health and Safety Code
Section 7050.5 and Public Resources Code Section 5097.98 require that the District stop all work in the area
of the find and notify the County Coroner and the Native American Heritage Commission. Mandatory
compliance with these requirements would ensure that impacts to human remains are less than significant.
No mitigation measures are necessary.

3.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS

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

i) 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.

Less Than Significant Impact. Fault rupture occurs when an active fault displaces in two separate
directions during an earthquake. Fault rupture hazards can be characterized by a property’s proximity to
an active or potentially active fault and the designation of the site as being within an Alquist-Priolo
Special Study Zone, as defined by the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone Act of 1962. The project site
is not within a fault-rupture hazard zone as defined by the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zones Act and is
not underlain by any known active fault zone. The nearest fault, San Jacinto Fault, is located over seven
miles east of the project site. Compliance with the latest version of the California Building Code (CBC)
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would mitigate impacts related to seismic activity to an acceptable level. No further mitigation measures
are necessary.

if) Strong seismic ground shaking?

Less Than Significant Impact. One of the predominant effects of an earthquake is ground shaking.
Because there are no known major or seismically active faults mapped at the project site, ground
shaking potential at the project site is not any greater than for any other properties in southern California.
Compliance with established standards, including the latest version of the CBC, would reduce impacts
from strong ground shaking to a less than significant level. No mitigation measures are necessary.

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

Less Than Significant Impact. Liquefaction refers to loose, saturated sand or gravel deposits that lose
their load-supporting capability when subjected to intense shaking. Liquefaction occurs primarily in
areas of recently deposited sands and silts and in areas of high groundwater levels. The project site is
underlain by Perris Bedrock, a large mass of granitic rock that is considered stable. The City of Moreno
Valley has seen no evidence of liquefaction events occurring in the community and the project site is not
identified as having a potential liquefaction safety hazard (Moreno Valley 2006a). Potential seismic-
related ground failure from liquefaction is low, and impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation
measures are necessary.

iv) Landslides?

No Impact. The project site is generally flat, with no significant slopes on or near the project site. No
impact is anticipated and no mitigation measures are necessary.

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Less Than Significant Impact. Unprotected bare soil is subject to erosion, the process in which topsoil is
broken down, dissolved, or decomposed and then transferred from one place to another. Structures built on
erodible soils can have structural damage when the soils erode. Ordinarily, erosion proceeds so slowly as to
be imperceptible, but when the natural equilibrium of the environment is changed, the rate of erosion can be
greatly accelerated. This can create aesthetic as well as engineering problems. Accelerated erosion within an
urban area can cause damage by undermining structures, blocking storm drains, and depositing silt, sand,
or mud in road. Eroded materials are eventually deposited into local waterways, where the carried silt
remains suspended in the water for some time, constituting a pollutant and altering the normal balance of
plant and animal life.

The project site is currently vacant, and development of the proposed project would involve grading activities
that would result in the exposure of onsite soil to further erosion impact. However, the project proponent is
required to comply with a National Pollutant Discharge System (NPDES) permit and, consequently, the
development and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). A permanent erosion
control program, such as proper care of drainage control devices, proper irrigation, and landscaping, would
also be implemented. Compliance with the requirements set forth by the NPDES permit to help minimize
potential fugitive dust would ensure that erosion impacts resulting from the project would be less than
significant. No further mitigation measures are necessary.
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c) Belocated 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?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is not subjected to landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction, or collapse hazards (Moreno Valley 2006a). Grading and site preparation activities would be
performed prior to development of any new buildings, and RCBE would be required to comply with
established local building codes regulating grading and building construction. Therefore, no substantial
impact pertaining to geologic unit or soil is anticipated and impacts would be less than significant. No
mitigation measures are necessary.

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?

Less Than Significant Impact. Expansive soil, with respect to engineering properties, is soil that, upon
wetting and drying, alternately expands and contracts, causing problems for foundations of buildings and
other structures. As provided in the conditions of approval, RCBE is required to provide a soils and geologic
report to the Public Works Department prior to issuance of grading permits. Once the actual development
planis proposed, the recommendations provided in the geotechnical report will be implemented to alleviate
the potential for substantial risks to life or property. Compliance with the established City plan check and
permit procedures would ensure that any potential impacts from expansive soils are reduced to less than
significant level. No additional mitigation measures are necessary.

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

No Impact. The project site is in the Eastern Municipal Water District service area and no alternative
wastewater disposal system would be necessary. No impact is anticipated and no mitigation measures are
necessary.

3.7 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment?

Less Than Significant Impact. Global climate change is not confined to a particular project area and is
generally accepted as the consequence of global industrialization over the last 200 years. A typical project,
even a very large one, does not generate enough greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions on its own to influence
global climate change significantly; hence, the issue of global climate change is, by definition, a cumulative
environmental impact. Future development of the project site would result in a slight increase of CO,
emissions for both mobile and stationary sources. Operation emissions associated with the proposed project
would include GHG emissions from energy and area sources. GHG emissions from electricity use are
indirect GHG emissions from the energy (purchased energy) that is produced offsite. Area sources are
owned or controlled by the project (e.g., natural gas combustion, boilers, and furnaces) and produced
onsite. The proposed project would generate GHG emissions from mobile and stationary sources. Additional
traffic generated and the operating energy consumed by the future development would increase the project’s
contribution of GHG emissions. However, considering the size and purpose of the project, the total increase
would be nominal and because the project would not exceed the regional emissions thresholds for criteria
pollutants, GHG emissions are not considered substantial enough to result in a significant cumulative relative
to GHG emissions and climate change impacts. No mitigation measures are necessary.
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b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases?

Less Than Significant Impact. California Air Resources Board adopted the Scoping Plan on December 11,
2008. The Scoping Plan is California’s GHG reduction strategy to achieve the state’s GHG emissions
reduction target established by Assembly Bill (AB) 32, which is to achieve 1990 levels by year 2020.
Statewide strategies to reduce GHG emissions include the Low Carbon Fuel Standard, California Appliance
Energy Efficiency regulations, California Renewable Energy Portfolio standard, the Building and Energy
Efficiency standards (Title 24), changes in the corporate average fuel economy standards, and other early
action measures would ensure the state is on target to achieve the GHG emissions reduction goals of AB 32.
The state of California recently adopted the 2008 Building and Energy Efficiency Standards, which became
effective on January 1, 2010. The proposed project would be constructed to achieve the energy efficiency
standards of the 2008 Building and Energy Efficiency Standards. The 2008 Standard is 15 percent more
energy efficiency compared to the 2005 Building and Energy Efficiency Standards. Overall, as required, the
proposed project would comply with these statewide measures to reduce GHG emissions from both
stationary and mobiles sources. Compliance with these statewide measures would further reduce the
project’s GHG emissions. Therefore, the proposed project would not have the potential to interfere with the
State of California’s ability to achieve GHG reduction goals and strategies and no mitigation measures are
necessary.

3.8 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is vacant and no demolition of structures would be
necessary. The use of hazardous materials used during the construction phase would be typical of any
construction site and would be of limited quantity. Therefore, it would not present the potential for a
significant hazard to the general public. Although the future development plan for the site is yet to be
determined, any transport, use, storage, handling, or disposal of hazardous materials onsite would be
required to adhere to applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations. These laws and regulations
include the following.

Federal

¢ The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) is
aregulatory law developed to protect the water, air, and land resources from the risks created from
past chemical disposal practices. This law is also referred to as the Superfund Act and regulates
sites on the National Priority List (NPL), which are referred to as Superfund Sites. This Act also
requires that the owners or operators of facilities that handle hazardous materials notify federal,
state, and local authorities in the event of releases of hazardous materials.

e The Emergency Planning and Community Right-To-Know Act (EPCRA) of 1986 was enacted
primarily to inform communities and citizens of chemical hazards in their areas. Sections 311 and
312 of EPCRA require businesses to report to state and local agencies regarding the location and
quantities of chemicals stored onsite. Under Section 3131 of EPCRA, manufacturers are required to
report chemical releases for more than 600 designated substances.
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¢ The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) is the principal federal law that regulates
generation, management, and transportation of waste materials. Hazardous waste management
includes the treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous waste.

State

Several state laws and regulations require that releases or spills of hazardous materials be reported to state
and local authorities. These include:

Health and Safety Codes Sections 25270.7, 25270.8, and 25507
Vehicle Code Section 23112.5

Public Utilities Code Section 7673 (PUC General Orders #22-B, 161)
Government Code Sections 51018 and 8670.25.5 (a)

Water Codes Sections 1 3271 and 13272

In addition, Section 6409.1 of the California Labor Code requires that work injuries arising from exposure to
hazardous materials be reported to the state Department of Industrial Relations.

Compliance with the applicable laws and regulations would ensure that impacts are reduced to a less than
significant level. No mitigation measures are necessary.

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

No Impact. The proposed project would not create a hazard through upset or accident conditions involving
significant quantities of hazardous materials. The exchanged land would be land-banked for future use by
RCBE administrative and business operations, and the use of hazardous materials and substances at school
facilities would be minimal and in small quantities. All materials and substances would be subject to federal,
state, and local health and safety requirements. This would include affixing appropriate warning signs and
labels where necessary. Therefore, there are no reasonably foreseeable upset or accident conditions that
would create a significant hazard to the public due to the release of hazardous materials, and impacts would
be less than significant. No mitigation measures are necessary.

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

No Impact. The proposed project would not result in hazardous air emissions within one-quarter mile of a
school. The nearest school, Moreno Valley High School, is located approximately 0.5 mile north of the
project site. No impact is anticipated and no mitigation measures are necessary.

d) Belocated on a site which 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?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is not included on the list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5, which specifies lists of the following types of
hazardous materials sites: hazardous waste facilities; hazardous waste discharges for which the State Water
Quality Control Board has issued certain types of orders; public drinking water wells containing detectable
levels of organic contaminants; underground storage tanks with reported unauthorized releases; and solid
waste disposal facilities from which hazardous waste has migrated.

Riverside - Moreno Valley Land Exchange Initial Study Riverside County Board of Education ® Page 39



3. Envivonmental Analysis

The following databases of hazardous materials sites were searched for listings of hazardous materials on
the project site: Geotracker, State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB 2010); EnviroStor, Department of
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC 2010); and EnviroMapper, US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA
2010). No hazardous materials sites were listed on the project site on any of the three databases searched.
Therefore, no significant impacts to the public or to the environment would occur as a result of the proposed
project. No mitigation measures are necessary.

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

Less Than Significant Impact. March Air Reserve Base is located approximately one mile south of the
project site. However, the project site is located outside identified crash zones, noise-impacted areas, and
height-restricted areas under the most recent Air Installation Compatibility Use Zone (AICUZ) study for the
MARB airfield operations (MARB 2005). Therefore, airport impact would be less than significant and no
mitigation measures are necessary.

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard for
people residing or working in the project area?

No Impact. There is no private airstrip on or near the project site. No impact is anticipated and no mitigation
measures are necessary.

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

No Impact. The proposed project would not have any direct effect on an adopted emergency response plan
or emergency evacuation plan. The City’s project review process includes routing project plans to City fire
and police representatives for consideration of emergency access requirements before development
proposals are presented for decision-making body consideration. Access and circulation aspects of the
proposed project design meet City standards for required emergency vehicle access and emergency egress
or residents. Established City procedures for plan check, permit issuance, and construction inspection
ensure project implementation is consistent with the approved design. Therefore, no impact is anticipated
and no mitigation measures are necessary.

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed
with wildlands?

No Impact. The project site is not adjacent to wildlands and is not identified in the very high fire risk or
substantial fire risk area by the City (Moreno Valley 2006). No impact is anticipated and no mitigation
measures are necessary.

3.9 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?

Less Than Significant Impact. As part of Section 402 of the Clean Water Act, the EPA has established

regulations under the NPDES program to control direct stormwater discharges. In California, the State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) administers the NPDES permitting program and is responsible for
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developing NPDES permitting requirements. The NPDES program regulates industrial pollutant discharges,
which include construction activities.

All new construction sites over one acre in size must prepare a SWPPP and file a Notice of Intent with the
SWRCB under the requirement of a Storm Water Permit for General Construction Activities. The Board then
issues a permit for the construction phase of development. Development of the project site subsequent to
the land exchange would require the NPDES permit and SWPPP prior to the actual development. The project
applicant shall also be required to eliminate or reduce non-stormwater discharges to storm sewer systems
and other waters and perform inspections of all best management practices (BMP). Construction and
development would be subject to NPDES requirements, which would be expected to control any short-term
construction-related impacts to water quality. Implementation and monitoring required under the SWPPP is
anticipated to control and reduce short-term intermittent impacts to water quality from construction activities
to less than significant levels. No mitigation measures are necessary.

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater
table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would
not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)?

Less Than Significant Impact. Approximately 25 percent of the Eastern Municipal Water District’'s (EMWD)
water is from groundwater. There is adequate water supply to support the existing permitted uses onsite and
the project site development would not significantly deplete existing groundwater supplies. Furthermore, the
project site does not represent a significant source of groundwater recharge. No significant impacts would
occur and no mitigation measures are necessary.

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration
of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in a substantial erosion or
siltation on- or off-site.

Less Than Significant Impact. Urban development has two typical effects on storm runoff hydrology: an
increase in total runoff volume, and faster rising and higher peak flows. The increased area of impervious
surfaces such as road, parking lots, sidewalks, and building prevents natural infiltration to the soil and thus
creates higher runoff volumes. More rapid transport of runoff over smooth artificial surfaces and drainage
facilities, combined with the higher volume of runoff, causes elevated peak flows. This increase in flows may
adversely affect downstream channels.

Erosion and siltation due to wind and rainfall are more likely to occur when soils are exposed. During grading
for the proposed project, the soils would continue to be exposed; however, upon completion of grading for
the proposed project, the soils would be covered with impervious surfaces or with landscaping, both of
which would serve to reduce or prevent erosion and siltation on- and offsite. The project would notinvolve an
alteration of the course of a stream or river.

Implementation of the NPDES permit requirements, as they apply to the site, would reduce potential erosion,
siltation and water quality impacts resulting from the project to a less than significant level. In addition, the
use of landscaping and construction of an onsite drainage system would further reduce potential erosion
and siltation impacts of the completed RCBE facilities. Neither development nor operation of the future RCBE
facility would create substantial erosion or siltation on- or offsite because of changed drainage patterns.
Impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation measures are necessary.
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d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration
of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in
a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site?

Less Than Significant Impact. Development of the proposed project would not alter the course of a stream
or river. While the internal drainage patterns of the site may be altered as a result of development activities,
no course of a stream or river would be altered. The project would comply with the provisions of the NPDES
General Permit and other applicable regulations, such as the preparation of a water quality management
Plan (WQMP). In accordance with these requirements, the project would be required to provide necessary
drainage design features to collect site runoff in order to have minimal offsite discharge. Compliance with the
City’s standard procedures for plan check, permit issuance, and construction inspection would ensure that
required improvements are implemented. No significant impacts would result from the proposed project and
no mitigation measures are necessary.

e) 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?

Less Than Significant Impact. Future development of the project site would result in increased area of
impervious surfaces and contribute additional sources of polluted runoff. No specific development plan has
been proposed. However, at the time of development, RCBE would be required to coordinate drainage
improvements with the City of Moreno Valley Public Works Department and provide necessary drainage
improvements to collect site runoff, as appropriate. Therefore, no significant runoffimpact would result from
the site development and no mitigation measures are necessary.

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not have significant impact on storm drains or
other impact on surface waters or groundwater. Impacts to water quality would be reduced by compliance
with the applicable water quality regulations, programs, and permits, and preparation and implementation of
the SWPPP and WQMP. Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially degrade water quality and
no additional mitigation measures are necessary.

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary
or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?

No Impact. The proposed project does not involve any housing construction. No housing would be placed
within a 100-year flood hazard area. No impact is anticipated and no mitigation measures are necessary.

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood flows?

No Impact. According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) issued flood map panel
ID#06065C0745G, the project sit is not located within a 100-year flood hazard area. No impact is anticipated
and no mitigation measures are necessary.

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

No Impact. The nearest water body is Perris Lake, approximately five miles to the southeast. However, the
project site is outside of the inundation area (RCTLMA 2006). Implementation of the proposed project would
not create any flooding hazard and no impact is anticipated. No mitigation measures are necessary.
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J) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

No Impact. A seiche is a surface wave created when a body of water is shaken, usually by earthquake
activity. Seiches are of concern relative to water-storage facilities because inundation from a seiche can
occur if the wave overflows a containment wall, such as the wall of a reservoir, water storage tank, dam, or
other artificial body of water. There are no large water tanks or dams in the project site vicinity that could
pose a danger of flooding to the project site due to seiches.

Atsunamiis a series of ocean waves caused by a sudden displacement of the ocean floor, most often due to
earthquakes. The project site is located over 40 miles inland from the Pacific Ocean. No tsunami impact is
anticipated.

A mudflow is a type of landslide composed of saturated rock debris and soil with a consistency of wet
cement, which moves rapidly downslope. The project site has flat topography and is not in a FEMA flood
hazard zone or a dam inundation zone; therefore, there would be no significant risk of inundation due to
mudflow to the site. Inundation hazards to the project due to seiche, tsunami, or mudflow would be less than
significant. This impact is not significant and no mitigation measures are necessary.

3.10 LAND USE AND PLANNING
a) Physically divide an established community?

No Impact. The project site is vacant and no amendments to zoning or General Plan land use designations
would result from the proposed project. No impact is anticipated and no mitigation measures are necessary.

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over
the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or
zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

No Impact. The proposed land exchange would not require any zoning or General Plan amendments.
Although no specific development plan has been proposed, the likely uses of the site by RCBE would be
limited to uses allowed under the existing community commercial (CC) and business park-mixed use (BPX)
zoning, including, but not limited to providing spaces for offices, warehouse/storage, maintenance, or
technological infrastructure to support various administration and business services operations of RCBE. It is
also anticipated that the future development would comply with the applicable development codes and
standard conditions of approval established by the City of Moreno Valley, as appropriate. Therefore, the
proposed project would not conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulations, and no
mitigation measures are necessary.

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan?

No Impact. The project site is located in the plan area for MSHCP and the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Habitat
Conservation Plan. However, the project site is not in the criteria area or special preservation area, and fee
programs have been established for these areas for effective mitigation. The City of Moreno Valley has
standard conditions of approval for collection of fees prior to issuance of building and grading permits, as
applicable. Therefore, the proposed land exchange and the subsequent land development would not conflict
with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan. No impact would
result from the proposed project no mitigation measures are necessary.
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3.11 MINERAL RESOURCES

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

No Impact. No mineral resources that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state have
been identified on the project site. No impact is anticipated and no mitigation measures are necessary.

b) Resultin 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?

No Impact. No mineral resources of local importance have been identified on the project site. No impact is
anticipated and no mitigation measures are necessary.

3.12 NOISE

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the
local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project entails land exchange, which would be land-banked
for future development. A separate environmental evaluation would be performed as required by CEQA once
a specific development plan is proposed. The proposed land exchange would allow development of the
project site with permitted land uses under the current CC and BPX zoning designations. Although future
development of the site would increase the traffic volume in the project area, uses would be similar to uses in
the surrounding area and would not be a significant noise generator. As discussed in Section 3.16,
Transportation and Traffic, operation of the future development would not likely to exceed 998 average daily
trips (ADT). Additionally, the nearest sensitive receptors are located approximately 700 feet to the north
across Alessandro Boulevard with the additional noise buffer of a six-foot wall. The proposed project is also
not expected to generate construction noise that may exceed the standards of the City of Moreno Valley
Municipal Code Section 8.14.040(E) and 11.80.030(D) (7). Construction operations would occur only during
permitted hours of operation and, considering the project size and nature, operation of construction
equipment would not result in excess of an average sound level of 75 dB between hours of 6 AM and 8 PM,
and 7 AM to 8 PM on weekends or holidays, unless written approval is obtained from the Building Officer or
the City Engineer. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise
levels?

No Impact. Although there is no specific development plan for the project site, it is anticipated that future
development of the site would generate vibration during construction activities from use of heavy
construction equipment. However, considering there are no building structures immediately surrounding the
project site, no excessive groundborne vibration impact is anticipated. Operation of the project would not
generate substantial levels of vibration due to the lack of significant vibration-generating sources associated
with ROCE functions. No impact is anticipated and no mitigation measures are necessary.
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c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project?

Less Than Significant Impact. No specific development plan exists for the project site. However, future
uses would comply with the permitted uses within the CC and BPX zoning designations, and noise sources
associated with such uses would not create substantial ambient noise. The nearest sensitive receptors are
located approximately 700 feet north across Alessandro Avenue behind a six-foot wall. Additionally, noise
from project traffic along local area roadways would not significantly increase noise levels in the project area
and would likewise not result in a significant impact. Therefore, no mitigation measures are necessary.

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed land exchange and the subsequent land development would
result in temporary construction ambient noise. However, future construction activities would be required to
adhere to Municipal Code Section 8.14.040(E) that limits construction activities to Monday through Friday
from 6 AM to 8 PM, and 7 AM to 8 PM on weekends or holidays, unless written approval is obtained from the
Building Office or the City Engineer. In addition, there are no sensitive receptors immediately surrounding the
Alessandro/Graham site. The nearest residential uses are approximately 700 feet north across Alessandro
Avenue, behind an approximately six-foot wall. Overall, construction activities would be restricted to the least
noise-sensitive portions of the day, maximum noise levels would be infrequent throughout the workday, and
the distance and intervening structures between the project site and nearest residences would provide noise
attenuation so that construction noise would be faint or inaudible. Therefore, construction-related noise
impacts are less than significant at the nearby residences and no mitigation measures are necessary.

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, would the project expose people residing
or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

Less Than Significant Impact. March Air Reserve Base (MARB) is located approximately one mile south of
the project site. However, the project site is located outside identified noise-impact areas under the most
recent AICUZ study for the MARB airfield operations (MARB 2005). Therefore, noise impacts from the MARB
would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are necessary.

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

No Impact. The project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip, and the proposed project
would not expose people in the project area to excessive noise levels. No impact is anticipated and no
mitigation measures are necessary.

3.13 POPULATION AND HOUSING
a) Induce substantial 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)?

No Impact. The project site is vacant and no new roads or other offsite infrastructure improvements are
required for site development. Future development would comply with the existing zoning and development
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density regulations. The proposed project is not a growth-inducing project and no impact is anticipated. No
mitigation measures are necessary.

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

No Impact. The project site is vacant and no housing would be displaced as a result of the proposed land
exchange. No impact is anticipated and no mitigation measures are necessary.

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

No Impact. The project site is vacant and no people or housing would be displaced. No impact is
anticipated and no mitigation measures are necessary.

3.14 PUBLIC SERVICES

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 any of the public services:

a) Fire protection?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is undeveloped. The future development of the project site
would result in increased fire protection demands for the City of Moreno Valley Fire Department. The Moreno
Valley Fire Department is part of the CAL FIRE/Riverside County Fire Department’s regional, integrated,
cooperative fire protection organization. The City of Moreno Valley Fire Department operates six fire stations
and provides fire suppression, emergency medical rescue, hazardous materials response, planning and
inspections for businesses, and hazard abatement. Although no specific development proposal exists,
buildings would be constructed in accordance with the applicable building and fire codes and equipped with
fire sprinklers. Furthermore, the future development plan would be required to be reviewed and approved by
the Moreno Valley Fire Department. Impacts from the proposed project would be less than significant and no
mitigation measures are necessary.

b) Police protection?

Less Than Significant Impact. Moreno Valley Police Department provides police protection services to the
project site. Future development plans would comply with the existing zoning and other applicable
regulations. The police protection service demands generated from the development of the project site
would be similar to other mixed uses surrounding the project site. No additional or expanded police facilities
would be necessary and impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation measures are necessary.

¢) Schools?
No Impact. The proposed project does not involve residential development and would not increase demand

on local schools. No impacts on school attendance would result from the proposed project. No mitigation
measures are necessary.
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d) Parks?

No Impact. The proposed project would not involve any park development or displacement. The proposed
land exchange would not increase the park services demand and the recreational opportunities in the project
area. No changes to the nearby parks would result of the proposed project. No mitigation measures are
necessary.

e) Other public facilities

No Impact. The proposed project would not require the use or maintenance of other public facilities. No
significant impacts would occur as a result of the proposed project. No mitigation measures are necessary.

3.15 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?

No Impact. The demand for parks is typically related to changes in housing and population. The proposed
land exchange would support the existing functions of RCBE and would not result in substantial increase in
population. The proposed project is not a growth-inducing project and no additional parks usage would
occur. No impacts to neighborhood and regional parks would result from the project implementation and no
mitigation measures are necessary.

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities, which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

No Impact. The demand for parks is typically related to changes in housing and population. The proposed
land exchange would support the existing functions of RCBE. The proposed project is not a growth inducing
project and no additional parks usage would occur. No expansion or construction of additional recreational
facilities would be necessary. No mitigation measures are necessary.

3.16 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

a) 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?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed land exchange would allow a future project by RCBE of an
area covering the southern half of TPM 34044. However, because no specific development plan is proposed,
the traffic impacts evaluated for the TPM 34044 were reviewed for comparison purposes. A focused traffic
study was prepared in November 2006 for the development of TPM 34044 development plan consisting of
74,805 square feet of mini-storage, 12,000 square feet of office, 12,000 square feet of medical office, and
30,250 square feet of research and development center. Upon implementation, the traffic study anticipated a
total of 998 ADT with 96 AM peak hour trips and 116 PM peak hour trips. And the traffic report determined
that at General Plan buildout, the traffic conditions at the Alessandro Boulevard and Graham Street would
operate at unacceptable LOS F unless the following recommendations were implemented. With
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implementation of the following measures, the Alessandro Boulevard and Graham Street intersection is
projected to operate at acceptable LOS D or better.

e Construct Graham Street from Alessandro Boulevard to the south project boundary at its ultimate
half-section width as a Minor Arterial (88-foot right-of-way), including landscaping and parkway
improvements in conjunction with development.

e Eliminate eastbound free right-turn lane at Graham Street.

e Construct Alessandro Boulevard from the west project boundary to Graham Street at its ultimate
half-section width as a Divided Major Arterial (134-foot right-of-way), including landscaping and
parkway improvements in conjunction with development.

o Participate in the phased construction of off-site traffic signals through payment of traffic signal
mitigation fees. The traffic signals within the study area at buildout should specifically include an
interconnect of the traffic signals to function in a coordinated system.

Although there is no specific development plan, it is anticipated that the proposed land exchange would
result in similar or less traffic impacts as analyzed by the TPM 34044 development plan traffic study. Once a
development plan is proposed, RCBE will prepare a traffic study to evaluate the project-specific impact and
improvements will be identified, as appropriate. Since the project site has only one street frontage on
Graham Street, it is anticipated that half-section improvements would be required only on Graham Street.
Appropriate improvements would be incorporated into the conditions of approval and RCBE would be
required to contribute to the adopted Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) and Development
Impact Fee (DIF) programs. The City of Moreno Valley has an adopted area-wide TUMF and DIF nexus
study. Additionally, the City of Moreno Valley has established plan check and permit issuance procedures to
ensure implementation of recommended improvements prior to building permit issuance or occupancy.
Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with any applicable plan, ordinance, or policy associated
with the circulation system performance. Impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation measures
are necessary.

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited to level of
service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by the county
congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?

No Impact. According to the 2010 Congestion Management Program for Riverside County by the Riverside
County Transportation Commission, the minimum level of service standard for intersections and segments
along the CMP system of highways and roadways is LOS E. There were no deficiencies along local arterials
included on CMP System in Western Riverside County for 2009. The proposed project would not contribute
to a significant impact to any congestion management agency roads or highways. There are no congestion
management agency roads or highways in the vicinity of the project site. The nearest CMP roadway is I-215,
and the nearest CMP intersection is the intersection of Alessandro Boulevard and I-215, 1.8 miles west of the
project site. Due to the distance between the project site and the nearest CMP road, no significant impact to
designated roads or highways is anticipated. Furthermore, the required payment of TUMF would reduce any
impacts to regional traffic facilities to a less than significant impact. No mitigation measures are necessary.
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c) Resultinachange in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location that results in substantial safety risks?

No Impact. RCBE does not have any operational functions that could result in a change in air traffic patterns.
Development of the project site would have no impact and no mitigation measures are necessary.

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not result in hazards to safety from design
features or incompatible uses. The project would not result in changes to existing circulation patterns offsite,
and no sharp curves or other hazardous traffic conditions currently exist within the project area. Surrounding
uses are compatible with the proposed project in terms of circulation and traffic patterns. Impacts would be
less than significant and no mitigation measures are necessary.

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?

No Impact. No specific development plan exists for the site. However, any future development plan would be
required to comply with the City’s review process, which includes routing project plans to City fire and police
representatives for consideration of emergency access requirements. Established City procedures for plan
check, permitissuance, and construction inspection would ensure future development complies with the City
standards. Therefore, no impact is anticipated and no mitigation measures are necessary.

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian
facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities?

Less Than Significant Impact. Although no specific development plan exists for the project site, RCBE
would provide adequate access to public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, as required by applicable
policies, plans, or programs at the time of development plan submittal. Therefore, the proposed project
would not decrease the performance or safety of such facilities and no significant impact is anticipated. No
mitigation measures are necessary.

g) Result in inadequate parking capacity?

No Impact. No specific development plan is proposed for the site. However, future development would
provide adequate parking spaces in accordance with City standards. Implementation of future conditions of
approval and established City procedures for plan check, permit issuance, and construction inspection
would ensure that adequate parking capacity is provided. No impact is anticipated and no mitigation
measures are necessary.

3.17 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

a) Exceed waste water treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control
Board?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed land exchange and the subsequent development of the
project site would not result in the exceedance of wastewater treatment requirements. Although details of the
future development plan are unknown at this time, the type and volume of projected wastewater would be
typical of urban uses similar to surrounding land uses. No inadequate treatment capacity by the Eastern
Municipal Water District at the Moreno Valley Water Reclamation Facility is anticipated. Appropriate
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improvements would be constructed in coordination with the Eastern Municipal Water District at the time of
future development. No mitigation measures are necessary.

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or waste water treatment facilities or expansion
of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?

No Impact. EMWD is the water purveyor for the proposed site, and would also handle the collection,
treatment, and disposal of wastewater for the site. The proposed project would not require or result in the
need to construct new water or wastewater treatment facilities that would cause significant environmental
effects. Appropriate infrastructure improvements would be determined and coordinated with EMWD when a
specific development plan is proposed. No impact would occur as a result of the proposed project. No
mitigation measures are required.

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would increase the impervious area of the site, thus
increasing the volume and velocity of the storm runoff. Onsite storm drains would be constructed and
connect to the offsite storm drainage system, in compliance with the City’s Engineering Department
standards. The project site is surrounded by similar uses, and no new or expanded drainage facilities would
be necessary to develop the project site. No offsite drainage facility construction would be necessary, and no
significant environment effects are anticipated. No mitigation measures are necessary.

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitiements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitiements needed?

Less Than Significant Impact. EMWD provides water service to the project site. Approximately 75 percent
of EMWD’s water is imported from the Metropolitan Water District, and 25 percent is groundwater. According
to the Moreno Valley General Plan, EMWD has adequate water supply to accommodate buildout growth
projected for the City of Moreno Valley. Future development of the project site would comply with the existing
zoning designation, and no increase development intensity would be proposed. Therefore, there is adequate
water supply to develop the project site and no additional procurement of water entitlement would be
necessary. Impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are necessary.

e) Result in a determination by the waste water 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?

Less Than Significant Impact. EMWD provides sewer service to the project site. EMWD operates over 356
miles of sewer mains and six sewage lift stations to provide wastewater collection services. All wastewater is
collected and conveyed to the Moreno Valley Regional Water Reclamation Facility (MVRWRF) that has a
capacity to treat 16 million gallons of wastewater per day (mgd) and a capacity to expand to 41 mgd. The
proposed land exchange and the subsequent site development would result in increased sewer treatment
demands. Although no specific development plan exists, it is anticipated that future development would
provide necessary onsite sewer improvements to be reviewed and approved by EMWD. Because the
proposed project would comply with the permitted land uses onsite, the type and volume of wastewater
would be typical of surrounding land uses. EMWD has adequate capacity to serve the future development.
Impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are necessary.
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f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste
disposal needs?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed land exchange and the subsequent site development would
generate solid waste during construction and long-term operation of the future RCBE facility. The solid waste
would be taken authorized landfills. The anticipated solid waste would be typical of office and business
functions and would not be of an unusual amount, given the size of the site. The nearby landfills accepting
waste from Moreno Valley include Badlands Sanitary Landfill, EI Sobrante Landfill, and Lamb Canyon
Sanitary Landfill, with permitted maximum daily capacity of 4,000 tons/day, 16,054 tons/day, and 3,000
tons/day, respectively. Therefore, there is sufficient landfill capacity to serve the future development and no
significant impact is anticipated. No mitigation measures are necessary.

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste?

Less Than Significant Impact. The following federal and state laws and regulations govern solid waste
disposal. The US Environmental Protection Agency administers the Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act of 1976 and the Solid Waste Disposal Act of 1965, which govern solid waste disposal. In the State of
California, AB 939 (Integrated Solid Waste Management Act of 1989; Public Resources Code 40050 et seq.),
requires every California city and county to divert 50 percent of its waste from landfills since the year 2000 by
such means as recycling, source reduction, and composting. In addition, AB 939 requires each county to
prepare a countywide siting element specifying areas for transformation or disposal sites to provide capacity
for solid waste generated in the county that cannot be reduced or recycled for a 15-year period. AB 1327, the
California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Access Act of 1991, required the California Integrated Waste
Management Board to develop a model ordinance requiring adequate areas for the collection and loading of
recyclable materials in development projects. Local agencies were then required to adopt and enforce either
the model ordinance or an ordinance of their own by September 1, 1993. The project would comply with all
laws and regulations governing solid waste, such as those listed above. Therefore, no impact to federal,
state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste would occur. No mitigation measures are
required.

3.18 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

a) Does 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?

Less Than Significant Impact. No significant impacts to biological resources or cultural resources have
been identified. All the impacts related to the proposed land exchange and subsequent site development
would be less than significant and would not degrade the quality of the environment. No mitigation measures
are necessary.

b) Does 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.)

Less Than Significant Impact. Development of the proposed project includes less than significant impacts
that are individually limited. When viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other
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current projects, and the effects of probable future projects, there is no indication that potential impacts
would be cumulatively considerable. No changes to the objectives and policies of the City of Moreno Valley
General Plan would be necessary and no impacts would be individually limited but cumulatively significant.
No mitigation measures are necessary.

c) Does the project have environmental effects, which will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly?

Less Than Significant Impact. The analysis in the present Initial Study has not identified any substantial
adverse impacts that the proposed project would have on human beings, either directly or indirectly. The
proposed project would not result in significant adverse effects on human beings. No mitigation measures
are necessary.
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