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1. INTRODUCTION
The Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the proposed 2017 General Plan for
the City of Jurupa Valley (“Proposed Plan” or “Plan”) is composed of the following documents:


Draft EIR State Clearinghouse No. 2016021025 and Appendices dated February 14, 2017;



Final EIR and Response to Comments EIR including modifications or errata to the DEIR;



Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP); and



Findings, Statement of Overriding Considerations, Staff Reports, and Resolutions.

The purpose of this document is to respond to all comments received by the City of Jurupa Valley
(City) regarding the environmental information and analyses contained in the Draft EIR. Additionally,
any corrections to the text and figures of the Draft EIR, generated either from responses to comments
or independently by the City, are stated in this volume of the Final EIR. The Draft EIR text has not
been modified to reflect these clarifications.

1.1

CONTENT AND FORMAT

Subsequent to this introductory section, Section 2.0 contains copies of each comment letter received
on the Draft EIR, along with annotated responses to each comment contained within the letters.
Section 3.0 of this document contains corrections and errata to the Draft EIR. Section 4.0 contains
the MMRP.

1.2

PUBLIC REVIEW OF THE DRAFT EIR

As required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15087, a Notice
of Completion (NOC) of the Draft Programmatic EIR State Clearinghouse No. 2016021025 for the
2017 General Plan for the City of Jurupa Valley was filed with the State Clearinghouse on February
17, 2017 and the Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft EIR was filed with the Riverside County
Clerk at the same time. The Draft EIR was circulated for public review for a period of 45 days, from
February 17, 2017 to April 3, 2017. Copies of the Draft EIR were distributed to all Responsible
Agencies and to the State Clearinghouse in addition to various public agencies, citizen groups, and
interested individuals. Copies of the Draft EIR were also made available for public review at the City
Planning Department, at two area libraries, and on the internet.
A total of eleven (11) comment letters were received commenting on the DEIR. Nine (9) of the
comment letters received were from federal, State, regional, or local agencies, one letter was
received from a conservation group, and one letter was received from a private
organization/individual. All letters have been responded to within this document. In particular,
comments that address environmental issues are responded to in Section 2.0.

1.3

POINT OF CONTACT

The Lead Agency for this Project is the City of Jurupa. Any questions or comments regarding the
preparation of this document, its assumptions, or its conclusions, should be referred to:
Mary Wright, Project Manager
City of Jurupa Valley, Planning Department
8930 Limonite Avenue
Jurupa Valley, California 91776
Phone: (951) 332-6464
Email: mwright@jurupavalley.org
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1.4

PROJECT SUMMARY

The following information is summarized from the “General Plan Components” description in the Draft
EIR. For additional detail in regard to Plan characteristics, along with analyses of the Plan’s potential
environmental impacts, please refer to Draft EIR Sections 3.0 and 4.0, respectively.

1.4.1

Location

The City of Jurupa Valley is located in western Riverside County, and the Proposed Plan area
constitutes the boundaries of the City of Jurupa Valley. The City is adjacent to the cities of Eastvale
on the west, Norco and Riverside on the south and east, and Ontario and Fontana in the County of
San Bernardino on the north and east, and the City of Colton on the northeast. The western portion of
Jurupa Valley is primarily flat, with gentle rolling foothills scattered throughout the Glen Avon and Mira
Loma areas. North of SR 60 lies the dramatic sloping terrain of the Jurupa Mountains, that provide a
natural backdrop for the communities of Sunnyslope and Belltown. The Pedley Hills provide a
picturesque setting for the community of Pedley as well as a pleasing backdrop for communities
adjacent to the hills. The Santa Ana River, with its attendant riparian habitat, provides a natural
contrast along the southern boundary of Jurupa Valley. Over the years, the Jurupa Valley has
consisted of many unincorporated communities.

1.4.2

General Plan Components

The City’s 2017 General Plan is consistent with and derives its authority from California State law.
Once adopted, it becomes the basis for land use and other important municipal decisions; however,
the Plan itself is not a regulation. The General Plan is implemented through Zoning Regulations,
adopted standards and other City laws. As required by State law, capital improvement programs,
zoning regulations and related land use policies must be consistent with the General Plan.
The Land Use Element represents a generalized “blueprint” for the future of the City and is the core of
the General Plan. It sets forth a pattern for the use, development, and preservation of land within the
City's planning area. The pattern is based on Community needs and preferences and describes the
expected level of population growth resulting from housing construction anticipated by the plan. It also
shows the type, location, and intensity of new commercial and industrial uses to meet the City’s
economic sustainability needs. The General Plan consists of the seven mandatory elements,
including the Land Use Element, plus three optional elements. The following elements relate to the
Land Use Element as described below.
1) The Mobility Element recognizes implications of land use policy on all modes of movement
and establishes policies, standards, and implementation measures that work with the Land
Use Element update and address both existing and potential circulation opportunities and
deficiencies.
2) The Housing Element goals, policies, and programs reflect the land use policies as they
relate to residential development.
3) The Noise Element contains policies that protect residents and land uses from noise and
vibration impacts while allowing development and a mix of compatible land uses.
4) The Community Safety, Services and Facilities Element identifies hazards that influence the
locations and types of proposed land uses and describes the services and facilities
necessary to serve those land uses. In addition, the Land Use and Safety Elements share
several safety topics. For example, the Land Use Element includes airport safety policies and
programs that relate to compatible land use and design.
5) The Conservation and Open Space Element contains policies and programs to protect
natural resources and open spaces, including natural habitat areas, environmentally sensitive
areas, watersheds, recreation areas, agricultural land, and other open space amenities. The
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Land Use Element works with this element and incorporates concepts such as clustering and
buffering open space areas in order to enhance their protection.
6) The Air Quality Element contains policies and programs that address land use, design, and
transportation measures intended to help maintain healthy air quality in Jurupa Valley. The
pattern of land use and communities’ transportation systems can help reduce motor vehicle
emissions and have positive, healthy effects on residents and visitors’ quality of life.
7) The Environmental Justice Element contains policies and programs that seek to ensure that
all members of the Community have meaningful input into the decision-making process. In
addition, the Element protects low-income persons and communities from land use actions
that adversely affect the health, safety, and welfare of these groups.
8) The Economic Sustainability Element contains policies and programs that focus on the City’s
financial health to achieve other key Community goals and to provide essential services.
Economic-sustainability strategies typically involve land-use and transportation decisions,
and are guided by long-term consideration of City assets, opportunities, needs, and costs.
9) The Healthy Communities Element includes policies and programs to support the overall
health of Jurupa Valley’s residents. It focuses on providing healthy choices for food,
recreation, and health care, and seeks to improve everyone’s access to information on
healthy living.

1.4.3

Plan Objectives

A clear statement of project objectives allows for the analysis of reasonable alternatives to the
proposed project once significant impacts of the project have been identified. The City has outlined
the following objectives for the proposed project relative to the CEQA process and the analysis of
alternatives in the Draft EIR (Section 6.0) are outlined below.
The purpose of the proposed 2017 General Plan is to provide a framework for growth and change
(e.g., new residential and non-residential development). General plans are necessarily considered at
a program level under CEQA, which means its objectives, as outlined in its goals, policies, and
programs, are more broad then objectives for typical private development projects or even public
works projects. The Community Values Statement of the 2017 General Plan states its “guiding
values” (considered to be “objectives” under CEQA) are to:

1. Small-Town Feel. Maintain Jurupa Valley’s small-town feel, where neighbors know neighbors
and merchants, the built environment reflects and is compatible with the area’s character, and
where residents can grow gardens, raise and keep livestock, and choose from diverse
lifestyles in a semi-rural town setting.

2. Community of Communities. Jurupa Valley consists of many distinctive communities and
neighborhoods in a valley surrounded by stunning natural scenery and views. As a
“community of communities”, we will preserve and enhance those positive qualities that make
our communities unique, enhance our “gateways” to welcome residents and visitors and
embrace a unifying community theme and spirit. Our ability to offer the choice of a semi-rural,
equestrian lifestyle is an essential part of who we are as a community and of our quality of life.

3. Open Space and Visual Quality. We value and protect the Santa Ana River and river plain,
ridgelines, and hillsides for their exceptional value for recreation, watershed, wildlife habitat,
environmental health, and as scenic backdrops for the City. As part of our values, we support
prevention and removal of visual blight, protection of public vistas, and community awareness
and beautification activities. Jurupa Valley’s special places will be protected, maintained and
promoted to preserve our unique character, instill local pride and encourage tourism.

4. Active Outdoor Life. Many Jurupa Valley residents were drawn here because of its unique
outdoor setting and the recreation opportunities it offers. Our parks and recreation facilities are
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essential to maintain and improve our health and quality of life. We place high value on our
public parks, sports fields, pedestrian and equestrian trails and support facilities, golf courses,
outdoor use areas, historic sites and nature centers, campgrounds, airport, and joint use
school facilities.

5. Public Safety. Support for public safety, law enforcement and emergency medical services is
a value that’s widely held by Jurupa Valley residents. We honor and respect the safety
professionals who faithfully serve Jurupa Valley. We support strong, collaborative efforts to
prevent crime and homelessness, enforce planning and building codes, and to improve the
safety of neighborhoods, homes, public facilities, streets, trails and other transportation
facilities. We take proactive measures to cope with and recover from emergencies and natural
and manmade disasters.

6. Education, Culture and Technology. We place high priority on maintaining and improving
our educational, cultural and technical opportunities, including programs and events at
schools, libraries, museums, performing arts facilities and other community venues. We
support the establishment of new community centers as well as college-level, life-enrichment,
and career training opportunities in Jurupa Valley.

7. Mobility. We support the creation and maintenance of transportation networks (e.g., multiuse equestrian, pedestrian and bicycle trails, complete streets, sidewalks, airport, rail, and
public transit) that are safe, attractive, and efficient and provide connectivity to meet the
diverse needs for the movement of people and goods.

8. Diversity. We value Jurupa Valley’s cultural and social diversity and celebrate our cultural
richness through arts and culture, community festivals, educational programs and exhibits,
seasonal and equestrian-themed events, preservation of historic landmarks, youth and adult
sports.

9. Environmental Justice. We value the health, well-being, safety and livability of all our
communities and strive to equitably distribute public benefits and resources. We endeavor to
enhance underserved communities so that all residents can thrive and share in a high quality
of life.

10. Healthy Communities. We have a comprehensive view of health. We enhance existing
opportunities for healthy living and create new ones by helping residents to make the healthy
choice the easy choice. The health and well-being of all individuals, families, neighborhoods
and businesses is our shared value and concern. We take positive steps to maintain a clean,
visually attractive City, to improve Jurupa Valley’s physical, social and environmental health
and to share and teach these values to achieve and sustain a healthy, clean and safe
environment for current and future generations.

11. Economic and Fiscal Health. We support high quality economic growth and development
that is environmentally sustainable and that fosters housing, living wage jobs, retail goods and
services, public facilities and services, environmental benefits, destination tourism, and
medical and educational facilities. We seek ways to be good stewards of our local assets, to
make wise land use and fiscal decisions, to conduct open and accessible government, and to
preserve and enhance the City’s prosperity and quality of life.
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2. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
A total of eleven (11) comment letters on the Draft EIR were received with nine (9) letters from
federal, state, regional, or local agencies, one letter from a conservation organization, and one letter
from a private individual. All letters have been responded to within this document. Comments that
address environmental concerns have been specifically addressed. Section 15088 of the State CEQA
Guidelines, Evaluation of and Response to Comments, states:
a) The lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received
from persons who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.
The lead agency shall respond to comments received during the noticed
comment period and any extensions and may respond to late comments.
b) The written response shall describe the disposition of significant environmental
issues raised (e.g., revisions to the proposed Plan to mitigate anticipated impacts
or objections). In particular, major environmental issues raised when the lead
agency’s position is at variance with recommendations and objections raised in
the comments must be addressed in detail, giving the reasons that specific
comments and suggestions were not accepted. There must be good faith,
reasoned analysis in response. Conclusory statements unsupported by factual
information will not suffice.
c) The response to comments may take the form of a revision to the draft EIR or
may be a separate section in the final EIR. Where the response to comments
makes important changes in the information contained in the text of the draft EIR,
the lead agency should either:
1. Revise the text in the body of the EIR; or
2. Include marginal notes showing that the information is revised in the
responses to comments.
Information provided in this volume of the Final EIR clarifies, amplifies, or makes minor modifications
to the Draft EIR. No significant changes have been made to the information contained in the Draft EIR
as a result of the responses to comments, and no significant new information has been added that
would require recirculation of the document.
An Errata section to the EIR (Section 3.0) has been prepared to indicate if or what minor corrections
and clarifications to the Draft EIR were needed as a result of City review and comments received
during the public review period.
This Response to Comments document, along with the Errata is included as part of the Final EIR for
consideration/recommendation by the Planning Commission and then to the City Council prior to a
vote to certify the Final EIR.
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2.1

LIST OF PERSONS, ORGANIZATIONS, AND PUBLIC AGENCIES
COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT EIR

The persons, organizations, and public agencies that submitted comments regarding the Draft EIR
from February 17, 2017 through April 3, 2017, are listed below. A total of eleven (11) comment letters
were received. Nine of the comment letters were from federal, state, regional, or local agencies, while
two letters were from private conservation organizations or individuals. Each comment letter received
is indexed with a letter below:
(A) FEDERAL/STATE AGENCIES
A-1

California Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse (April 4, 2017)
Scott Morgan, Director, State Clearinghouse

A-2

Federal Emergency Management Agency (February 23, 2017)
Gregor Blackburn, DFM Branch Chief

A-3

Native American Heritage Commission (February 28, 2017)
Katy Sanchez, Associate Environmental Planner

A-4

CalFire and Riverside County Fire Department (April 11, 2017)*
Jason Neuman, Division Chief, Strategic Planning Division

(B) REGIONAL/COUNTY AGENCIES
B-1

Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission (March 28, 2017)
Edward Cooper, ALUC Director

B-2

Southern California Edison (April 3, 2017)
Heather Neely, Environmental Services

(C) LOCAL AGENCIES
C-1

City of Eastvale (March 3, 2017)
No Commenter Specified

C-2

City of Fontana (March 8, 2017)
Zai AbuBakar, Director of Community Development

C-3

City of Eastvale (April 12, 2017)*
Cathy Perring, Assistant Planning Director

(D) PRIVATE ORGANIZATIONS/INDIVIDUALS
D-1

Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance (March 11, 2017)
Joe Bourgeois, Chairman of the Board

D-2

RTE 60, LLC (private party)(March 20, 2017)
Jim Stockhausen (Emerald Ridge representative)

*

received after the close of the public review period
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2.2

FORMAT OF RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

The first section provides responses to the comments made at a public hearing at the Planning
Commission on February 22, 2017 to introduce the DEIR to the Commission and the public.
Following that are comment letters and responses to the comments in those letters.
Aside from the courtesy statements, introductions, and closings, individual comments within the body
of each letter have been identified and numbered. A copy of each comment letter and the City’s
responses are included in this section. Brackets delineating the individual comments and an
alphanumeric identifier have been added to the right margin of the letter. Responses to each
comment identified are included on the page(s) following each comment letter. Responses to
comments were sent to the agencies that provided comments.
In the process of responding to the comments, there were minor revisions to the Draft Environmental
Impact Report. None of the comments or responses constitutes “significant new information” (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15073.5) that would require recirculation of the Draft Environmental Impact
Report.

Planning Commission Public Hearing on February 22, 2017
Please excuse any misspellings of names of summary of issues by speaker listed from the hearing,
the author used notes taken during the hearing as the basis for the following material. Also note most
of the comments are directed to various elements of the General Plan but any relationship of
comments to the General Plan EIR are noted below.
Public Comments
1. Kim Johnson. Provided some detailed comments regarding cultural and historical resources for
the Conservation and Open Space Element which may affect the General Plan EIR. Provided a
written list of “possible historic buildings” in Jurupa Valley (see FEIR Appendix C). She recommended
incorporating a more detailed list or multiple lists into the General Plan, and indicated she would be
submitting a more detailed letter later during the EIR public review period.
Response. Draft EIR includes more extensive discussion of historical resources and recommends
mitigation to address potential resources that may be outside of designated historical zone.
2. Phil Jones. Representing Garrett Group for the “Land Use Area (LUA) 4” property in Glen Avon.
Would like land use designation changed from Commercial Tourist/Light Industrial (CT/LI) to
Business Park (BP) for more flexibility.
Response: Land use comment (no direct relation to EIR).
3. Pam Steele. Representing Jerry Jaekels in “Land Use Area (LUA) 5” (LUA-5). Would like land use
designation(s) to match a project being proposed for that area.
Response: Land use comment (no direct relation to EIR).
th

4. Shiela Ehrlich. Represents owners on property at 58 Street to Jurupa Road along railroad tracks.
A-1 designation in between the R-1 designation (see No. 5 below).
Response: Land use comment (no direct relation to EIR).
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5. Sybil Acheree. Lives on property at 58 Street to Jurupa Road along the railroad lines. Property
has always been commercial so is requesting Business Park (BP) rather than a residential
designation.
Response: Land use comment (no direct relation to EIR).
6. Betty Anderson. Expressed concern about air quality policies and asked the City to prohibit truck
parking in residential areas. She said there was a lot of that activity in Sky Country and truckers were
being attracted to that area by being told it was allowed there. Said Mira Loma area has bad enough
air quality, and did not want Jurupa Valley to become like Fontana relative to trucks parking in
residential areas.
Response: The Planning Commission discussed regarding Air Quality Element below. EIR did
address air quality and health risks on a City-wide basis including trucks and diesel emissions in
areas that are designated for light industrial and other truck-related uses.
7. Steven Anderson. Said the General Plan map for trails is good on paper but in reality there are
few trails in the City. Supported comments from No. 6 and encouraged the City to get truck parking
out of residential areas. Truck routes should be designated to keep truck activity away from high
school and residences.
Response: Truck routes are addressed in both General Plan and EIR although the actual designated
routes will probably not be incorporated into the General Plan document. The Planning Commission
discussed regarding Air Quality Element below.
8. Diana Fox. Concerned about health and wellness in the City (works with “Healthy Jurupa Valley”).
Suggested some language could be added to the General Plan from the WRCOG Healthy Element
template or model.
Response: The General Plan addresses goals and policies of the General Plan relative to healthy
communities which are also addressed in appropriate sections of the EIR.
Summary of Public Comments. Four of the 8 comments were about specific changes to land use
designations on specific properties, one of the 8 comments was about “healthy communities” policies,
and three of the 8 comments addressed potential EIR issues.
Planning Commission Comments
Note: the following comments are summarized by General Plan Element rather than individual
speaker as the discussion went back and forth among the Planning Commissioners so identifying
specific comments from specific speakers was not possible.
1. Air Quality Element. More specific data was needed about Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions,
(maybe an assessment of truck emission impacts to residential areas, ways to reduce particulate
matter including diesel emissions). The General Plan may need to add mitigation measures to better
control GHG emissions from new development, especially with current and pending legislation for
2030 GHG targets (SB 32).It may be possible to easily add restrictions to the Municipal Code rather
than General Plan restricting trucks in residential areas.
Response: Staff pointed out the General Plan Land Use Element does discourage truck parking, but
the City “inherited” poorly organized land uses in some areas and it will take time to resolve some
ongoing issues. The General Plan is supposed to provide options for new development to help
reduce or eliminate such issues over time.
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2. Community Safety Element. The City is challenged by a number of existing hazards, maybe the
concept of Transfer of Development Rights (TRD) can be used to set aside hazardous areas, sites
with former hazmat contamination, steep slopes, flood zones, etc.
Response: Staff indicated the General Plan has a number of policies to deal with properties that
contain hazards, as well as General Plan goals and policies regarding community-wide hazards.
3. Environmental Justice Element. Element has been in place for two years, no need yet for any
major revisions. Is Element consistent with SB 1000 requirements for 2018?
Response: Staff indicated the Environmental Justice Element complies with SB 1000.
4. Healthy Communities. Planning Commissioners echoed public comments on healthy
communities and expressed concern about health care for seniors, especially if federal programs and
requirements change in the coming years.
Response: Staff indicated the General Plan has policies to address these concerns.
5. Economic Sustainability. Planning Commissioners asked if there were local business profiles for
prospective companies wanting to relocate to Jurupa Valley. Page ESE page 11-6 refers to “lower
income, largely Hispanic” market but does the City want that kind of specific targeting for future
businesses?
Response: Staff indicated the General Plan and supporting Kosmont study indicate retail sales per
household is low in the City due to a lack of shopping opportunities that are unfortunately met by
businesses in other jurisdictions. However, the Kosmont study did not identify specific attraction
goals.
6. Draft EIR. No specific comments, no one had time to review it since it was only distributed on
February 17.
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RESPONSES TO LETTER A-1
California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse
Response to Comment 1. The City recognizes the receipt of comments from State agencies and the
State Clearinghouse’s acknowledgement that it has complied with review requirements for
environmental documents.

13

FINAL EIR - RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
2017 General Plan - City of Jurupa Valley

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

14

LETTER A-2

1

2

3

4

5

FINAL EIR - RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
2017 General Plan - City of Jurupa Valley

RESPONSES TO LETTER A-2
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Response to Comment 1. The information in the Draft EIR (DEIR) on flooding was based in part on
data obtained from the FEMA website regarding Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) for the Jurupa
Valley area, as cited in the DEIR. The General Plan goals and policies related to flood control and
flood protection are consistent with the FIRM program and the National Flood Insurance Program
(NFIP). DEIR pages 4.9-2 through 4.9-6 describe flooding conditions in the City and refer to these
federal flood protection programs.
Response to Comment 2. The City acknowledges that new development and improvements must
be kept out of established or identified flood zones as outlined in FEMA’s FIRM program and the
National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). General Plan Policy CSSF 1.6 addresses flood risk by
requiring the review of new construction and substantial improvements within the 100-year floodplain.
It also requires projects to minimize its flood risks to acceptable levels in areas mapped by FEMA or
as determined by site-specific hydrologic studies for areas not mapped by FEMA (i.e., the 100-year
flood zone). In addition, Policy CSSF 1.12 requires that flood control improvements must be in place
to protect not only existing development but future development in the City (DEIR pages 4.9-26 and
4.9-27)
Response to Comment 3. The Community Safety, Services, and Facilities Element of the General
Plan includes the following goals and policies which require hydraulic studies for new development to
protect improvements and occupants from anticipated flooding, consistent with federal laws and
regulations. General Plan Policies CSSF 1.6 and CSSF 1.21 address flood risk by requiring the
review of new construction and substantial improvements within the 100-year floodplain. It also
requires projects to minimize its flood risks to acceptable levels in areas mapped by FEMA or as
determined by site-specific hydrologic studies for areas not mapped by FEMA (i.e., areas outside of
the 100-year flood zone). In addition, Policy CSSF 1.12 requires that flood control improvements must
be in place to protect not only existing development but future development in the City (DEIR pages
4.9-36).
Response to Comment 4. The Community Safety, Services, and Facilities Element of the General
Plan includes the following policy regarding flood map revisions:
CSSF 1.21

Flood Hazard Zones. Encourage periodic reevaluation of the 500-year, 100-year
and 10-year flood hazard zones by State, federal, County, and other sources and use
such studies to improve existing protection, review flood protection standards for new
development and redevelopment, and update emergency response plans.

In addition, the City’s development review procedures require a Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) or
Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) when development will change identified 100-year flood
zone limits.
Response to Comment 5. The City will continue to coordinate with federal and county floodplain
managers to provide flood protection for current and future City residents and businesses. The
Community Safety, Services, and Facilities Element of the General Plan includes the following
policies regarding regional coordination: CSSF 1.15 requires new development to integrate into local
and regional storm drain systems; and CSSF 1.16 which requires the City and future development to
coordinate with neighboring jurisdictions regarding flood protection.
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RESPONSES TO LETTER A-3
Native American Heritage Commission
Response to Comment 1. As outlined in the DEIR, three Native American tribal groups were
contacted to request if they wanted to consult with the City on this project, per the requirements of
Senate Bill (SB) 18 and Assembly Bill (AB) 52. DEIR page 4.5-17 states that…”A General Plan
requires consultation with local Native American tribal groups under both SB 18 and AB 52 regarding
Tribal Cultural Resources (TCR). The State Native American Heritage Commission has indicated
there are 23 Native American groups or individuals in the region who may have an interest in the
Jurupa Valley General Plan. Of these groups/individuals contacted by the City, representatives from
the following three Native American Groups expressed interest in the City’s General Plan process in
terms of Native American monitoring of any and all ground disturbing activities as well as formal
government to government consultation, but did not indicate the need for additional consultation
regarding the General Plan itself as long as project-level concerns were met:
1. Mr. Andrew Salas, Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians-Kizh Nation
2. Mr. Ray Huaute, Morongo Band of Mission Indians
3. Mr. Anthony Ontiveros, Soboba Band Luiseño Indians
In addition, Ms. Croft, THPO, with the Agua Caliente Band of Mission Indians indicated the City is
outside the boundaries of the Agua Caliente traditional use area and no further consultation was
necessary.
This demonstrates the City’s commitment to meaningful consultation with local Native American tribal
groups, and the City will continue to consult with the tribes on development proposals in the future, as
required under SB 18 and AB 52.
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John R. Hawkins - Fire Chief
210 West San Jacinto Avenue, Perris, CA 92570-1915
Bus: (951) 940-6900 Fax: (951) 940-6373 www.rvcfire.org
Proudly serving
serving the
unincorporated areas
of riverside county
and the cities of:

Banning
Beaumont
Calimesa
Canyon lake

April 11, 2017

LETTER A-4
City of Jurupa Valley
Planning Department
Ernest Perea, CEQA Administrator
8930 Limonite Ave.
Jurupa Valley, CA 92509

Coachella

RE: City of Jurupa Valley 2017 General Plan Draft Enviornmental Impact Report (SCH
No. 2016021025)

Desert Hot Springs

Dear Mr. Perea,

Eastvale
Indian Wells
Indio
Jurupa Valley
Lake Elsinore

Thank you for providing the Riverside County Fire Department the opportunity to review the
Draft 2017 Enviornmental Impact Report for the City of Jurupa Valley.
At this point the Riverside County Fire Department has no further comments. The cumulative
impacts to the fire departments level of service have been adequalely addressed. Mitigation
measures in the form of agency goals and policies will reduce these impacts to a level of
significance.

La Quinta

If I can be of further assistance, please feel free to contact me at (951) 940-6372 or e-mail at
jason.neuman@fire.ca.gov.

Menifee
Moreno Valley
Norco
Palm Desert
Perris
Rancho Mirage
Rubidoux CSD
San Jacinto
Temecula
Wildomar

BOARD OF
SUPERVISORS:
SUPERVISORS
Kevin Jeffries
District 1
John Tavaglione
District 2
CHARLES WASHINGTON

District 3
VACANT
District 4
Marion Ashley
District 5

Sincerely,
Jason Neuman
Division Chief
Strategic Planning Division

1
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RESPONSES TO LETTER A-4
CalFire and Riverside County Fire Department
Response to Comment 1. The City thanks CalFire and the Riverside County Fire Department for its
review of the Draft EIR. One editorial correction: the letter states….(City) “goals and policies will
reduce these impacts to a level of significance”. Given the tenor of the letter, it appears the text
should actually read…” to a level of insignificance.”
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RESPONSES TO LETTER B-1
Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission
Response to Comment 1. The City understands and acknowledges Airport Land Use Commission’s
(ALUC’s) role in reviewing regional land uses to help assure there will be no significant impacts to
local airport operations. Excerpts from the California Public Utilities Code are provided following the
ALUC comment letter which outline ALUC’s responsibilities in this regard.
Response to Comment 2. The City also understands there may be inconsistencies with existing or
currently planned land uses within the City relative to the adopted land use plans of the Falbob Airport
and the Riverside Municipal Airport. The General Plan addresses these inconsistencies by identifying
a number of goals and policies in the Land Use Element of the General Plan that future discretionary
land use approvals will have to follow regarding consistency with airport land use plans. Section
4.8.5.3 of the Draft EIR addressed impacts of land uses within two miles of an airport or within an
airport land use plan. The following policies were cited in that analysis. These policies are consistent
with the comments made by ALUC staff and demonstrate that future land uses will not have
significant impacts on local airports.
LUE 5.54

Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUP) Compliance. Provide for the orderly
operation and development of Flabob and Riverside Municipal Airports and the
surrounding area by complying with the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan as fully
1
2
set forth in Appendix 4.0 and as summarized in Table 4.8.B , as well as any
applicable policies related to airports in the Land Use, Circulation, Safety and Noise
Elements of the 2017 General Plan, unless the City Council overrides the Plan as
provided for in State law.

LUE 5.55

Development Review. Refer all major land use actions to the Airport Land Use
Commission for review, pursuant to Policy 1.5.3 of the ALUP until 1) the Commission
finds the City’s General Plan to be consistent with the ALUP, or 2) the City Council
has overruled the Commission’s determination of inconsistency, or 3) the
Commission elects not to review a particular action.

LUE 5.56

Continued Airport Operation. Support the continued operation of Flabob and
Riverside Municipal Airports to help meet airport services needs within the land-use
compatibility criteria with respect to potential noise and safety impacts.

LUE 5.57

Consistency Requirement. Review all proposed projects and require consistency
with any applicable provisions of the Riverside County Airport Land Use Plan as set
3
forth in Appendix A-4.0 , and require General Plan and/or Zoning Ordinance
amendments to achieve compliance, as appropriate.

LUE 5.58

ALUP Amendments. Review all subsequent amendments to any airport land-use
compatibility plan and either adopt the plan as amended or overrule the Airport Land
Use Commission as provided by law (Government Code Section 65302.3).

LUE 5.59

General Plan Adoption or Amendment. Prior to the amendment of this General
Plan or any specific plan, or the adoption or amendment of a zoning ordinance or
building regulation within the planning boundary of any airport land use compatibility
plan, the City will refer such proposed actions for determination and processing as
provided by the Airport Land Use Law.

1
2
3

Appendix 4.0 of the draft 2017 Jurupa Valley General Plan
Table 4.8.B in this EIR corresponds to Figure 2-32 in the draft 2017 Jurupa Valley General Plan Land Use Element.
Appendix A-4.0 of the draft 2017 Jurupa Valley General Plan.
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LUE 5.60

Cluster Development. Allow the use of development clustering and/or density
transfers to meet airport compatibility requirements as set forth in the applicable
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan.

LUE 5.63

Voluntary Review. The City, from time to time, may elect to submit proposed actions
or projects voluntarily that are not otherwise required to be submitted to the ALUC
under the Airport Land Use Law in the following circumstances:

a. Clarification: If there is a question as to the purpose, intent or interpretation of an
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) or its provisions; or

b. Advisory: If assistance is needed concerning a proposed action or project relating
to Airport Land Use matters.
LUE 5.64

Airport Referrals. Submit all development proposals located within an Airport
Influence Area to the affected airport for review.

Response to Comment 3. As outlined in Response 2 above, the analysis in the DEIR determined
there would not be significant impacts relative to airport operations if the cited General Plan goals and
policies were implemented on future development applications.
Response to Comment 4. The cited General Plan goals and policies are consistent with ALUC staff
comments regarding the need for future land uses within airport land use plans to be processed
through ALUC for consistency. The City would welcome specific text changes or additions to these
goals and policies from ALUC staff to improve their implementation.
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LETTER B-2
Sent via electronic mail to eperea@JURUPAVALLEY.ORG
April 3, 2017
Ernest Perea, CEQA Administrator
City of Jurupa Valley Planning Department
8930 Limonite Ave
Jurupa Valley CA 92509-5183

RE: City of Jurupa Valley 2017 General Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report
Dear Mr. Perea
Southern California Edison (SCE) is pleased to submit the following comments on the Notice of
Availability of the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the City of Jurupa Valley 2017 General
Plan (SCH No. 20160212025) to adopt the General Plan Elements of Land Use, Mobility
(Circulation),, Conservation and Open Space, Housing, Air Quality, Noise, Community, Safety,
Facilities and Services, Environmental Justice, Healthy Communities, and Economic
Sustainability.
SCE’s Electrical Facilities
SCE provides electric service to the City of Jurupa Valley and maintains electrical transmission
and distribution facilities, as well as substations and supporting appurtenances within the City.
The design of SCE’s generating stations, substations, and transmission lines are regulated by
Order of the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC). SCE is concerned that within the
Aesthetics and Transportation and Traffic Elements of the proposed 2017 General Plan that ME
7.4 Public Equipment and Facilities “should locate and design utility and circulation-related
equipment and facilities to avoid blocking or cluttering views of scenic resources from scenic
roadways, consistent with the following standards: 2. Public utilities along scenic highways should
be installed underground (pages 4.1-15 and 4.16-54).”

1

The undergrounding of SCE’s transmission lines is governed under SCE Tariff Rule 20. A Tariff
Rule is a rule of service that is approved by the CPUC. See City of Anaheim v. Pacific Bell Co.,
119 Cal. App. 4th, 838 (Cal. App. 4th 2004) (undergrounding tariff rule constituted CPUC’s entry
into field of regulation for utility undergrounding). SCE respectfully requests that the language be
revised to prevent expressly or implicitly conflicting with the CPUC’s jurisdiction.
In addition, SCE’s Riverside Transmission Line Reliability Project (RTLRP) is currently under
regulatory review with the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) for a Certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity to construct and operate the 230-kV transmission line and 230-kV
substation components needed to provide energy to the Riverside Public Utilities (RPU) local
electrical distribution system. Construction is anticipated to begin second quarter 2020 and
completed by third quarter 2023.
SCE’s Right-of-Way and Access Roads
The proposed project has identified the “installation and use of electric service at truck stops and
distribution centers for heating and cooling truck cabs, and particularly for powering refrigeration
trucks, in lieu of idling of engines for power (p. 4.3-9),” and that specific actions “to help keep Citywide emissions below the SCAQMD service population significance threshold include but are not
limited to requiring the installation of electrical and conduit improvements to support the

2

installation of future roof-mounted photovoltaic solar systems and electrical vehicle charging
stations for individual homes and businesses (p. 4.7-35).”
As these actions have the potential to impact SCE’s utility corridors in the area, please note that
these proposed actions shall not cause General Order 95 non-compliances and should not
unreasonably interfere with SCE’s ability to access, maintain, and operate its current and future
facilities. Any proposed temporary or permanent development (including grading activities,
landscaping, bike and/or pedestrian pathways, parkways, sidewalks, etc.) within the SCE Rightof-Way requires a written consent agreement signed between the developer and SCE.
SCE’s rights-of-way and fee-owned properties are used by SCE to operate and maintain its
present and future facilities. SCE will review any proposed use on a case-by-case basis.
Approvals or denials will be in writing based upon review of the maps provided by the developer
and compatibility with SCE right-of-way constraints and rights. Please forward five (5) sets of
plans depicting SCE's facilities and associated land rights to the following location:

2

Real Properties Department
Southern California Edison Company
2 Innovation Way
Pomona, CA 91768
General Order 95
SCE is concerned that the General Plan’s actions may conflict with SCE’s transmission line
designs. SCE must comply with General Order (GO) 95, which establishes rules and regulations
for the overhead line design, construction, and maintenance. GO 95 also includes vertical
clearance requirements from thoroughfares, ground, and railroads, as well as specific minimum
clearances from tree branches and vegetation around overhead wires. Any proposed landscaping
should not conflict with SCE’s existing and proposed transmission line designs.

3

Any parkways or pathways (either by foot, bicycles, equestrians or other means) that invite the
public onto SCE’s right-of-way will require the installation of Anti-Climbing Devices on each
transmission line tower at the customer’s expense.
Electrical Service Evaluation and Method of Service
To evaluate the electric service requirements for the proposed project’s actions, the project
proponent and/or future developers will need to initiate an electrical service evaluation to begin
the process for identification of on-and off-site electrical facilities required for service. The
developer must submit a signed Method of Service agreement to SCE and pay engineering fees
for an electric service study to be completed. Infrastructure necessary to support this project is
subject to licensing and permitting authority of the CPUC.

4

Cumulative Impacts
SCE recommends that the City consider inclusion of the Riverside Transmission Line Reliability
Project in the cumulative analysis of the proposed 2017 City of Jurupa Valley General Plan.
Specifically, unanticipated cumulative impacts could results if SCE’s construction impacts to
environmental resources, where overlapping, are not similarly mitigated. Environmental
documents for the Riverside Transmission Line Reliability Project may be accessed by following
the links below:

5

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/panoramaenv/RTRP/index.html

General Order 131-D
Please be advised that the construction, modification, and relocation of transmission lines, or
electrical facilities that are designed to operate at or above 50 kilovolts (kV) may be subject to the
California Public Utilities Commission’s (CPUC) General Order 131-D1. If the construction,
modification, or relocation of transmission lines results in significant environmental impacts, they
should be identified and discussed in the MND. If not, SCE may be required to pursue a separate,
mandatory CEQA review through the CPUC, which could delay approval of the SCE transmission
line portion of the project for two years or longer.
SCE appreciates the opportunity to comment on the City of Jurupa Valley’s 2017 General Plan
DEIR. SCE looks forward to working and collaborating with the City. If you have any questions
regarding this letter, please contact me at heather.neely@sce.com or 626.476.7839.
Regards,

Heather Neely
Third Party Environmental Reviews
Environmental Services
Southern California Edison
6040B N Irwindale Ave
Irwindale CA 91702

1

http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PUBLISHED/Graphics/589.PDF
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RESPONSES TO LETTER B-2
Southern California Edison
Response to Comment 1. The City acknowledges the role Edison has in providing electrical
services and facilities in the Jurupa Valley area. The 2017 General Plan goals and policies regarding
the undergrounding of utilities, including electrical lines, applies to utilities that can be relocated
underground consistent with state laws and regulations. It is not the City’s intent nor the effect of the
General Plan to usurp the California Public Utilities Commission’s (“CPUC”) jurisdiction regarding the
location and undergrounding of transmission lines. ME 7.4 Public Equipment and Facilities is read
with the City’s objectives and policies in mind, while maintaining the CPUC’s jurisdiction. The City
would consider specific text changes to these cited General Plan goals and policies if Edison can
provide the appropriate wording.
The City also understands the SCE Riverside Transmission Line Reliability Project (RTLRP) is
currently being reviewed by the state Public Utilities Commission.
Response to Comment 2. The City understands that its goals and policies that require additional
(i.e., new, expanded, or modified) electrical services or facilities may have a demonstrable effect on
Edison and any such potential changes would have to be coordinated through Edison prior to
installation or operation. It is not the City’s intent for future development or improvements to interfere
with Edison facilities or access or operation of any of those facilities. The City’s development review
process requires new projects to contact utility providers, including Edison, to determine physical
improvements or equipment needed to serve the development prior to receiving entitlements from the
City.
Response to Comment 3. The goals and policies of the 2017 General Plan would not allow
landscaping or other site improvements to conflict with Edison facilities or equipment. In fact they
require new projects to contact utility providers, including Edison, to identify limitations or locations for
improvements/equipment to prevent conflicts with Edison equipment. In addition to the Mobility
Element Policy 7.4 cited by the commenter, the Land Use Element contains the following goal and
policy related to potential conflicts with utility corridors:
Goal
LUE 5

Policies
LUE 4.6

Supports diverse and well-funded public and institutional uses that provide essential
utilities and public services, lifelong learning opportunities, and improved access to
recreational, cultural, historic, and social amenities and resources.
Public Utilities, Easements, and Rights-of-Way. New development and
conservation land uses shall not infringe upon existing public utility corridors,
including fee owned rights-of-way and permanent easements whose true land use is
that of public facilities.

Response to Comment 4. The City’s development review process requires new projects to contact
utility providers, including Edison, to determine physical improvements or equipment needed to serve
the development prior to receiving entitlements from the City, consistent with the commenter’s
concern.
Response to Comment 5. The 2017 General Plan EIR is a programmatic CEQA document so the
inclusion of one specific utility project within its boundaries may not provide useful information
regarding mitigation for cumulative impacts since the goals and policies of the General Plan are in
large part its programmatic mitigation. On January 25, 2017 the California Public Utilities Commission
(CPUC) issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for a subsequent Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
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for the SCE Riverside Transmission Line Reliability Project (RTLRP)(see FEIR Appendix C). The
SEIR prepared by the CPUC for the RTLRP will address potential project-level environmental impacts
of the RTLRP including its own list of cumulative projects. Therefore, it would be more appropriate
and accurate to evaluate potential direct and cumulative impacts of the RTLRP in the SEIR being
prepared for the CPUC rather than the City’s General Plan EIR.
Response to Comment 6. The City understands the potential need for subsequent CEQA analysis
for relocation of electrical transmission lines (+50 kV) in the future.
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City of Eastvale Comments

March 3, 2017

Comments on Jurupa Valley Draft General Plan

LETTER C-1

All Elements of the General Plan were reviewed for consistency with Eastvale’s plans and policies with
specific attention to the interface area between Jurupa Valley and Eastvale at the I-15.
Land Use Element – no comment.
Mobility Element
1. Comment: As shown in the Figure 4-6 from the adopted 2011 General Plan for Jurupa Valley
(below), a proposed interchange was planned at Schleisman Road and I-15 Freeway. This
interchange is critical to regional circulation for the cities of Chino, Eastvale, Jurupa Valley, Norco
and Riverside and both Riverside and San Bernardino Counties.
This proposed interchange is identified on the Eastvale and Riverside County General Plans, Caltrans
state transportation system and within the WRCOG regional roadway network. . Although the
interchange itself would be primarily located in Norco and Jurupa Valley, roadways in Eastvale have
been sized and built to handle the flow of traffic to the future interchange. It would appear that this
future interchange was not included in the traffic analysis for the Jurupa Valley Draft General Plan
which would lead to significant impacts to traffic in the area. (This is being reviewed in detail by our
traffic engineers as part of the Jurupa Valley Draft General Plan DEIR which we received last week.)
Recommendation: Include the future Schleisman Road/I-15 interchange on the Jurupa Valley
General Plan and evaluate it in the traffic analysis.
Adopted 2011 Jurupa Valley General Plan

1

1

City of Eastvale Comments

March 3, 2017

2. Comment: As shown in the comparison table below, the roadway designations at the interface
between Eastvale and Jurupa Valley do not match in several key locations. The continuation of
Schleisman Road in Jurupa Valley is missing and the difference in roadway widths at the cities’
boundary on Riverside Drive may be too great to easily transition. Riverside Drive has built-out, fullwidth roadway along much of its length in Eastvale.
Recommendation: Include the future Schleisman Road and its interchange with I-15 on the Jurupa
Valley General Plan and evaluate it in the traffic analysis. Reevaluate the constraints as Riverside
Drive crosses from Jurupa Valley to Eastvale at I-15 and downsize accordingly.

2

General Plan Designated Roadways
Eastvale (in feet)
Schleiman Road
68th Street
Limonite Avenue
Bellegrave Avenue
Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road
Riverside Drive
Mission Blvd.

152
118
152
118
152
100
No width given

Jurupa Valley (in feet)-Mobility
Corridor Widths
Removed from General Plan
100
153
Local? (no width given)
153
153
153

3. Comment: No truck routes officially exist in Jurupa Valley. Policies within the Draft General Plan
require the preparation and adoption of truck routes in the future. However, Figure 3-2,
Commercial Truck Restrictions, 2016, shows the following routes allow trucks unrestricted
access at this time: 68th Street, Limonite Avenue, Bellegrave Avenue, Cantu-Galleano Ranch
Road, Riverside Drive and Mission Boulevard. Eastvale is in the process of preparing a truck
route plan. The following streets in Eastvale are proposed to allow truck traffic: Limonite
Avenue, Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road, Riverside Drive and Mission Boulevard.

3

Recommendation: Plan future truck routes in Jurupa Valley to coordinate with Eastvale’s truck
route plan. Restrict truck traffic from 68th Street since that area is fully residential on the
Eastvale side of I-15.
4. Comment: The Draft General Plan states that “As of 2017, preparation of the City’s first
Comprehensive Master Plan for Bicycles and Pedestrians is underway.” Eastvale adopted a
Bicycle Master Plan in 2016.
Recommendation: Provide connectivity between Eastvale and Jurupa Valley for cyclists.
Eastvale’s Bicycle Master Plan can be found at the following link. It may take a few moments to
load. http://lfportal.eastvaleca.gov/WebLink/0/edoc/9302/Bicycle%20Master%20Plan.pdf

2

4

City of Eastvale Comments

March 3, 2017

Conservation and Open Space Element
5. Comment: Figure 4-5, Biological Resources of Jurupa Valley includes designations within the City
of Eastvale. In at least one case, the designation is inaccurate as a developed site is shown as a
biological resource of some sort (the figure is nearly illegible on-screen).

5

Recommendation: Remove all biological designations from land within the City of Eastvale.
6. Comment: Figure 4-8, Water Resources, Riverside County, includes “water resources” in
Eastvale that are either no longer existing, water features within residential communities or
detention basins which are dry most of the year.

6

Recommendation: Remove all “waterbodies” within Eastvale except the Santa Ana River.
7. Comment: Figure 4-10, Existing Floodways and Drainage Faculties, includes outdated
information within Eastvale.

7

Recommendation: Remove all facilities shown within Eastvale.
Housing Element – No Comment
Air Quality Element – No Comment
Noise Element – No Comment
Community Safety, Services and Facilities Element
8. Comment: Figure 8-9, Existing Floodways and Drainage Facilities in Jurupa Valley, includes
outdated information within Eastvale.
Recommendation: Remove all facilities shown within Eastvale.
Environmental Justice Element – No Comment
Healthy Communities Element – No Comment
Economic Sustainability Element – No Comment

3
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RESPONSES TO LETTER C-1
City of Eastvale
Response to Comment 1. The Schleisman Road/I-15 interchange has been removed from the latest
Western Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG) Traffic Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) report
(dated 2015) stating that it is no longer a viable build option. The TUMF document recommends
improving the I-15/Limonite Avenue interchange instead. Therefore, because the interchange at
Schleisman Road/I-15 is not a viable build option, it is unnecessary to modify the network of the Citywide traffic model to accommodate the interchange at Schleisman Road.
Response to Comment 2. The City offers the following considerations relative to the roadway widths
indicated by Eastvale:
Roadway
Schleisman
Road

Eastvale
152’

Jurupa Valley
RGP

68 Street

118’

100’

Limonite Ave.

152’

153’

Bellegrave Ave.

118’

Local-NWG

Cantu-Galleano
Ranch Road
Riverside Drive

152’

153’

100’

153’

Mission Blvd.

NWG

153’

th

Comments
As outlined in Response 1 above, the Schleisman Road
interchange in the I-15 Freeway is no longer considered a
viable build option by WRCOG and so was left out of the
City’s traffic model. If extended east of the I-15 Freeway
Schleisman Road would pass through the floodway of the
Santa Ana River so the City has no plans at this time to
construct an eastern extension of Schleisman Road.
This roadway would have a similar number of travel lanes
despite the slight differences in roadway widths so the
traffic impacts would be minimal from these differences.
Essentially the same width and the same number of travel
lanes planned for each city.
Data was inadvertently left out of the Mobility Element
maps, it will be corrected in the Final Element. The
roadway is a Major Street at 118’ wide with 4 travel lanes.
Essentially the same width and the same number of travel
lanes planned for each city.
Despite the numerical difference, the traffic impacts are
minimal because the road has a long transition under the I15/SR-60 interchange ramps which will be able to
accommodate the change in number of travel lanes.
This roadway has an existing width within Eastvale that is
sufficient to carry traffic at levels similar to that in Jurupa
Valley to the east as it travels beneath the I-15 Freeway.
There does not appear to be any conflict at this time.

NWG = no width given
RGP = removed from the General Plan

Jurupa Valley will continue to work with Eastvale to assure smooth transitions in roadway widths at
their mutual boundaries to the degree practical or necessary.
Response to Comment 3. The City appreciates the information on truck routes within Eastvale, and
is currently working on a truck routes plan for Jurupa Valley that is referenced in the General Plan but
will not be an integral part of the General Plan. The City will review the truck route information for
Eastvale and integrate it to the extent possible and practical with that for Jurupa Valley. It is likely that
all of the routes recommended in the Eastvale letter will be incorporated into the Jurupa Valley route
plan as well (e.g., Limonite Avenue, Cantu-Galleano Rach Road, etc.).
Response to Comment 4. The City will continue to work with Eastvale regarding connections to its
Bicycle Master Plan adopted in 2016 (see FEIR Appendix C). That plan shows the following potential
connection points into the City of Jurupa Valley:
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Priority of Potential Improvements
City of Eastvale Bicycle Master Plan
Figure 3-7, Recommended Bicycle Boulevards
Figure 4-1, Tier 1 Bicycle Projects
Figure 4-2, Tier 2 Bicycle Projects
Figure 4-3, Tier 3 Bicycle Projects
Figure 4-4, Future Opportunities

Recommended Connections
to the City of Jurupa Valley
No connections across the I-15 Freeway
Limonite Avenue and Riverside Drive
th
68 Street and Schleisman Road
None
th
Limonite Ave., Riverside Drive, 68 Street, Bellegrave
Ave., Schleisman Road, and Santa Ana River (regional)

Jurupa Valley will continue to coordinate with Eastvale as it develops its Comprehensive Master Plan
for Bicycles and Pedestrians.
Response to Comment 5. Figure 4-5 in the Conservation and Open Space Element referenced by
the commenter is based on data obtained from the County and/or other regional sources The
commenter should note that the data and graphics in the General Plan and DEIR were intended to
accurately apply to properties only within the City of Jurupa Valley. Any data or graphical depictions
of areas outside the City are incidental and should be considered for general information purposes
only. Therefore, there is no need to revise the referenced graphic at this time.
Response to Comment 6. Similar to Response 5 above, the regional hydrology Figure 4-8 in the
Conservation and Open Space Element referenced by the commenter is only meant to apply to
properties within the City of Jurupa Valley. Any data or graphical depictions of areas outside the City
are incidental and should be considered for general information purposes only. Therefore, there is no
need to revise the referenced graphic at this time.
Response to Comment 7. Similar to Responses 5 and 6 above, Figure 4-10 in the General Plan was
meant to apply to properties only within the City of Jurupa Valley. Any drainage data or graphical
depictions of areas outside the City are incidental and should be considered for general information
purposes only. Therefore, there is no need to revise the referenced graphic at this time.
Response to Comment 8. Similar to Responses 5-7 above, Figure 8-9 in the Community Safety,
Services, and Facilities Element applies only to properties within the City of Jurupa Valley. Any
drainage data or graphical depictions of areas outside the City are incidental and should be
considered for general information purposes only. Therefore, there is no need to revise the
referenced graphic at this time.
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RESPONSES TO LETTER C-2
City of Fontana
Response to Comment 1. The City’s letter is part of the Final EIR – Response to Comments and
therefore is part of the Administrative Record for the 2017 General Plan EIR for the City of Jurupa
Valley.
Response to Comment 2. The City agrees that future development in the northwest industrial
portion of the City may need to provide fair share compensation to the City of Fontana for roadway
and intersection impacts within Fontana from truck and vehicular traffic generated by development
projects in Jurupa Valley. For example, the following Mobility Element policies encourage cooperation
with neighboring jurisdictions to alleviate traffic impacts:
ME 1.3.

ME 1.8

Development project impacts. Require development projects to analyze potential
off-site traffic impacts and related environmental impacts through the CEQA process
and to mitigate adverse impacts to less-than-significant levels.
Interagency Cooperation. Cooperate with local, regional, state, and federal
agencies to establish an efficient circulation system.

In addition, the City of Fontana should note that the Draft EIR for the Space Center Industrial Project,
a warehouse project in the Mira Loma area, was issued by the City of Jurupa Valley on March 22,
2017 for public comment until May 5, 2017. That EIR included project-specific mitigation for its fair
share of project-related traffic impacts to intersections in Fontana. It also recommended the two cities
establish mutual agreements to provide a mechanism for fair share compensation outside of each
jurisdiction. The Space Center EIR included the following mitigation measures:
4.16.6.1A

The project shall make a fair share contribution to the City of Fontana and the City of
Ontario to help fund the following improvements at the intersection of Etiwanda
Avenue and Slover Avenue. These improvements will reduce the project’s
proportionate increase in delay to pre-project levels:


nd

rd

A 2 northbound left turn lane, 3 northbound through lane, northbound right
nd
nd
turn lane, 2 southbound left turn lane, southbound right turn lane, 2 eastbound
nd
nd
left turn lane, eastbound right turn lane, 2 westbound left turn lane, and 2
westbound through lane.

These improvements are consistent with the planned improvement project between
the City of Fontana and the City of Ontario for the intersection of Etiwanda Avenue
and Slover Avenue.
4.16.6.2B

The project shall make an additional fair share contribution to the City of Fontana and
the City of Ontario (in addition to the contribution outlined in Mitigation Measure
4.16.6.1A) to help fund the following additional improvement at the intersection of
Etiwanda Avenue and Slover Avenue. This improvement will reduce the project’s
proportionate increase in delay to pre-project levels:


Implement overlap phasing on the westbound right turn lane.

This improvement is consistent with the planned improvement project between the
City of Fontana and the City of Ontario for the intersection of Etiwanda Avenue and
Slover Avenue.
4.16.6.3B

TIA Table 1-7 identifies three (34) intersections that either shares a mutual border
with the City of Fontana or are wholly located within the City of Fontana’s jurisdiction
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and have recommended improvements which are not covered by payment of fees.
The City of Jurupa Valley shall participate in a multi-jurisdictional effort with the City
of Fontana to develop a study to identify fair share contribution funding sources
attributable to and paid from private and public development to supplement other
regional and State funding sources necessary to implement the improvements
identified in Table 1-8, that are located in the City of Fontana’s jurisdiction. The
Developer’s fair-share amount for the 3 intersections that either shares a mutual
border with the City of Fontana or are wholly located within the City of Fontana’s
jurisdiction that have recommended improvements which are not covered by
payment of fees equals $7,048. Developer shall be required to pay this $7,048
amount to the City of Jurupa Valley prior to the issuance of the Project's final
certificate of occupancy.
Response to Comment 3. As outlined in Response 2 above, the City of Jurupa Valley does evaluate
and recommend fair share compensation for other jurisdictions when traffic impact analyses for
private projects indicates such impacts (e.g., Space Center Industrial Project EIR).
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City of Eastvale
12363 Limonite Avenue, Suite #910 • Eastvale, CA 91752
(951) 361-0900 • Fax: (951) 361-0888 • www.EastvaleCA.gov

April 12, 2017
LETTER C-3
Mr. Ernest Perea, CEQA Administrator
City of Jurupa Valley
8930 Limonite Avenue
Jurupa Valley, CA 92509-5183

RE: Comments on the City of Jurupa Valley General Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Perea,
The following are the City of Eastvale’s comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) on the City of Jurupa Valley General Plan. We look forward to seeing a Final EIR which
properly addresses the issues noted below.
Traffic Analysis Needs to Examine All Shared Roadways
Although several roadways connect Eastvale and Jurupa Valley, the only two roads analyzed in
the City of Jurupa Valley General Plan Traffic Study, by LSA Associates, inc. (traffic analysis) are
Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road and Limonite Avenue. Missing from the analysis at their interface
with Eastvale are the other roadways which provide connections:






Mission Boulevard
Riverside Drive
Bellegrave Avenue (bridge over I-15 not addressed)
68th Street
Schleisman Avenue (planned connection with the future Schleisman/I-15 interchange)

1

The EIR needs to address traffic impacts on all of these roadways.
Future Schleisman Road Interchange
As stated in Eastvale’s comments regarding the Draft General Plan last month (attached), the
future interchange at Schleisman Road and the I-15 is not included in the General Plan even
though it is included in the Riverside County and the City of Eastvale General Plans, is included
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City of Eastvale Comments on
Jurupa Valley General Plan Draft EIR

April 12, 2017
Page 2 of 4

in regional transportation plans prepared by the Southern California Association of
Governments, and is on the official list of projects to be funded by WRCOG’s TUMF fee
program.
At General Plan Buildout, Limonite Avenue at the I-15 interchange is projected to carry more
than 61,000 vehicles per day. Based on the projected traffic volume, another connection to
Interstate 15 is needed to meet the future travel demands. Schleisman Road is needed to
relieve the traffic from Limonite Avenue.

2

We suggest that the City of Jurupa Valley revise its planned circulation system to include the
future Schleisman Road interchange, and include this connection in the traffic analysis for the
General Plan.
If the City of Jurupa Valley decides to ignore this important interchange and the regional and
local plans that rely on this interchange and remove the Schleisman Road interchange from its
planned transportation system, the EIR’s traffic model should analyze the effects of this change
on the regional roadway system, including the diversion of future traffic to Limonite Avenue
and other alternatives to Schleisman Road.
Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road
Interstate 15 northbound and southbound ramps at Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road were analyzed.
It was determined that currently, the intersection southbound and northbound ramps operate
at LOS B and C, respectively, during the PM peak hour. At General Plan Buildout the intersection
of Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road at Interstate 15 southbound ramp and northbound ramps will
operate at LOS C and B, respectively, during the PM peak hour. Therefore, no additional
analysis is needed.

3

Likewise, the segment of Cantu-Galleano Rancho Road between Interstate 15 southbound and
northbound ramps has a current LOS of C. At General Plan Buildout, Cantu-Galleano Ranch
Road between the southbound and northbound ramps, based on a six lane roadway, will
operate at a LOS C.
While Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road is projected to operate at a satisfactory level of service, it
may be negatively impacted if the Bellegrave Avenue bridge remains undersized or the
Schleisman Road Interchange is not built. Limonite Avenue
Currently, the intersections of Limonite Avenue at Interstate 15 southbound and northbound
ramps operate at LOS C for both intersections during the PM peak hour.
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At General Plan Buildout, the intersections of Limonite Avenue at Interstate 15 southbound and
northbound ramps will operate at LOS D and F, respectively, during the PM peak hour. This is
calculated with no additional lanes assumed.
The roadway segment of Limonite Ave between Interstate 15 southbound and northbound
ramps has a current LOS of E, which means it operates at an unsatisfactory level of service
today.
At General Plan Buildout, the projected level of service for Limonite Avenue between the
southbound and northbound ramps is LOS F. The projected traffic volume is 61,665 vehicles per
day. The roadway capacity for a four lane major highway (the current bridge width) is 30,700
vehicles per day for LOS D. To provide a satisfactory level of service (LOS D) based on the
General Plan Buildout, Limonite Avenue would need to have eight lanes.
In reviewing the list of intersection improvements in the City of Jurupa Valley, the
improvements are limited to traffic signal installations, optimized signal timing, adding turn
lanes, and restriping. No major widenings are planned to accommodate future travel demands.
The City of Jurupa Valley’s proposed improvement to support the current Land Use Element for
a projected LOS F based General Plan Buildout (2035) is to optimize the signal timing at the
Interstate 15 southbound and northbound ramps on Limonite. This is not compatible with the
City of Eastvale and the County of Riverside plan to widen Limonite Avenue and to construct
new ramps to eliminate the left turn movements.
The traffic analysis does not recognize or discuss the planned Interstate 15/Limonite
interchange improvements that are under final design and will be ready for construction when
funding becomes available. Limonite Avenue must have additional lane capacity to meet the
future travel demands.
Optimizing the traffic signal timing on Limonite Avenue at the I-15 southbound and northbound
ramps is not an acceptable improvement to meet the projected traffic volume of more than
61,000 vehicles per day at General Plan Buildout. Without the planned interchange
improvement at Interstate 15/Limonite Avenue, the level of service will deteriorate to LOS F at
General Buildout Out. Simply adjusting the traffic signal timing will not reduce congestion and
travel time. At best, signal timing optimization only adds 3 to 5 % roadway capacity. Adding
lanes and constructing new ramps to eliminate left turn movements, as planned, will improve
the LOS to reduce impacts to less than significant levels.
The EIR must address the planned interchange improvements at Limonite Avenue/I-15,
including an eight-lane bridge and the elimination of left-turn movements.
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Thank you for this opportunity to comment. If you would like to meet to discuss these
comments, please let me know.
Sincerely,

Cathy Perring
Assistant Planning Director
City of Eastvale
Cc:

Michele Nissen, City Manager
Eric Norris, Planning Director
Joe Indrawan, City Engineer
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RESPONSES TO LETTER C-3
City of Eastvale (2nd Letter)
Response to Comment 1. The following information is similar to the Response to Comment 2 in the
City of Eastvale’s first comment letter on the EIR:

Roadway
Mission Blvd.

Eastvale
NWG

Jurupa
Valley
153’

Riverside Drive

100’

153’

Bellegrave Ave.

118’

Local-NWG

118’

100’

th

68 Street

Schleisman
152’
RGP
Road/Ave. and
Interchange
NWG = no width given
RGP = removed from the General Plan

Comments
This roadway has an existing width within Eastvale
that is sufficient to carry traffic at levels similar to that
in Jurupa Valley to the east as it travels beneath the
I-15 Freeway. There does not appear to be any
conflict at this time.
Despite the numerical difference, the traffic impacts
are minimal because the road has a long transition
under the I-15/SR-60 interchange ramps which will
be able to accommodate the change in number of
travel lanes. Widening this roadway would not be
consistent with the General Plan’s overall policy of
maintaining its rural character. In his regard the City
is not planning on expanding every major road to
accommodate future traffic.
Data on this roadway was inadvertently left out of the
Mobility Element maps, but it will be corrected in the
Final Element. The roadway is a Major Street at 118’
wide with 4 travel lanes. Regarding the bridge over
the I-15 Freeway, it currently has 2 lanes over the
freeway and 2 travel lanes on the east side (Jurupa
Valley) and width for 4 lanes on the west side
(Eastvale) although at present only 2 travel lanes are
constructed and striped to the west. At some point in
the future, this bridge could be expanded to 4 lanes
and connected to 4 travel lanes to the west in
Eastvale. At this time east of the freeway Jurupa
Valley is not planning on widening this roadway to be
consistent with the General Plan’s overall policy of
maintaining its rural character and not simply
expanding every major road to accommodate future
traffic.
This roadway would have a similar number of travel
lanes despite the slight differences in roadway widths
so the traffic impacts would be minimal from these
differences.
See Response to Comment 2 for more specific
information regarding roadway and interchange.
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Jurupa Valley will continue to work with the City of Eastvale to assure smooth transitions in roadway
widths at their mutual boundaries to the degree practical or necessary. At this time there appears to
be no substantial justification for re-running the City-wide traffic model based on comments by the
City of Eastvale.
Response to Comment 2. The Schleisman Road interchange in the I-15 Freeway is no longer
considered a viable build option by WRCOG which is why it was left out of the City’s traffic model. If
extended east of the I-15 Freeway Schleisman Road would pass through the floodway of the Santa
Ana River so the City has no plans at this time to construct an eastern extension of Schleisman
Road/Avenue. The City-wide traffic model and traffic projected for Limonite Ave. already take into
account having no future I-15 interchange at Schleisman.
Response to Comment 3. Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road has essentially the same width and the
same number of travel lanes planned for each city (i.e., Eastvale = 152 feet wide and Jurupa Valley =
153 feet wide). There was no empirical data presented that would indicate expansion of the
Bellegrave Ave. bridge is needed to prevent Level of Service impacts in excess of identified
standards, and the City-wide traffic model already take into account having no future I-15 interchange
at Schleisman Road and future traffic impacts on Limonite Avenue.
Response to Comment 4. Limonite Ave. would have essentially the same width and the same
number of travel lanes planned for each city (i.e., Eastvale = 152 feet wide and Jurupa Valley = 153
feet wide). The planned interchange improvements were not included in the City traffic network or
model runs at present because the improvements are not yet funded, which means it is speculative
as to if or when they would actually be made. However, the City is willing to discuss incorporating the
interchange improvements into the buildout roadway network and a future run of the City-wide traffic
model at some point after any other planned changes to the roadway and intersection network have
been agreed upon by the City of Jurupa Valley.
Response to Comment 5. The City of Jurupa Valley looks forward to continued communication and
coordination with the City of Eastvale regarding roadway planning. The City may make minor
modifications to the City-wide traffic network based on comments by the Planning Commission and
City Council. At that time, full improvements to the I-15/Limonite Ave. Interchange could be added to
the traffic network and model run if specific timing and funding information was available at that time.
At this time, none of the information on other roadways provided in the City of Eastvale’s two EIR
comment letters appears to require changes to the City-wide traffic network and thus would not need
to be included in a subsequent run of the City-wide traffic model.
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RESPONSES TO LETTER D-1
Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance
Response to Comment 1. As a note for future correspondence, it would be helpful if in the
beginning of the letter the commenter provided some background information on its charter or
mission, general membership and relationship to the City of Jurupa Valley, etc. As written, there is no
context within which the comments are made. However, the City will include this organization on its
public notification list for this project.
Response to Comment 2. The commenter is correct that the 2017 General Plan replaces the City’s
current General Plan which is based on the Riverside County General Plan. Although originally
considered an “Interim Plan” it has since evolved into a comprehensive first General Plan for the City
of Jurupa Valley for the foreseeable future.
Response to Comment 3. The information on the status of the two properties recently under
Williamson Act contracts came from the Riverside County Farm Bureau and the Riverside County
Geographic Information Services (GIS) department. Since the cancellation of these contracts has
already occurred, the City determined that further information regarding the cancellation of these
contracts was not needed as “backup” for the DEIR appendices or references. The commenter is
incorrect that providing County data/documentation on Williamson Act Contract cancellations is
required to comply with CEQA. The EIR already provides information at a programmatic level as is
required by CEQA for General Plan EIRs, and data from the County indicated the Williamson Act
contracts on both these projects had already been cancelled or were in the process of being
cancelled to allow for future development, consistent with State law. Further reference to the
cancelled Williamson Act contracts is not necessary under CEQA Guidelines § 15150(f) as the fact of
their cancellation already has been established. The commenter has not presented any data or
evidence that would contradict or conflict with that conclusion. If the commenter’s arguments were
correct, then information on all previous County actions on development plans within the City (i.e.,
prior to City General Plan approval) would have to be provided to fully document their current status
as well, which is not required under State General Plan law or CEQA.
Response to Comment 4. Figure 4.2.1 of the General Plan EIR clearly identifies the various
categories of state-designated farmland within the City but does not make any specific commitment or
statement that lands previously identified as agriculture under the County General Plan, or that were
currently in agricultural use, would in any way be preserved or formally protected as agriculture in the
future. State law does not require the City to preserve the agricultural land use or zoning designations
of the current County General Plan. As a result of the City’s extensive public input process and
discussion of community-wide issues, the City’s General Plan opts not to preserve existing
agricultural uses or land underlain by prime agricultural soils by designating such lands with an open
space or agricultural land use or zoning designation. Rather, the policies of the General Plan
encourage agricultural uses to continue as long as they are economically feasible for landowners.
The General Plan also firmly establishes the right of property owners to farm even if surrounding land
owners or occupants object to farming activities (i.e., “right to farm”)(see also Response 5 below).
The City is part of an area that was once rural (i.e., western Riverside County) with extensive farming,
but is transitioning to more urbanized/suburbanized uses. In such areas, agricultural uses eventually
become impractical or economically infeasible as land prices, water costs, land use conflicts, etc.
naturally increase over time as development occurs and eventually surrounds active farmland. The
City General Plan allows for this process to occur, but does not permanently preserve agricultural
uses or preclude land from transitioning to more urbanized uses when so desired by the landowner.
Therefore, it is not accurate or appropriate to provide a map showing existing agricultural uses as
actually designated as or zoned for Open Space Rural.
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To clarify this issue, the following correction will be indicated in Section 3, EIR Errata and Additions:
(DEIR page 4.2-8) The 2017 General Plan includes agricultural lands that were classified in the
County General Plan under the “Open Space, Rural” land use category. Most residents and land
owners have expressed a strong desire for land in the City to be designated for suburban-type
uses, but ongoing agricultural activities should be encouraged to continue as long as the land
owner desires it and if they are economically feasible. Once the General Plan is adopted, it will no
longer conflict with the County agricultural zoning because the City will no longer have any
agricultural zones.
The EIR clearly identifies the eventual loss of prime agricultural land as a significant environmental
impact under CEQA, which cannot be feasibly mitigated at the local level. The City will have to adopt
a Statement of Overriding Considerations for this impact if it approves the 2017 General Plan. For
additional information, the reader should also refer to Response 5 below regarding specific General
Plan goals, policies, and programs related to agricultural land uses. These General Plan goals,
policies, and programs are intended to help prevent conflicts between agriculture and adjacent nonagricultural uses wherever they may occur in the City, so no specific mapping of existing properties
used for agriculture is needed for this analysis.
Response to Comment 5. City General Plan policy LUE 1.3 does encourage conservation of prime
farmland but does not state the City will establish specific land use or zoning designations for
farmland, nor does it state such lands will be preserved in perpetuity, as shown in the various General
Plan goals, policies, and programs shown below (DEIR page 4.2-9):
Conservation and Open Space Element
Goal
COS 4 Accommodate and encourage expansion of agricultural activities.
Policies
COS 4.1
COS 4.2
COS 4.3

Use agricultural land conservation programs to improve the viability of farms.
Discourage the conversion of productive agricultural land.
Encourage placement of uses compatible with agriculture on adjacent land.

Programs
COS 4.1.1
COS 4.1.2

Encourage landowners to use farmland preservation and protection programs.
Encourage sustainable agricultural activities to minimize land use conflicts.

Land Use Element
Policies
LUE 1.3
LUE 1.4

Encourage conservation of Prime Farmland and productive agricultural lands.
Adhere to the Riverside County Right-To-Farm Ordinance.

The statement in the DEIR merely meant the acreages previously assumed for agriculture under the
County General Plan and zoning would be incorporated into the Open Space Rural designation in
terms of recordkeeping. It appears the commenter was misinterpreting the General Plan and DEIR
statements in this regard. Additional related discussion is provided in Responses 4 above and 6
below.
Response to Comment 6. Figure 2-8 of the General Plan does in fact show that the existing lands
used for agriculture will be designated and eventually developed for various suburban land uses as
outlined in the Land Use Element and the City’s Land Use Plan. The Plan is not required to show
specific changes from existing to future agricultural uses (i.e., the General Plan and zoning do not
contain any specific agricultural designations or zones). The DEIR is adequate and does not violate
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CEQA because the DEIR explains the existing conditions regarding agricultural land and uses and
indicates how those lands will eventually transition to suburban land uses in the future.
Response to Comment 7. The Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) information provided in Table 4.3.G
does include trip generation for warehousing including logistics facilities that will access the regional
ports (including the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach), and the regional traffic model (RIVTAM)
that was used to develop the City-wide traffic model takes these types of trips and appropriate trip
lengths into account when estimating future roadway, intersection, and freeway impacts. DEIR pages
4.3-18 and 19 state the following:
“The State Office of Planning and Research (OPR) has not yet issued final guidance on how VMT
is to be calculated in reference to significance determinations in CEQA documents, and SCAG
has not issued baseline community-level VMT information upon which to prepare a VMT analysis
under SB 375. However, the following information will provide a baseline against which future
VMT assessments can be measured.”
The commenter is correct that the General Plan anticipates the City will experience substantial growth
in industrial and other non-residential uses which will in turn provide substantial growth in jobs in the
future along with additional traffic. However, the City is currently considered to be “housing rich” and
“jobs poor”, which means that increases in jobs in excess of increases in housing in the future will
help improve the City’s jobs/housing balance. Within Jurupa Valley this would eventually lead to
reductions in trip lengths by workers who live in the City as more jobs are added to the City and some
portion of local workers find employment within the City, thereby reducing their regional commuting.
This is a major regional goal of the SCAG regional planning documents outlined in the DEIR (e.g.,
Regional Mobility Plan) because it will also reduce regional VMT by providing more jobs in housing
rich areas. That is not to say every new job created in the City will be held by City residents, but the
overall long-term goals of SCAG, as outlined in its adopted plans, are based on this regional strategy
(i.e., improving jobs/housing balance in housing rich areas and vice versa) which will ultimately
benefit the region as a whole, including the City of Jurupa Valley. The 2017 General Plan is
consistent with this regional planning goal.
Response to Comment 8. The City-wide traffic model assumes average daily trips although the
peak hour impacts are assumed to be weekday periods because that is when the greatest impacts
are felt on local roadways and intersections. The commenter is conflating project-level data with
programmatic-level data. The General Plan DEIR is a programmatic document that evaluates the
impacts of General Plan goals and policies and the general effects to development in the future (i.e.,
consistent with those goals and policies). CEQA will require more specific project-level data when
specific development is proposed on specific properties in the future, including industrial projects in
proximity to residential uses. The commenter is incorrect in stating that the traffic model must be
updated to include weekend trips. The model already looks at daily (weekday) and peak hour traffic
impacts as those are the “worst case” times when traffic will be greatest (i.e., weekday when workers
are commuting to and from work and students are being taken to and from school). An analysis of
weekend traffic would only be required in the future for a project that specifically generates weekend
traffic rather than typical worst case weekday traffic. The traffic data and analysis in the City-wide
traffic model is appropriate for the programmatic nature of the General Plan DEIR.
Response to Comment 9. The commenter is conflating project-level data with programmatic-level
data. The General Plan DEIR is a programmatic document that evaluates the impacts of General
Plan goals and policies and the general effects to development in the future (i.e., consistent with
those goals and policies). CEQA will require more specific project-level data when specific
development is proposed on specific properties in the future, including the two Business Park Specific
Plans identified by the commenter. It should also be noted that the types of approved land uses such
as Specific Plans referred to by the commenter were incorporated into the appropriate Traffic
Analysis Zones (TAZs) of the City-wide traffic study prepared for the General Plan (see DEIR
Appendix K).
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Response to Comment 10. The DEIR text cited by the commenter was actually a small part of a
more extensive policy in the Land Use Element that attempts to deal with existing and future
warehousing in the City. The following text provides the full citation from the DEIR (pages 4.10-24
and 25) which itself is a direct quote from the General Plan Land Use Element:
Mira Loma Warehouse and Distribution Center Overlay
The Mira Loma Warehouse and Distribution Overlay is located in the northwest section of the City
and consists primarily of large logistics warehouses with storage, loading, and shipping facilities
and industrial/manufacturing properties. The area has a high concentration of commercial and
industrial truck traffic, and includes some small-scale retail commercial and services adjacent to a
small residential neighborhood.
This overlay is designed to limit the locations of logistics and other similar supply-chain uses to the
Mira Loma Warehouse and Distribution Center Overlay area. Its boundaries are shown in Figure
1
2-9. These uses generate a greater concentration of industrial truck traffic than other typical
manufacturing uses, and thus generate significant environmental impacts on air quality, noise, and
traffic.
Policies
LUE 5.42

Permitted Uses. Permit warehousing and distribution uses, logistics, and other
goods storage facilities in the Business Park, Light Industrial, and Heavy Industrial
land use designations only in the following area:
The area in Mira Loma defined and enclosed by these boundaries: San Sevaine
Channel from Philadelphia Street southerly to Galena Street on the east, Galena
Street from the San Sevaine Channel westerly to Wineville Road on the south,
Wineville Road northerly to Riverside Drive, then Riverside Drive westerly to
Milliken Avenue, then Milliken Avenue north to Philadelphia Street on the west,
and Philadelphia Street easterly to the San Sevaine Channel on the north.
This policy shall not apply to firms that only store goods that are manufactured or
assembled on-site. In such a case, the use shall be evaluated based on the
underlying general plan land use designation, and any potential impacts on the
community from diesel and other hazardous emissions, traffic generation, local
existing land use compatibility, and other environmental and socioeconomic
concerns. Any manufacturing project proposal outside the aforementioned area
that is in excess of 200,000 square feet in size shall be required to obtain a
Conditional Use Permit from the City. No warehouses, distribution centers,
intermodal transfer facilities (railroad to truck), trucking terminals, or cross dock
facilities shall be allowed outside the aforementioned area.

Policy LUE 5.42 addresses future land uses and refers to new Business Park, Light Industrial, and
Heavy Industrial land uses. Land uses that have already been approved, such as the projects
referred to by the commenter, are allowed and were taken into account when preparing the City-wide
traffic study. For example, the Thoroughbred Farms Specific Plan is a legal zoning document and
land use plan that has already been taken into account in the City-wide traffic model completed for
the 2017 General Plan.The statement quoted by the commenter was not intended to limit approved
land uses, and any future uses that have not been evaluated under CEQA for air quality and other
impacts related to trucking will be evaluated when specific development is proposed. The

1

Figure 2-9 of the draft 2017 Jurupa Valley General Plan Land Use Element
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programmatic nature of the General Plan DEIR allows for the evaluation of project-specific impacts at
the appropriate time (i.e., in the future when specific development is proposed on a specific property)
as required under CEQA. Again, the City-wide traffic model took into account approved uses that may
allow warehousing, but future development will require more specific analysis under CEQA.
Response to Comment 11. Response 10 above in part addresses the commenter’s concern about
future warehousing that may be built outside of the Mira Loma area. If warehousing were part of a
previously approved project, then it would not be non-conforming as suggested by the commenter.
Instead, such development would have more focused traffic, air quality, and other environmental
studies prepared as part of its project-specific CEQA process. It is not possible for a programmatic
General Plan DEIR to evaluate potential future project-level impacts such as those suggested by the
commenter.
Response to Comment 12. CEQA requires the development and evaluation of reasonable
alternatives, not all possible alternatives. The City currently has 2,866 acres of vacant land
designated for residential land uses under the County General Plan, and 1,628 acres of vacant land
designated for non-residential uses (DEIR Table 3.A). It would be unreasonable to assume the City
would re-designate all currently vacant land that is designated for residential uses for all nonresidential uses. The commenter is correct that the General Plan does establish or suggest a variety
of buffers or other methods of separating potentially incompatible land uses. While such a change
could generate substantially more jobs depending demand for non-residential development, it would
substantially reduce any anticipated future population or housing growth that may occur within the
City, reducing potential future tax revenues specifically related to new residences and new residents
that would not be generated by new businesses or new employees. The commenter has offered no
reasons why a shift to all non-residential land uses on vacant land represents a reasonable land use
alternative or would meet the goals and objectives of the General Plan.
The commenter’s suggestion about increasing residential uses relative to non-residential uses would
work against the regional planning goal of increasing jobs/housing ratio in areas that are housing rich
(i.e., like Jurupa Valley). Community input during the early phases of General Plan development
indicated residents wanted less future growth of residential uses and at lower densities than might be
desired under state housing goals, so such a land plan may not necessarily represent a reasonable
alternative for analysis in this DEIR. The City believes it has evaluated a reasonable range of
alternatives in this DEIR.
Response to Comment 13. The organization will be provided with notice of future hearings or
opportunities to comment as part of the CEQA process. However, the commenter is also listed as the
President of the Socal Environmental Justice Alliance so the commenter may want to clarify if there is
any overlap with that organization so as not to cause confusion with future notices.
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VIA EMAIL
March 20, 2017

City of Jurupa Valley
Attn: Annette Tam, Senior Planner
8930 Limonite Avenue
Jurupa Valley, California 92509
atam@jurupavalley.org
tmerrell@jurupavalley.org
eperea@jurupavalley.org

LETTER D-2

DUDEK
Attn: Carey Fernandez, Project Manager
605 Third Street
Encinitas, California 92024

RE: DRAFT Emerald Ridge Environmental Impact Report
Dear Ladies and Gentlemen,
I am writing regarding the above referenced Draft Emerald Ridge Environmental Impact Report. The
Sections copied below list nearby approved projects that must be considered within the cumulative impact
analysis. You seem to have missed a large approved project that is within about ½ mile from your project
and has direct impacts on the Rubidoux Blvd intersection with the I-60 Freeway. This is an approved
Specific Plan with a certified EIR. It consists of approximately 1,000 residential lots, 200,000 square feet
of retail space and a 25 acre Church site. Attached are copies of the EIR certification information.
3.6.2 Methodology
According to Section 15130(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, cumulative impact analysis may be
conducted and presented by either of two methods: (1) a list of past, present, and probable activities
producing related or cumulative impacts; or (2) a summary of projections contained in an adopted
general plan or related planning document, or in a prior environmental document that has been
adopted or certified, which described or evaluated regional or area-wide conditions contributing
to the cumulative impact. With the exception of the impact analyses of air quality and greenhouse
gas emissions, the cumulative list approach has been utilized in the cumulative analysis presented
for each environmental topic area analyzed in Chapter 4. Air quality and greenhouse gas emissions
cumulative impacts have been evaluated using the summary of projections method because impacts
can only be analyzed on a broad, area-wide scope, and in a cumulative context.
3.6.3 Cumulative Projects List
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1)(A) this EIR uses “a list of past, present, and
probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts.” The list of cumulative projects
under consideration for this analysis is presented in Table 3-1. The cumulative projects are also
shown in relation to the project site in Figure 3-7.

RTE 60, LLC 4675 Mac Arthur Court, 15th Floor Newport Beach, CA. 92660 (949) 255-2682

1

I believe that the CEQA Guidelines that you cite would require you to include this information in your
study. I am one of the owners within the Emerald Meadows Specific Plan so if you need detailed
information about the project, I will be happy to provide that to you.

Sincerely,
RTE 60, LLC

Jim Stockhausen

CC: Greg Lansing

RTE 60, LLC 4675 Mac Arthur Court, 15th Floor Newport Beach, CA. 92660 (949) 255-2682
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Thursday

California Home

OPR Home

> CEQAnet Home > CEQAnet Query > Search Results > Document Description

General Plan Amendment No. 679 / Specific Plan No. 337 / Change of Zone Case No
SCH Number: 2004031007
Type: NOD
Project Description
To amend the General Plan Land Use Designation of the subject site from Light Industrial, Medium High Density Residential, Recreat
Retail, water, and Very High Density Residential within the Jurupa Area Plan, to Medium, Medium-High, High, Very High Density Resi
Commercial Retail. Change the zone of the subject property from Light Agriculture (A-1), Limited Multiple Family Dwellings (R-2A), On
Dwellings (R-1), Multiple Family Dwellings (R-2), Manufacturing Service Commercial (M-SC), General Commercial (C-1/C-P), and Ge
(R-3) to Specific Plan (SP). To master plan 278.45 acres in the Jurupa Redevelopment Area. The proposal includes 1,196 residential
housing types varying from clustered developments to 5,000 minimum square foot lots. The plan includes 17.5 acres of park, 20.4 acr
commercial property, 12 acres of school facilities and 25 acres for religious facilities.
Project Lead Agency
Riverside County Planning Department

Contact Information
Primary Contact:
Grace Williams
Riverside County Planning Department
(951) 955-3626
4080 Lemon Street, 9th Floor
P.O. Box 1409
Riverside
CA, 92502-1409

Project Location
County: Riverside
City: Riverside
Region:
Cross Streets: North of 34th Street, I-60 Freeway, Rubidoux Boulevard
Parcel No: 179-130-007,179-140-011,179-170-002,005;179-270-013,024,178-252-003,004,178-261-001,178-262-003,
Township: 6S
Range: 2W
Section: 4, 8,
Base: SBB&M
Other Location Info:

Determinations
This is to advise that the
Lead Agency
Responsible Agency Riverside County Board of Supervisors has approved the proj
above on 10/4/2005 and has made the following determinations regarding the project described above.
1. The project
2.

will

will not have a significant effect on the environment.

An Environmental Impact Report was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of CEQA.
A Negative Declaration was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of CEQA.

3. Mitigation measures

were

were not made a condition of the approval of the project.

4. A Statement of Overriding Considerations
5. Findings

were

was

was not adopted for this project.

were not made pursuant to the provisions of CEQA.

http://www.ceqanet.ca.gov/NODdescription.asp?DocPK=588766

8/24/2006

OPR General Plan Amendment No. 679 / Specific Plan No. 337 / Change of Zone Case ... Page 2 of 2

Final EIR Available at: Riverside County Planning Department 4080 Lemon Street, 9th Floor Riverside, CA 92501

Date Received: 10/17/2005

CEQAnet HOME

|

NEW SEARCH

http://www.ceqanet.ca.gov/NODdescription.asp?DocPK=588766
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RESPONSES TO LETTER D-2
RTE 60, LLC (Emerald Meadows Representatives)
Response to Comment 1. The project land use information referred to by the commenter was
incorporated into the City-wide traffic model runs prepared by LSA Associates in support of the
Mobility Element. It should be noted the comment letter referred to both the “Emerald Ridge
Environmental Impact Report” and the “Emerald Meadows Specific Plan” however staff believes this
comment is in relation to the Emerald Meadows project.
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3. EIR ERRATA AND ADDITIONS
Specific changes in DEIR text are shown in either strikeout (strikeout) where text has been removed
or in double underline (underline) where text has been added. The applicable page numbers from the
Draft EIR are also provided for easy reference. The following correction to the Draft EIR should be
noted:

DRAFT EIR (GLOBAL CHANGES)
(1) Any reference to “less intense” or “lower intensity development” in the DEIR refers to 30 percent
(not 20 percent) less development than under the proposed 2017 General Plan in terms of housing
density (number of units or units per acre) or acres or square footage of new non-residential
development. This is a global change that does not change the significance of any impacts identified
in the DEIR.
(2) Any reference to SCAG’s Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
(RTP/SCS) should be to the updated 2016 version not the older 2012 version.

Section 1: Executive Summary
Section 1.4 (page 1-4) “…Lower Intensity Alternative that looks at 20 30 percent less intensive…”
Section 4.2.5.4 (page 1-5) “…based on market conditions, and impacts of this conversion process
will be less than significant and unavoidable due to no feasible mitigation available.”
Section 4.2.5.5 (page 1-5) “…remove 2,077 acres of land classified as farmland of local importance
(i.e., not prime farmland) which is not considered a significant and unavoidable impact of General
Plan implementation due to no feasible mitigation available.”
Table 1.A – Summary of Impacts and Mitigation
(page 1-9) Remove Section 4.7.5.3 Impact to the Proposed Plan from Global Climate Change…”
from the Executive Summary because there is no Section 4.7.5.3 in the DEIR Section 4.7,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions…”
(page 1-13) “…4.14.3.5 Schools…” should be 4.14.5.3 Schools
(page 1-13) Missing Section 4.14.5.4 Libraries.
4.14.5.4 Libraries: Project developers would be required to pay Development Impact Fees to
offset project-related demand on existing library services. Fair share payment of infrastructure
costs by project developers would ensure that newly proposed projects would not have an
adverse impact on the availability of library services. These impact fees could also be used to fund
construction or expansion of library facilities, if necessary, to reduce impacts. With implementation
of the 2017 General Plan, anticipated impacts on library services would be less than significant.

Section 2: Introduction
Section 2.7.1 Notice of Preparation
The text of the footnote on the bottom of page 2-7 should be changed as following (typographical
error):
The City’s Notice of Preparation 30-day public review period was from May 13, 2014 to June 11,
2014 February 5 to March 6, 2016.
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Section 3: Plan Description
See global changes regarding lower intensity uses being 30 percent less intense than the proposed
General Plan not 20 percent less intense.

Section 4: Environmental Analysis
Section 4.1 Aesthetics
4.1.8 Cumulative Impacts (page 4.1-20). Change numbering to Section 4.1.6.
Section 4.2 Agricultural and Forest Resources
4.2.5 Programmatic Impact Evaluation
4.2.5.1 Existing Zoning and Williamson Act
To clarify the current classification of agricultural land in the City, the following changes will be made
to the DEIR text:
(page 4.2-8) The 2017 General Plan includes agricultural lands that were classified in the County
General Plan under the “Open Space, Rural” land use category. Most residents and land owners
have expressed a strong desire for land in the City to be designated for suburban-type used, but
ongoing agricultural activities should be encouraged to continue as long as the land owner desires it
and if they are economically feasible. Once the General Plan is adopted, it will no longer conflict with
the County agricultural zoning because the City will no longer have any agricultural zones.
Section 4.2.5.5 (page 4.2-13) ”The conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses was analyzed in
Section 4.2.5.4 and was determined to be a less than impacts were determined to be significant and
unavoidable there is no feasible mitigation to reduce impacts to less than significant levels.”
Section 4.2.5.5 (page 4.2-14) “The previous Section 4.2.5.4 concluded this was a fundamental land
use change for the area but was not considered a significant environmental impact. At a
programmatic level, there are no mitigation measures needed for this transitional process other than
implementation of the outlined General Plan goals, policies, and programs. That section concluded
the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use was a less than significant and unavoidable impact
and no mitigation is required since there is no feasible mitigation to reduce impacts to less than
significant levels. Conversely, Likewise, this section concludes…”
Section 4.5 Cultural Resources
Section 4.5.5.3 (page 4.5-19). Change numbering to Section 4.5.5.4.
Section 4.6 Geology and Soils
Sections 4.6.5.3 and 4.6.5.6 (pages 4.6-28 and 4.6-33) in reference to “COS 1.4”
Add “COS 1.4 Prevent soil erosion, minimize landform modifications to avoid habitat disturbance and
conserve and reuse on-site soils” to list of policies in discussion under Sections 4.6.5.3 and 4.6.5.6.
Section 4.6 (page 4.6-35). Change numbering to Section 4.6.6.

78

FINAL EIR - RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
2017 General Plan - City of Jurupa Valley

4.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change
Section 4.7.5.2 (page 4.7-30) “Table 4.13.C in Section 4.10 4.13, Population, Housing, and
Employment, indicates the City is projected to have a population of 126,000 130,537 residents and
49,558 50,089 employees by 2035. If the projected Buildout service population of the City (residents
and workers) is multiplied by the efficiency target (175,538 180,626 times 4.1), the City’s efficiency
goal would be 719,706 740,567 MT CO2e/yr.”
In addition, Tables 4.7.H and 4.7.J should be updated to incorporate the Service Population
projections as indicated in Table 4.13.C in Section 4.13.
4.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Section 4.8.7 (page 4.8-34). Change numbering to Section 4.8.6.
4.9 Hydrology and Water Quality
Section 4.9.5.1 (page 4.9-27) “CSSF 1.1.20…CSSF 1.1.21…CSSF 1.1.22…CSSF 1.1.1.3…CSSF
1.1.1.4” Change policy numbering to “CSSF 1.20…CSSF 1.21…CSSF 1.22…CSSF 1.1.3…CSSF
1.1.4”
Section 4.9.5.2 (pages 4.9-27 and 4.9-28) “…not located downstream of or near any enclosed body
of water and could would not be subject to a seiche during a seismic event.”
Section 4.9.5.2 (page 4.9-28) “CSSF 1.5: Require projects to mitigation mitigate onsite geologic and
related hazards.”
Section 4.9.5.3 (page 4.9-30) “…on March 22, 2010, concluded export restriction could…”
Section 4.9.5.6 (page 4.9-41)
water quality issues…”

“…Open Space Element address construction operational-related

4.10 Land Use and Planning
Global this section: Any references to the 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) should be to the newer 2016 RTP/SCS.
Section 4.10.1.1 (page 4.10-8) …”4,258 4,494 acres or approximately 15.3 16.1 percent of the
City…”
Section 4.10.7 (page 4.10-52). Change numbering to Section 4.10.6.
4.11 Mineral Resources
Section 4.11.7 (page 4.11-8). Change numbering to Section 4.11.6.
4.12 Noise
Section 4.12.5.2 (page 4.12-54) “Implementation of the 2017 General Plan goals and policies of the
2017 General Plan will help…”
4.13 Population, Housing, and Employment
It should be noted the SCAG figures are based on regional trends, and the City projections are based
on new housing, population, and employment added to existing figures which were calculated totally
independent of SCAG regional projections (DEIR page 4.13-11).

79

FINAL EIR - RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
2017 General Plan - City of Jurupa Valley

Global this section: Any references to the 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) should be to the newer 2016 RTP/SCS. The population,
households, and employment projections in this section do not rely on SCAG’s RTP/SCS; rather, they
rely on the Riverside County Transportation and Land Management Agency (RCTLA) and California
Department of Finance (DOF), so the projected numbers do not necessarily need to be updated.
However, any reference to SCAG’s 2012 RTP/SCS should be updated to the 2016 RTP/SCS.
Section 4.13.1.1 (page 4.13-1) “…The SCAG projects the City’s population will grow to 103,700
130.714 persons by the year 2020 and 126,000 130,537 persons by the year 2035 (Table 4.13.A).”
Section 4.13.5.1 (page 4.13-10) “In the coming years, the City is expected to add from 9,198 10,032
to 13,140 14,332 new residential units…” in order to maintain consistency with the rest of the DEIR.
4.14 Public Services
Section 4.14.5.2 (page 4.14-10) “The 2016 2017 General Plan…”
4.15 Recreation and Parks
Section 4.15.5.1 (page 4.15-13) “The City currently has 126 acres of parkland, so the City has a
deficit of 162 364 acres of parkland.”
Section 4.15.6 (page 4.15-15) ”For these reasons, implementation of the City’s 2017 General Plan
will not make a significant contribution to cumulatively adverse impacts to cultural resources (with the
recommended mitigation) recreation and parks.”
4.16 Transportation and Traffic
Global this section: The width for Bellegrave Avenue was missing from the Mobility Element maps –
it will be corrected in the final Element.It will be a Major Street with a width of 118’ and 4 travel lanes.
Section 4.16.6.2 (pages 4-16-71 and 4.16-72) “Projected growth by 2035 will result from conversion
of a total of 4,258 4,494 acres of now vacant land which is 15.3 16.1 percent of the total City area. If
development occurs at a regular pace, it would equal roughly 213 acres or 0.8 percent 236.5 acres or
5 percent per year for approximately 20 19 years (2015 2016 to 2035). Future growth is expected to
add a maximum of 13,140 14,332 new residential units and maximum of 33 36.3 million square feet
of new non-residential building (see Tables 3.A through 3.C in Section 3, General Plan Components,
Projected Growth). The additional residential units alone could contribute approximately 131,400 total
vehicular trips each day with over 13,000 trips during peak hours. The non-residential uses would add
thousands more of daily and peak hour trips, although adding local jobs will help improve the City’s
job/housing balance on a regional scale and will reduce long regional commutes by providing more
local jobs for local residents.”

5.0 Additional Topics Required by CEQA
Table 5.A (page 5-1) Remove “…Cumulative Air Quality Impacts…” from the Other CEQA Topics
Section because Section 4.3, Air Quality does not identify any significant contributions to cumulatively
adverse regional air quality impacts.
Sections 5.2 and 5.3 (pages 5-2 to 5-4) “…The City currently contains 4,258 4,494 acres…”
Section 5.3 (page 5-3) “…2017 General Plan buildout would result in a maximum population of
146,241 people, 61,855 additional jobs, and 38,141 additional housing units add between 37,622
and 53,745 new residents and up to 14,332 new residential units to the City, resulting in a maximum
of 152,587 people, 65,881 jobs, and 39,333 households (Table 4.13.C).”
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6.0 Alternatives
Section 6.1.3 (page 6-4) Remove “…Cumulative emission impacts…” from the Alternatives Section
because Section 4.3, Air Quality does not identify any significant contributions to cumulatively
adverse regional air quality impacts.
Section 6.2 (page 6-4) “…(i.e., air pollutant and GHG emissions, traffic, and noise) are already…”
Section 6.4.1.3 (page 6-7) “…slightly more less residential units and slightly more less nonresidential development…” Section 6.4.1 states, ”…resulting in slightly lower population projections
at buildout (148,314 vs. 150,741 persons) from fewer housing units at buildout (38,686 vs. 39,333
units). The additional non-residential development at buildout would also be lower at 33.8 million
square feet added vs. 36.6 million square feet.
Sections 6.4.1.3 and 6.4.1.18 and 6.4.2.3 and 6.4.2.18 and Table 6.F (pages 6-7 and 6-11 and 6-12
and 6-15 and 6-17) “…would be considered to make a significant contribution to cumulatively
considerable air quality impacts…significant for daily emissions and cumulative impacts).” Remove
all references to “…Cumulative …air quality impacts…” from the Alternatives Section because
Section 4.3, Air Quality does not identify any significant contributions to cumulatively adverse regional
air quality impacts.
Sections 6.4.1.7 and 6.4.2.7 (pages 6-8 and 6-13) “…717,018 717,779 MT CO2e compared to an
adjusted…”
Sections 6.4.1.7 and 6.4.2.7 (pages 6-8 and 6-13) “…Tables 4.7.I and 4.7.K…”
Section 6.4.1.7 (page 6-9) “…GHG emissions and less than significant cumulative impacts
contributions to regional GHG emissions.”
Section 6.6 (page 6-19) “…incrementally reduce significant impacts for 3 of the 6 4 significant
impacts environmental factors for which significant impacts were identified…”
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SECTION 3 SUMMARY
The information provided in the Response to Comments and the corrections outlined above do not
constitute substantial new information that requires recirculation of the Draft EIR. The California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15088.5, states:
(a) A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is added
to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for public review
under Section 15087 but before certification. As used in this section, the term “information”
can include changes in the project or environmental setting as well as additional data or
other information. New information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless the EIR is
changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a
substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or
avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponents
have declined to implement. “Significant new information” requiring recirculation includes,
for example, a disclosure showing that:
(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.
(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless
mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.
(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the
project, but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it.
(4) The Draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature
that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.
(b) Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or
amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.
The editorial changes to the Draft EIR described above do not constitute “significant” new information
because:


No new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new
mitigation measure;



There is no substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact that would result
unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the identified significant impacts to a
level of insignificance;



No feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others
previously analyzed has been proposed or identified that would clearly lessen the significant
environmental impacts of the project; and



The Draft EIR is not fundamentally or basically inadequate or conclusory in nature such that
meaningful public review and comment were precluded.

Therefore, recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required because the information provided in the
Response to Comments does not result in any substantial changes or additions to the Draft EIR. The
responses merely clarify or amplify information already provided, or make insignificant modifications
to the already adequate Draft EIR.
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4. MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
4.1

INTRODUCTION

This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program has been prepared for use in implementing
mitigation for the:
2017 City of Jurupa Valley General Plan
The program has been prepared in compliance with State law and the Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) (State Clearinghouse No. 2016021025) prepared for the project by the City of Jurupa Valley.
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires adoption of a reporting or monitoring
program for those measures placed on a project to mitigate or avoid adverse effects on the
environment (Public Resource Code Section 21081.6). The law states that the reporting or monitoring
program shall be designed to ensure compliance during project implementation.
The monitoring program contains the following elements:
1) The mitigation measures are recorded with the action and procedure necessary to ensure
compliance. In some instances, one action may be used to verify implementation of several
mitigation measures.
2) A procedure for compliance and verification has been outlined for each action necessary. This
procedure designates who will take action, what action will be taken and when, and to whom and
when compliance will be reported.
3) The program has been designed to be flexible. As monitoring progresses, changes to compliance
procedures may be necessary based upon recommendations by those responsible for the
program. As changes are made, new monitoring compliance procedures and records will be
developed and incorporated into the program.
This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program includes mitigation measures identified in the Final
EIR.

4.2

MITIGATION MONITORING AND RESPONSIBILITIES

As the Lead Agency, the City of Jurupa Valley is responsible for ensuring full compliance with the
mitigation measures adopted for the 2017 General Plan. The City will monitor and report on all
mitigation activities. Mitigation measures will be implemented at different stages of General Plan
implementation, mainly for private development and public works projects in the future.
In this regard, the responsibilities for verification of implementation of the mitigation measures have
been assigned to the City of Jurupa Valley. . If during the course of Plan implementation, any of the
mitigation measures identified herein cannot be successfully implemented, the City Council shall be
informed and the City will then inform any affected responsible agencies. The City, in conjunction with
any affected responsible agencies, will then determine if modification to the Plan is required and/or
whether alternative mitigation is appropriate.
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4.3

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Project File Name: 2017 General Plan
(includes any FEIR corrections and additions)

DEIR Section/Mitigation Measure/
Implementing Actions

Applicant:
Date:
Responsible
for
Monitoring

City of Jurupa Valley
April 2017

Monitoring
Frequency

Timing of
Verification

Once for each
required
document
submittal

Prior to
issuance of
demolition
permit

Method of
Verification

Verified
Date/
Initials

Sanctions
for NonCompliance

Section 4.1 Aesthetics
None
4.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources
None
4.3 Air Quality
None
4.4 Biological Resources
None
4.5 Cultural Resources
4.5.5.1A Prior to issuance of a demolition permit for any structure
older than 45 years at the time of application and according to City
building records or other official documentation, a project applicant
shall provide an historical assessment of the structure prepared by a
qualified professional (i.e., certified historian or architectural historian)
with a determination whether the structure represents a significant
historical resource according to Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA
Guidelines. The assessment shall include contact with a local
historical society regarding the structure’s potential local significance.

City Planning
Department

If the structure is determined to not be historic or potentially historic,
either at a state or local level, the structure may be demolished
without further documentation. If the structure is not historic on a state
level but has local historical significance, the structure may be
demolished with City Council approval, provide that the property is
photo-recorded and archived prior to demolition. If the structure has
state historical significance, the project historian shall prepare a
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historical
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if required, photo
documentation
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required, a
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demolition
permit
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DEIR Section/Mitigation Measure/
Implementing Actions

Responsible
for
Monitoring

Monitoring
Frequency

Timing of
Verification

Once prior to
issuance of
grading
permit and
anytime
during
grading

Prior to
issuance of
grading permit
and at time of
discovery of
paleontological
resources

Method of
Verification

Verified
Date/
Initials

Sanctions
for NonCompliance

preservation plan which shall address in-place or onsite preservation,
relocation to an appropriate offsite location, or demolition only if it can
be clearly demonstrated that preservation in place is not physically, or
structurally feasible. This measure shall be implemented to the
satisfaction of the City Planning Department.
4.5.5.3A Prior to issuance of a grading permit, a project applicant
must demonstrate if the proposed project grading will impact
underlying soil units or geologic formations that have a moderate to
high potential to yield fossiliferous materials. If the potential for fossil
discovery is low, no pre-grading monitoring needs to be established. If
the potential for fossil discovery is moderate to high, the applicant
must provide a paleontological monitor during rough grading of the
project. If a paleontologist is not onsite and possible fossil materials
are found, work shall be halted in that area until the material can be
assessed by a qualified professional. If materials are found onsite
during grading, a qualified professional shall evaluate the find and
determine if it represents a significant paleontological resource. If the
resource is determined to be significant, the paleontologist shall
supervise removal of the material and determine the most appropriate
archival storage of the material. This measure shall be implemented
to the satisfaction of the City Planning Department.

City Planning
Department

City verifies
evidence of
paleontological
sensitivity;
City verifies
evidence
developer has
retained qualified
paleontologist for
monitoring;

Withhold
grading permit
and/or Issue
“Stop Work”
Order until
compliance
verified

City verifies
grading plans
require City to be
notified if any
fossils are found
during grading.

4.6 Geology and Soils
4.6.5.1A Before a project is approved or otherwise permitted within
an A-P Zone or within 150 feet of any other active or potentially active
fault mapped in a published United States Geologic Survey (USGS) or
CGS reports, or within other potential earthquake hazard area (as
determined by the City), a site-specific geologic investigation shall be
prepared to assess potential seismic hazards resulting from
development of the project site. Where and when required, the
geotechnical investigation shall address the issue(s), hazard(s), and
geographic area(s) determined by the City of Jurupa Valley Planning
and Building Departments to be relevant to each development. The
site-specific geotechnical investigation shall incorporate up-to-date

City
Engineering
Department

Twice for
each sitespecific
geotechnical
investigation

City Building
and Safety
Department
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Prior to
issuance of
grading permit

City verifies
geotechnical
investigation is
undertaken;

Prior to
issuance of
building permit

City verifies
recommendations
of geotechnical
investigation are
included in
grading plans.

Withhold
grading permit
and/or building
permit
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Responsible
for
Monitoring

Verified
Date/
Initials

Sanctions
for NonCompliance

Monitoring
Frequency

Timing of
Verification

Method of
Verification

Once

Prior to
issuance of
building permit

City verifies
recommendations
of geotechnical
investigation are
included in
grading plans

Withhold
building permit

Once

Prior to
issuance of
building permit

City verifies
recommendations
of site-specific
soil assessment
are included in
grading plans

Withhold
building permit

data from government and non-government sources.
Based on the site-specific geotechnical investigation, no structures
intended for human occupancy shall be constructed across active
faults. This site-specific evaluation and written report shall be
prepared by a licensed geologist and shall be submitted to City of
Jurupa Valley Planning and Building Departments for review and
approval as part of the environmental and entitlement process and
prior to the issuance of building permits. If an active fault is
discovered, any structure intended for human occupancy shall be set
back at least 50 feet from the fault. A larger or smaller setback may be
established if such a setback is supported by adequate evidence as
presented to and accepted by the City.
4.6.5.2A As determined by the City, a site-specific assessment shall
be prepared prior to grading to ascertain potential ground shaking
impacts on development. The site-specific ground shaking
assessment shall incorporate up-to-date data from government and
non-government sources and may be included as part of any sitespecific geotechnical investigation. The site-specific ground shaking
assessment shall include specific measures to reduce the significance
of potential ground shaking hazards to protect public health and
safety.

City Building
and Safety
Department
City Public
Works and
Engineering
Department

This site-specific ground shaking assessment shall be prepared by a
licensed geologist and shall be submitted to the City of Jurupa Valley
Planning and Building Departments for review and approval as part of
the environmental and entitlement process and prior to the issuance
of building permits.
4.6.5.7A As determined by the City, a site-specific soil assessment
shall be prepared prior to grading to ascertain potential soil expansion
on development within the Monserate sandy loam, shallow, 5-15%
slopes identified on Figure 4.6.2. The site-specific soil assessment
shall incorporate up-to-date data from government and nongovernment sources and may be included as part of any site-specific

City Building
and Safety
Department
City Public
Works and
Engineering
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Implementing Actions
geotechnical investigation. The site-specific soils assessment shall
include specific measures to reduce the significance of potential soil
swell/shrink potential sufficient to protect public health and safety.

Responsible
for
Monitoring

Monitoring
Frequency

Timing of
Verification

Once

Within two
years of
General Plan
approval

Method of
Verification

Verified
Date/
Initials

Sanctions
for NonCompliance

Department

This site-specific soils assessment shall be prepared by a licensed
soils engineer or geologist and shall be submitted to the City of
Jurupa Valley Planning and Building Departments for review and
approval as part of the environmental and entitlement process and
prior to the issuance of building permits.
4.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change
4.7.5.2A Within two years of General Plan approval, the City will
prepare and adopt a Climate Action Plan (CAP) specifically for the
City of Jurupa Valley, including a 2030 reduction target and local
emission inventory. The City CAP will be consistent with the WRCOG
Subregional CAP but will identify specific additional measures in
addition to those outlined in various elements of the General Plan for
the reduction of future GHG emissions. The City CAP shall
demonstrate how the City will reduce its greenhouse gas emissions to
50 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 and 80 percent below 1990
levels by 2050, consistent with State law and current guidance on
GHG reduction planning.

City Planning
Department

Specific actions that may be included in the City CAP to help keep
City-wide emissions below the SCAQMD service population
significance threshold include but are not limited to requiring the
installation of electrical and conduit improvements to support the
installation of future roof-mounted photovoltaic solar systems and
electrical vehicle charging stations for individual homes and
businesses.
4.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials
None
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Responsible
for
Monitoring

Method of
Verification

Verified
Date/
Initials

Sanctions
for NonCompliance

Monitoring
Frequency

Timing of
Verification

City Public
Works and
Engineering
Departments

Every two
weeks

Every two
weeks

City inspector
evaluates
condition of truck
and vehicular
parking areas

Suspension of
discretionary
permits

City Public
Works and
Engineering
Department

Once

Within two
years of
adopting the
2017 General
Plan

City verifies
Strategic Traffic
Congestion
Management
Plan is developed
and adopted

Use General
Plan circulation
system
improvements
and programs
until Strategic
Traffic
Congestion
Management
Plan is adopted

4.9 Hydrology and Water Quality
4.9.5.6A Upon issuance of an occupancy permit, all non-residential
development shall be required to mechanically sweep its truck and
vehicular parking areas at least once every two weeks to reduce
particulate materials that can contribute to degradation of local
surface and groundwater quality. This measure may also be applied
to institutional uses on a discretionary basis depending on the amount
of parking area required.
4.10 Land Use and Planning
None
4.11 Mineral Resources
None
4.12 Noise
None
4.13 Population, Housing, and Employment
None
4.14 Public Services and Facilities
None
4.15 Recreation and Parks
None
4.16 Transportation and Traffic
4.16.5.2A Within two years of adopting the 2017 General Plan, the
City will develop a Strategic Traffic Congestion Management Plan that
will identify the type and timing of roadway and intersection
improvements as well as other solutions that may not involve road
widenings or standard intersection improvements. The goal of this
plan will be to identify those specific improvements or actions that will
achieve the City’s Level of Service standards to the greatest degree
practical, including potential funding and the critical timing of
improvements. Future development will be required to be consistent
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Responsible
for
Monitoring

Monitoring
Frequency

Timing of
Verification

Method of
Verification

Verified
Date/
Initials

Sanctions
for NonCompliance

with this plan.
4.16.5.2B The City shall seek to enter into a cooperative agreement
with each of the surrounding jurisdictions regarding reciprocal fair
share contributions for intersection and/or roadway improvements of
mutual benefit to the City of Jurupa Valley and each cooperative
jurisdiction. The City would then require future development to make
the identified fair share payment, if any, under this agreement. This
agreement would apply to any private or public development project
that contributed 50 or more peak hour trips to a particular street or
intersection, based on a project-specific traffic study that met the
traffic study requirements of the City at the time the project was
proposed.

City Public
Works and
Engineering
Departments

Once for each
cooperative
agreement
and once for
each
subsequent
development
under
applicable
agreement

Prior to
issuance of
occupancy
permit for each
subsequent
development
under
applicable
agreement

City verifies
cooperative
agreements are
established and
subsequent
developments
comply with
applicable
agreements

Withhold
occupancy
permit

4.16.5.2C The City of Jurupa Valley shall seek to participate in a
multi-jurisdictional study with Caltrans to identify fair share
contribution funding sources attributable to and paid from future
private and public development, to supplement other regional and
State funding sources, to implement necessary improvements to local
freeways and freeway ramps to meet Caltrans Level of Service
Standards. Once the study identifies appropriate improvements,
costs, and fair share fee amounts, the City shall enter into a
cooperative agreement with Caltrans to collect such fees from
developers of future projects in the City to help fund the identified
improvements. The City would then require future development to
make the identified fair share payments under this agreement.

City Public
Works and
Engineering
Departments

Once for
participation
in multijurisdictional
study, once
for entry into
cooperative
agreement,
and once for
each
subsequent
development
under the
agreement

Prior to
issuance of
occupancy
permit for each
subsequent
development
under the
agreement

City verifies multijurisdictional
study is
undertaken,
cooperative
agreement is
established, and
subsequent
developments
under the
agreement
comply

Withhold
occupancy
permit

4.17 Utilities and Service Systems
None
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