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Introduction
Introduction
The November 2010 Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS&MND) for the Eucalyptus and Letterman Booster Stations
Project (State Clearinghouse No. 2010111048) was approved by the Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD) Board of Directors
on January 19, 2011. Also, on or about January 20, 2011, EMWD filed a Notice of Determination with the State Clearinghouse and
the County of Riverside.
The November 2010 IS&MND analyzed the impacts of implementing two potable water booster stations to be constructed within
the City of Moreno Valley: Eucalyptus Booster Station and Letterman Booster Station. The Letterman Booster Station has been
constructed and is operational. Therefore, this Addendum only discusses the Eucalyptus Booster Station.

Project Description in the November 2010 IS&MND
The following Project Description was contained in the November 2010 Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration regarding
the Eucalyptus Booster Station Project.

Eucalyptus Booster Station1
The following discussion is based on HDR’s Elder Booster Station Replacement Project Preliminary Design Report, dated May 15,
2008.

Project Background
The existing Elder Booster Station has one gas-driven 145-horsepower [1,800 gallons per minute (gpm)] pump and one electricdriven 25-horsepower (600 gpm) pump. It pumps water from the 1860 pressure zone to the 1967 pressure zone. The California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is planning to widen State Highway 60 (Moreno Valley Freeway) which will cause
significant interruption to the suction feed for the existing booster station. This coupled with EMWD’s need to reconfigure the
Moreno Valley pressure zone and expand the capacity of the booster station to meet future demands results in the need to replace
the existing booster station.

Project Location
EMWD obtained the proposed site (APN: 488-090-005) for the replacement booster station from the Braewood Development
Corporation in 1991. As shown on Figure 1, the proposed site is southerly of Eucalyptus Avenue just west of Walmart. It is also
adjacent to EMWD’s 24-inch diameter transmission main easement.

The existing Elder Booster Station will be replaced by a new booster station located just south of Eucalyptus Avenue and renamed the
Eucalyptus Booster Station.
1
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This site is constrained in size as it is only 70 feet wide by 140 feet long (0.22 acres). Land use surrounding the site is commercial
and future residential development.

Figure 1 Eucalyptus Booster Station Location

Project Description
Access
The primary access to the site would be through a single driveway off Eucalyptus Avenue. Per EMWD’s Potable Water Booster
Station Submittal and Design Guidelines dated August 28, 2007 (Guidelines), a 20-foot wide driveway with vehicle gate and 4-foot
wide single gate for EMWD and Southern California Edison (SCE) personnel would be provided.
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The site could also be accessed from the pipeline easement along the easterly boundary of the property for maintenance access
to the discharge piping and valves. A removable wrought iron or chain link fence would be provided along this property line for
easier access.
Site Preparation
The site is currently sloped from north to south with an average slope of about 7 percent. At the south and southwest sides of the
site, approximately 2:1 slope (horizontal to vertical) from the higher elevation sites reduce the useable space within the property
boundaries. Some grading will be required to meet EMWD’s Guidelines which call for a maximum slope of 5 percent. A final option
for site preparation has not been determined; however, the amount of grading/compaction varies from a low of 325 cubic yards to
a high of 535 cubic yards depending upon which option is finally selected.
Pumping Equipment
Per EMWD Guidelines, the pumping equipment would be vertical turbine, constant-speed pumps to meet anticipated maximum
day demands plus pump-through demands from higher pressure zones. Based on EMWD’s Water Facilities Master Plan, the
Eucalyptus Booster Station’s ultimate capacity was determined to be 5,250 gpm. At ultimate capacity, four pumps would be installed
(3 duty and 1 standby) each with a capacity of 1,750 gpm. The initial design will include three pumps total (2 duty and 1 standby)
with an empty pump can reserved for future installation as demands increase with build-out. One pump would always be used as
a standby.
Piping
The following piping would be provided per EMWD’s Guidelines:
 Suction piping would be sized for ultimate capacity with a maximum velocity of 3 feet per second (fps). Using standard
pipe diameter sizing, this equates to a 30-inch diameter header and 16-inch diameter individual suction piping.
 Discharge piping would also be sized for ultimate capacity with a maximum velocity of 6 fps. This equates to a 24-inch
diameter header and 12-inch diameter individual discharge piping.
 Both suction and discharge piping would be Class 150.
 Suction and discharge headers would be provided with laterals containing isolation valves and blind flanges to allow
complete bypassing of the booster station. Laterals would match the headers with a reduction to 8-inch flanges for
manual pump station connection.
 Due to the piping sizes, all buried piping would be cement mortar lined and coated steel pipe. All above-grade piping
would be cement mortar lined and painted steel pipe. All joints would be restrained.
 Pressure-relief bypass piping would be 16 inches below ground and 12 inches above ground.
 A 6-inch (SDR-35) sewer lateral would be installed to accommodate site restroom.
Piping Appurtenances
The following piping appurtenances would be provided in accordance with EMWD’s Guidelines:
 Gate valves would be resilient wedge gate valves.
 Check valves would be flanged single disc, swing type with outside lever and spring.
 The pressure relief valve would be an 8-inch valve, manufactured by Cla-Val. It would be capable of relieving pressure
from the 1967 pressure zone to the 1860 zone, a pressure of approximately 50 pounds per square inch (psi).
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 Combination air-relief and vacuum valves would be located on each pump discharge.
 Flow meters would be located on each pump discharge line. Meters would be magmeter or propeller type.
Emergency Generator

The emergency generator would be sized to run the booster station in the event of a power outage assuming three
pumps are running plus ancillary equipment. The emergency generator, fueled by diesel, would have a capacity of 400
kilowatts (kW).
Architectural
An approximate 30-foot wide by 50-foot long reinforced concrete block building would house the pumping equipment and
emergency generator. Components of the building would include the following:






HVAC including wall louvers, roof-mounted exhaust ventilators, and a roof-mounted air conditioning unit.
Eight-foot wide roll-up doors for access to the pump room and the generator room
Roof hatches over each vertical turbine pump.
Standard gable roof with light weight tile roofing to match surroundings.
Access doors to both rooms and between rooms of the control building.

Control System
The control system would be a remote terminal unit (RTU) and would be configured per EMWD’s standards. The RTU would
communicate with EMWD’s Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) system via radio. This would require an
approximate 20 to 30-foot tower with a small antenna.
The pumps are anticipated to be operated as follows:
 System pressure would be monitored by the pressure indicating transmitter (PIT) on the discharge side of the booster
station.
 On dropping pressure, the booster station would operate in a lead-lag-lag-standby configuration (automatic pump
rotation, with the operator being able to override and take a pump out of sequence). The next pump in the sequence
would be enabled when the pressure is below the set point for a set amount of time.
 The maximum discharge pressure would be maintained by the pressure relief valve connected between the suction and
discharge headers.
 On rising discharge pressure, the pumps would be taken offline in the same order they were brought online.
 Suction pressure would be monitored by the PIT on the suction side of the booster station.
 Alarms and status would be sent to the central control station via radio.

Demolition of Existing Booster Station
Once the replacement booster station was operational, the existing booster station would be demolished and the site restored to
its original condition.
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Construction Schedule
The anticipated construction schedule follows:






August 15, 2011
July 30, 2012
August 30, 2012
November 15, 2012
December 30, 2012

Start construction of new booster station.
Startup and operate new booster station.
Finish construction of new booster station.
Start demolition of existing booster station.
Finish demolition of existing booster station.

Proposed Project changes
As part of a 2017 land exchange with the neighboring developer (Beazer Homes), EMWD gave up a portion of the site on the
southern border and received a larger portion or land to the west as shown on Figure 2. The land exchange resulted in a slight
increased area in the project site (now 0.34 acres total). This slightly larger site allowed EMWD to amend the site layout as shown
on Figure 3.

Figure 2 Land Exchange
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Figure 3 Eucalyptus Booster Station Site Plan

EMWD also made minor changes to the pumping equipment and piping as shown below:
Pumping Equipment
Per EMWD Guidelines, the pumping equipment would be vertical turbine, constant-speed pumps to meet anticipated maximum
day demands plus pump-through demands from higher pressure zones. Based on EMWD’s Water Facilities Master Plan, the
Eucalyptus Booster Station’s ultimate capacity was determined to be 6,300 gpm. At ultimate capacity, four pumps would be installed
(3 duty and 1 standby) each with a capacity of 2,100 gpm. The initial design will include three pumps total (2 duty and 1 standby)
with an empty pump can reserved for future installation as demands increase with build-out. One pump would always be used as
a standby.
Piping
The following piping would be provided per EMWD’s Guidelines:
 Suction piping would be sized for ultimate capacity with a maximum velocity of 3 feet per second (fps). Using standard
pipe diameter sizing, this equates to a 30-inch diameter header and 16-inch diameter individual suction piping.
 Discharge piping would also be sized for ultimate capacity with a maximum velocity of 6 fps. This equates to a 20-inch
diameter header and 10-inch diameter individual discharge piping.
 Both suction and discharge piping would be Class 150.
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 Suction and discharge headers would be provided with laterals containing isolation valves and blind flanges to allow
complete bypassing of the booster station. Laterals would match the headers with a reduction to 8-inch flanges for
manual pump station connection.
 Due to the piping sizes, all buried piping would be cement mortar lined and coated steel pipe. All above-grade piping
would be cement mortar lined and painted steel pipe. All joints would be restrained.
 Pressure-relief bypass piping would be 14 inches below ground and 8 inches above ground.
 A 6-inch (SDR-35) sewer lateral would be installed to accommodate site restroom.
In addition, EMWD changed the construction schedule to the following:






April 15, 2020
March 31, 2021
April 30, 2021
July 15, 2021
August 31, 2021

Start construction of new booster station.
Startup and operate new booster station.
Finish construction of new booster station.
Start demolition of existing booster station.
Finish demolition of existing booster station.

Basis for Preparation of an Addendum
According to the California Supreme Court, “The foremost principle under CEQA is that the Legislature intended the act to be
interpreted in such a manner as to afford the fullest possible protection to the environment within the reasonable scope of the
statutory language.” [Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of the University of California (1988)]. CEQA achieves this
goal by disclosing the potentially significant environmental effects of “projects”. §15378 of the State CEQA Guidelines defines a
“project” as follows:
a)

b)

“Project” means the whole of an action, which had a potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in the
environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment, and that is any of the following:
1)

An activity directly undertaken by any public agency including but not limited to public works construction and
related activities, clearing or grading of land, improvements to existing public structures, enactment and amendment
of zoning ordinances, and the adoption and amendment of local General Plans or elements thereof pursuant to
Government Code Sections 65100-65700.

2)

An activity undertaken by a person which is supported in whole or in part through public agency contracts, grants,
subsidies, loans, or other forms of assistance from one or more public agencies.

3)

An activity involving the issuance to a person of a lease, permit, license, certificate, or other entitlement for use by
one or more public agencies.

Project does not include:
1)

Proposals for legislation to be enacted by the State Legislature.

2)

Continuing administrative or maintenance activities, such as purchases for supplies, personnel-related actions,
general policy and procedure making (except as they are applied to specific instances covered above).
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3)

The submittal of proposals to a vote of the people of the state or of a particular community that does not involve
a public agency sponsored initiative [Stein v. City of Santa Monica (1980) 110 Cal. App. 3d 458; Friends of
Sierra Madre v. City of Sierra Madre (2001) 25 Cal. 4th 165].

4)

The creation of government funding mechanisms or other government fiscal activities which do not involve any
commitment to any specific project which may result in a potentially significant physical impact on the environment.

5)

Organizational or administrative activities of governments that will not result in direct or indirect physical changes
in the environment.

c)

The term “project” refers to the activity which is being approved and which may be subject to several discretionary
approvals by governmental agencies. The term “project” does not mean each separate governmental approval.

d)

Where the Lead Agency could describe the project as either the adoption of a particular regulation under subdivision
(a)(1) or as a development proposal which will be subject to several governmental approvals under subdivisions
(a)(2) or (a)(3), the Lead Agency shall describe the project as a development proposal for the purpose of the
environmental analysis. This approach will implement the Lead Agency principle as described in Article 4.

According to §15164(b) of the 2019 State CEQA Guidelines, the Lead Agency may prepare an addendum to a previously adopted
negative declaration if only minor technical changes or additions are necessary or none of the conditions described in §15162
calling for a subsequent EIR or negative declaration have occurred.
§15162 of the 2019 State CEQA Guidelines states:
a)

When an EIR has been certified or a negative declaration adopted for a project, no subsequent EIR shall be prepared for
that project unless the lead agency determines, on the basis of substantial evidence in light of the whole record, one or
more of the following:
1)

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

2)

Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is undertaken which will require
major revisions of the previous EIR or Negative Declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental
effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; or

3)

New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been known with the exercise
of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified as complete or the Negative Declaration was
adopted, shows any of the following:
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B.

Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the previous EIR;
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C. Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact be feasible, and would
substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project, but the project proponents decline to adopt the
mitigation measure or alternative; or
D. Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those analyzed in the previous EIR
would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment, but the project proponent declines
to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative.
b)

If changes to a project or its circumstances occur, or new information becomes available after adoption of a negative
declaration, the lead agency shall prepare a subsequent EIR if required under subdivision a). Otherwise the lead agency
shall determine whether to prepare a subsequent negative declaration, an addendum, or no further documentation.

c)

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

EMWD has reviewed the proposed Project changes in light of the requirements defined under the State CEQA Guidelines. In
addition, EMWD has assessed the proposed Project changes in the following Initial Study using EMWD’s Supplemental
Environmental Checklist form,
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Initial Study
Supplemental Environmental Checklist Form
FOR USE WHEN EMWD IS REVIEWING SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS
PURUSANT TO A PREVIOUSLY APPROVED OR ADOPTED ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT
1. Project Title: Eucalyptus Booster Station Project.
2. Lead Agency Name and Address:
Eastern Municipal Water District
Post Office Box 8300
Perris, California 92572-8300
3. Contact Person and Phone Number:
Alfred “Al” Javier
Director of Environmental and Regulatory Compliance
(951) 928-3777 ext. 6327
Email: javiera@emwd.org
4. Project Location:
APN: 488-430-001
Section 3, Township 3 South, Range 3 West, San Bernardino Base and Meridian
33°56’12” N, -117°10’59” W
Thomas Bros. Maps, Page 718, Grid C3
5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address:
Eastern Municipal Water District
Post Office Box 8300
Perris, California 92572-8300
6. General Plan Designation: Multi-family (R-15)
7. Zoning: R15, Multi-family.
8. Incorporation by Reference: Consistent with §15150 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the following documents were used in the
preparation of this proposed Addendum and incorporated by reference:
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 K.S. Dunbar & Associates, Inc., 2010. Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration, Eucalyptus and Letterman
Booster Stations (State Clearinghouse No. 2010111048) prepared for Eastern Municipal Water District. November.
9. Previous Environmental Document: (Please describe the previously adopted ND or MND or the previously certified EIR
including the date the document was adopted or certified, the date the project was approved by EMWD, the date the NOD
was filed with the County of Riverside, and a summary of potentially significant effects identified in the CEQA document.)
The November 2010 Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration evaluated the environmental effects of the proposed
Eucalyptus and Letterman Booster Stations Project. That document was approved by EMWD’s Board of Directors on January
19, 2011. Also, on or about January 19, 2011, EMWD filed a Notice of Determination with the County of Riverside and the
State Clearinghouse. All potential impacts identified in the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration can be mitigated
to a less than significant level by implementation of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program that was also adopted
by EMWD’s Board of Directors on January 19, 2011.
10. Description of the Project: (Describe the previously approved Project and the authorized entitlements/discretionary actions.
Describe whether the subsequent discretionary action now proposed was considered in the previously approved CEQA
document and describe any differences between the proposed action and the approved project.)
The Project analyzed in the November 2010 IS&MND was described in the Project Description in 2010 IS&MND section
beginning on page 1 in this document.
The changes in the project now proposed from that described in the 2010 document include:





Slight increase in site size due to land exchange.
Minor revisions to site layout.
Minor revisions to pumping capacity and pipe sizes.
Construction schedule.

These changes were not foreseen at the time of preparation of the November 2010 IS&MND and would have no effect on the
discretionary approval process.
11. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: (Briefly describe the project’s surroundings.)
The proposed Eucalyptus Booster Station Project would be located within a mixed residential/commercial area in the City of
Moreno Valley, Riverside County, California.
12. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or participation agreement):
 State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Drinking Water
 Water Supply Permit
 South Coast Air Quality Management District
 Permit to Construct and Operate Emergency Generator
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 City of Moreno Valley
 Encroachment Permit
13. Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area requested consultation
pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.1? If so, has consultation begun?
Note: Conducting consultation early in the CEQA process allows tribal governments, lead agencies, and project proponents
to discuss the level of environmental review, identify and address potential adverse impacts to tribal cultural resources, and
reduce the potential for delay and conflict in the environmental review process. (See Public Resources Code section
21083.3.2.) Information may also be available from the California Native American Heritage Commission’s Sacred Lands File
per Public Resources Code section 5097.96 and the California Historical Resources Information System administered by the
California Office of Historic Preservation. Please also note that Public Resources Code section 21082.3© contains provisions
specific to confidentiality.
Consultation on this project was completed during late 2010 which preceded AB 52. However, during the consultation
project no Native American tribes commented on the proposed Project.
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New Significant Environmental Effects or
Substantially More Severe Significant Environmental
Effects Compared to those Identified in the Previous
CEQA Document
The subject areas checked below were determined to be new significant environmental effects or to be previously identified effects
that have a substantial increase in severity either due to a change in project, change in circumstances or new information of
substantial importance, as indicated by the checklist and discussion on the following pages:
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐

Aesthetics
Biological Resources
Geology/Soils
Hydrology/Water Quality
Noise
Recreation
Utilities/Service Systems
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Determination
(To be completed by the Lead Agency):
On the basis on this initial evaluation:

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

I find that no substantial changes are proposed in the project and there are no substantial changes in the circumstances under which the
project will be undertaken that will require major revisions to the previous approved ND or MND or certified EIR due to the involvement of
new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects. Also, there is no “new
information of substantial importance” as that is used in the State CEQA Guidelines §15162(a)(3). Therefore, the previously adopted ND or
MND or previously certified EIR adequately addresses the potential impacts of the project without modification.
I find that no significant changes are proposed in the project and there are no substantial changes in the circumstances under which the
project will be undertaken that will require major revisions to the previous approved ND or MND or certified EIR due to the involvement of
new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects. Also, there is no “new
information of substantial importance” as that term is used in the State CEQA Guidelines §15162(a)(3). Therefore, the previously adopted
ND or MND or certified EIR adequately discusses the potential impacts of the project; however, minor changes require the preparation of an
ADDENDUM.
I find that substantial changes are proposed in the project or there are substantial changes in the circumstances under which the project will
be undertaken that will require major revisions to the previous approved ND or MND or certified EIR due to the involvement of significant
new environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects. Or, there is “new information of
substantial importance”, as that term is used in the State CEQA Guidelines §15162(2)(3). However, all new potentially significant
environmental effects or substantial increases in the severity of previously identified significant effects are clearly reduced to below a level of
significance through the incorporation of mitigation measures agreed to by the project applicant. Therefore, a SUBSEQUENT MND is
required.
I find that substantial changes are proposed in the project or there are substantial changes in the circumstances under which the project will
be undertaken that will require major revisions to the previous environmental document due to the involvement of significant new
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects. Or, there is “new information of
substantial importance”, as that term is used in the State CEQA Guidelines §15162(a)(3). However, only minor changes or additions or
changes would be necessary to make the previously certified EIR adequate for the project in the changed situation. Therefore, a
SUPPLEMENTAL EIR is required.
I find that substantial changes are proposed in the project or there are substantial changes in the circumstances under which the project will
be undertaken that will require major revisions to the previous environmental document due to the involvement of significant new
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects. Or, there is “new information of
substantial importance”, as that term is used in the State CEQA Guidelines §15162(a)(3). Therefore, a SUBSEQUENT EIR is required.

_________________________________________
Alfred “Al” Javier
Director of Environmental and Regulatory Compliance
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Evaluation of Environmental Impacts
1)

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

2)

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

3)

A finding of “New Potentially Significant Impact” means that the project may have a new potentially significant impact on the
environment or a substantially more severe impact than analyzed in the previously approved ND or MND or certified EIR that
cannot be mitigated to a below a level of significance or be avoided.

4)

A finding of “Reduced Impact” means that a previously infeasible mitigation measure is now available, or a previously
infeasible alternative is now available that will reduce a significant impact identified in the previously prepared environmental
document.

5)

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well as projectlevel, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts.

6)

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. §15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify
the following:
a)

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

b)

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

c)

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

April 2019

P a g e | 15

K.S. Dunbar & Associates, Inc.
Environmental Engineering

Addendum to the November 2010 Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration
Eucalyptus and Letterman Booster Stations Project
(State Clearinghouse No. 2010111048)
Eastern Municipal Water District
d)

Changes in Circumstances. Discuss any changes in the project, changes in circumstances under which the project is
undertaken and/or “new information of substantial importance” that cause a change in conclusion regarding one or more
effects discussed in the original document.

7)

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential impacts (e.g.,
general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate,
include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

8)

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

9)

This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies should normally
address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project’s environmental effects in whatever format is selected.

10) The explanation of each issue should identify:
a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question;
b) the difference between the proposed activity and the previously approved project described in the approved ND or MND
or certified EIR; and
c) the previously approved mitigation measures identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significant.
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Aesthetics

Would the project:
a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?
b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings
within a state scenic highway?
c. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of
public views of the site and its surroundings? If the project is in
an urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable
zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality?
d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

New
Potentially
Significant
Impact

New Mitigation
Required

No New
Impact/No
Impact

Reduced
Impact

☐

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

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

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND p. 5-1)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – Less than Significant Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that there are
no scenic vistas in the immediate Project area; therefore, there are no anticipated impacts and no mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Aesthetics. b. Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a
state scenic highway.
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-2)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that there are no designated State
or County scenic highways within the area of the Eucalyptus and Letterman Booster Stations Project. (www.dot.ca.gov 9/21/10)
Therefore, there are no anticipated impacts and no mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
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Aesthetics. c. Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings? If the project is
in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-2.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – Less than Significant Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that the
proposed Eucalyptus Booster Station site is presently undeveloped and zoned R-15. However, it is immediately adjacent to existing
commercial development (Walmart). The existence of a public services facility could be construed as an invasion of a facility on
vacant land to the surrounding neighbors. Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce this impact to a level
of less than significant.
Mitigation Measures:
EMWD should construct the Eucalyptus Booster Station building out of split-faced block masonry material and
incorporate a landscaping plan to soften the facility’s appearance to the surrounding neighbors.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Aesthetics. d. Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-3)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that the Project would include
security lighting at the new booster stations; however, there would be no potential light and glare problems as the Project design
will be in compliance with California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 6, Section 132 to insure that all outdoor lighting is directed
to the specific location intended for illumination to limit spillover. In addition, all lighting will be shielded. Therefore, no impacts are
anticipated an no mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
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Agriculture and Forestry Resources
New
Potentially
Significant
Impact

New Mitigation
Is Required

☐

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

No New
Impact/No
Impact

Reduced
Impact

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land
Evaluation Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and
farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to
information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and
Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment Project, and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols
adopted by the California Air Resources Board.
Would the Project:
a. Convert Prime Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?
b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract?
c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest
land (as defined in Public Resources Code section
12220(g), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code
section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production
(as defined by Government Code section 511104(g))?
d. Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land
to non-forest uses.
e. Involve other changes in the existing environment that, due
to their location or nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest
land to non-forest use?

Discussion
Agriculture and Forestry Resources. a. Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-3)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that the Eucalyptus Booster Station
site is presently vacant and shown as Residential on the City of Moreno Valley’s Land Use Map dated July 11, 2006.
Discussion of the Propose Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Agriculture and Forestry Resources. b. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-3)
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November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that the site is zoned Open Space;
therefore, there would be no conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract. Therefore, no impacts
are anticipated and no further analysis or mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: There has been no change in zoning since the
publication of the November 2010 IS&MND. For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new
information associated with the proposed Project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or
MND.
Agriculture and Forestry Resources. c. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources
Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by
Government Code section 51104(g))?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-3)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion: Implementation of the Project would not conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section 51104(g)) as there is none in the
Project area. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: There has been no change in zoning since the
publication of the November 2010 IS&MND. For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new
information associated with the proposed Project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or
MND.
Agriculture and Forestry Resources. d. Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-3)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that Implementation of the Project would

not result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use as there are no forest lands within
the Project area. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required.

Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: Implementation of the Project would not result in
the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use as there are no forest lands within the Project area. For this
reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project changes
that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Agriculture and Forestry Resources. e. Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could
result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-4).
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November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that implementation of the Project
would not involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no
mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: There are no farmlands or forest lands within the
project area. For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the
proposed Project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
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Air Quality
New
Potentially
Significant
Impact

New Mitigation
Is Required

No New
Impact/No
Impact

Reduced
Impact

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution control district may be relied upon to
make the following determinations.
Would the Project:
a.
Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air
◙
☐
☐
☐
quality plan?
b. Result in cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant under an applicable federal or state ambient air
◙
☐
☐
☐
quality standard?
c. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
◙
☐
☐
☐
concentrations?
d. Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors or
◙
☐
☐
☐
dust) adversely affecting a substantial number of people?

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

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-4).
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that a project is deemed
inconsistent with air quality plans if it would result in population and/or employment growth that exceeds growth estimates included
in applicable air quality management plans [i.e., SCAQMD’s 2007 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP)]. The AQMP is based on
general plans from local jurisdictions, which includes the County of Riverside’s Reche Canyon/Badlands Area Plan, as well as the
City of Moreno Valley’s General Plan. The AQMP accounts for development that would occur as a result of implementation of the
local general plans. The proposed Project is consistent with the AQMP in that it would accommodate development approved in
these general plans. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: Since publication of the November 2010 IS&MND,
the South Coast Air Quality Management District adopted its 2016 Air Quality Management Plan. However, nothing associated
with the proposed Project changes would change the November 2010 conclusion. For this reason, there would be no new impacts,
changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project changes that would require preparation of a
Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Air Quality. b. Would the project result in cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant under an applicable federal or state ambient air
quality standard?
Answer: Reduced Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, pp. 5-5 through 5-7)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion - Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated: The November 2010 IS&MND
concluded that construction on the Eucalyptus Booster Station is anticipated to commence on July 15, 2011 and be completed by
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January 30, 2012. During this period, the worst-case scenario related to construction emissions would be during the grading of the
site which is anticipated to occur during the period July 15 through July 31, 2011. Those emissions are shown in Table 5-1.
Table 5-1
Estimated Emissions from Construction at the Eucalyptus Booster Station
Worst-Case Scenarios
(pounds per day)
Estimated Emissions (unmitigated)
Estimated Emissions (mitigated)
Significance Thresholds1
Localized Significance Thresholds2

ROG
3.91
3.91
75
N/A

NOx
32.44
27.59
100
118

CO
18.19
18.19
550
602

SO2
0.00
0.00
150
N/A

PM10
3.77
0.74
150
4

PM2.5
1.90
0.33
55
3

CO2
3,390
3,390
N/A
N/A

Notes:
ROG = Reactive Organic Gases.
NOx = Oxides of Nitrogen.
CO = Carbon Monoxide.
SO2 = Sulfur Dioxide.
PM10 = Particulate Matter less than 10 microns in diameter.
PM2.5 = Particulate Matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter.
CO2 = Carbon Dioxide.
1 Construction-related threshold limits developed by SCAQMD to determine significance.
2 Localized significance thresholds developed by SCAQMD to determine localized significance based on a work area of 1 acres and a distance of 25
meters to the nearest receptor.

As can be seen by the data in Table 5-1, estimated unmitigated and mitigated emissions from construction are well below
SCAQMD’s construction-related threshold limits as well as SCAQMD’s localized significance thresholds. Therefore, no impacts
are anticipated. However, EMWD should include the mitigation measures at the end of this section to further reduce the
construction-related emissions.
Mitigation Measures:
EMWD should include the following mitigation measures in its standard construction specifications to reduce the air quality
impacts:
 Maintain construction equipment engines by keeping them properly tuned and maintained according to
manufacturer’s specifications.
 Use alternative fuels or clean and low-sulfur fuel for equipment.
 Do not idle diesel trucks onsite for more than 5 minutes at a time.
 Require construction equipment that meet or exceed Tier 3 emission standards and equip construction equipment
with CARB verified oxidation catalysts and particulate traps.
 Spread soil binders on site, where appropriate, unpaved roads and staging areas.
 Water site and equipment every three hours during active construction periods.
 Sweep all streets at least once per day using SCAQMD Rule 1186 certified street sweepers or roadway washing
trucks if visible soil materials are carried to adjacent streets.
 Suspend grading activities during first and second stage smog alerts and during high winds in accordance with
SCAQMD Rule 403 requirements.
 If necessary, wash off trucks leaving the site.
 Cover haul trucks.
There would be essentially no emissions associated with normal operation of the new facilities. However, each booster station
would be equipped with an emergency generator fueled by diesel. The Eucalyptus Booster Station would have a 400 kW generator
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and the Letterman Booster Station would have a 500 kW generator. Under a worst-case scenario, these two emergency generators
could come on line at the same time and operate for a total of four hours. Based on the conservative assumption that one kW
equals one horsepower and SCAGMD’s emission factors for stationary diesel engines, this scenario would generate the emissions
shown in Table 5-3.
Table 5-3
Emissions from Emergency Generators1
(pounds per day)

Eucalyptus Generator, 400 kW
Letterman Generator, 500 kW
Totals
SCAQMD Threshold Limits
1 Based

ROG
1.03
1.29
2.32
55

CO
3.26
4.07
7.33
550

NOx
14.75
18.44
33.19
55

SOx
1.03
1.29
2.32
150

PM10
0.51
0.64
1.15
150

PM2.5
0.57
0.45
1.02
55

on the assumption that the equipment operates for a maximum of four hours.

As can be seen by the data in Table 5-3, under the worst-case scenario explained above, the emissions from the emergency
generators would be less than significant based on SCAQMD’s threshold criteria. It should also be pointed out that operation of
these emergency generators would be under permit to SCAQMD under Rule 1110.2. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and
no mitigation is required.
Routine maintenance of the facilities would insure proper operation of the facilities and reduce impacts. This would include
approximately one trip per week to the project facilities. The amount of emissions from one pickup trip per week would be
considered less than significant by any threshold criteria.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – Reduced Impact: As shown in the November 2010 IS&MND, construction
associated with the project would not exceed any threshold criteria. In addition, due to technology advancements, emissions from
off-road construction equipment are considerably less now as compared to 2010. For example, the NOx emission factor for
tractors/loaders/backhoes has been reduced approximately 47% during that time period. For these reasons, there would be no
new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project changes that would require
preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
However, the ARB has designated the SCAB as non-attainment for the State ozone standard, the State PM10 standard, and the
State PM2.5 standard. In addition, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has designated the SCAB as non-attainment for the
federal ozone standard, the federal PM10 standard and the federal PM2.5 standard. Therefore, every effort should be made to
minimize emissions within the SCAB. Consequently, to reduce the emissions as much as possible, EMWD has included the
following best management practices in its construction documents for this project:
The contractor shall:
 Utilize electricity from on-site power sources instead of from temporary diesel or gasoline powered generators, when
feasible.
 Require the use of 2010 and newer diesel haul trucks (e.g., material delivery trucks and soil import/export) and if the lead
agency determines that 2010 model year or newer diesel trucks cannot be obtained the contractor shall use trucks that
meet EPA 2007 model year NOx emissions requirements.
 Require that all on-site construction equipment meet EPA Tier 3 or higher emissions standards according to the
following:
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All construction equipment shall be outfitted with BACT devices certified by CARB. Any emissions control device
used by the contractor shall achieve emissions reductions that are no less than what could be achieved by a
Level 3 diesel emissions control strategy for a similarly sized engine as defined by CARB regulations.

A copy of each unit’s certified tier specification, BACT documentation, and CARB or SCAQMD operating permit
shall be provided at the time of mobilization of each applicable unit of equipment.
Maintain construction equipment engines by keeping them properly tuned and maintained according to manufacturer’s
specifications.
Use alternative fuels or clean and low-sulfur fuel for equipment.
Idle trucks in accordance with the Airborne Toxic Control Measure (ACTM) to Limit Diesel Fueled Commercial Motor
Vehicle Idling and other applicable laws.
Water site and equipment as necessary to control dust.
Sweep all streets at least once per day using SCAQMD Rule 1186 certified street sweepers or roadway washing trucks
if visible soil materials are carried to adjacent streets.
Conduct operations in accordance with SCAQMD Rule 403 requirements.
If necessary, wash off trucks leaving the site.
Cover all trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials, or maintain at least two feet of freeboard in accordance
with the requirements of California Vehicle Code (CVC) Section 23114.












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

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-9)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that construction and operation
emissions from the implementation of the Project are considered less than significant by the SCAQMD’s threshold criteria for
significance. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: Construction and operation associated with the
project would not exceed any threshold criteria. For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new
information associated with the proposed Project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or
MND.
Air Quality. d. Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors or dust) adversely affecting a substantial number of people?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-9)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded neither construction nor operation
of the Project should create or cause objectionable odors. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
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Biological Resources

Would the project:
a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a
candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?
b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or
other sensitive natural community identified in local or
regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?
c. Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally
protected (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool,
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?
d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?
e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance?
f.
Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan,
or other approved local, regional or state habitat
conservation plan?

New
Potentially
Significant
Impact

New Mitigation Is
Required

No New
Impact/No
Impact

Reduced
Impact

☐

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

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

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-10).
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that there are no known species

identified as a candidate, sensitive or special status species or their habitats at either of the project sites. Consequently,
no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
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Biological Resources. b. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or
regional plans, policies, and regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-10)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that there are no riparian habitats
or other sensitive natural communities identified in local or regional plans, policies or regulations, or by the California Department
of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service that would be impacted by implementation of the proposed Project. Therefore,
no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Biological Resources. c. Would the project Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-10
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that there are no federally

protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act that would be impacted by implementation of the
proposed Project. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Biological Resources. d. Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-10)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that the proposed project would
not interfere with any migratory activities or impact migratory corridors. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no further
analysis or mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Biological Resources. e. Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.
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Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-11)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that the proposed Project would
not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance.
Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: As stated above, the project would not conflict
with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. No other
ordinances are in place that would apply to the proposed Project. For these reasons, there would be no new impacts, changed
circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental
or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Biological Resources. f. Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or
other approved local, regional or state habitat conservation plan?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p 5-11)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that the proposed project would
not conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation plan, natural community conservation plan, or other approved
local, regional or state habitat conservation plan. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no further analysis or mitigation is
required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: As stated above, the project would not conflict
with the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation plan, natural community conservation plan, or other approved local, regional
or state habitat conservation plan. For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information
associated with the proposed Project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
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Cultural Resources
New
Potentially
Significant
Impact

New Mitigation Is
Required

No New
Impact/No
Impact

Reduced
Impact

☐

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

Would the project:
a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource pursuant to §15064.5?
b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?
c. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of
dedicated cemeteries?

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

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-11)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that there were no historical
resources as defined in §15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines identified within the immediate area of the Project sites. Therefore, no
impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The conditions described above still apply. For
this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Cultural Resources. b. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, pp. 5-11 & 5-12.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated: The November 2010 IS&MND
concluded that although there were no archeological resources as defined in §15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines identified

within the Project sites there is always a possibility that buried cultural resources that were not previously identified
could be unearthed during excavation activities. Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce this
impact to a less than significant level. Therefore, no further analysis is required.
Mitigation Measure
If inadvertent discoveries of cultural resources are encountered at any time during construction, construction personnel
shall avoid altering these materials and their context until a qualified archeologist has evaluated the situation and
contacted the State Office of Historic Preservation and the closest Indian Tribe to the Project (in this case the Soboba
Band of Mission Indians). Project personnel shall not collect or retain cultural resources. Prehistoric resources include,
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but are not limited to: chert or obsidian flakes; projectile points; mortars and pestles; dark, friable soil containing shell
and bone; dietary debris; heat-affected rock; or human burials. Historic resources include stone or adobe foundations
or walls; structures and remains with square nails; and refuse deposits (glass, metal, wood, ceramics), often found in old
wells and privies.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Cultural Resources. c. Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, pp. 5-12 & 5-13.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated: The November 2010 IS&MND
concluded that no human remains, including formal cemeteries were identified on the project site. However, it is always possible
that unmarked burials could be unearthed during excavation activities. Implementation of the following mitigation measure would
reduce this impact to a level of less than significant. Therefore, no further analysis or further mitigation is required.
Recommended Mitigation Measure
EMWD should include the following in its standard construction specifications:
In the event of an accidental discovery or recognition of any human remains, the County Coroner shall be notified and
construction activities halted. If the remains are found to be Native American, the Native American Heritage
Commission shall be notified within 24 hours. Guidelines of the Native American Heritage Commission shall be
adhered to in the treatment and disposition of the remains.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: As stated above, there are no known human
burials in the immediate project area. However, in unlikely event that inadvertent discoveries are made, the above mitigation
measure would reduce the impacts to a level of less than significant. For these reasons, there would be no new impacts, changed
circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental
or Subsequent EIR or MND.
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Energy

Would the project:
a. Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy
resources, during project construction or operation?
b. Conflict or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or
energy efficiency?

New
Potentially
Significant
Impact

New Mitigation Is
Required

No New
Impact/No
Impact

Reduced
Impact

☐

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

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

Response: This potential impact category was added to the State CEQA Guidelines subsequent to the publication of the November
2010 IS&MND.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: EMWD’s Water Facilities Master Plan identified
the need to replace the Elder Booster Station with the proposed Eucalyptus Booster Station in order to alleviate pumping supply
deficiency in the service area. The replacement provides an opportunity to accommodate future demand conditions and to
implement improvements in safety, efficiency, reliability operations and maintenance. This project would provide for improved
service within the service area and for planned development. The pumping equipment in the new facility would be more efficient
than existing and therefore not result in wasteful, inefficient or unnecessary use of energy resources. For these reasons, there
would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project changes that would
require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Energy. b. Would the project conflict or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency?
Answer: No Impact.

Response: This potential impact category was added to the State CEQA Guidelines subsequent to the publication of the November
2010 IS&MND.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The project is planned to serve existing as well as
planned development in the service area. It would not conflict with a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency.
For example. California’s goal of 100% renewable energy sources by 2045 and California’s Building Energy Standards. For these
reasons, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
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Geology and Soils
New Potentially
Significant
Impact

New Mitigation Is
Required

No New
Impact/No
Impact

Reduced
Impact

◙

☐

◙

☐

Would the project:

a.

Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:
Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by
☐
☐
the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and
Geology Special Publication 42.
i. Strong seismic ground shaking?
☐
☐

i.

ii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
b.

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

c.

Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would
become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result
in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?
Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the
Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or
property?
Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic
tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers
are not available for the disposal of wastewater?
Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or
site or unique geologic feature?

d.
e.

f.

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

iii. Landslides?

☐

◙
◙
◙

☐
☐
☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

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

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND p. 5-13.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated: The November 2010 IS&MND
concluded that the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act identifies special study zones for areas where existing known faults
are located. The main purpose of the Act is to prevent the construction of buildings used for human occupancy on the surface trace
of active faults. The Act also required the State Geologist to establish regulatory zones (known as Earthquake Fault Zones) around
the surface traces of active faults and to issue appropriate maps.
The closest Aliquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault (i.e., San Jacinto) is approximately two miles from the project sites. This fault has the
ability to generate a 7.2 magnitude earthquake. To reduce the potential impacts from a rupture on one of these nearby faults to a
less than significant level, EMWD should implement the following mitigation measure.
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Mitigation Measure
EMWD should conduct geotechnical studies to determine the required seismic design criteria, including liquefaction
concerns, for its booster pump stations.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Geology and Soils. a. ii. Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving strong seismic ground shaking?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND p. 5-13.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – Less than Significant: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that the Project area
lies in one of the most seismically active zones in southern California. Northwest trending faults comprising the San Jacinto Fault
Zone dominates the structural geology of the area. These seismic conditions can be mitigated by special design using reasonable
construction and/or maintenance practices common to the Riverside County area. Therefore, the seismic-related impacts would
be less than significant.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: As stated above, seismic conditions anticipated
at the site can be mitigated by special design using reasonable construction and/or maintenance practices common to the Riverside
County area. For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the
proposed Project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Geology and Soils. a. iii. Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-13.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that the potential for liquefaction
depends upon potential ground movement during seismic events, soil conditions, and depth to groundwater. The Project sites’
liquefaction potential ranges from low to moderate. These seismic conditions can be mitigated by special design using reasonable
construction and/or maintenance practices common to the Riverside County area. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no
mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: As stated above, seismic conditions anticipated
at the site can be mitigated by special design using reasonable construction and/or maintenance practices common to the Riverside
County area. For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the
proposed Project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Geology and Soils. a. iv. Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving landslides?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.
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Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-14.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that based on field reconnaissance
trips, there were no landslides noted in the project area. Therefore, it is not anticipated that the project would impact landslides nor
does the project have the potential to create or generate landslides. No further analysis or mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Geology and Soils. b. Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-14.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – Less than Significant: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that construction
activities would disturb less than one acre of soil that would result in the potential for wind and water erosion. However, compliance
with the mitigation measures included in the air quality section to control fugitive dust would also control the potential for soil erosion
or the loss of top soil. These include:
 Spread soil binders on site, where appropriate, unpaved roads and staging areas.
 Water site and equipment every three hours during active construction periods.
 Sweep all streets at least once per day using SCAQMD Rule 1186 certified street sweepers or roadway washing trucks
if visible soil materials are carried to adjacent streets.
 Suspend grading activities during first and second stage smog alerts and during high winds in accordance with SCAQMD
Rule 403 requirements.
 If necessary, wash off trucks leaving the site.
 Cover haul trucks.
Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no further mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: Any construction activity would have to comply
with the provisions of the above mitigation measures. For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or
new information associated with the proposed Project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent
EIR or MND.
Geology and Soils. c. Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-15.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that the he Project sites are not
located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable or that would become unstable as a result of the Project and potentially result in
an on-site or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and
no mitigation is required.

April 2019

P a g e | 34

K.S. Dunbar & Associates, Inc.
Environmental Engineering

Addendum to the November 2010 Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration
Eucalyptus and Letterman Booster Stations Project
(State Clearinghouse No. 2010111048)
Eastern Municipal Water District
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The on-site conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changes, or new information associated with the proposed Project changes that
would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Geology and Soils. d. Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial
direct or indirect risks to life or property?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 4-19.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that the Project sites are not located
on expansive soil as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation
is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The on-site conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Geology and Soils. e. Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems
where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-15.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that there are no onsite
wastewater disposal facilities associated with the Project. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The on-site conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Geology and Soils. f. Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 3-12.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated: The November 2010 IS&MND
concluded that It is possible that paleontological resources could be unearthed during excavation activities. The following mitigation
measure would reduce this impact to a less than significant level. Therefore, no further analysis is required.
Mitigation Measure
If paleontological resources (e.g., fossils) are encountered at any time during construction of the project, construction
personnel shall avoid altering these materials and their context until a qualified paleontologist has evaluated the situation.
Project personnel shall not collect or retain paleontological resources.
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Discussion of the Proposed Project changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The on-site conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Would the Project:
a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment, based on any applicable threshold of
significance?
b. Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an
agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emission of
greenhouse gases?

New
Potentially
Significant
Impact

New Mitigation Is
Required

No New
Impact/No
Impact

Reduced
Impact

☐

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

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

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 3-9.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – Less than Significant: No agency has established quantitative significance thresholds
for greenhouse gases at this time. However, SCAQMD has suggested significance screening levels of 10,000 MT per year CO2
equivalents for industrial projects and 3,000 MT per year CO2 equivalents for commercial/residential projects. Based on the
information presented in Tables 5-1 and 5-2, the total CO2 emissions from construction of the Project would be 310 MT during
2012. Therefore, the greenhouse gas emissions from construction would be considered less than significant and no mitigation is
required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: SCAQMD has suggested significance levels of
10,000 MT per year CO2 equivalents for industrial projects. Based on a construction start date of April 15, 2020 and ending date
of August 31, 2021, the CO2 emissions would be approximately 170 MT in 2020 and 150 MT in 2021. For this reason, there would
be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project changes that would require
preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Greenhouse Gas Emissions. b. Would the project conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emission of greenhouse gases?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 3-10.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that the Project would not conflict
with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emission of greenhouse gases.
Therefore, no mitigation is required.
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Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The on-site conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials
New
Potentially
Significant
Impact

New Mitigation Is
Required

No New
Impact/No
Impact

Reduced
Impact

☐

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

Would the project:
a.
b.
c.
d.

e.

f.
g.

Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through the routine transport, use or disposal of hazardous
materials?
Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through reasonably upset accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the environment?
Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter
mile of an existing or proposed school?
Be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to
the public or the environment?
For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport, and if so, would the project result in
a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working
in the project area?
Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires?

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

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-16.)
November 2010 IS&MND – Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that
implementation of the proposed Project would not create any significant hazards as a result of the routine transport, use, storage,
or disposal of hazardous materials. . However, construction would include the temporary use and transport of fuels, lubricating
fluids, solvents and other hazardous materials. The contractor would be required to adhere to the requirements of a Health and
Safety Plan that it would develop for the Project. Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce these potential
impacts to a less-than-significant level:
Mitigation Measures:
To reduce potentially hazardous conditions and minimize the impacts from the handling of potentially hazardous
materials, EMWD should include the following in its construction contract documents:
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 The contractor(s) shall enforce strict on-site handling rules to keep construction and maintenance materials out
of receiving waters and storm drains. In addition, the contractor(s) shall store all reserve fuel supplies only within
the confines of designated construction staging areas, refuel equipment only within the designated construction
staging areas, and regularly inspect all construction equipment for leaks.
 The contractor(s) shall prepare a Health and Safety Plan in compliance with the requirements of Chapter 6.95,
Division 20 of the Health and Safety Code (§§ 25500—25532). The plan shall include measures to be taken in
the event of an accidental spill.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: Adherence to the above mitigation measures
would insure that the impacts were reduced to a less than significant level. For this reason, there would be no new impacts,
changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project changes that would require preparation of a
Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials. b. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably upset accident
conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-16.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated: The November 2010 IS&MND
concluded that construction equipment used to construct the Project would have the potential to release oils, grease, solvents and
other finishing products through accidental spills. However, adherence to the above mitigation measures would result in less-thansignificant impacts. Therefore, no further analysis is required.
Hazardous materials (e.g., diesel fuel) would be stored at each site. EMWD has extensive experience in the operation of water
and wastewater facilities which utilize diesel fuel and other chemicals. The use, transport, storage and disposal of all hazardous
materials would be in compliance with all federal, State and local laws. This includes Riverside County Ordinance 651, which has
been adopted to implement Chapter 6.95 of the Health and Safety Code (Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and
Inventory Law). Compliance with Ordinance No. 651 would require EMWD to update its Business Emergency Plan to include the
additional hazardous materials associated with the proposed Project. This would serve to minimize any impact in case of an
accidental release of hazardous materials.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: Adherence to the above mitigation measure would
insure that the impacts were reduced to a less than significant level. For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed
circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental
or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials. c. Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?
Answer: No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, pp. 5-16 & 5-17.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that the Moreno Valley Elementary
School is catty-corner across Cottonwood Avenue and within one-quarter mile of the proposed Letterman Booster Station project
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site. However, as stated above, implementation of the proposed project would not create any significant hazards as a result of the
routine transport, use, storage or disposal of hazardous materials. Additionally, potentially hazardous materials used during
construction would be handled and used in compliance with the Health and Safety Plan that would be developed for the project. In
addition, handling of potentially hazardous materials utilized during operation would be done in compliance with all federal, State
and local laws. This includes Riverside County Ordinance 651, which has been adopted to implement Chapter 6.95 of the Health
and Safety Code (Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and Inventory Law). Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and
no mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The on-site conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials. d. Would the project be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-17.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that: Several standard
environmental record services are available to determine the potential for recognized environmental conditions in an area. Those
databases include:
National Priorities List (NPL)










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

These databases were searched for the presence of hazardous materials sites within the Project area. Those lists did not reveal
the presence of any hazardous waste sites within the Project area.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The on-site conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials. e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a
public airport or public use airport, and if so, would the project result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND p. 5-18.)
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November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that the Project area is not within
an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public airport of public use airport. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no
further analysis or mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The on-site conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials. f. Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-18.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that implementation of the Project
would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation
plan. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The on-site conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials. g. Would the project expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving wildland fires?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-18.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that the proposed project would
not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires. Therefore, no impacts are
anticipated and no further analysis or mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The on-site conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
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Would the project:
a.

Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or
ground water quality?
b. Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project
may impede sustainable ground management of the basin?
c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream
or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a
manner which would:
i. Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site;
ii. Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site;
iii. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage
systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff; or
iv. Impede or redirect flood flows?
d.
e.

In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of
pollutants due to project inundation?
Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality
control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan?

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

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, pp. 5-18 & 5-19.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated: The November 2010 IS&MND
concluded that during site grading and excavation activities, bare soil would be exposed to wind and water erosion. If precautions
are not taken to contain sediments, construction activities could produce sediment laden storm runoff. In addition to increased
erosion potential, hazardous materials associated with construction equipment could adversely affect water quality if spilled or
stored improperly. (See previous section for a full discussion and mitigation measures associated with hazardous materials.) Also,
construction in areas of high groundwater could require dewatering with a subsequent discharge to surface waters. The following
mitigation measures would reduce these potential impacts to a level of less than significant.
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Mitigation Measures
EMWD should require contractors to implement a program of best management practices (BMP’s) and best available
technologies to reduce potential impacts to water quality that may result from construction activities. As part of this process,
multiple BMP’s should be implemented to provide effective erosion and sediment control. These BMP’s should be selected
to achieve maximum sediment removal and represent the best available technology that is economically achievable. BMP’s
to be implemented as part of this mitigation measure should include, but not be limited to, the following:
 Temporary erosion control measures such as silt fences, staked straw bales/wattles, silt/sediment basins and traps,
check dams, geofabric, sandbag dikes, and temporary revegetation or other groundcover shall be employed for
disturbed areas.
 Storm drain inlets on the site and in downstream offsite areas shall be protected from sediment with the use of BMP’s
acceptable to EMWD, local jurisdictions and the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region.
 Dirt and debris shall be swept from paved streets in the construction zone on a regular basis, particularly before
predicted rainfall events.
 No disturbed surfaces shall be left without erosion control measures in place between October 15 and April 15.
 Controls on construction site dewatering shall be implemented. If possible, water generated as part of construction
dewatering shall be discharged onsite such that there would be no discharge to surface waters. If discharge to surface
waters were unavoidable, EMWD shall obtain coverage under the NPDES General Dewatering Permit prior to
commencement of construction. The provisions of this permit are sufficiently protective of water quality to ensure that
impacts to surface waters would remain below significance thresholds. During dewatering activities, all permit
conditions shall be followed. EMWD shall routinely inspect the construction site to verify that the measures specified
in the permit are properly implemented. EMWD shall immediately notify the contractor if there were a noncompliance
issue and require immediate compliance.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: Continued adherence to the above mitigation
measures would insure that the impacts are reduced to a less than significant level. For this reason, there would be no new impacts,
changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project changes that would require preparation of a
Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Hydrology and Water Quality. b. Would the project substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such
that the project may impede sustainable ground management of the basin?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-20.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that the Project would have no
effect on groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and
no mitigation measures are required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The on-site conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
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Hydrology and Water Quality. c.i. Would the project Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-20.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that implementation of the project
would add impervious materials (e.g., roof and pavement) at each site. However, it would not alter the course of a stream or river
or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or
off-site. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no further analysis is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The on-site conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Hydrology and Water Quality. c.ii. Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of
the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would result in in flooding on- or off-site?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-20.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that implementation of the project
would add impervious materials (e.g., roof and pavement) at each site. However, it would not alter the course of a stream or river
or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on- or off-site. Therefore, no
impacts are anticipated and no further analysis is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The on-site conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Hydrology and Water Quality. c.iii. Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of
the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm water
drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-20.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that implementation of the
proposed Project would not create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm water
drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no
mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The on-site conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
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Hydrology and Water Quality. c.iv. Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would impede or redirect flood flows?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-21.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that implementation of the Project
would not place structures within a 100-year flood hazard area. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Hydrology and Water Quality. d. In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, would the project risk release of pollutants due to project inundation?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response:
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion: This potential impact category was added to the State CEQA Guidelines subsequent to
the publication of the November 2010 IS&MND.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: There are no flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche
zones in the Project area. For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated
with the proposed Project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Hydrology and Water Quality. e. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater
management plan?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response:
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion: This potential impact category was added to the State CEQA Guidelines subsequent to
the publication of the November 2010 IS&MND.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: Implementation of the mitigation measures adopted
for this Project would insure that the Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or
sustainable groundwater management plan. For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new
information associated with the proposed Project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or
MND.
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Discussion
Land Use and Planning. a. Would the project physically divide an established community?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-21.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that the proposed project is two
water booster station replacements that would occupy approximately 0.7 acres of land. Therefore, it would not physically divide an
established community. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply
although the project site was increased from 0.22 acres to 0.34 aces due to a land exchange. For this reason, there would be no
new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project changes that would require
preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Land Use and Planning. b. Would the project cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-22.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that the proposed Eucalyptus
Booster Station site is within a residential area presently zoned R-5 and the proposed Letterman Booster Station site is within an
area presently zoned P. Public facilities are permitted in both of these zoning districts. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and
no mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The Project is also exempt under Government
Code sections 53091(e) and (f) which state that City building and zoning ordinances do not apply to the location or construction of
facilities for the production, generation, storage, treatment, or transmission of water, wastewater or electrical energy by a local
agency (such as EMWD). Consequently, rezoning would not be required. For these reasons, there would be no new impacts,
changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project changes that would require preparation of a
Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.

April 2019

P a g e | 47

K.S. Dunbar & Associates, Inc.
Environmental Engineering

Addendum to the November 2010 Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration
Eucalyptus and Letterman Booster Stations Project
(State Clearinghouse No. 2010111048)
Eastern Municipal Water District

Mineral Resources
New
Potentially
Significant
Impact

New Mitigation Is
Required

No New
Impact/No
Impact

Reduced
Impact

☐

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

Would the project:
a.
b.

Result in the loss of availability of a known resource that would
be of value to the region and the residents of the state?
Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan,
specific plan or other land use plan?

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

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-22.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that there are no known mineral
resources in the Project area that would be of value to the region and the residents of the State. Therefore, no impacts are
anticipated and no mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Mineral Resources. b. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general
plan, specific plan or other land use plan?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-22.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that there are no locallyimportant mineral resource recovery sites delineated on the applicable local general plans, specific plan or other land use plan in
the Project area. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
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groundbourne noise levels?

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

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p 5-23.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated: The November 2010 IS&MND
concluded that the noise generated by construction within the City of Moreno Valley is addressed by existing City regulations.
Basically, it is unlawful to create noise that annoys reasonable people of normal sensitivity. There are also restrictions on hours of
activity. Grading may take place between 7 a.m. and 8 p.m. Construction may take place between 6 a.m. and 8 p.m. during the
week and 7 a.m. and 8 p.m. on weekends and holidays. Implementation of the following mitigation measures will ensure compliance
with the City’s noise regulations.
Mitigation Measures
EMWD should include the following mitigation measures in its standard construction specifications:
 Grading activities shall be restricted to the hours between 7 a.m. and 8 p.m.
 All other construction activities shall be restricted to the hours between 6 a.m. and 8 p.m. during weekdays and 7 a.m.
and 8 p.m. on weekends and holidays.
EMWD should establish a noise complaint response program and should respond to any noise complaints received during
construction of this project by measuring noise levels at the affected receptor site. Should the noise levels exceed an LDn
(day-night average level) of 65 dB(A) exterior or 45 dB(A) interior, EMWD will implement adequate measures (which might
include portable sound attenuation walls, use of quieter equipment, shift in construction schedule to avoid the presence of
sensitive receptors) to reduce noise levels to the greatest extent feasible.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: Subsequent to the publication of the November
2010 IS&MND, the City of Moreno Valley amended its Noise Ordinance. Section 11.80.030 of the City of Moreno Valley’s Municipal
Code contains the following prohibited acts with respect to noise:
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C. Nonimpulsive Sound Decibel Limits. No person shall maintain, create, operate or cause to be operated on private property
any source of sound in such a manner as to create any nonimpulsive sound which exceeds the limits set forth for the source
land use category (as defined in Section 11.8..020) in Table 11.80.030-02 when measured at a distance of two hundred (200)
feet or more from the real property line of the source of the sound, if the sound occurs or privately-owned property, or from the
source of the sound, if the sound occurs on public right-of-way, public space, or other publicly owned property. Any source of
sound in violation of this subsection shall be deemed prima facie to be a noise disturbance.

Daytime
60

Table 11.80.030-2
MAXIMUM SOUND LEVELS (IN Db(A)) FOR SOURCE LAND USES
Residential
Commercial
Nighttime
Daytime
55
65

Nighttime
60

D.7. Construction and Demolition. No person shall operate or cause the operation of any tools or equipment used in
construction, drilling, repair, alteration or demolition work between the hours of eight p.m. and seven a.m. of the following day
such that the sound therefrom creates a noise disturbance, except for emergency work by public service utilities or for other
work approved by the city manager or designee. This section shall not apply to the use of power tools as provided in subsection
(D)(9) of this section.
D.9. Power Tools. No person shall operate or permit the operation of any mechanically, electrically or gasoline motor-driven
tool during nighttime hours so as to cause a noise disturbance across a residential real property boundary.
Construction of the Project facilities would occur during the normal daytime working hours. Therefore, the provisions of the City of
Moreno Valley’s Noise Regulations shown above would not apply. For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed
circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental
or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Noise. b. Would the project result in generation of excessive groundbourne vibration or groundbourne noise levels?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-23.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact at the Eucalyptus Booster Station Site: The November 2010 IS&MND
concluded that Construction activities associated with the project could result in some minor amount of ground vibration. Vibration
from construction activity is typically below the threshold of perception when the activity is more than 50 feet from receivers.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
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Population and Housing
New
Potentially
Significant
Impact

New Mitigation
Is Required

No New
Impact/No
Impact

Reduced
Impact

☐

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

Would the project:
a.

b.

Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area,
either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)?
Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

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

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-24.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – Less than Significant Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that the
proposed replacements would increase capacity of the two booster stations. Thereby, it could be alleged that this project would
be growth inducing. This growth issue has been discussed in EMWD’s Urban Water Management Plan as well as the local
general plans. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Population and Housing. b. Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-24.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that implementation of the Project
would not displace existing people orhousing. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
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Public Services
New
Potentially
Significant
Impact

New Mitigation
Is Required

No New
Impact/ No
Impact

Reduced
Impact

Would the project:

a.

Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or
physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public services:
1. Fire Protection?
2. Police Protection?
3. Schools?
4. Parks?
5. Other Public Facilities?

☐
☐
☐

☐
☐

☐

◙

☐

◙

☐
☐
☐

◙
◙
◙

☐
☐
☐
☐
☐

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

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-26.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that the proposed project would
not require fire protection services. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no further analysis or mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Public Services. a.2. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental
facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for police protection services?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-27.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that the proposed project would
not require police protection services. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no further analysis or mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
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Public Services. a.3. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental
facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for schools?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-27.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that the proposed project would
not require school services. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no further analysis or mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Public Services. a.4. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental
facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for parks?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-27.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that the proposed project would
not require park services. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no further analysis or mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Public Services. a.5. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental
facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for other public services?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-27.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that the proposed project would
not require other public services. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no further analysis or mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
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Recreation
New
Potentially
Significant
Impact

New Mitigation Is
Required

No New
Impact/No
Impact

Reduced
Impact

☐

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

Would the project:
a.
b.

Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks
or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?
Include recreational facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse
physical effect on the environment?

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

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-28.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that the proposed project would
not increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities. Therefore, no impacts are
anticipated and no further analysis or mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Recreation. b. Would the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse
physical effect on the environment?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-28.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that the proposed project does not
include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated
and no further analysis or mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
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Transportation
New
Potentially
Significant
Impact

New Mitigation
Is Required

No New
Impact/No
Impact

Reduced
Impact

☐

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

Would the project:
a.

b.
c.
d.
e.

Conflict with a plan, ordinance or policy addressing the
circulation system, including transit, roadways, bicycle lanes
and pedestrian paths?
For a land use project, would the project conflict or be
inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3,
subdivision (b)(1)?
For a transportation project, would the project conflict with
CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)(3)?
Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
Result in inadequate emergency access?

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

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-28.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that the Project would not conflict
with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system,
taking into account all modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the
circulation system, including, but not limited to, intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and
mass transit. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Transportation. b. For a land use project, would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)(1)?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response:
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion: This potential impact category was added to the State CEQA Guidelines subsequent to
the publication of the November 2010 IS&MND.
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Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The Eucalyptus Booster Station Project is not
considered a land use project; therefore, this impact category does not apply to this project. For this reason, there would be no
new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project changes that would require
preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Transportation. c. For a transportation project, would the project conflict with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)(3)?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response:
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion: This potential impact category was added to the State CEQA Guidelines subsequent to
the publication of the November 2010 IS&MND.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The Eucalyptus Booster Station Project is not
considered a transportation project; therefore, this impact category does not apply to this project. For this reason, there would be
no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project changes that would require
preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Transportation. d. Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
Answer: No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-29.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that the proposed project would
not substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses
(e.g., farm equipment). Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no further analysis or mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Transportation. e. Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?
Answer: No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-29.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that the proposed project would
not result in inadequate emergency access. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no further analysis or mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
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Tribal Cultural Resources

Would the project:
a.
Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code
§21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that
is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the
landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a
California Native American Tribe, and that is:
1) Listed or eligible for listing on the California Register of
Historical Resources, or on a local register of historical
resources as defined in Public Resources Code §5020.1(k),
or
2) A resource determined by a lead agency, in its discretion and
supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant
to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources
Code §5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision
(c) of Public Resources Code § 5024.1, the lead agency
shall consider the significance of the resources to a
California Native American tribe.

New
Potentially
Significant
Impact

New Mitigation
Is Required

No New
Impact/No
Impact

Reduced
Impact

☐

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

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

Response:
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion: This threshold of significance was added to the State CEQA Guidelines subsequent to
publication of the November 2010 IS&MND.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: There are no tribal cultural resources within the
project area. The Project would adhere to the mitigation measures identified in the November 2010 IS&MND for discovery of
unknown cultural resources. For these reasons, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information
associated with the proposed Project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Tribal Cultural Resources. a.(2). Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code
§21074 as a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with
cultural value to a California Native American Tribe, and that is a resource determined by a lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence,
to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code §5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public
Resources Code § 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resources to a California Native American tribe.
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.
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Response:
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion: This threshold of significance was added to the State CEQA Guidelines subsequent to
publication of the November 2010 IS&MND.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: There are no tribal cultural resources within the
project area. The Project would adhere to the mitigation measures identified in the November 2010 IS&MND for discovery of
unknown cultural resources. For these reasons, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information
associated with the proposed projects change that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
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Utilities and Service Systems
New
Potentially
Significant
Impact

New Mitigation
Is Required

No New
Impact/No
Impact

Reduced
Impact

☐

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

Would the project:
a.

b.
c.

d.
e.

Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or
expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm water
drainage, electric power, natural gas or telecommunication
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause
significant environmental effects?
Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project
and reasonably foreseeable future development during normal,
dry and multiple dry years?
Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider
which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate
capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to
the provider’s existing commitments?
Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or
in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise
impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals?
Comply with federal, state, and local management and
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste?

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

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-30.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The State CEQA Guidelines in effect at the time of publication of the
November 2010 IS&MND only included water, wastewater and stormwater facilities. The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that
the project would not require the construction of new water or wastewater facilities or storm water drainage facilities. Therefore, no
impacts are anticipated and no further analysis or mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply.
In addition, the providers of other services have adequate capacity to serve the proposed facility. For these reasons, there would
be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project changes that would require
preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Utilities and Service Systems. b. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future development during normal,
dry and multiple dry years?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-30.)
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November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that EMWD has sufficient water
supplies to serve its customers without the need for new or expanded entitlements. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no
mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply.
In addition, the providers of other services have adequate capacity to serve the proposed facility. For these reasons, there would
be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project changes that would require
preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Utilities and Service Systems. c. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate
capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-30.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion –No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that the Project would have no
effect on wastewater treatment capacity. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project CChanges – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still
apply. For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed
Project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Utilities and Service Systems. d. Would the project generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-30.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that the Project would not
generate solid waste. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Utilities and Service Systems. e. Would the project comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid
waste?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-31.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that the Project would not
generate solid waste. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required.
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Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still apply.
For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project
changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
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Wildfire
New
Potentially
Significant
Impact

New Mitigation
Is Required

No New
Impact/No
Impact

Reduced
Impact

☐

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

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

b.

c.

d.

Impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?
Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate
wildfire risks, and thereby expose project occupants to
pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled
spread of a wildfire?
Require the installation or maintenance of associated
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water
sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire
risks or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the
environment?
Expose people or structures to significant risks, including
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of
runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes?

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

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-29.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: Prior to 2019, this threshold of significance was included as
“Transportation/Traffic e”. The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that implementation of the Project would not result in
inadequate emergency access. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The existing conditions described above still
apply. For this reason, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed
Project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Wildfire. b. Would the project due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project occupants to pollutant
concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?
Answer: No Impact.

Response:
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: This threshold of significance was added to the State CEQA Guidelines
subsequent to the publication of the November 2010 IS&MND.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The Project area is not within or near state
responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones. For this reason, there would be no new impacts,

April 2019

P a g e | 62

K.S. Dunbar & Associates, Inc.
Environmental Engineering

Addendum to the November 2010 Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration
Eucalyptus and Letterman Booster Stations Project
(State Clearinghouse No. 2010111048)
Eastern Municipal Water District
changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project changes that would require preparation of a
Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Wildfire. c. Would the project require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power
lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risks or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment?
Answer: No Impact.

Response:
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: This threshold of significance was added to the State CEQA Guidelines
subsequent to the publication of the November 2010 IS&MND.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The Project area is not within or near state
responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones. For this reason, there would be no new impacts,
changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project changes that would require preparation of a
Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
Wildfire. d. Would the project expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff,
post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes?
Answer: No Impact.

Response:
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: This threshold of significance was added to the State CEQA Guidelines
subsequent to the publication of the November 2010 IS&MND.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: The Project area is not within or near state
responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones. For this reason, there would be no new impacts,
changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project changes that would require preparation of a
Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
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Mandatory Findings of Significance
New
Potentially
Significant
Impact

New Mitigation Is
Required

No New
Impact/No
Impact

Reduced
Impact

☐

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

☐

☐

◙

☐

Would the project:
a.

b.

c.

Have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife
species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below selfsustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community,substantially reduce the number or restrict the
range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate
important examples of the major periods of California history or
prehistory?
Have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the
incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in
connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.)
Have environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

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

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-31.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that Implementation of the
proposed Project does not have the potential to significantly degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat
of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples
of the major periods of California history or prehistory. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: Compliance with the mitigation measures included
in November 2010 IS&MND will ensure that implementation of the proposed Project does not have the potential to significantly
degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict
the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or
prehistory. For these reasons, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the
proposed Project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
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Mandatory Findings of Significance. b. Would the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in
connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.)
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-31.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that implementation of the
proposed Project would not result have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable. Therefore, no impacts
are anticipated and no mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: Compliance with the mitigation measures included
in the November 2010 IS&MND will ensure that implementation of the proposed Project does not have impacts that are individually
limited, but cumulatively considerable. For these reasons, there would be no new impacts, changed circumstances, or new
information associated with the proposed Project changes that would require preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or
MND.
Mandatory Findings of Significance. c. Would the project have environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse effects
on human beings, either directly or indirectly?
Answer: No New Impact/No Impact.

Response: (Source: November 2010 IS&MND, p. 5-31.)
November 2010 IS&MND Conclusion – No Impact: The November 2010 IS&MND concluded that Implementation of the
proposed Project does not have environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly
or indirectly. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required.
Discussion of the Proposed Project Changes – No New Impact/No Impact: Compliance with the mitigation measures included
in the November 2010 IS&MND will ensure that implementation of the proposed Project does not have environmental effects that
will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. For these reasons, there would be no new
impacts, changed circumstances, or new information associated with the proposed Project changes that would require preparation
of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR or MND.
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