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RP&AM Committee Real Property and Asset Management Monday, January 10, 2022
Vacant, Chair Committee Meeting Schedule
G. Peterson, Vice Chair 09:00 a.m. - C&L
E/I.DC'air(nacho Meeting with Board of Directors * 10:00 a.m. - E&O
D. E'c; 11:30 a.m. - Break

- craman . January 10, 2022 12:00 p.m. - WP&S
A. Kassakhian
01:30 p.m. - RP&AM
C. Kurtz 1:30 p.m
R. Record ’ p-m.
-I[l'. 2Ttllt:y Teleconference meetings will continue through the end of the year. Live

streaming is available for all board and committee meetings on mwdh2o.com
(Click Here)

A listen only phone line is also available at 1-800-603-9516; enter code:
2176868#. Members of the public may present their comments to the Board on
matters within their jurisdiction as listed on the agenda via teleconference
only. To participate call (404) 400-0335 and enter Code: 9601962.

MWD Headquarters Building * 700 N. Alameda Street * Los Angeles, CA 90012

* The Metropolitan Water District’s meeting of this Committee is noticed as a joint committee
meeting with the Board of Directors for the purpose of compliance with the Brown Act.
Members of the Board who are not assigned to this Committee may participate as members
of the Board, whether or not a quorum of the Board is present. In order to preserve the
function of the committee as advisory to the Board, members of the Board who are not
assigned to this Committee will not vote on matters before this Committee.

1.

Opportunity for members of the public to address the committee on
matters within the committee’'s jurisdiction (As required by Gov. Code
Section 54954.3(a))

** CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS -- ACTION **
CONSENT CALENDAR OTHER ITEMS - ACTION

A. Approval of the Minutes of the Real Property and Asset 21-777
Management Committee held October 12, 2021

Attachments: 01102022 RPAM 2A Minutes.pdf

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS - ACTION

Zoom Online


https://mwdh2o.legistar.com/Calendar.aspx
http://mwdh2o.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=1869
http://mwdh2o.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=891ff896-54c9-426a-98b4-fa8bb17e7c15.pdf
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10.

7-4 Review and consider County of Riverside’s adopted Mitigated 21-746
Negative Declaration and take related CEQA actions, and
authorize the General Manager to grant a permanent easement for
drainage purposes to County of Riverside Flood Control and Water
Conservation District on Metropolitan property in Riverside County

Attachments: 01112022 RPAM 7-4 B-L.pdf
01112022 RPAM 7-4 Att 2
01112022 RPAM 7-4 Presentation.pdf

7-5 Authorize the execution of an amendment to a license agreement 21-747
with Fountains La Verne MHP Associates, L.P. for recreational
vehicle parking on Metropolitan fee-owned property in the City of
La Verne; the General Manager has determined that this action is
exempt or otherwise not subject to CEQA

Attachments: 01112022 RPAM 7-5 B-L.pdf
01112022 RPAM 7-5 Presentation.pdf

* END OF CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS **
OTHER BOARD ITEMS - ACTION

None

BOARD INFORMATION ITEMS
None

COMMITTEE ITEMS

None

MANAGEMENT REPORTS

a. Real Property Manager's Report 21-778
Attachments: 01102022 RPAM 7a Presentation.pdf

FOLLOW-UP ITEMS

None
FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS
ADJOURNMENT

Zoom Online


http://mwdh2o.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=1838
http://mwdh2o.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=27081c9a-dcaf-46a6-a626-1318d5c001d5.pdf
http://mwdh2o.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=3e4b5094-696d-4ab4-a480-9cb2c301b436.pdf
http://mwdh2o.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=325ca6d8-acf6-4b6f-a5e0-5c3d5887d63e.pdf
http://mwdh2o.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=1839
http://mwdh2o.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=cb2ff05f-f705-4acc-a591-7515023e1b76.pdf
http://mwdh2o.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=cf0c9002-04b9-4994-9936-942dedfbf8fb.pdf
http://mwdh2o.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=1870
http://mwdh2o.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=ca7bb51e-a98a-444e-9986-3ddf45ac73b8.pdf
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NOTE: This committee reviews items and makes a recommendation for final action to the full Board of Directors.
Final action will be taken by the Board of Directors. Agendas for the meeting of the Board of Directors may be
obtained from the Board Executive Secretary. This committee will not take any final action that is binding on the
Board, even when a quorum of the Board is present.

Writings relating to open session agenda items distributed to Directors less than 72 hours prior to a regular meeting
are available for public inspection at Metropolitan's Headquarters Building and on Metropolitan's Web site
http://www.mwdh2o.com.

Requests for a disability related modification or accommodation, including auxiliary aids or services, in order to

attend or participate in a meeting should be made to the Board Executive Secretary in advance of the meeting to
ensure availability of the requested service or accommodation.

Zoom Online



THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
MINUTES
REAL PROPERTY AND ASSET MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE

October 12, 2021

Vice Chair Peterson called the teleconference meeting to order at 10:00 a.m.
Committee Members present: Directors Camacho, Dick, Erdman, Kurtz, Record, and Smith.
Members absent: Chair Hogan, Director Kassakhian.

Other Board Members present: Directors Abdo, Ackerman, Atwater, Blois, Cordero, De Jesus,
Dennstedt, Fellow, Goldberg, Jung, Lefevre, McCoy, Morris and Tamaribuchi.

Committee Staff present: Hagekhalil, Otake, Shraibati, Upadhyay and Warren
1. OPPORTUNITY FOR MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC TO ADDRESS THE
COMMITTEE ON MATTERS WITHIN THE COMMITTEE’S JURISDICTION
None
CONSENT CALENDAR OTHER ITEMS — ACTION

2. CONSENT CALENDAR OTHER ITEMS - ACTION

A. Approval of the Minutes of the Meeting of the Real Property and Asset Management
Committee held September 14, 2021.

The following Directors provided comments or asked questions:

1. Director Erdman Request for revision to the September 2021
minutes.

Director Record recused himself from item 7-9 and closed session item 7-11.

3. CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS - ACTION
Vice Chair Peterson announced items 7-9 and 7-10 will be taken out of order.

7-10 Subject: Review and consider the City of Perris’ certified Final Environmental
Impact Report and take related CEQA actions, and authorize the
General Manager to grant a permanent easement to the City of Perris
for public road purposes traversing Metropolitan fee-owned property in
the city of Perris and identified as Riverside County Assessor Parcel
Numbers 317-170-017 and 303-050-003

Presented None
by:
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Motion:

Review and consider the city of Perris’ certified Final Environmental
Impact Report, and take related CEQA actions; and authorize the
granting of a permanent easement for public road purposes to the city
of Perris.

No presentation was given for item 7-10. Director Kurtz made a motion, seconded by
Director Erdman to approve the consent calendar consisting of items 2A and 7-10.

The vote was:

Ayes:
Noes:
Abstentions:

Absent:

Directors Camacho, Dick, Erdman, Kurtz, Peterson, Record, and Smith
None
None

Chair Hogan and Director Kassakhian

The motion for item 2A and 7-10 passed by a vote of 7 ayes, 0 noes, 0 abstention, and 2

absent.

7-9 Subject:

Presented
by:
Motion:

Adopt a Resolution declaring certain Metropolitan-owned real property
in the Palo Verde Valley in the counties of Imperial and Riverside as
exempt surplus land pursuant to California Government Code Section
54221; the General Manager has determined the proposed action is
exempt or otherwise not subject to CEQA

Bryan Otake, Deputy General Counsel

Adopt the resolution declaring certain Metropolitan-owned real
property in the Palo Verde Valley in the counties of Imperial and
Riverside as exempt surplus land pursuant to California Government
Code Section 54221.

After completion of the presentation, Director Kurtz made a motion, seconded by Director
Dick to approve item 7-9.

The vote was:

Ayes:

Noes:
Abstentions:
Recusal:
Absent:

Directors Camacho, Dick, Erdman, Kurtz, Peterson, and Smith
None

None

Director Record

Chair Hogan and Director Kassakhian

The motion for item 7-9 passed by a vote of 6 ayes, 0 noes, 0 abstention, 1 recusal and 2

absent.
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7-11 Subject:

Authorize five new agricultural leases with Coxco, LLC, Joey
DeConinck Farms, and HayDay Farms Venture, LLC, thereby allowing
these existing lessees to continue their farming operations on
Metropolitan’s fee-owned properties in the Palo Verde Valley. General
Manager has determined that the proposed action is exempt or
otherwise not subject to CEQA. [Conference with real property
negotiators; properties are approximately 18,086 gross acres of land
north and south of Interstate 10 near Blythe, California in the counties
of Riverside and Imperial, also known as PROPERTY GROUP 1:
RIVERSIDE COUNTY ASSESSOR PARCEL NOS. 821 100 018; 821
100 019; 821 150 018; 821 160 012; 821 160 013; 824 200 048; 863
140 002; 863 150 001; 863 170 005; 863 170 006; 863 180 003; 863
180 004; 863 180 005; 863 220 005; 866 040 004; 866 040 005; 866
040 007; 866 040 008; 866 080 001; 866 080 002; 866 080 003; 866
080 005; 866 080 012; 866 090 002; 866 090 009; 866 090 010; 866
090 013; 866 090 014; 872 150 005; 872 160 006; 872 160 007; 872
160 008; 872 160 009; 872 180 006; 872 180 009; 878 020 004; 878
020 005; 878 020 008; 878 030 009; 878 030 016; 878 091 001; 878
091 005; 878 091 006 PROPERTY GROUP 2: RIVERSIDE
COUNTY ASSESSOR PARCEL NOS. 833 210 006; 833 210 012; 833
260 001; 833 260 003; 833 260 004; 833 260 005; 833 270 003; 833
270 004; 833 270 00 PROPERTY GROUP 3: RIVERSIDE COUNTY
ASSESSOR PARCEL NOS. 878 081 001; 878 081 002; 878 081 004;
878 081 005; 878 081 006; 878 081 012; 878 082 001; 878 082 007;
878 111 017; 878 112 014; 878 112 015; 878 120 013; 878 120 015;
878 130 010; 878 130 011; 878 161 014; 878 161 015; 878 162 002;
878 162 003; 878 191 004; 878 192 001; 878 192 002; 878 193 007;
878 193 011; 878 193 013; 878 201 001; 878 220 005; 878 220 014;
878 220 015; 878 230 006; 878 230 007; 878 230 008; 878 240 021;
879 210 026; 879 240 007; 879 240 029; 879 240 032; 879 240 033;
879 261 004; 879 262 005; 879 262 011; 879 262 014 AND
IMPERIAL COUNTY ASSESSOR PARCEL NUMBERS 006 090
003; 006 210 009; 006 210 021; 006 210 029; 006 220 010; 006 220
013; 006 220 019; 006 220 021; 006 220 022; 006 220 058
PROPERTY GROUP 4: IMPERIAL COUNTY ASSESSOR PARCEL
NUMBERS 006 090 008; 006 090 009; 006 090 010; 006 090 011; 006
090 012; 006 090 013; 006 090 029; 006 120 082; 006 120 089; 006
150 065; 006 220 057 PROPERTY GROUP 5: RIVERSIDE
COUNTY ASSESSOR PARCEL NOS. 866 130 001; 866 130 002; 866
130 003; 866 130 004; 866 210 006; 866 210 010; 866 240 004; 866
240 009; 866 250 008; 866 250 009; 866 250 011; 869 130 001; 869
270 006; 869 270 010; 869 291 002; 869 291 003; 869 291 005; 869
291 009; 869 292 001; 869 292 002; 869 292 003; 872 080 006; 872
080 007; 872 080 008; 872 090 005; 872 090 006; 872 090 007; 872
090 008; 872 100 001; 872 340 014; 872 340 018; 872 352 003; 872
352 010; 872 352 017; 872 360 001; 872 360 003; 872 370 002; 872
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Presented
by:

In closed session, the committee conferred with and gave direction to the District’s real property

370 008; 872 370 013; 872 370 014; 872 370 016; 872 370 018; 875
021 001; 875 021 002; 875 021 006; 875 021 007; 875 021 008; 875
021 013; 875 021 014; 875 022 003; 875 022 004; 875 022 005; 875
022 006; 875 022 012; 875 030 012; 875 030 014; 875 030 027; 875
030 028; 875 040 006; 875 071 001; 875 071 002; 875 071 003; 875
071 004; 875 071 005; 875 071 006; 875 071 007; 875 071 012; 875
071 013; 875 071 014; 875 071 015; 875 131 005; 875 131 006; 875
131 009; 875 131 010; 875 171 001; 875 171 002; 875 250 010; 878
040 008; 878 050 003; 878 050 004; 878 050 005; 878 050 006; 878
050 010; 878 050 011; 878 050 012; 878 050 013; 878 060 002; 878
070 001; 878 092 003; 878 092 016; 878 092 017; 878 092 018; 878
101 004; 878 101 005; 878 151 004; 878 151 005; 878 152 003; 878
152 031; 878 202 003; 878 202 005; 878 240 009; 878 240 010; 878
240 011; 878 240 012; agency negotiators: Anna Olvera and Kevin
Webb; negotiating parties: Joseph Albert DeConinck dba Joey
DeConinck Farms, Tim Cox dba Coxco LLC, and Dale Tyson dba

HayDay Farms Venture LLC; under negotiation: price and terms; to be
heard in closed session pursuant to Government Code Section 54956.8]

Anna Olvera, Principal Real Estate Rep

negotiators on price and terms for approval of the transaction.

END OF CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS

4. OTHER BOARD ITEMS - ACTION

None

5. BOARD INFORMATION ITEMS

None

6. COMMITTEE ITEMS

None

7. MANAGEMENT REPORT

a. Subject:

Real Property Manager’s Report

Presented by: Lilly L. Shraibati, Group Manager, Real Property Group

Ms. Shraibati reported several updates on Desert Housing, to include a recent
resident townhall meeting, the launch of the resident portal, and actions being
taken regarding water temperature, pursuant to the previous month’s public
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comment. She also reported that there will be no meeting in November or
December 2021.

8. FOLLOW-UP ITEMS

None
9. FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS

None

Next meeting will be held on January 11, 2022

Meeting adjourned at 10:42 a.m.

Glen Peterson
Vice Chair
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1/11/2022 Board Meeting

7-4
Subject

Review and consider the County of Riverside’s adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration and take related CEQA
actions, and authorize the General Manager to grant a permanent easement for drainage purposes to the County of
Riverside Flood Control and Water Conservation District on Metropolitan property in Riverside County

Executive Summary

This action authorizes the General Manager to grant a permanent easement to the County of Riverside Flood
Control and Water Conservation District for a drainage facility within Metropolitan’s fee-owned property on the
west side of Lake Mathews in Riverside County. The proposed easement area is located on the south side of

El Sobrante Road, just east of McAllister Street and will encumber a small portion of Metropolitan’s Lake
Mathews property (Attachment 1). The County will be responsible for maintenance and repairs associated with
the drainage area, relieving Metropolitan of the expense. Board authorization to grant this easement is required as
the real property interest to be conveyed exceeds five years.

Details

Background

The County of Riverside Flood Control and Water Conservation District is requesting a permanent easement of
approximately 0.17 acres for offsite drainage improvements, within an existing watercourse, to accommodate an
adjacent 272-1ot single-family home project to be developed north of the requested easement area. The requested
easement area within Metropolitan’s fee-owned property is located on the south side of El Sobrante Road, just
east of McAllister Street in Riverside County. Limited grading, storm drain headwall, and riprap erosion
protection will be constructed within the easement area. The requested area is outside the Lake Mathews
conservation easement and ecological reserve boundaries. The proposed improvements are within an existing
watercourse that runs in a north westerly direction on the north side of Lake Mathews, as shown on

Attachment 1. Staff has determined that the easement will not interfere with Metropolitan’s operations, and any
improvements proposed within the easement area are subject to Metropolitan’s prior review and written approval.

The permanent drainage easement will have the following key provisions:
e Compatible use between two public entities with prior rights provisions for Metropolitan.
e Construction, operation and maintenance of a public drainage facility.

e The County of Riverside Flood Control and Water Conservation District to be responsible for the
operation and maintenance of the drainage facility and for indemnifying Metropolitan.

e All plans for both the initial construction as well as significant repair, maintenance, and replacement must
be reviewed and approved by Metropolitan prior to commencement.

e The County of Riverside Flood Control and Water Conservation District to keep the easement area free of
trespass, noxious weeds, and trash, at its sole cost and expense.

e The permanent easement will be terminated due to non-use and abandonment for a period of three
consecutive years.
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The fair market value for the proposed easement is $1,000 as determined by a qualified licensed appraiser.
Metropolitan will also receive a one-time processing fee of $7,000.

Policy

Metropolitan Water District Administrative Code Section 8230: Grants of Real Property Interests
Metropolitan Water District Administrative Code Section 8231: Appraisal of Real Property Interests
Metropolitan Water District Code Section 8232: Terms and Conditions of Management
Metropolitan Water District Administrative Code Section 11100: Environmental Matters

By Minute Item 48766, dated August 16, 2011, the Board adopted fair market value policies for managing
Metropolitan’s real property assets.

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

CEQA determination for Option #1:

Pursuant to the provisions of CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines, the County of Riverside, acting as the Lead
Agency, adopted the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) and a Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program
(MMRP) on May 25, 2016, for the General Plan No. 1127. Change of Zone No. 7844. and Tract Map No. 36730.
Metropolitan, as Responsible Agency under CEQA, is required to certify that it has reviewed and considered the
information in the MND and MMRP and adopted the Lead Agency’s findings prior to the approval of the formal
terms and conditions for the permanent easement. The environmental documentation is in Attachment 2.

CEQA determination for Option #2:
None required

Board Options

Option #1

Review and consider the County of Riverside’s adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration and take related
CEQA actions, and authorize the granting of a permanent easement for drainage purposes to the County of
Riverside Flood Control and Water Conservation District.

Fiscal Impact: Metropolitan will receive one-time processing fees of $7,000 and $1,000 as the fair market
value for the easement area.
Business Analysis: Cooperation with other public agencies, by granting easements and other rights of entry,
furthers the public interest and facilitates Metropolitan’s obtaining easements and other property rights critical
for its operations. Metropolitan will also receive positive revenue in the form of fees and fair market value
for the easement.

Option #2
Do not authorize the permanent easement.
Fiscal Impact: Metropolitan will forego one-time processing and conveyance fees of $8,000.
Business Analysis: The County of Riverside Flood Control and Water Conservation District will not be
permitted to operate the drainage facility needed to accommodate the proposed adjacent housing development
project and may use eminent domain action to obtain the necessary easement. This option could hinder
opportunities to obtain rights or permits for Metropolitan project from the County of Riverside and the
County of Riverside Flood Control and Water Conservation District in the future.

10
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Staff Recommendation
Option #1
W 12/17/2021
Lilly'L. Shréjbati Date
Group Maudager
Real Property Group
%
12/20/2021
Adel Magekhalil Date
General Manager

Attachment 1 — Site Map
Attachment 2 — EIR Documentation

Ref# rpdm12142021

11
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THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT
OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
700 N. Alameda Street, Los Angeles, California 90012

1/11/2022 Board Meeting Board Letter # 7-4

Review and consider the County of Riverside’s adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration
and take related CEQA actions, and authorize the General Manager to grant a
permanent easement for drainage purposes to the County of Riverside Flood Control

and Water Conservation District on Metropolitan property in Riverside County

Attachment 2 — EIR Documentation

13


https://mwdh2o.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=10369935&GUID=0C0AF19C-1D46-4C32-98F8-6E44ED58AA7A
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INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 01127, CHANGE OF ZONE No. 07844
AND TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 36730

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT NO. 42710

LEAD AGENCY:

COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

4080 LEMON STREET, 12™ FLOOR
RIvErsIDE, CA 92501

PROJECT APPLICANT:

CF/CDG LAKE RANCH VENTURE, LLC
23 CORPORATE PLAZA DRIVE, SUITE 246
NEWPORT BEACH, CA 92660

CEQA CONSULTANT:

T&B PLANNING, INC.
17542 EAST 1771H STREET, SUITE 100
Tustin, CA 92780

PuBLIC HEARING DRAFT
MARCH 2"°, 2016

14



1/11/2022 Board Meeting

7-4

Attachment 2, Page 2 of 254

INmMAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Section Name and Number Page
LI B 1o T [T 4 Y I-1
1.1 DOCUMENT PUIPOSE ...t tsese e asessasessesessesessesessascssescssensssencssencs I-1

1.2 Project LOCAtiON......c.cccuceeeurercmrecnrecmnecrecrneenencssenesenesencnens I-1

1.3 History of the Proposed Project Site ...ttt seens I-1

1.4 ProJECE SUMMAIY .....cuiieieereciecireeirecireci ettt asess s aecsseac st sstaesstaesstassstas st ssanes I-1

1.5 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) ...coueeereireeereereereeieeecneeessesessescssesessesenne -4

1.5.1  CEQA Objectives -4

1.5.2  CEQA Requirements for Mitigated Negative Declarations (MNDs) -4

1.5.3  Initial Study Findings -4

1.5.4  CEQA Requirements for Environmental Setting and Baseline Conditions........................ -4

1.5.5  Format and Content of this Mitigated Negative Declaration [-5

1.5.6  Mitigated Negative Declaration Processing. -7

2.0  Environmental SETLING.......ccccuueeeeiiisuneeiisinnincissnteccsssnnescssssseesssssssesssssssescsssssssssssssaessssssansessas 2-]
2.1 Project LOCAtION......ccecureecmrererrecrrecrreenrecrseessenessenessemessensssensesense 2-1

22 Existing Site and Area CharaCteriStiCs ........ccvwurururireurineureneureeiseesseesstesstessessstssstssstassssseseens 2-1

2.2.]  Site Access 2-1

2.2.2  Existing Site Conditions 2-1

2.2.3  Surrounding Land Uses and Development 2-4

23 Planning CONTEXL ...c.ccureeurecenecenecrsecanecrseesseessesesseesseaesstaesstsesstassstassstasestassssassssasstas sesssscssscsns 2-4

2.3.1  Existing General Plan Land Use Designations 2-4

2.3.2  El Sobrante Policy Area 2-4

2.3.3  Existing Zoning Designations 2-8

24 Existing Environmental Characteristics ........cocveercunencmnencrnencrneneeneceseesseessenessesessesseseseesens 2-8

2.4.1  Topography 2-8

2.4.2 Geology 2-8

2.4.3  Agricultural Resources 2-10

2.4.4  Mineral Resources 2-10

2.4.5  Hydrology 2-10

2.4.6  Groundwater 2-10

2.4.7  Soils 2-11

2.4.8 Vegetation 2-11

2.4.9  Sensitive Plant Communities 2-15

2.4.10 Sensitive Plant Species 2-15

2.4.11 Sensitive Wildlife Species 2-16

2.4.12 MSHCP Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools 2-17

2.4.13 Jurisdictional Waters 2-19

3.0  Project Description........ 3-1

T&B PLANNING, INC.

Page i

15



1/11/2022 Board Meeting

7-4

Attachment 2, Page 3

of 254

INmMAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Section Name and Number

3.1 Proposed Discretionary Approvals
3.1.1  General Plan Amendment No. 01127
3.1.2  Change of Zone No. 07844
3.1.3  Tentative Tract Map No. 36730

3.1.4  Agricultural Preserve Cancellation and Disestablishment No. 01046............................

32 Scope of Environmental Analysis

3.2.1  Construction Characteristics
3.2.2  Proposed Operational Characteristics
3.2.3  Related Environmental Review and Consultation Requirements

3-24
3-24
3-24
3-26
3-30

T&B PLANNING, INC.

Page ii

16



1/11/2022 Board Meeting 7-4 Attachment 2, Page 4 of 254
INmMAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

LisT OF FIGURES

Figure Name and Number Page
Figure I-1 Regional Map......ccc v seeeseseeseseaenes 1-2
Figure 1-2 VICINILY MAP ettt cstcsseessees st ss s escsseaeastasest e st tas st asass sesesseacsseassntaces -3
Figure 2-1 ACTTAl PROLOZIAPN....ceceimiiierecrcccn et castesseesseesseessees sttt s st s st asesseneas 2-2
Figure 2-2 EXiSting Sit€ CONAITIONS ....cucueucericericinicieeceeeeesecesee ettt eas sttt sttt s s sstaeens 2-3
Figure 2-3 Surrounding Land Uses and Development.........cccoocvvenencncncincnsencnsenenne 2-5
Figure 2-4 Existing On-Site and Surrounding General Plan Designations...........ceceeeeevceneeremresenceneenees 2-6
Figure 2-5 Existing On-Site and Surrounding Zoning Designations............ccccecveureurerereerceneeremseseseeeens 2-9
Figure 2-6 Existing Vegetation COMMUNITIES ........cccurecurercerecerencunecerenceneneesesesseneeseseesesessessasessasessesessasessens 2-12
Figure 2-7 MSHCP Riparian/RiVEriNg ArEas.......ccccceueurereurereureneneseusisesisessisessesessesessesesssscssescsssscsssscssssenne 2-18
Figure 2-8 JUPISAICLIONAl FEATUIES......ceueeceeceiceeceecerectectseceseces ettt sttt sttt sttt st e ssaens 2-21
Figure 3-1 Existing and Proposed General Plan Land Use Designations..........ccccecoeueeveureneureneuncncurcnenen. 3-2
Figure 3-2 Existing and Proposed Zoning Designations 3-4
Figure 3-3 Preliminary Wall and Fence Plan (1 of 2) ... scesessessessesesnees 3-5
Figure 3-4 Preliminary Wall and Fence Plan (2 of 2).....ccrnnnecrecnececnecnnecsseesseesseessesenene 3-6
Figure 3-5 Preliminary Wall and Fence Details 3-7
Figure 3-6 Tentative Tract Map NO. 36730 ...ttt eetseees e aseasaeasasessaeaseeaes 3-9
Figure 3-7 Park Site Preliminary Concept Plan...........ciniienieinecinesineseeeesestsesseseeesessesesssseaeens 3-11
Figure 3-8 Park Locations and DiStANCES .........ccccuveeureurirerireurineusiseastsessieesstsesstsesstesstssstssstassstasssenssssassssns 3-12
Figure 3-9 Roadway Cross-SECLiONS ... sesns 3-14
Figure 3-10 Proposed Off-Site Hydrology Map .........cceeveneinenenenseneincineiseseseeeeesessessesseessessessessesseseens 3-16
Figure 3-11 Proposed On-Site Hydrology Map ........ccrcininrneereereescsesceesesseseseesesseseseesesessensesenne 3-17
Figure 3-12 Off-Site Detention Basin ........cceceeeereeenerinenincnicnecneeseceseesseessenesseseasessesessesessesessens 3-18
Figure 3-13 Proposed Domestic Water, Recycled Water, and Sewer Improvements............ccceee.... 3-21
Figure 3-14 Hard Rock Blasting Area LOCAtioNS.......c.ccccureurureurereseneseresesesiseuseseusesessesessasessssesssseusssensesenns 3-23
Figure 3-15 Proposed Physical Limits of DiSturbance............ccevcurivcurineunencinincinicinecineeireeeseeesee e 3-25
Figure 3-16 Proposed Fuel Modification ZONES...........cccecuveuneereureseneencenerniiseseseeesessessessesseessessessessesseseens 3-29
LisT OF TABLES

Table Name and Number Page
Table 2-1 JUPISAICLIONAl FEATUIES.......c..eeeeieeceeccet et tes s ecsseessee st st st st s e aseneasens 2-20
Table 3-1 Summary of Tentative Tract Map No. 36730..........cccceceuuce. 3-10
Table 3-2 TTM 36730 Residential Lot SUMMArY ......ccooiririrerirenineeeseriestsestsest et esseeaees 3-10
Table 3-3 Schedule of CoNStrUCtiON ACLIVILIES.......cccveuerremeureceeererrerrersessesseeeesessessessessesessessessessessesens 3-26
Table 3-4 Anticipated Construction EQUIPMENT ........cccccuveuimriureceneenerneinesseseeenessessessesseseeessessessessesessees 3-28
Table 3-5 Project Trip Generation SUMMAIY ........ccccveeeeeeeneeeneeereeesesetseeeseseesessesessesessesessesessssessesenee 3-28
Table 3-6 Matrix of Project APProvals/Permits .........ccceeececereveerereereeeseeeseseseseesessesessesessesessesessesessescnne 3-31
......................................................................................................................................................... 29
T&B PLANNING, INC. Page iii

17



1/11/2022 Board Meeting

7-4 Attachment 2, Page 5 of 254
INmMAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

LisT OF TECHNICAL APPENDICES

Appendix

Dl
D2
D3
D4
D5
Dé

El

E2
Fl

F2

HI

H2

H3

Document Title

Initial Study/Environmental Assessment No. 42710

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Air Quality Impact Analysis

Biological Resources Assessment

Results of Focused Burrowing Owl Surveys

DBESP Report

Results of Focused Burrowing Owl Surveys (Lake Ranch Basin Study Area)
Results of Special-Status Plant Surveys (Lake Ranch Off-Site Basin Area)
Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (Preliminary Working Draft)
Phase | and Il Cultural Resource Report

Paleontological Resource Impact Assessment

Geotechnical EIR-Level Assessment

Geotechnical Tentative Map 36730 Review

Greenhouse Gas Analysis

Fire Behavior Report and Fuel Modification Zone Design Guidelines

Phase | Environmental Site Assessment and Limited Phase Il Subsurface
Investigation

Final Air Clearance

Hydrology Report

Project Specific Water Quality Management Plan
Noise Impact Analysis

Traffic Impact Analysis

Water, Sewer, and Recycled Water Facilities Report

Conceptual Landscape Plan

T&B PLANNING, INC.

Page iv

18



1/11/2022 Board Meeting

7-4 Attachment 2, Page 6 of 254
INmMAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

LisT OF ACRONYMS
Acronym Definition
ADT Average Daily Traffic
ALUC Airport Land Use Commission
amsl above mean sea level
AQMP Air Quality Management Plan
AB 939 California Integrated Waste Management Act (Assembly Bill 939)
BAAQMD Bay Area Air Quality Management District
BAU Business As Usual
bgs below ground surface
BMPs Best Management Practices
cy. cubic yards
CAAQS California Ambient Air Quality Standards
CalEEMod™ California Emission Estimator Model™
CALVENO California Vehicle Noise
CAPCOA California Air Pollution Control Officers Association
CARB California Air Resources Board
CBC California Building Codes
CDC California Department of Conservation
CDFW California Department of Fish and Wildlife
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act
CESA California Endangered Species Act
cfs cubic feet per second
CH4 Methane
CHHSLs California Human Health Screening Levels
CIWMP Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan
CMP Riverside County Congestion Management Plan
CNDDB California Natural Diversity Database
CNEL Community Noise Equivalent Level
CNPS California Native Plant Society
CRMMRP Cultural Resources Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
(&[0 Carbon Monoxide
COze Carbon Dioxide Equivalent
CR Commercial Retail
CWA Clean Water Act
dBA A-weighted Decibel
DBESP Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation
DIF Development Impact Fee
du/ac dwelling unit(s) per acre
EIR Environmental Impact Report
EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency
EPD County of Riverside Environmental Programs Department
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LisT OF ACRONYMS
Acronym Definition
FAR Floor Area Ratio
FESA Federal Endangered Species Act
FHWA Federal Highway Administration
FMMP Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
FTA Federal Transportation Administration
GCC Global Climate Change
GHG Greenhouse Gas
GPA General Plan Amendment
HCM Highway Capacity Manual
HMMP Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan
HOA Homeowners’ Association
I-15 Interstate |5
IS Initial Study
ISSMND Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
LMWAP Lake Mathews/Woodcrest Area Plan
LOS Level of Service
LST Localized Significance Thresholds
MDR Medium Density Residential
MGD Million Gallons per Day
MLD Most Likely Descendant
MMRP Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
MND Mitigated Negative Declaration
MPH Miles per Hour
MRZ-3 Mineral Resources Zone 3
MSHCP Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan
NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards
NAHC Native American Heritage Commission
NLR Noise Level Reduction
NO; Nitrogen Dioxide
NOI Notice of Intent
NOP Notice of Preparation
NOx Nitrogen Oxide
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System.
PDF Project Design Feature(s)
PF Public Facilities
PMio Particulate Matter < 10 Microns
PM2s Particulate Matter < 2.5 Microns
PPV Peak Particle Velocity
RCIP Riverside County Integrated Project
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LisT OF ACRONYMS
Acronym Definition
RCP Reinforced Concrete Pipe
RCTC Riverside County Transportation Commission
REC Recognized Environmental Condition
REMEL Reference Energy Mean Emission Level
RWQCB Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board
s.f. square foot/square feet
SCAB South Coast Air Basin
SCAG Southern California Association of Governments
SCAQMD South Coast Air Quality Management District
SCE Southern California Edison
SCGC Southern California Gas Company
SCH State Clearinghouse
SB 50 Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998 (Senate Bill 50)
SMARA Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975
SOx Sulfer Oxide
SP Specific Plan
SR-91 State Route 91
SRA State Responsibility Area
STC Sound Transmission Class
SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
TT™ Tentative Tract Map
TUMF Western Riverside County Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee
USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service
USGS United States Geological Survey .
vVOC Volatile Organic Compounds
WMWD Western Municipal Water District
WQMP Water Quality Management Plan
WRCRWA Western Riverside County Regional Wastewater Authority
WTP Woastewater Treatment Plant
WUI Wildland Urban Interface
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1  DOCUMENT PURPOSE

This introduction provides the reader with general information regarding: 1) the history of the proposed
Project site; 2) standards of adequacy for a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); 3) a summary of Initial Study (IS) findings supporting the Lead
Agency’s (County of Riverside) decision to prepare a MND for the proposed Project; 4) a description of
the format and content of this Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (ISSMND); and 5) the
governmental processing requirements to consider the proposed Project for approval.

1.2 PROJECT LOCATION

The proposed Project site consists of 103.62 acres of mostly undeveloped land located at the northeast
corner of McAllister Street at El Sobrante Road. Figure I-I, Regional Map, and Figure -2, Vicinity Map,
depict the location of the proposed Project site. Additionally, the Project includes an off-site detention
basin (herein, “Off-Site Basin”) on approximately 7.7 acres, and also would require the construction of
approximately 1,134 linear feet of off-site sewer lines within Avocado Way and Willow Drive.

1.3  HISTORY OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT SITE

The Project site was utilized for agricultural uses since prior to 1938. Since that time, the site has been
used primarily for orchards, primarily in the northern portions of the site, and row crops in the
northern and southern sections of the site. A number of structures were developed on the site since at
least the 1930s, primarily clustered in the northeastern portion of the site. Many of these structures
were demolished; however, two residences and warehouses at the site remain. Additionally, three
sheds were constructed on-site in the 1970s, and a man-made reservoir has been located in the
northeastern portions of the site since the 1960s for use in irrigation. Under existing conditions, the
northern portions of the Project site are utilized for citrus production, while the southern portions of
the site are fallow; however, it should be noted that irrigation of the citrus grove was discontinued in
July 2014. Additionally, Riverside County approved a Notice of Nonrenewal on April 15, 2014 (County
Case No. AGNO00I65). (Environ, 2013, p. 14)

1.4  PROJECT SUMMARY

The proposed Project consists of applications for a General Plan Amendment (GPAOI 127), Change of
Zone (CZ07844), Tentative Tract Map (TR36730), and an Agricultural Preserve Disestablishment
(AGO1046). GPAOI127 proposes to redesignate a portion of the Project site from “Community
Development - Commercial Retail (CR)” to “Community Development - Medium Density Residential
(MDR),” which, pursuant to Lake Mathews/Woodcrest Area Plan Policy LMWAP 1.2 (El Sobrante Policy
Area), would allow for development of the site with densities ranging from 2.0 to 3.0 dwelling units per
acre (du/ac). CZ070812 proposes to re-designate the entire 103.62-acre Project site from “Light
Agriculture (A-1-10)” to “Planned Residential (R-4)” on the southern 76.75 acres of the site and “One-
Family Dwellings (R-1)” on the northern approximately 26.87 acres. Approval of GPAOI127 and
CZ07844 would allow for development of single-family residential uses on minimum 7,200 s.f. lot sizes
within the northern portions of the site, and planned community residential uses in the southern
portions of the site. Tentative Tract Map (TTM) 36730 proposes to subdivide the 103.62-acre site into
272 residential lots on approximately 53.32 acres; a park site on 2.18 acres; water quality/detention
basins on 3.1 lacres; sewage lift station on 0.17 acre; MSHCP Riparian/Riverine Avoidance and Mitigation
areas on 7.14 acres; MSHCP Riparian/Riverine Mitigation Area on 1.19 acres; s open space on 6.91
acres; and circulation facilities (including on-site portions of McAllister Street and El Sobrante Road) on
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29.60 acres. The El Sobrante 3 Agricultural Preserve, which currently encompasses the entire 103.62-
acre site, would be disestablished as part of Agricultural Preserve Disestablishment No. 1046. Please
refer to Section 3.0, Project Description, for a comprehensive description of the proposed Project.

1.5 CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA)
1.5.1 CEQA Obijectives

The principal objectives of CEQA are to: |) inform governmental decision makers and the public about
the potential, significant environmental effects of proposed activities; 2) identify the ways that
environmental damage can be avoided or significantly reduced; 3) prevent significant, avoidable damage
to the environment by requiring changes in projects through the use of alternatives or mitigation
measures when the governmental agency finds the changes to be feasible; and 4) disclose to the public
the reasons why a governmental agency approved the project in the manner the agency chose if
significant environmental effects are involved.

1.5.2 CEQA Requirements for Mitigated Negative Declarations (MNDs)

A Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) is a written statement by the Lead Agency briefly describing
the reasons why a proposed project, which is not exempt from the requirements of CEQA, will not
have a significant effect on the environment and therefore does not require preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (CEQA Guidelines §§ 15369.5 & 15371). The CEQA Guidelines
require the preparation of a MND if the Initial Study prepared for a project identifies potentially
significant effects, but: |) revisions in the project plans or proposals made by, or agreed to by the
applicant before a proposed MND and Initial Study are released for public review would avoid the
effects or mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no significant effects would occur; and 2) there is
no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the Lead Agency, that the project as revised
may have a significant effect on the environment. If the potentially significant effects associated with a
project cannot be mitigated to a level below significance, then an EIR must be prepared. (CEQA
Guidelines § 15070[b])

1.5.3 Initial Study Findings

Appendix A to this ISSMND contains a copy of the Initial Study that was prepared for the proposed
Project pursuant to CEQA and County of Riverside requirements (Riverside County Initial
Study/Environmental Assessment No. 42710). The Initial Study determined that implementation of the
proposed Project would not result in any significant environmental effects under the impact areas of
aesthetics, agriculture/forest resources, cultural resources (paleontological and historical), greenhouse
gas emissions, , hydrology/water quality, land use/planning, mineral resources, noise, population/housing,
public services, recreation, or utilities/service systems. The Initial Study determined that the proposed
Project would result in potentially significant effects to the following issue areas, but the applicant has
agreed to incorporate mitigation measures that would avoid or mitigate the effects to a point where
clearly no significant effects would occur: air quality, biological resources, cultural resources
(archaeological resources), geology/soils, hazardous materials, and transportation/traffic. The Initial
Study determined that, with the incorporation of mitigation measures, there is no substantial evidence,
in light of the whole record before the Lead Agency (County of Riverside), that the Project as revised
may have a significant effect on the environment. Therefore, and based on the findings of the Initial
Study, the County of Riverside determined that a MND shall be prepared for the proposed Project
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 8 15070(b).

1.5.4 CEQA Requirements for Environmental Setting and Baseline Conditions

CEQA Guidelines 8§ 15125 establishes requirements for defining the environmental setting to which the

T&B PLANNING, INC. Page -4
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environmental effects of a proposed project must be compared. The environmental setting is defined
as “...the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the
notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the time the
environmental analysis is commenced...” (CEQA Guidelines 8§ 15125[a]). In the case of the proposed
Project, the Initial Study determined that an MND is the appropriate form of CEQA compliance
document, which does not require a Notice of Preparation (NOP). The Project Applicant submitted
applications to Riverside County for the proposed Project in July 2014, at which time the County
commenced environmental analysis. Accordingly, the environmental setting for the proposed Project is
defined as the physical environmental conditions on the proposed Project site and in the vicinity of the
proposed Project as they existed in July 2014.

1.5.5 Format and Content of this Mitigated Negative Declaration

This MND, in conjunction with the Environmental Assessment/Initial Study Checklist (“Initial Study”)
prepared to evaluate the proposed Project’s potential to result in significant environmental effects, the
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), and the technical studies prepared in support of
the Initial Study and MND, identify the potential environmental effects attributable to the proposed
Project and specify mitigation measures where necessary to minimize or avoid the Project’s significant
environmental effects.

This MND includes a summary of the history of the proposed Project site, provides a summary of the
relevant CEQA requirements for preparation and processing a MND, an overview of the existing
environmental setting that forms the baseline for the environmental analysis, and a detailed description
of the proposed Project. The Initial Study prepared in support of this MND is provided as Appendix A.

The MMRP, which summarizes the various mitigation measures that were identified to minimize or avoid
the Project’s significant environmental effects, is provided as Appendix B. The MMRP also indicates the
required timing for the implementation of each mitigation measure, identifies the parties responsible for
implementing and/or monitoring each mitigation measure, and identifies the level of significance following
the incorporation of each mitigation measure.

Provided as Appendices C through M are the various technical studies and other supporting information
that were relied upon in support of the findings contained in the Initial Study, and include the following:

Appendix C  Lake Ranch (TTM No. 36730) Air Quality Impact Analysis, prepared by Urban
Crossroads, Inc. and dated April 13,2015

Appendix DI Biological Resources Assessment Lake Ranch Project, prepared by PCR and
dated July 2015

Appendix D2  Results of Focused Burrowing Owl Surveys for the Lake Ranch Project,
Unincorporated Riverside County, California, prepared by PCR and dated May
21,2014

Appendix D3 DBESP report prepared by PCR and dated November 2015
Appendix D4  Results of Focused Burrowing Owl Surveys for the Lake Ranch Basin Study

Area, Unincorporated Riverside County, California, prepared by PCR and dated
June 8, 2015

T&B PLANNING, INC. Page I-5

26



1/11/2022 Board Meeting

7-4 Attachment 2, Page 14 of 254
INmMAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Appendix D5

Appendix D6

Appendix E|

Appendix E2

Appendix Fl

Appendix F2:

Appendix G

Appendix HI

Appendix H2

Appendix H3

Appendix |1

Appendix 12

Appendix |

Appendix K

Appendix L

Appendix M

Results of the Special-Status Plant Surveys for the Lake Ranch Off-Site Basin
Area, prepared by PCR and dated July 15, 2015

Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (Preliminary Working Draft), prepared
by PCR and dated February 2015

Phase | and Il Cultural Resource Report for the Lake Ranch Pro ject TR 36730
Riverside County, California, prepared by Brian F. Smith and Associates and
dated January 5, 2015, Revised February 10, 2015

Paleontological Resource Assessment for the Lake Ranch Project Site, prepared
by Brian F. Smith & Associates, and dated March |1, 2014, Revised January 22,
2015

Geotechnical EIR-Level Assessment, prepared by Petra Geotechnical, Inc., and
dated October 27, 2014

Tentative Map Review, Tentative Tract 36730, prepared by Petra Geotechnical,
Inc., and dated September 18, 2015

Lake Ranch (TTM No. 36730) Greenhouse Gas Analysis, prepared by Urban
Crossroads, and dated April 13,2015

Lake Ranch Fire Behavior Report and Fuel Modification Zone Design Guidelines,
prepared by Firesafe Planning Solutions, and dated December 15, 2014.

Phase | Environmental Site Assessment and Limited Phase Il Subsurface
Investigation, prepared by ENVIRON, and dated September 2013

Final Air Clearance, prepared by CNS Environmental, Inc., and dated January |5,
2015.

Hydrology Report for Tract No. 36730, prepared by MDS Consulting, and dated
July 31, 2015.

Project Specific Water Quality Management Plan, prepared by MDS Consulting,
and dated June 18, 2014 and revised August 3, 2015.

Lake Ranch (Tract No. 36730) Noise Impact Analysis, prepared by Urban
Crossroads, Inc., and dated December |1, 2014.

Lake Ranch (TTM No. 36730) Traffic Impact Analysis, prepared by Urban
Crossroads, Inc., and dated November 6, 2014.

TTM 36730 Water, Sewer and Recycled Water Facilities Report, prepared by
Albert A. Webb Associates, and dated January 2015
Conceptual Landscape Plan

Each of the appendices listed above are available for review at the County of Riverside Planning
Department, located at 4080 Lemon Street, |2t Floor, Riverside, California.
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1.5.6 Mitigated Negative Declaration Processing

The Riverside County Planning Department directed and supervised the preparation of this MND, which
reflects the sole independent judgment of Riverside County. Following completion of this MND, A
Notice of Intent (NOI) to adopt the MND will be distributed as part of the Planning Commission
hearing notice to the following entities: |) organizations and individuals who have previously requested
such notice in writing; 2) owners and occupants of contiguous property shown on the latest equalized
assessment roll; 3) responsible and trustee agencies (public agencies that have a level of discretionary
approval over some component of the proposed Project); 4) the State Clearinghouse; and 5) the
Riverside County Clerk. The NOI will identify the location(s) where the MND, Initial Study, MMRP, and
associated technical reports are available for public review. In addition, notice of the Planning
Commission hearing and 30-day review period for the MND also will occur via publication in a
newspaper of general circulation in the Project area. The Planning Commission hearing notice and
associated NOI also establishes a 30-day public review period during which comments on the adequacy
of the MND document may be provided to the Riverside County Planning Department.

Following the 30-day public review period, the County of Riverside will review any comment letters
received and will determine whether any substantive comments were provided that may warrant
revisions to the MND document. If substantial revisions are necessary (as defined by CEQA Guidelines
815073.5[b]), then the MND and Initial Study would be recirculated for an additional 30-day public
review period.

Following conclusion of the public review process, a public hearing will be held before the Riverside
County Planning Commission. The Planning Commission will consider the proposed Project and the
adequacy of this MND, at which time public comments will be heard. At the conclusion of the public
hearing process, the Planning Commission will provide a recommendation to the Board of Supervisors
as to whether to approve, conditionally approval, or deny approval of the proposed Project.
Subsequently, a hearing before the Riverside County Board of Supervisors will be held, during which the
Board of Supervisors will evaluate the Project and the adequacy of this MND and take final action to
approve, conditionally approval, or deny approval of the proposed Project.

T&B PLANNING, INC. Page I-7
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2.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

2.1 PROJECT LOCATION

As shown previously on Figure |-1, Regional Map, and Figure -2, Vicinity Map, the proposed Project site
is located within the Lake Mathews/Woodcrest Area Plan (LMWAP) portion of unincorporated
Riverside County, approximately 6.5 miles southwest of the City of Riverside, 7.7 miles east of the City
of Corona, |13.0 miles northwest of the City of Perris, and approximately |5 miles north of the City of
Lake Elsinore. Specifically, the Project site comprises approximately 103.62 acres of land located at the
northeast corner of El Sobrante Road and McAllister Street. The subject property encompasses
Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 270-060-010; 270-160-001; 270-170-(009, 010, Ol 1); 270-180-010; and 285-
020-006. The Project site is located in the southeast portion of Section 3| and the southwest portion
of Section 32, Township 3 South, Range 5 West, San Bernardo Baseline and Meridian.

In addition to the Project site, off-site impact areas are evaluated as part of this ISSMND. Specifically,
the Project would involve off-site improvements to McAllister Street and El Sobrante Road, which
would occur along the western and southern boundaries of the site, respectively. Additionally, the
Project includes an Off-Site Basin on approximately 7.7 acres, and also would require the construction
of approximately I,134 linear feet of 10-inch off-site sewer lines within Avocado Way and Willow Drive
(Webb, 2015, pp. 3-6). The existing 8-inch sewer mains in Willow Drive and Avocado Way would be
replaced by 10-inch sewer mains (Webb, 2015, pp. 3-6). Please refer to Section 3.0 for a more detailed
description of off-site improvements proposed as part of the Project.

2.2  EXISTING SITE AND AREA CHARACTERISTICS
2.2.1 Site Access

As depicted previously on Figure I-1 and Figure -2, direct access to the Project site currently is
currently provided from via an unimproved dirt roadway that extends from El Sobrante Avenue and
various other unimproved pathways along both McAllister Street and El Sobrante Avenue. Interstate 15
(I-15) is locate approximately 5.6 miles west of the Project site, State Route 91 (SR-91) approximately
3.0 miles north of the site, and Interstate 215 occurs approximately 9.5 miles east of the site. I-15 and I-
215 provide access between San Diego County to the south and San Bernardino County to the north.
SR-91| provides regional access between the County of Riverside and Orange County.

2.2.2 Existing Site Conditions

Figure 2-1, Aerial Photograph, depicts the existing conditions of the Project site, while Figure 2-2, Existing
Site Conditions, depicts the existing improvements on-site. As shown, the northern portions of the
Project site are being used for agricultural production (citrus groves); however, it should be noted that
irrigation of the citrus grove was discontinued in July 2014. Additionally, Riverside County recorded a
Notice of Nonrenewal on April 15, 2014 (County Case No. AGNO0O0I65). In the northeastern portion
of the site are two residences and three warehouses. The northernmost residence is currently
occupied, and an outhouse, metal canopy, and garden are located adjacent to the residence. The
southernmost residence is currently vacant, and a garage is located adjacent to the residence. Three
warehouses (two metal and one wooden) are located in a locked, fenced area south of the residences.
The site also contains two (2) groundwater irrigation wells in the southeast and northwest portions of
the Project site. All areas of the site are unpaved, with the exception of a concrete pad surrounding the
three warehouses. An empty, man-made stock pond also is located in the east-central portion of the
Project site. The remaining portions of the site generally consist of former agricultural lands that have
become fallow. In the southernmost portions of the site is an existing ephemeral drainage that conveys
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water from an existing 18-inch storm drain under El Sobrante Road towards the western boundary of
the site where the flows discharge to existing storm drainage facilities located in the existing residential
development located west of the site. A drainage also occurs partially on-site in the extreme northeast
corner of the site. (Environ, 2013, p. 8; Google Earth, 2015) Figure 2-1 also depicts the existing
conditions for the area located south of El Sobrante Road that would be subject to disturbance
associated with the proposed 7.7-acre off-site detention basin and a drop inlet structure.

2.2.3 Surrounding Land Uses and Development

Figure 2-3, Surrounding Land Uses and Development, depicts the Project site and the existing land uses on
and immediately surrounding the Project site. As shown, existing surrounding land uses include three
existing single-family homes located near the northwest corner of the Project site, to the north of which
is a mixture of agricultural lands, greenhouses, and several additional single-family residences and
ancillary structures. Remaining areas located north of the Project site consist of undeveloped lands that
appear to be regularly disced and a north-south oriented natural drainage. To the west of the Project
site is McAllister Street, beyond which is a medium density single-family residential community. To the
south of the Project site is El Sobrante Road, beyond which is Lake Mathews. To the east of the Project
site are fallow and active agricultural lands, with greenhouses, a single family residence, and multiple
sheds occurring near the Project site’s southeastern boundary. The nearest existing off-site residential
unit occurs approximately 94 feet west of the site (Urban Crossroads, 201 5a, Exhibit 3-B).

2.3 PLANNING CONTEXT
2.3.1 Existing General Plan Land Use Designations

As shown on Figure 2-4, Existing On-Site and Surrounding General Plan Designations, the 103.62-acre
Project site is designated by the Riverside County General Plan and LMWAP for “Rural Community —
Estate Density Residential (RC-EDR)” in the northwest portion of the site; “Rural Community — Low
Density Residential (RC-LDR)” in the northeastern and easternmost portions of the site; “Community
Development — Medium Density Residential (MDR)” in the south-central portions of the site; and
“Community Development — Commercial Retail (CR)” in the southwest corner of the site. Additionally,
a small area within the future alignment of El Sobrante Road is designated for “Public Facilities (PF).”
The Project site occurs within the LMWAP’s El Sobrante Policy Area.

As also depicted on Figure 2-4, General Plan land use designations surrounding the proposed Project
site include the following: RC-EDR, RC-LDR, and MDR to the north; MDR to the west; PF and “Open
Space — Water” to the south; and RC-LDR and MDR to the east.

2.3.2 El Sobrante Policy Area

The proposed Project site occurs within the El Sobrante Policy Area of the LMWAP. The purpose of
the El Sobrante Policy Area is to preserve the generally rural character of lands located north of El
Sobrante Road and east of McAllister Street. Specifically, the following policies apply to projects located
within the El Sobrante Policy Area:

LMWAP .1 Require the provision of adequate and available infrastructure to support
development. To sustain the rural lifestyle found within the area, while still
providing an acceptable level of service on local roadways, the total number of
dwelling units within the Policy Area shall not exceed an additional 1,500
dwelling units. The circulation system, which would support the development
of these additional dwelling units and which would, in part, be funded by their
development, includes the following roadway improvements: the McAllister
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Street/ Dufferin Avenue Loop and the construction of a new connection (“A”
Street) between McAllister Street/Dufferin Avenue Loop and Van Buren
Boulevard, south of Dufferin Avenue. In addition to these improvements, other
circulation connections between the Policy Area and the adjacent City of
Riverside would be closed. These closures would direct high traffic volumes
away from rural residential and green belt streets and toward more appropriate
thoroughfares. Limiting the number of dwelling units within the Policy Area will
help to maintain acceptable levels of service on local roadways both within the
County and adjacent green belt areas of the City of Riverside. Limiting the
number of dwelling units will also contribute to the continuation of the rural
lifestyle enjoyed by area residents.

Within the area depicted as Medium Density Residential, overall density shall
not exceed three (3) dwelling units per acre.

Coordinate with local agencies to ensure adequate service provision for all
development within the Policy Area.

Coordinate development strategies with the City of Riverside.

Encourage the use of Specific Plans to implement the land use designations
identified within the Policy Area.

Encourage clustering of dwelling units when it would avoid the development of
areas constrained by physical features or sensitive resources. Encourage
clustering in areas designated for Low Density Residential uses (One-half acre
minimum lot size) rather than areas designated for Very Low Density
Residential uses (| acre minimum lot size) or Estate Density Residential uses (2
acre minimum lot size), except where Very Low Density Residential-designated
properties consisting of at least 300 acres and processed through a Specific Plan
offer significant public recreational and/or areawide circulation benefits.

Where clustering is allowed, minimum pad size shall not be less than 8,000
square feet. However, for projects featuring public golf courses, a minimum pad
size of 7,200 square feet will be allowed on a minimum lot size of 8,500 square
feet. This pad size exception may only occur adjacent to golf courses.

Development shall be sensitive to and retain the unique topographical features
within and adjacent to the planning area.

Require that development on hillsides blend with the natural surroundings
through architecture, the use of appropriate construction materials and colors,
and the retention of natural vegetation.

Restrict hillside development and grading in accordance with policies found in
the Open Space, Habitat & Natural Resources section and Hillside Development
and Slope section of the Land Use Element and the Scenic Resources section of
the Multipurpose Open Space Element.

Encourage open space and recreational amenities.
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Page 2-7

35



1/11/2022 Board Meeting 7-4 Attachment 2, Page 23 of 254
INmMAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

2.3.3 Existing Zoning Designations

As shown on Figure 2-5, Existing On-Site and Surrounding Zoning Designations, the Project site is zoned for
“Residential Agriculture, 10-acre minimum lot size (R-A-10),” which allows for residential development
on minimum |0-acre lot sizes and limited agricultural uses. Zoning designations surrounding the site
include “Residential Agriculture, 5-acre minimum lot size (A-1-5)” and “Residential Agriculture, 5-acre
minimum lot size (R-A-5)" to the north; “One-Family Dwellings (R-1)” and “Specific Plan Zone (SP
Zone)” to the west; “Watercourse, Watershed and Conservation Areas (W-1)” to the south; and A-I-
10 and “Light Agriculture with Poultry (A-P)” to the east.

2.4  EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL CHARACTERISTICS
2.4.1 Topography

Elevations on-site range from approximately 1,225 feet above mean sea level (amsl) to a high of 1,343
feet amsl. The highest elevation on-site occurs on the hillside in the northwestern portion of the site,
while the lowest elevation occurs in the drainage area that traverses the extreme northeastern portion
of the Project site. The majority of the site (i.e., within the central portions of the site) is relatively
level, and ranges in elevation from approximately 1,240 feet amsl to 1,300 feet amsl. Overall
topographic relief on-site is approximately | 18 feet.

2.4.2 Geology

Regionally, the Project site is located in the Perris Block of the Peninsular Range Geomorphic Province.
The Perris block is a northwesterly trending eroded mass of Cretaceous and older crystalline rock. The
block is bound on the northeast by the San Jacinto Fault Zone and on the southwest by the Elsinore
Fault Zone. The crystalline bedrock is highly dissected and is overlain by Tertiary and Quaternary age
soils that are vestiges of ancient river systems deposits and alluvial fans. (Petra, 2014, p. 5; Petra, 2015,

p- 3)

The Project site is underlain by crystalline bedrock consisting of gabbro and granodiorite which is
exposed in several locations. The bedrock is mantled by varying thicknesses of soil and alluvial deposits.
Based on test pits and borings conducted by Petra Geotechnical, weathered bedrock underlies the site
and is mantled by soil/alluvial materials that vary in thickness from less than a foot to a maximum of I3
feet. These materials are described as silty/clayey, fine to medium grained sands that are brown to red-
brown, dry to moist, loose to medium dense and moderately porous. The underlying bedrock is
described as an olive grey granite/granodiorite that is moderately to highly weathered in the upper 3 to
4 feet. The weathered zone varies from moderately hard to hard and is moist. This material breaks
down to a silty sand/poorly graded gravel similar to a DG (decomposed granite) product. Below the
weathered zone the bedrock becomes hard to very hard and was difficult to excavate with the bucket
auger and backhoe. Practical refusal (i.e., non-rippable material) was encountered in most of the
excavations conducted by Petra Geotechnical. Bedrock was encountered within approximately five feet
in all borings conducted by Petra Geotechnical, with areas of exposed bedrock occurring along the
northwest Project boundary and in the south-central portions of the site. (Petra, 2014, pp. 5-6; Petra,
2015, pp. 3-4)

Published geologic maps and literature indicate that the site lies within 30 miles of a number of
significant active and potentially active faults that are considered capable of generating strong ground
motion at the subject site. Based on a review of published geotechnical maps and literature pertaining
to regional faulting, Petra Geotechnical determined that the closest known fault considered capable of
causing strong ground motion at the subject site is the Elsinore fault, located approximately 7.5 miles
southwest of the Project site. The Elsinore fault consists of a series of right-lateral strike slip faults
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which trend to the northwest from the Salton Sea to the Santa Ana river basin. Published investigations
reveal that this fault offsets Holocene stratigraphy. For this reason, this fault is considered active and is
included within the boundaries of an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault zone. The last major rupture was a
magnitude 6 event in 1910. No surface rupture was associated with this event. The last surface rupture
event likely occurred in the 18t century. No portion of the Project site is located within the boundaries
of an "Earthquake Fault Zone" as defined by the State of California in the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Act. (Petra, 2014, p. 8; Petra, 2015, pp. 4-5)

2.4.3 Agricultural Resources

According to agricultural lands mapping available from the California Department of Conservation
(CDC) Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP), the southern portion of the Project site
contains “Farmland of Local Importance,” while the northern portions of the site contain “Unique
Farmland” and “Statewide Important Farmland.” (CDC, 2012a)

In addition, the Project site occurs within the El Sobrante No. 3 Agricultural Preserve and is subject to a
Williamson Act Contract. Specifically, a majority of the site is identified by the CDC as occurring within
a “Williamson Act — Prime Agricultural Land,” with the remaining portions of the site identified as
“Williamson Act — Non-Prime Agricultural Land.” (CDC, 2012b) Riverside County recorded a Notice
of Nonrenewal on April 15, 2014 (County Case No. AGNO00I65). Additionally, an application for
Agriculture Preserve Disestablishment and Cancellation has been submitted for the Project site to
cancel the Williamson Act contract on the entirety of the El Sobrante No, 3 Agricultural Preserve and
disestablish the El Sobrante Agricultural Preserve No. 3 (Map No. 528 A), which is coterminous with the
Project site.

2.4.4 Mineral Resources

According to Figure OS-5 of the Riverside County General Plan, the proposed Project site is designated
within Mineral Resources Zone 3 (MRZ-3) (pursuant to the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of
1975, or SMARA), which is defined by the State of California Department of Conservation SMARA
Mineral Land Classification Project as “Areas where the available geologic information indicates that
mineral deposits are likely to exist, however, the significance of the deposit is undetermined.”
Furthermore, the Project site is not identified as an important mineral resource recovery site by the
County General Plan. (Riverside County, 2003a)

2.4.5 Hydrology

Under existing conditions, and as shown on Plate | of the Project’s hydrology study (ISSMND Appendix
I1), the Project site conveys runoff from an approximately 315-acre area located to the southeast of the
Project site, primarily from lands located south of El Sobrante Road. Flows from these off-site areas are
combined with flows from the southern portions of the Project site and are conveyed via a natural
drainage to an existing drop inlet structure that connects to a 90-inch reinforced concrete pipe (RCP)
storm drain. Flows from the northwest portion of the site are conveyed to a man-made drainage ditch
that outlets directly onto McAllister Street. Flows from the northeastern portion of the Project site are
conveyed off-site to the north, and eventually drain into the existing stream that traverses the extreme
northeastern corner of the Project site. (MDS, 2015a)

2.4.6 Groundwater

Based on review of numerous groundwater databases conducted by Petra Geotechnical, groundwater
basins are not located within or adjacent to the site. The crystalline bedrock is not considered a water
bearing formation although minor occurrences of groundwater may be encountered in highly fractured
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zones. Groundwater/seepage was only encountered in the southwestern portion of the site, near the
ephemeral stream, at an approximate depth of |7 feet. This occurrence of water is likely due to
seepage of water from the active drainage and is considered a localized condition. Review of
groundwater data for the general area indicates the groundwater levels are 100+ feet below ground
surface (bgs). Given these conditions, groundwater is not anticipated to affect the proposed
development. (Petra, 2014, p. 6; Petra, 2015, p. 4)

2.4.7 Soils

The Soil Survey for the Western Riverside Area (United States Department of Agriculture, 1971) indicates
that the Project site is underlain by the following soil types (USDA, 1971):

e Buren loam, deep, 2 to 8 percent slopes, eroded. This soil type primarily occurs in the vicinity
of the two on-site drainages in the northeastern and southwestern portions of the Project site.
Soils of this type have only moderate limitations for agricultural production, and a “slight to
moderate” susceptibility for soil erosion.

e Cajalco fine sandy loam, 2 to 8 percent slopes, eroded. This soil type occurs primarily in the
central portions of the site, and is considered to have only moderate limitations for agricultural
production, and has a “slight to moderate” susceptibility for erosion potential.

e Cajalco fine sandy loam, 8 to |5 percent slopes, eroded. This soil type occurs in the central and
northeastern portions of the Project site, and is considered to have severe limitations for the
types of agricultural crops that could be grown and has a “moderate” rating for erosion
potential.

e Cajalco rocky fine sandy loam, 15 to 50 percent slopes, eroded. This soil type occurs in the
northwestern portion of the Project site, and is considered to have severe limitations for
agricultural production and generally unsuited to cultivation. These soils are considered to have
a “high” susceptibility to erosion.

e Las Posas loam, 2 to 8 percent slopes. This soil type occurs in the southwest corner of the site,
and is considered to have severe limitations for the types of agricultural crops that could be
grown. These soils are considered to have a “slight to moderate” susceptibility to soil erosion.

e Terrace escarpments. This soil type occurs at the edges of the two drainages (i.e., in the
northeastern and southwestern portions of the site), and is considered to have very severe
limitations that make it unsuitable for agricultural production.

2.4.8 Vegetation

The Project site contains a total of 17 plant communities, while the off-site improvement area (herein
referred to as the Off-Site Basin) contains three (3) vegetation communities, as mapped by the Project
biologist (PCR). A summary of the vegetation communities occurring on-site and within the Off-Site
Basin is provided below. Figure 2-6, Existing Vegetation Communities, depicts the location of the various
vegetation communities observed. A description of each of the vegetation and use types is provided
below.

o California Sagebrush Scrub. An isolated patch of California sagebrush scrub occupies 0.02 acre
within the northeastern portion of the Project site. California sagebrush scrub is a subtype of
Riversidean sage scrub in which California sagebrush (Artemisia californica) is the dominant plant
species. This community is characterized by low-growing aromatic and drought-deciduous
shrubs adapted to the semi-arid Mediterranean climate, and is most often found on steep or low
gradient slopes that are rarely flooded. (PCR, 2015a, p. 18)
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o  DBrittle Bush Scrub. Brittle bush scrub occupies 1.06 acres within the northern portion of the
Project site. Brittle bush scrub is a drought tolerant subtype of Riversidean sage scrub in which
the dominant plant is brittle bush (Encelia farinosa). It is found more frequently in the drier
interior of California on alluvial fans, hillsides, or on the slopes of small washes. This community
is associated with soils that are coarse, well-drained, and can be rocky. Within the project site,
other species found in this community include California sagebrush, doveweed (Croton setigerus),
California figwort (Scrophularia californica), and wishbone bush (Mirabilis laevis). Intermixed with
the native plants were several non-native plants commonly found in the area including red-
stemmed filaree (Erodium cicutarium), ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), and shortpod mustard
(Hirschfeldia incana). (PCR, 20153, pp. 18-19) (PCR, 2015a, p. 18 and p.25)

o Arroyo Willow Scrub. Arroyo willow scrub occupies 0.97 acre within the southern portion of
the Project site. Arroyo willow scrub is dominated by arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis). This
community is found in moist to saturated sandy to gravelly soils along streams, slope seeps, and
along drainages. Within the Project site, other species found in this community include black
willow (Salix gooddingii) and blue elderberry (Sambucus nigra ssp. caerulea). Non-native species
observed in this community also include shortpod mustard and tree tobacco (Nicotiana glauca).
(PCR, 20153, p. 25)

o Black Willow Scrub. Black willow scrub occupies 1.00 acre within the southern portion of the
Project site. Black willow scrub is dominated by black willow. This community is found in
terraces along large rivers, canyons, intermittent streams, seeps, and springs. Within the Project
site, other species found in this community include mule fat (Baccharis sdlicifolia), arroyo willow,
horehound (Marrubium vulgare), and telegraph weed (Heterotheca grandiflora). Non-native
species include shortpod mustard, tree tobacco, London rocket (Sisymbrium irio), castor bean
(Ricinus communis), and Mexican fan palm (Washingtonia robusta). (PCR, 201 5a, p. 25)

o Mule Fat Scrub. Mule fat scrub occupies 0.76 acre within the southern and northern portions of
the Project site. This community is strongly dominated by mule fat, a tall shrub requiring ample
soil moisture, with typically only a limited number of other plant types. Associated plants are
usually low, herbaceous plants or shrubs which tolerate wet conditions. This community is
considered riparian or associated with surface water or a persistent, moderately shallow water
table and is often maintained by frequent flooding. Other species observed within this
community included blue elderberry and brittle bush. Non-native species observed include tree
tobacco, Mexican fan palm, shortpod mustard, and Russian thistle (Salsola tragus). (PCR, 201 5a,
p. 25)

o  Pinebush Scrub. Pinebush scrub occupies 0.13 acre within the northern portion of the Project
site. This community is dominated by pinebush (Ericameria pinifolia). Pinebush prefers sandy to
stony, often disturbed soils in scrub habitats. Other species observed in this community include
California sagebrush and tree tobacco. (PCR, 2015a, p. 25)

+ Fourwing Saltbush Scrub. Fourwing saltbush scrub occupies 0.14 acre within the northern
portions of the Project site. This community is dominated by fourwing saltbush (Atriplex
canescens), a shrub that is long-lived, and resilient to cold, salt, and drought. The species is able
to withstand saline, alkaline, boron, and gypsum soils. Other species observed within this
community included brittle bush. (PCR, 2015a, p. 26)

o Black Willow Scrub/Disturbed. Black willow scrub/disturbed occupies 0.32 acre within the
northern portion of the site. Black willow scrub/disturbed is dominated by black willow trees,
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and subdominated by nonnative plants such as mule fat and tree tobacco. Associated species
found in this community include brittle bush, arroyo willow, willow baccharis (Baccharis salicina),
Mexican fan palm, hoary nettle (Urtica dioica), Canary Island date palm (Phoenix canariensis), and
castor bean. (PCR, 2015a, p. 26)

o Disturbed/Brittle Bush Scrub. Disturbed/brittle bush scrub occupies 0.34 acre within the
northern portion of the Project site. Disturbed/Brittle bush scrub is dominated by bare ground
with weedy species, such as redstemmed filaree, shortpod mustard, and Russian thistle, with a
subdominance of brittle bush. Associated native species observed include California sagebrush,
California buckwheat, pinebush, slender pectocarya (Pectocarya linearis), common fiddleneck
(Amsinckia menziesii), cudweed aster (Corethrogyne filaginifolia), and California encelia (Encelia
californica). (PCR, 2015a, p. 26)

o Disturbed/Mule Fat Scrub. Disturbed/mule fat scrub occupies 0.51 acre within the northern
portion of the Project site. Disturbed/mule fat scrub is dominated by bare ground and mule fat.
Additional species observed include brittle bush, telegraph weed, common fiddleneck, and tree
tobacco. (PCR, 2015a, p. 26)

o Disturbed/California Sagebrush-California Buckwheat Scrub: Disturbed/California sagebrush-
California buckwheat scrub occupies 1.86 acres within the northern portion of the Project site.
California sagebrush-California buckwheat scrub consists of an even mix of both California
sagebrush scrub and California buckwheat scrub communities. However, this natural plant
community is heavily disturbed with a dominance of bare ground and non-native grass litter.
California sagebrush-California buckwheat scrub are both subtypes of Riversidean sage scrub.
Native species observed within this community include California sagebrush, California
buckwheat, pinebush, wishbone bush. Non-native species observed include oat (Avena sp.),
shortpod mustard, ripgut brome, and red-stemmed filaree. (PCR, 2015a, p. 26)

o Disturbed/Coyote Brush. Disturbed/coyote brush scrub is dominated by bare ground and
coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis). Additional species observed by PCR include Russian thistle
(Salsola tragus), shortpod mustard (Hirschfeldia incana), and blue elderberry (Sambucus nigra ssp.
Caerulea). Disturbed/coyote brush scrub occupies 0.03 acres within the southern portion of the
Off-Site Basin area. (PCR, 20154, p. 3)

o Disturbed/Willow Herb. Disturbed/willow herb occupies 0.0l acre within the northern portion
of the Project site. Disturbed/willow herb is dominated by weedy species and willow herb
(Epilobium ciliatum). Native species observed include common cattail (Typha latifolia). Non-
native species observed within this community include common sow-thistle (Sonchus oleraceus),
cheeseweed (Malva parvifolia), and telegraph weed. The plant community is being fed by a pipe
in the middle of a ruderal field. (PCR, 2015a, pp. 26-27)

o Agriculture. Agriculture occupies 34.49 acres within the central and northern portions of the
Project site. The agriculture areas are dominated by citrus trees. In addition to the citrus
groves are Peruvian pepper trees (Schinus molle) and red brome (Bromus madritensis). (PCR,
2015a, p. 27)

o Pond. The man-made pond occupies 1.58 acres within the southwestern portion of the Project
site. Within the man-made pond a variety of species (mainly non-native) occur around the
perimeter. Species observed include Peruvian pepper tree, Mexican fan palm, Canary Island date
palm, ornamental cactus, and western sycamore (Platanus racemosa). (PCR, 2015a, p. 27)
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o Ruderal. Ruderal areas comprise 5.78 acres of the Project site and 26.62 acres within the Off-
Site Basin. Ruderal vegetation is found in areas heavily disturbed by human activities, such as
roadsides, graded fields, and manufactured slopes, and frequently weedy, non-native plants are
introduced as a consequence. Within the project site and Off-Site Basin, non-native species
observed within this community include Australian saltbush (Atriplex semibaccata), tamarisk
(Tamarix ramosissima), red-stemmed filaree, shortpod mustard, cheeseweed, London rocket,
tree tobacco, curly dock (Rumex crispus), nettleleaved goosefoot (Chenopodium murale), castor
bean, and native species such as California buckwheat, orchard nettle (Urtica urens), willow
baccharis, mule fat, cudweed aster, doveweed, common fiddleneck, pinebush, wishbone bush,
and fourwing saltbush. (PCR, 201 5a, p. 27)

o Disturbed. Disturbed areas occupy the majority of the Project site with 50.31 acres, with an
additional 0.03 acre within the Off-Site Basin. Disturbed areas are dominated by bare ground
and coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis). Additional species observed by PCR include Russian thistle
(Salsola tragus), shortpod mustard (Hirschfeldia incana), and blue elderberry (Sambucus nigra ssp.
Caerulea). Disturbed/coyote brush scrub occupies 0.03 acres within the southern portion of the
Off-Site Basin area. (PCR, 20153, p. 27; PCR, 2015d)

o Developed. Developed areas consist of man-made structures, such as homes and buildings, and
comprises 4.34 acres within the northern portion of the project site. (PCR, 20153, p. 28)

2.4.9 Sensitive Plant Communities

The Project site supports eight native plant communities totaling 4.40 acres, including: black willow
scrub (1.00 acre), brittlebush scrub (1.06 acres), arroyo willow scrub (0.97 acre), mule fat scrub (0.76
acre), black willow scrub/disturbed (0.32 acres), four-wing saltbush scrub (0.14 acre), pinebush scrub
(0.13 acre), and California sagebrush scrub (0.02 acre). Three of these communities, namely arroyo
willow scrub, black willow scrub, and black willow scrub/disturbed, are considered sensitive habitats by
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). The remaining five native communities are not
considered sensitive habitats. The Project site supports nine non-native dominated communities that
are also not considered sensitive habitats, specifically disturbed/brittlebush scrub, disturbed/California
sagebrush-California buckwheat scrub, disturbed/mule fat scrub, disturbed/willow herb, agriculture,
pond, ruderal, disturbed, and developed. (PCR, 20153, p. 48)

2.4.10 Sensitive Plant Species

Sensitive plants include those listed, or candidates for listing, by the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) and CDFW. Species considered sensitive by the California Native Plant Society
(CNPS), particularly Lists |A, 1B, and 2 species, also are considered sensitive plant species. Several
sensitive plant species were reported in the vicinity based on the California Natural Diversity Database
(CNDDB), including 34 species of plants. A total of 14 plant species were identified as having a potential
to occur within the Project site based on the literature review and habitat anticipated within the Project
site, including Allen’s pentachaeta (Pentachaeta aurea ssp. allenii), Munz’s onion (Allium munzii), San Diego
ambrosia (Ambrosia pumila), thread leaved brodiaea (Brodiaea filifolia), round-leaved filaree (California
macrophylla), smooth tarplant (Centromadia pungens ssp. laevis), long-spined spineflower (Chorizanthe
polygonoides var. longispina), Robinson’s pepper-grass (Lepidium virginicum var. robinsonii), many-stemmed
dudleya (Dudleya multicaulis), chaparral sand-verbena (Abronia villosa var. aurita), Parry’s spineflower
(Chorizanthe parryi var. parryi), intermediate mariposa-lily (Calochortus weedii var. intermedius), San Miguel
savory (Satureja chandleri), and San Bernardino aster (Symphyotrichum defoliatum). Two focused sensitive
plant surveys were conducted by the Project biologist (PCR Services Corporation) on April 16, 2014
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and July 9, 2014 during the appropriate blooming periods of potential plant species to ensure detection
of the sensitive plants. No sensitive plant species were observed on-site. (PCR, 2015a, pp. 48-49)

Focused special-status plant surveys were conducted by the Project biologists (PCR) on April 21, 2015
and July 13, 2015 within the Off-Site Basin area to determine the presence or absence of 15 special-
status plants species having the potential to occur within the Off-Site Basin area (PCR, 2015d, p. 2). The
I5 special-status species identified as having the potential to occur within the Off-Site Basin area include:
Allen’s Pentachaeta (Pentachaeta aurea ssp.allenii), chaparrel Nolina (Nolina cismontane), chaparral ragwort
(Senecio aphanactis), chaparral sand-verbena (Abronia villosa var. Aurita), long-spined spineflower
(Chorizanthe polygonoides var. longispana), many-stemmed dudleya (Dudlelya multicaulis), Munz’ onion
(allium munzii), Nevin’s barberry (Berberis nevinii), Parry’s spineflower (Chorizanthe parryi var, Parryi),
round-leaved filaree (California macrophylla), San Bernardino aster (Symphyotrichum defoliatum), San
Diego ambrosia (Ambrosia pumila), San Miguel savory (Satureja chandleri), smooth tarplant (Centromadia
pungens ssp. laevis), and thread-leaved brodiaea (Brodiaea filifolia) (PCR, 2015d)The focused surveys were
conducted pursuant to published CDFW and USFWS protocols, including walking transects and making
close observations at ground level during the blooming periods of the special-status plants with the
potential to occur on the Off-Site Basin area. The surveys were conducted during the appropriate
blooming periods for all special-status plant species with the potential to occur in the Off-Site Basin
area. (PCR, 2015d, pp. 2-3) Results of the focused surveys conducted within the Off-Site Basin area did
not identify any special-status plants species (PCR, 2015d, p. 4).

2.4.11 Sensitive Wildlife Species

Sensitive wildlife include those species listed as Endangered or Threatened under the Federal
Endangered Species Act (FESA) or California Endangered Species Act (CESA), candidates for listing by
the USFW or CDFW, and species of special concern to the CDFW. Several sensitive wildlife species
were reported in the Project vicinity based on CNDDB, totaling 43 species. A total of |8 species were
identified as having a potential to occur within the Project site or use the Project site based on the
literature review and habitat anticipated within the Project site. Of the species with potential to occur
on-site, one sensitive wildlife species, the least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus), was observed on-site
during the field survey. (PCR, 20153, p. 49)

Focused surveys also were conducted for the burrowing owl in accordance with recommended
protocols. The focused burrowing owl surveys did not identify burrowing owl burrows, burrowing owl
sign, or burrowing owls on the Project site or within approximately 500 feet of the Project site;
accordingly, the Project site and adjacent areas do not currently support burrowing owls. Refer to
ISSMND Appendix D2 for more detail regarding the results of the survey report. (PCR, 20153, p. 53)

Focused burrowing owl surveys also were conducted for the Off-Site Basin area in accordance with
recommended protocols (PCR, 2015c, p. 3). The focused burrowing owl surveys did not identify any
burrowing owl burrows, burrowing owl signs, or burrowing owls within the Off-Site Basin area or
within the 500-buffer zone (PCR, 2015c, p. 4).

The Project site does, however, support potential nesting and foraging habitat for nesting birds, and also
potential foraging habitat for birds including raptors. Several species of birds were observed on-site (see
Appendix A to the Project’s biology report, ISMND Appendix D1) and were identified by CNDDB as
potentially occurring within the Project vicinity. Raptors observed on-site include red-tailed hawk, red-
shouldered hawk (Buteo lineatus), Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii) and American kestrel (Falco
columbarius). There is also a foraging potential on-site for listed raptors within the Project vicinity
according to CNDDB, such as northern harrier (Circus cyaneus, Species of Special Concern) and white-
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tailed kite (Elanus leucurus, Fully Protected), though these two raptor species are not anticipated to nest
on-site. (PCR, 20153, p. 55)

2.4.12 MSHCP Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools

Riparian/Riverine areas are defined in the MSHCP as “lands which contain habitat dominated by trees,
shrubs, persistent emergents, or emergent mosses and lichens, which occur close to or which depend
upon soil moisture from a nearby fresh water source; or areas with fresh water flow during all or a
portion of the year.” Vernal pools are defined in the MSHCP as “seasonal wetlands that occur in
depression areas that have wetlands indicators of all three parameters (soils, vegetation, and hydrology)
during the wetter portion of the growing season but normally lack wetlands indicators of hydrology
and/or vegetation during the drier portion of the growing season.” (PCR, 201 5a, p. 56)

The Project site and off-site drainage easement supports 2.93 acres of MSHCP Riparian/Riverine Areas
associated with two drainages on-site (Drainages A and B). 2.92 acres of Drainages A and B occur on-
site, with an additional 0.0l acre associated with Drainage as shown on Figure 2-7, MSHCP
Riparian/Riverine Areas. Both on-site portions of the drainages meet the definition of a Riparian Area
because they support habitat dominated by trees and shrubs, mostly consisting of mule fat, black willow,
and arroyo willow. Drainage A off-site meets the definition of a Riverine Area due to the ephemeral
flow and limited vegetation that consists of weedy, non-native dominated species typical of ruderal areas.
(PCR, 201 5a, p. 56)

The biological function and value of the Riparian area on-site in Drainage A is primarily for the transport
of water which is limited based on the ephemeral nature of the drainage. Drainage B provides a
perennial transport of water supporting wetlands, and the associated riparian communities also provides
resources for Riparian/Riverine wildlife species, specifically some cover and foraging habitat for the least
Bell’s vireo. Due to the typically dry conditions associated with the ephemeral nature of Drainage A and
the disturbed areas within the drainage it only supports limited riparian function and value, whereas the
perennial flow and habitat being utilized by least Bell’s vireo in Drainage B provides a higher function and
value. The biological function and value of the off-site Riverine Area is primarily for the transport of
water which is limited based on the ephemeral and disturbed nature of the drainage. As such, the off-
site portion of the drainage does not support suitable habitat for sensitive plant and wildlife species.
(PCR, 201 5a, p. 56 and p. 59)

The 7.7-acre Off-Site Basin area supports a historic, remnant drainage feature that does not support any
past or recent field indicators of hydrology. Therefore, the off-site area is not meet the MSHCP
definition of a Riparian/Riverine Area. (PCR, 2015a, p. 59) The Off-Site Basin area does not support any
other jurisdictional or MSHCP Riparian/Riverine features; however, a field examination of the off-site
inlet area conducted by PCR determined that 0.01-acre of the off-site inlet area contains CDFW and
MSHCP Riparian Riverine features. (PCR, 20153, p. 59, p. 43)

Other kinds of aquatic features that could provide suitable habitat for Riparian/Riverine species, such as
fairy shrimp, are not present within the Project site or off-site improvement areas (i.e. vernal pools,
swales, vernal pool-like ephemeral ponds, seasonal ponds, stock ponds, or other human-modified
depressions such as tire ruts, etc.). The 158-acre pond located on-site in the southeastern portion of
the Project site is an isolated man-made feature created entirely in uplands for the purpose of storing
pumped water to irrigate the orchards. The pond is currently dry following termination of pumping in
July 2014 and no longer supports any wetland vegetation. As such, it is not included in the
riparian/riverine analysis. The Off-Site Basin area supports a remnant, historic drainage feature that
does not exhibit any field indicators of hydrology. Per the MSHCP definition, a Riparian/Riverine Area
includes habitat that is close to or depends on a nearby fresh water source, or areas of fresh water flow

T&B PLANNING, INC. Page 2-17

45



1/11/2022 Board Meeting

7-4

Attachment 2, Page 33 of 254

INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

BWS/DIS

Source(s): PCR (02-15)

Note: The MSHCP Riparian/Riverine areas are equivalent to the

CDFW jurisdiction shown on Figure 8 for Drainages A and B.

“’-m-‘“-

Figure 2-7

MSHCP RIPARIAN/RIVERINE AREAS

T&B PLANNING, INC.

Page 2-18

46



1/11/2022 Board Meeting 7-4 Attachment 2, Page 34 of 254
INmMAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

for all or a portion of the year. Since the off-site feature does not support any habitat or flows, it does
not meet this definition. (PCR, 201 5a, p. 59)

2.4.13 Jurisdictional Waters

As shown on Figure 2-8, Jurisdictional Features, the Project site supports two unnamed jurisdictional
drainage features identified as Drainages A and B, in addition to an isolated man-made pond that is
considered jurisdictional in its current condition. Drainage A is located in the southwestern corner of
the Project site, entering along the southern boundary and exiting on the western boundary, and
Drainage B is located along the northeastern boundary of the Project site. Both drainages are located
immediately north of Lake Mathews, which is a large reservoir located in the Cajalco Valley in the
foothills of the Temescal Mountains. The lake was constructed in a basin formerly traversed by Cajalco
Creek, which is a tributary to the Santa Ana River via Cajalco Canyon into Temescal Creek. The on-site
drainages also ultimately drain into the Sana Ana River after meandering off-site through a highly
developed area surrounding State Route 91. Both drainages are United States Geological Survey
(USGS) designated “blue-line” streams that convey flows on-site in an approximate southeast to
northwest direction, and are therefore located within the Santa Ana Watershed. Impacts to these
drainages are regulated by the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). The man-
made pond located in the southeastern portion of the Project site also is designated by USGS as
comprising a wetland resource, but no longer supports water; as such, it is not considered a
jurisdictional feature. (PCR, 20153, p. 33)

Drainage A extends off-site south of El Sobrante Road and immediately upstream of an existing culvert,
within the off-site drainage easement. At this point there is enough consolidated sheet flow to erode
streambed indicators and support evidence of flow and other jurisdictional indicators. Based on
observations from El Sobrante Road, this portion of Drainage A is a minor ephemeral feature that is
disturbed and supports only weedy species typical of disturbed and ruderal areas. Considering all these
factors, portions of Drainage A are considered USACE/RWQCB and CDFW jurisdictional. (PCR,
20153, p. 34)

Table 2-1, Jurisdictional Features, provides a summary of all the jurisdictional features located on the
Project site. Please refer to Section 4.6 of the Project’s biology report (ISMND Appendix D1) for a
detailed description of the on-site jurisdictional waters and wetlands.
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Table 2-1 Jurisdictional Features
Area (acres)’
USACE/RWQCB CDFW/MSHCP
Feature Length (ft) On-Site Off-Site On-Site Off-Site Flow
1,968
Drainage A (non-wetland) (70 off-site) 014 0.00 2.65 0.01 Ephemeral
Drainage B (wetland) 241 0.06 - 0.27 - Perennial
2,209
Total {70 off-site} 0.20 0.00° 2.92 0.01¢

a Jurisdictional acreages overlap and are not additive (e.g., USACE/RWQCB acreages are included in the
total CDFW jurisdictional acreages). MSHCP Riparian/Riverine Areas are equivalent to CDFW
jurisdictional acreages.

®The acreage is negligible at 0.000422 acre.

¢ This acreage has been rounded up. The actual acreage is less at 0.005896.

(PCR, 20154, Table 3)
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3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Project evaluated by this IS/MND is located within unincorporated Riverside County, California.
The proposed Project consists of applications for a General Plan Amendment (GPA 01127), Change of
Zone (CZ 07844), Tentative Tract Map (TR 36730), and the disestablishment of El Sobrante 3
Agricultural Preserve (AG 01046). Copies of the entitlement applications for the proposed Project are
herein incorporated by reference pursuant to CEQA Section 15150 and are available for review at the
Riverside County Planning Department, located at 4080 Lemon Street, 12t Floor, Riverside CA. A
detailed description of the proposed Project is provided in the following sections.

3.1 PROPOSED DISCRETIONARY APPROVALS
3.1.1 General Plan Amendment No. 01127

Under existing conditions, the 103.62-acre Project site is designated for “Rural Community — Estate
Density Residential (RC-EDR)” (2.1 acres), “Rural Community — Low Density Residential (RC-LDR)”
(22.6 acres), “Medium Density Residential (MDR)” (64.4 acres), “Commercial Retail (CR)” (12.9 acres),
and “Public Facilities (PF)” (1.7 acres). RC-EDR allows for development of detached single-family
residential dwelling units and ancillary structures on large parcels at densities ranging from one dwelling
unit per two acres to one dwelling unit per five acres. The RC-LDR designation would allow for the
development of detached single family residential dwelling units and ancillary structures on large parcels,
with densities ranging from 1.0 to 2.0 dwelling units per acre (du/ac). The MDR designation allows for
the development of conventional single-family detached houses and suburban subdivisions at densities
ranging from 2.0 to 5.0 du/ac and on lot sizes ranging from 5,500 s.f. to 20,000 s.f., although Lake
Mathews/Woodcrest Area Plan Policy LMWAP 1.2 restricts the maximum density of the site to 3.0
du/ac. The CR land use designation allows for the development of commercial retail uses at a
neighborhood, community, and regional level, as well as for professional office and tourist-oriented
commercial uses. Development within the CR designation is allowed with a maximum floor area ratio
(FAR) of 0.2 to 0.35. The PF land use designation is intended for development of civic uses, such as
County administrative buildings and schools. (Riverside County, 2003a)

As part of the Project, and as shown on Figure 3-1, Existing and Proposed General Plan Land Use
Designations, the site’s CR land use designation would be changed to MDR. There would be no change
to the site’s existing land use designations of MDR, RC-EDR, and RC-LDR. With approval of GPA No.
01127, medium density residential development would be allowed on the 12.9 acres that are currently
designated for commercial land uses. Pursuant to the LMWAP El Sobrante Policy Area Policy 1.2,
allowable densities within the MDR designation range from 2.0 to 3.0 du/ac. It should be noted that
although the MDR land use designation indicates lot sizes should not be smaller than 5,500 s.f., the
General Plan encourages clustering in all residential designations, indicating that lot sizes smaller than
5,500 s.f. are allowed (Riverside County, 2003a, p. 18).

3.1.2 Change of Zone No. 07844

Under existing conditions, the 103.62-acre site is zoned for “Light Agriculture, Minimum 10-acre lot
sizes,” which would allow for residential development at a maximum density of 0.1 du/ac and limited
agricultural uses. Change of Zone No. 07844 proposes to redesignate the 103.62-acre Project site from
“Light Agriculture (A-1-10)” to “Planned Residential (R-4)” on the southern 76.75 acres of the site and
“One-Family Dwellings (R-1)” on the northern approximately 26.87 acres. The R-1 zoning designation
allows for residential development on minimum 7,200 square foot (s.f.) lots, while the R-4 designation
allows for development of single- or multi-family homes on minimum 3,500 s.f. lots with approval of a
development plan identifying the following: location of proposed structures; pedestrian walks, malls,
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recreation and other open space areas; location and height of walls; and plans and elevations of typical
structures. The R-| zoning designation would be consistent with the RC-EDR and RC-VLDR General
Plan and Lake Mathews/Woodcrest Area Plan (LMWAP) land use designations, which allow for single-
family detached residences on large parcels ranging in size from 2 to 5 acres (for RC-EDR) and/or | to 2
acres (for RC-VLDR). The R-4 zoning designation would be consistent with the site’s existing and
proposed MDR land use designation, which allows for single-family residential development at densities
ranging from 2.0 to 3.0 du/ac (pursuant to the LMWAP El Sobrante Policy Area Policy 1.2, as discussed
above). Figure 3-2, Existing and Proposed Zoning Designations, depicts the site’s existing and proposed
zoning designations.

Pursuant to Section 8.95, Conditions of Development, of the County’s Zoning Ordinance, and in
conformance with Riverside County’s Countywide Design Standards and Guidelines (adopted January
13, 2004), a Development Plan was prepared that details proposed architectural design, landscaping, and
walls and fences for the proposed Project. A Development Plan is required for any residential
subdivision located within the R-4 zone. The purpose of the Development Plan document is to ensure
that build-out of the Project is consistent with the policies and standards contained within the
Countywide Design Standards and Guidelines.

The Development Plan includes architectural standards that require the Project to be developed with a
minimum of three architectural styles chosen from a list of nine acceptable architectural styles, including
American Farmhouse, Andalusian, Cottage, French Country, Italianate, Monterey, Santa Barbara/Spanish,
St. Augustine, and Tuscan. Additionally, architectural details distinctive of each style (e.g. roofs,
windows, building color, and accent materials) are required to be incorporated into each residence.
The Project is also required to adhere to general design components that are set forth by the County to
create a varied, pedestrian friendly streetscape, including but not limited to varied roof planes, building
setbacks, and building heights, enhanced architectural treatments of rear and side facades, and multiple
floor plans and elevations. The architectural standards also provide a schedule of design measures for
the specific residential lot design requirements for the Project, including setbacks and lot width, lost size,
and lot coverage.

Also included as part of the Development Plan is a conceptual landscape plan, which is included as
ISSMND Appendix M. As set forth by the conceptual landscape plan, landscaping would be provided
along McAllister Street, including 24-inch box street trees and small decorative 24-inch box and 36-inch
box palm trees. The entryways to the project site along McAllister Street will have 36-inch box citrus
trees, along with other decorative plants, including 8, 12, and 15 inch date palms and 36-inch box
Magnolia trees. Along interior roadways, 36-inch box street trees would be planted, with numerous
street trees and shrubs lining both sides of each road. The park site would be landscaped with a
combination of larger trees, such as 36-inch box magnolia trees and smaller plantings such as 24-inch
box Brisbane Box, Desert Fan Palms (in 8, 10, 12, and 15-inch sizes), as well Blue Mexican Fan Palms.
Lot B will be planted with Dwarf Coyote Brush and Prostrate Rosemary, and Regal Mist Pink Muhly.

The Development Plan also includes a preliminary wall and fence plan, which is depicted on Figure 3-3
and Figure 3-4, Preliminary Wall and Fence Plan, and Figure 3-5, Preliminary Wall and Fence Details. As
shown, vinyl two-rail fencing would be provided along trail segments accommodated along El Sobrante
Road and McAllister Street. Slump block walls would be provided at the rear or side yard of residential
lots where the lots abut the natural drainage in Lot ‘B’, the detention basins in Lots 274 and 275, the
park site within Lot 273, and along the eastern, northeastern, and northwestern boundaries of the site.
Tubular steel fencing is proposed along the existing drainage in the southwestern portion of the site, and
around the proposed detention basins. Vinyl side yard fences will be provided between individual lots
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Source(s): Forma (12-18-14)
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where other types of fence or walls are not identified. Additionally, a Pool Fence is proposed around
the proposed community recreation center in Lot 273.

3.1.3 Teniative Tract Map No. 36730

A Land Use Summary

Tentative Tract Map No. 36730 (TTM 36730) is shown on Figure 3-6, Tentative Tract Map No. 36730. A
summary of the lots proposed to be created through subdivision as part of TTM 36730 is presented
below in Table 3-1, Summary of Tentative Tract Map No. 36730. As shown in Table 3-1, TTM 36730
would subdivide the 103.62-acre site into 272 single family residential lots on 53.32 acres; a park site on
2.18 acres; three water quality/detention basins on 3.1 1 acres; a sewage lift station on 0.17 acre; MSHCP
Riparian/Riverine Avoidance and Mitigation areas on 7.14 acres; MSHCP Riparian/Riverine Mitigation
Area on 1.19 acres; open space lots on 6.91 acres; local streets on 24.2| acres; and improvements to
McAllister Street and El Sobrante Road on 5.39 acres. A detailed description of the various land uses
that would result from the approval of TTM 36730 is provided below.

« Single Family Residential. TTM 36730 proposes to subdivide the property to provide a total
of 272 single-family residential lots that would range in size from 5,400 sf. to 27,015 s.f. Table
3-2, TTM 36730 Residential Lot Summary, provides a summary of the residential lots proposed as
part of TTM 36730.

o Park Site. Approximately 2.18 acre of the TTM 36730 property in the central portion of the
site is reserved for a future park site, which would consist of a pool; spa; pool deck; pool
building; overhead structure in the pool area; a barbeque counter; picnic table; bench; overhead
structure in the park area; tot lot with play equipment and a tot lot play surface (refer to Figure
3-7, Park Site Preliminary Concept Plan). The proposed park has been designed to meet Quimby
Act requirements (3 acres per 1,000 persons) for the Project. Figure 3-8, Park Locations and
Distances shows the location of parks in the Project vicinity and their respective distances from
the Project site. Additionally, the Project proposes a regional recreational trail along McAllister
and El Sobrante, which is in addition to the 2.18 acre park site.

e Water Quality/Detention Basins. A total of three (3) water quality/detention basins are
proposed on-site. Lot 274 would encompass approximately |.73 acres located north of the
existing drainage in the southwestern corner of the site, and would treat runoff from the
southern portions of the site located north of the existing drainage that traverses the southwest
corner of the site. Lot 275 would encompass approximately 0.51 acre located in the
southwestern portion of the site (south of the existing drainage), and would treat runoff from
the southwestern portions of the site (i.e., runoff from the portion southwest of the existing
drainage in the southwest corner of the site). Lot 276 would encompass 0.87 acres and would
treat runoff from the eastern and northeastern portions of the site.

o Sewage Lift Station. A sewer lift station is proposed on a 0.l7-acre lot located in the
extreme northeast corner of the site. The sewage lift station is designed to collect sewage
flows from the northern portions of the site and convey the flows via a force main to the
proposed 36-inch proposed within Street ‘A’

o Open Space. A total of 14 open space lots (Lots ‘C’-’L’, ‘N’-‘Q’) are proposed on 6.91 acres.
Lots ‘C’ through ‘L’ and ‘N’ through ‘Q’ accommodate common landscape areas,
manufactured slopes, and natural slopes.
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Figure 3-6
o TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 36730
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Table 3-1 Summary of Tentative Tract Map No. 36730

% of
Lots Land Use Acreage Project
Site
1-272 Single-Family Residential 53.32 51.5%
273 Park Site 2.18 2.1%
274-276 Water Quality/Detention Basin 3.1 3.0%
277 Sewage Lift Station 0.17 0.2%
‘C-L, 'N-'Q Open Space 6.91 6.6%
‘A MSHCP Riparian/Riverine Mitigation Area .19 1.2
B M MSHCP Riparian Riverine Avoidance and 714 6.9
Mitigation Area
‘A=Y Local Streets 24.21 23.3%
- Proposed McAllister Street 1.56 1.5%
- Proposed El Sobrante Road 3.83 3.7%
Project Totals: 103.62 100.0%

Source: TTM 36730, MDS Consulting, September 21, 2015.

Table 3-2 TIM 36730 Residential Lot Summary

Source: TTM 36730, MDS Consulting, September 21, 2015
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B.

MSHCP Riparian/Riverine Mitigation Area: One |.19-acre lot (Lot ‘A’) is proposed as a
Riparian/Riverine Mitigation Area. Lot ‘A’ is proposed to accommodate the existing habitat in
the southwestern portion of the site.

MSHCP Riparian/Riverine Avoidance and Mitigation Area: Two (2) lots (Lot ‘B’ and ‘M’)
are proposed on 7.14 acres to accommodate and avoid impacts to the existing habitat along the
southwestern and northeastern portions of the site.

On-Site Public Roadways. TTM 36730 proposes several public roadways on-site (Streets ‘A’
through Y’), and also would accommodate improvements to McAllister Street and El Sobrante
Road. Streets ‘A’ through Y’ would encompass approximately 24.2| acres of the site, proposed
improvements to and dedications for McAllister Street would encompass 1.56 acres; and
proposed improvements to and dedications for El Sobrante Road would encompass 3.83 acres.
Section3.1.3.B, Proposed Circulation Improvements, provides a more detailed description of
roadway improvements planned as part of the Project.

Proposed Circulafion Improvements

As shown on Figure 3-6, the Project proposes to construct several public roadways on- and off-site.
Figure 3-9, Roadway Cross-Sections, depicts the improvements proposed for each of the various
roadways. Access to the Project site would be provided via two access points from El Sobrante Road
and McAllister Street. Site access via El Sobrante Road and McAllister Street would be controlled via a
stop sign to be installed along the southbound and eastbound approaches from Street ‘A’, respectively.
A description of the roadway improvements planned as part of the Project is provided below.

El Sobrante Road. Under existing conditions, the portion of El Sobrante Road that abuts the
site is improved as a two-lane roadway with approximately 32 feet of travel lanes within an
existing right-of-way of 80 feet, with no curb, gutter, or parkway. As part of the proposed
Project, this segment of El Sobrante Road would be constructed to its ultimate half width
section as an Arterial Highway. The Project would improve this segment of El Sobrante Road to
provide 59 feet of travel lanes, with a 2|-foot parkway along the Project frontage that
accommodates a |0-foot wide Combination Trail and two 5.5-foot landscape strips on either
side of the trail. As part of TTM 36730, the Project would dedicate the northerly 24 feet of the
ultimate right-of-way for this roadway. The southern portions of El Sobrante Road would be
constructed in the future by others, providing for an ultimate right-of-way of 128 feet with 86
feet of travel lanes and 2 |-foot parkways on each site of the roadway.

McAllister Street. Under existing conditions, the portion of McAllister Street that abuts the
Project site is improved with 34 feet of travel lanes and an | |-foot parkway on the western edge
of the roadway that includes a 5-foot curb-adjacent sidewalk and six feet of landscaping. As part
of the Project, this segment of McAllister Street would be improved to its ultimate section as a
public Collector roadway with 44 feet of travel lanes and a |5-foot parkway along the eastern
edge of the roadway that accommodates a five-foot curb-separated sidewalk with landscaping on
either side of the sidewalk. Additionally, a 20-foot trail easement would be provided along the
Project’s frontage outside of and abutting the proposed McAllister right-of-way that
accommodates a |0-foot wide Regional Trail.

Street ‘A’. Street ‘A’ is planned as a private roadway and would serve as the primary access
into the Project site. At its intersection with McAllister Street and El Sobrante Road, this
roadway would be improved as a private collector roadway, with 40-feet of travel lanes, a |4-
foot landscaped median, and |7-foot parkways on each side of the roadway that accommodate
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5-foot curb-separated sidewalks between landscape strips. Within the interior of the Project
site, Street ‘A’ would be constructed as a modified collector at a width of 78 feet, with 44 feet
of travel lanes and |7-foot parkways on each side of the roadway that accommodate 5-foot
curb-separated sidewalks between landscaped strips. No landscaped medians are proposed
along Street ‘A’ within interior portions of the Project site. As with all proposed roadways
within the Project site, Street ‘A’ is planned as a private roadway that would be maintained by
the future Homeowners’ Association (HOA).

o Street ‘L’. Street ‘L’ is planned as a north-south interior roadway providing primary access to
the northeastern portion of the site. This roadway would be improved as a private local
roadway with 36 feet of travel lanes and 10-foot landscaped parkways on each side. Between
Street ‘A’ and Street ‘H’, 5-foot curb-separated sidewalks within a 10-foot landscaped parkway
would be provided on both sides of the roadway. Northerly of Street ‘H’ a sidewalk only would
be provided along the eastern edge of the roadway, while the western edge of the roadway
would consist entirely of a 10-foot landscaped parkway with no sidewalk.

o Streets ‘B’-‘K’ and ‘M’-‘Y’; Streets ‘B’ through ‘K’ and ‘M’ through Y’ are proposed on-site
facilities that would be constructed as private local roadways These roadways would be
improved to provide 36 feet of travel lanes and ten foot parkways on each side. Streets ‘P’ and
‘Y’ would have a five-foot curb-separated sidewalk within a |0-foot landscaped parkway along
the western edge of the roadway, while the eastern edge would consist entirely of a 10-foot
landscaped parkway with no sidewalk that accommodates a 3-foot wide v-ditch. The remaining
local streets would feature 5-foot curb-separated sidewalks along both sides of the roadway
within |0-foot landscaped parkways.

C. Proposed Drainage and Water Quality Improvements

The Project’s drainage concept has been designed to convey existing flows tributary to the site from the
southeast, while runoff from the on-site areas proposed for development by the Project are conveyed
to one of three extended detention/water quality basins. Figure 3-10, Proposed Off-Site Hydrology Map,
depicts the proposed off-site hydrology concept, while Figure 3-11, Proposed On-Site Hydrology Map,
depicts the proposed on-site hydrology concept. A description of the on- and off-site drainage
improvements is provided below.

Off-Site Drainage and Water Quality Improvements

As shown on Figure 3-12, Off-Site Detention Basin, the Project proposes to construct an approximate 7.7-
acre Off-Site Basin abutting the southern edge of El Sobrante Road. This basin has been designed to
reduce peak runoff flows from approximately 197.9 acres of the approximately 315 acres of off-site
watershed that is tributary to the Project site (refer to Figure 3-10).

The proposed detention basin would reduce peak flows from this 197.9-acre area from approximately
257.7 cubic feet per second (cfs) during 100-year storm events to approximately 99.8 cfs. Flows from
the detention basin would be discharged and conveyed by a 42-inch storm drain, which runs along El
Sobrante Road. Additional flows from offsite areas to the north and south would be collected via a drop
inlet and would be conveyed via a 36-inch storm drain to converge with the flows from the detention
basin at a junction structure within El Sobrante Road. South of El Sobrante, an inlet structure with
headwalls would collect the additional offsite runoff from the southern tributary area and conveyed it via
a 48-inch storm drain into the junction structure.

Past the junction structure, the flows would be conveyed by a 66 inch storm drain that travels east-west
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Source(s): MDS (07-31-15)
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along El Sobrante Road. An additional 24.4 cfs of offsite runoff from the south would be collected by an
inlet structure with headwalls and would then be conveyed to the 66-inch mainline along El Sobrante
Road via a 36-inch storm drain. A diversion structure is proposed at intersection of El Sobrante Road
and Street ‘A’ in order to discharge low flows into the existing drainage channel. The higher flows would
by-pass the diversion and the low flows would be conveyed into the channel by an [8-inch storm drain.
The 66-inch storm drain continues west on El Sobrante Road making a right and turns north on
McAllister Street. The 66-inch storm drain increases to a 72-inch, and eventually a 90-inch due to
additional flows.

Additional offsite drainage areas would bypass the onsite storm drain system. Natural areas do not
require water treatment and therefore are able to be discharged into the storm drain system
downstream. Drainage area BI5 (refer to Figure 3-11 for drainage area references) would be collected
by a drop inlet and conveyed via an 18 inch storm drain to the 54 inch on-site storm drain at the
intersection of McAllister Street and Street ‘A’. The runoff from areas A8 and A9 would be collected
and conveyed by a concrete swale that runs south-north and discharges downstream of Basin ‘A’. The
flows would be be directed to a riprap energy dissipation structure that would reduce the velocities
prior to discharging runoff into a natural drainage course.

An additional 6.8 acres located offsite and adjacent to the project’s eastern boundary would be
conveyed via concrete swales and would ultimately discharge into a natural drainage course located on
the northeastern corner of the project site. (MDS, 2015a, p. 6, Plates | through 3).

On-Site Drainage and Water Quality Improvements

As shown on Figure 3-11, under post-developed conditions, the Project site would be separated into
three separate watersheds (Watersheds A, B, and C) that largely correspond to the site’s existing
watersheds, with flows within Lot ‘B’ comprising a fourth watershed (Watershed D). The majority of
first flush runoff within Watershed A, located in the northeastern portion of the Project site, would be
collected by catch basins and storm drain pipes ranging in size from 18 to 36 inches. These flows would
be conveyed to the proposed extended detention/water quality basin proposed in Lot 276, which would
then be discharged following water quality treatment towards the north, where the natural drainage
pattern ultimately conveys flows into the existing stream that traverses the northeastern corner of the
Project site. Flows from the manufactured slopes within Lot ‘M’ would be collected by the concrete
swale described above under the discussion of off-site drainage improvements, and would be discharged
directly into the natural drainage course that traverses the northeastern corner of the Project site.

Most of the first flush runoff from Watershed B, which encompasses the northwest portions and
southern +/- half of the Project site (excluding the natural drainage and areas southwest of the drainage)
also would be collected by catch basins and storm drain pipes ranging in size from 18 to 54 inches.
Street runoff from El Sobrante Road, west of Street ‘A’ to the eastern project boundary will be

collected by a catch basin and diverted into the on-site storm drain system. The on-site first flush will be
diverted into the extended detention/water quality basin (Basin ‘B’), which is planned on Lot 274. The
higher flows will by-pass the diversion and will be conveyed by a 54 inch storm drain that eventually
joins with the existing 90 inch storm drain within Avocado Way. Street runoff from McAllister Street
will be collected by modified catch basins with diversion structure that will divert the first flush into
Basin ‘B’. The higher flows will bypass the diversion and will be conveyed by an 18 inch storm drain and
discharged into the 54 inch mainline. Following water treatment, the flows will be discharged by a 24
inch storm drain, which joins with the 72 inch at the junction structure located on McAllister Street.
The junction structure joins the 24 inch outlet pipe, 72 inch mainline and the existing 90-inch storm
drain.
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Watershed C encompasses the portion of the Project site located south of the natural drainage in Lot
‘B’, a small strip along the southern boundary of the site and east of Street ‘A’, the portions of El
Sobrante Road that abut the Project site, and portions of McAlister Street. The majority of flows within
Watershed C would be conveyed to the proposed extended detention/water quality basin proposed
within Lot 275. A diversion structure will convey the first flush into the basin and the higher flows will
by-pass the diversion and discharge into the mainline within McAllister Street. The street runoff along El
Sobrante Road, west of Street ‘A’ will be collected by a flow-by modified catch basin that also has a
diversion structure to divert the first flush into Basin ‘C’. An 18 inch storm drain will convey the first
flush into the basin and the higher flows will by-pass the diversion and discharge into the mainline within
McAllister Street. Following water treatment, the flows will be conveyed by a 24 inch storm drain and
will discharge into the 72 inch mainline, which ultimately joins with the existing 90 inch storm drain.

On- and off-site flows that would be conveyed through Lot ‘B’ would be discharged into a proposed
drop inlet structure that would abut McAllister Street and into a proposed extension of the existing 90-
inch storm drain within McAllister Street and Avocado Way.

D. Proposed Water Service Improvements

Western Municipal Water District (WMWD) would provide domestic water service to the Project site.
Domestic water would be provided via two existing points of connection located in Blackburn
Road/McAllister Street and El Sobrante Road. The existing line within Blackburn Road/McAllister Street
measures |2 inches in diameter, and is oriented in an easterly (Blackburn Road) and northerly
(McAllister Street) alignment, with no existing water lines located in McAllister Street southerly of the
intersection of Blackburn Road and McAllister Street. The existing water line in El Sobrante Road
measures |8 inches in diameter and terminates at the Project’s southwestern boundary. A 22-inch
water line also occurs within El Sobrante along the frontage of the Project site, although this 22-inch
water line would not serve the Project. Additionally, an existing water line measuring between 4-inches
and 6-inches in diameter traverses the site and would be abandoned as part of the Project.

Figure 3-13, Proposed Domestic Water, Recycled Water, and Sewer Improvements, depicts the water
infrastructure improvements planned as part of the Project. As part of the Project, and as depicted on
Figure 3-13, a 12-inch water line is proposed to be constructed within the McAllister Street right-of-way
between proposed Street ‘A’ and Blackburn Road. Within El Sobrante Road, the Project would
construct an |8-inch water line between the existing point of connection and the eastern boundary of
the site. Within the Project site, a 12-inch water line would be constructed within Street ‘A’ between
McAllister Road and El Sobrante Road. 8-inch water lines would be constructed within all remaining on-
site roadways to provide water service to individual lots.

E. Proposed Recycled Water Improvements

WMWD also would provide recycled water service to the Project site. Under existing conditions, a 20-
inch recycled water line occurs within El Sobrante Road, while a 24-inch recycled water line occurs
within McAllister Street. As shown on Figure 3-13, the Project would construct a recycled water line
within Street ‘A’ between the existing 24-inch line in McAllister Street and the 20-inch line in El
Sobrante Road. An additional recycled water line would be constructed in Street ‘L’ to provide recycled
water service to the northern portions of the Project site. Recycled water would be utilized for
irrigation of common landscaped areas (i.e., the park site, parkways, and slopes) and the landscaping
within the public rights-of-way of McAllister Street and El Sobrante Road. Recycled water would not be
utilized for irrigation of individual residential lots.
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F. Proposed Sewer Service Improvements

Sanitary sewer service for the proposed Project would be provided by WMWD. As shown on Figure 3-
I3, wastewater generated on-site would be conveyed via a series of 8-inch gravity sanitary sewer lines
to be constructed within the on-site roadways (i.e., Streets ‘A’ through Y’). Within the northern
portions of the site (i.e., northerly of proposed Street ‘R’), sewer flows would be conveyed to the lift
station proposed in the northern most corner of the property. The lift station would be required to
provide sewer service to 79 lots at the northern end of the project site. The lift station would convey
flows via a proposed 4-inch force main line within Street ‘L’ to the proposed 8-inch gravity sewer line
within Street ‘A’. To provide sewer service to the proposed project, a connection is proposed to an
existing 8-in gravity main in Avocado Way at McAllister Street. Within the remainder of the site, eight-
inch sewer lines would convey flows directly to the gravity sewer proposed within Street ‘A’, which in
turn would convey flows to an existing 8-inch sewer main that extends from Avocado Way and
terminates at McAllister Street. |,134 linear feet of existing 8-inch sewer mains in Willow and Avocado
will be replaced by |0-inch sewer mains. (Webb, 2015, pp. 3-6)

Sanitary sewer flows from the site would be conveyed to the Western Riverside County Regional
Woastewater Authority (WRCRWA) Treatment Plant, located near the intersection of River Road and
Baron Drive approximately 10.5 miles northwest of the Project site. The WRCRWA Treatment Plant is
currently undergoing an expansion to increase the capacity from 8 million gallons a day (MGD) to 14
MGD. Proposed expansions to this facility commenced in fall 2014 and are anticipated to take 30
months to complete. (WMWD, 2014a)

G. Earthwork and Grading

The Project proposes to grade a majority of the 103.62-acre site to facilitate development of the
property with residential, recreational, and water quality/detention basin uses. A total of 1,027,830
cubic yards (c.y.) of cut and 1,210,707 c.y. of fill, resulting in a need to import approximately 182,877 c.y.
of fill materials (MDS, 2014c). However, construction of the proposed 7.7-acre Off-Site Basin south of
El Sobrante Road would result in the excavation of 80,000 c.y. of earth material, which would be used
on the Project site as part of the proposed grading plan (MDS, 2014d). Thus, the Project would require
the import of an additional 102,877 c.y. of earth material from an unknown off-site location that would
be located within 10 roadway miles of the Project site (Urban Crossroads, 2015a, p. 50; MDS, 2014d).
All proposed slopes would be constructed at a maximum gradient of 2:| (horizontal:vertical). Within
the northwestern portions of the site, cut slopes would be created at a maximum height of
approximately 45 feet. In general, the northern portions of the site would be excavated to provide fill
material for the southern portions of the site. The deepest area of fill occurs in the southwestern
portion of the site adjacent to the drainage within Lot ‘B’, where pads would be raised by as much as
eight feet in height. Several smaller manufactured slopes (i.e., up to approximately |5 feet in height) also
are planned between several of the proposed residential lots. All slopes on-site would be constructed
at a maximum slope angle of 2:1.

Based on the site’s geologic conditions, blasting of bedrock material would be necessary as part of
Project grading activities. As shown on Figure 3-14, Hard Rock Blasting Area Locations, areas subject to
blasting are located along the northern/northwestern boundary of the site; in the area planned for the
detention basin in Lot 274; and in the southeastern corner of the site, near the eastern boundary of the
Project site. It is estimated that approximately 49,553 c.y. of material on-site would be subject to
blasting activities, and that an average of 5,000 square feet (s.f) of surface area would be subject to
blasting on any given day (Urban Crossroads, 2015a, p. 24).
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Source(s): Urban Crossroads (12-11-14)
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Figure 3-14
HARD ROCK BLASTING AREA LOCATIONS
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3.1.4 Agricultural Preserve Cancellation and Disestablishment No. 01046

Agricultural preserves under the California Land Conservation Act of 1965 (Williamson Act) provide an
incentive for land owners to conserve agricultural lands in exchange for reduced tax assessments. The
Project site occurs within the El Sobrante No. 3 Agricultural Preserve (Map No. 528 A) and is subject to
a Williamson Act Contract. Prior to the development of urban level uses on-site that are not
compatible with agricultural uses, the site’s existing Williamson Act Contract must be terminated
through a petition of non-renewal, which would nullify the contract after a period of 10 years following
the filing of a notice of non-renewal. However, the California Land Conservation Act of 1965 also
includes a provision allowing for the cancellation of a Williamson Act Contract without completing the
ten year process of term nonrenewal. Pursuant to California Government Code § 51282, land owners
may petition the Riverside County Board of Supervisors for cancellation, subject to one of the following
findings:

e That the cancellation is consistent with the purposes of [Government Code § 51280 et seq.]; or
e That the cancellation is in the public interest.

As part of the Project, an application has been filed by the Project Applicant to cancel the Williamson
Act contract on the entirety of the El Sobrante No. 3 Agricultural Preserve and disestablish the El
Sobrante No. 3 Agricultural Preserve which is coterminous with the Project site. Upon cancellation and
disestablishment of the El Sobrante No. 3 Agricultural Preserve, urban-level development would be
permitted, and the County would assess the land owner for the amount of fees that otherwise would
have been imposed pursuant to Government Code § 51283.

3.2 SCOPE OF ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
3.2.1 Construction Characteristics

A. Proposed Physical Disturbance

Figure 3-15, Proposed Physical Limits of Disturbance, depicts the areas on- and off-site that are planned for
physical improvement as part of the Project. As shown, approximately 98.99 acres of the 103.62-acre
site would be subject to disturbance as part of the Project, along with an additional 7.9 acres that would
be graded off-site in association with the proposed Off-Site Basin located south of El Sobrante Road (7.7
acres), the construction of an inlet structure to convey flows beneath El Sobrante Road (0.1 acre), and
off-site improvements to El Sobrante Road (0.1 acre). (PCR, 2015a) As discussed in Sections 3.1.3.D
through 3.1.3.F, off-site improvements within existing roadway alignments also would be necessary to
provide domestic water, recycled water, and sewer service to the Project site.

B. Anticipated Consfruction Schedule

Implementation of the proposed Project would include the following phases of construction:

« Demolition;

o Grading and Import;

e Sewer, Water, Storm Drain;

o  Building Construction;

» Street Improvements;

o Architectural Coatings;

o Common Area Landscaping; and
* Hard Rock Blasting and Crushing
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Demolition is expected to occur over an approximate duration of 18 working days; grading and import
activities would occur for a period of approximately 195 working days; sewer, water and storm drain
construction is anticipated to last approximately 50 working days; building construction is anticipated to
take approximately 160 working days; street improvements would require approximately 83 working
days; architectural coatings would occur over a period of approximately 145 working days; and common
area landscaping would take approximately 80 working days. Construction activities would occur over a
total duration of approximately 20 months. (Urban Crossroads, 2015a, p. 24 and Table 3-2)

Additionally, the proposed Project is anticipated to be developed with overlapping phases of
construction activity. As depicted in Table 3-3, Schedule of Construction Activities, soil import may overlap
with grading activity. Additionally, construction activities associated with building construction, street
improvements, and architectural coatings may overlap. Furthermore, it is expected that onsite hard
rock blasting and crushing activities could occur at any point within demolition and grading activities.
(Urban Crossroads, 2015a, p. 27)

Table 3-3 Schedule of Construction Activities

Note: Hard Rock Blasting and Crushing Activities have the potential to overlap with demolition and grading activity. It
should be noted that blasting and crushing activities would occur for a duration of 10 working days.

(Urban Crossroads, 2015a, Table 3-4)

C. Major Construction Equipment

Table 3-4, Anticipated Construction Equipment, indicates the major construction equipment that the
Project Applicant anticipates construction contractor(s) would use during each phase of construction.

D. Construction Employees

Based on the California Emission Estimator Model (CalEEMod), up to 97 workers would be employed
on site during the building construction phase, with substantially fewer employees on-site during other
phases of construction, such as the demolition phase. (Urban Crossroads, 2015a)

3.2.2 Proposed Operational Characteristics

The proposed Project would be operated as a residential community. As such, typical operational
characteristics include residents and visitors traveling to and from the site, leisure and maintenance
activities occurring on individual residential lots and in the on-site park, and general maintenance of
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common areas. Low levels of noise and a moderate level of artificial exterior lighting typical of a
residential community is expected.

A Future Population

Implementation of the proposed Project would result in the construction of 272 single-family homes.
According to the Appendix El to the draft Riverside County General Plan Update, the average number
of people per household within the LMWAP area is 3.34. Thus, the 272 dwelling units proposed by the
Project would result in a future population of approximately 909 persons. (Riverside County, 2013,
Appendix E-1, Table E-2)

B. Future Traffic

Traffic would be generated by the 272 homes planned for the site. As shown in Table 3-5, Project Trip
Generation Summary, implementation of the proposed Project would result in the generation of
approximately 2,589 daily vehicular trips, with 204 trips during the AM peak hour and 272 trips during
the PM peak hour.

C. Maintenance Responsibilities

Under long-term operational conditions, all proposed slopes; common open space areas; open space
within Lots ‘C’ through ‘L’ and ‘N’ through ‘Q; the water quality/detention basins within Lots 274, 275,
and 276; the on-site MSHCP mitigation and avoidance areas planned within Lots ‘A’ and ‘B’; and on-site
private roadways (Streets ‘A’ through Y’) would be maintained by a HOA. On- and off-site domestic
water lines, recycled water lines, and sewer lines would be maintained by WMWD. Homeowners
would be responsible for maintaining their own lots.

D. Fuel Modification

A Fire Behavior Report and Fuel Modification Design Guidelines has been prepared by Firesafe Planning
Solutions for the proposed Project, and is included as ISSMND Appendix HI. Pursuant to Conditions of
Approval 50.FIRE.005 and 60.FIRE.00I, the Project would be required to comply with the fuel
modification standards set forth in the report. Fuel modification features are depicted on Figure 3-16,
Proposed Fuel Modification Zones. As shown, portions of the site would include a “Zone A” fuel
modification zone, with other areas identified as “Zone B.” Zone A fuel modification zones would
comprise a |10- to |7-foot setback zone in which only non-combustible materials would be provided,
with plant materials limited to those approved by the Riverside County Fire Department and excluding
any prohibited plants. Zone B would consist of a I5- to 50-foot area that would be permanently
irrigated and fully landscaped with approved drought tolerant, deep-rooted moisture material, and
hydroseeded per the Riverside County Fire Department’s approved plant list. Additionally, in locations
where fuel modification zones are not possible without off-site improvements, a block wall/radiant heat
wall would be constructed at the property line. These walls would be either block or tempered glass
over block materials and constructed at a minimum height of six feet.

As conceptually depicted on Figure 3-16, along the northern edge of the Project site (at Lots 265
through 272 of TTM No. 36730) a minimum 60-foot total fuel modification zone would be provided,
which would consist of a 10-foot Zone A fuel modification area within the rear yard of the private
homeowner’s yard and a 50-foot Zone B fuel modification area along HOA maintained slope, as well as
a radiant heat wall at the rear property line. Along the eastern side yard of Lot 265, there would be a
I5-foot Zone A fuel modification area on the private homeowner’s lots, with the Zone B fuel
modification extending to the v-ditch at the toe of slope or Project boundary, as well as a radiant heat
wall at the property line. The landscaped areas between Street ‘P’ and the eastern project boundary

T&B PLANNING, INC. Page 3-27

76



1/11/2022 Board Meeting 7-4 Attachment 2, Page 64 of 254
INmMAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Table 3-4 Anticipated Construction Equipment

Activity Equipment Number Hours Per Day
End Dumps 3 3
Demolition Excavators 2 8
Loaders 1 8
Bottom Dumps 8 8
Dozers 3 3
Grading and Import Scrapers 5 3
Stomper 1 8
Water Truck 1 8
Excavators 3 3
Sewer Water Storm Loaders 3 3
Other Construction Equipment 3 3
Cranes 1 3
Forklifts 3 8
Building Construction Generator Sets 1 3
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 8
Welders 1 8
Blades 1 3
Street Improvements Scrapers 2 8
Skips 2 3
Architectural Coatings Air Compressors 1 3
Common Area Landscaping Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 3
Hard Rock Blasting Activities N/A NSA N/A

(Urban Crossroads, 2015a, Table 3-3)

Table 3-5 Project Trip Generation Summary

: S AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour .
Land Use Quantity Units Daily
In Out | Total In Out | Total
ALl b dRerarhee 272 DU 51 | 152 | 208 | 171 | 100| 272 | 2,589
Residential

(Urban Crossroads, 2014b, Table 4-2)
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Figure 3-16
PROPOSED FUEL MODIFICATION ZONES
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would consist of a Zone B fuel modification area with a radiant heat wall running the length of the
project. From lots 137 to 148 and lot 157 there would be a |5-foot Zone A fuel modification area, as
well as a Radiant Heat wall. Lot 149 would have a minimum 20-foot Zone B fuel modification area along
the manufactured slope behind the rear yard, with a radiant heat wall constructed at the property line.
Along the northwestern edge of the Project site there would be a minimum 40-foot total fuel
modification area. At lot 197 the 40-feet would be off-set from the project boundary, with a 12 to 17
foot Zone A on the private homeowner lot and a 23 to 28 foot Zone B along the HOA maintained area,
as well as a radiant heat wall between the Zone A and B. Along lots 198, 200 and 215 there would be a
40-foot Zone B with a radiant heat wall at the top of slope at the limits of the fuel modification.

Finally, along the southern portions of the project along lots 10 through 3land 84 through 93, where
there will be an adjoining open space within the Project site, there would be a minimum 35-foot total
fuel modification consisting of a |15-foot Zone A fuel modification area within the private homeowner
lots, and a 10-foot Zone B fuel modification area within the HOA maintained areas, with a radiant heat
wall at the rear par property line.

3.2.3 Related Environmental Review and Consultation Requirements

Subsequent to approval of GPA 01127, CZ 07844, TTM 36730, and AG 01046, additional discretionary
and/or ministerial actions may be necessary to implement the proposed Project. These include, but are
not limited to, grading permits, encroachment permits/road improvements, drainage infrastructure
improvements, water and sewer infrastructure improvements, storm water permit(s) pursuant to the
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), and state and federal resource agency
permits. Table 3-6, Matrix of Project Approvals/Permits, provides a summary of the agencies responsible
for subsequent discretionary approvals associated with the Project. This ISSMND covers all federal,
state and local government approvals which may be needed to construct or implement the Project,
whether explicitly noted in Table 3-6 or not.
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Table 3-6

Public Agency
Riverside County

Matrix of Project Approvals/Permits

Approvals and Decisions

Proposed Project — Riverside County Discretionary Approvals

Riverside County Planning Commission

Provide recommendations to the Riverside County
Board of Supervisors whether to approve General
Plan Amendment No. 01127, Change of Zone No.
07844, Tentative Tract Map No. 36730, and
Agricultural Preserve Disestablishment No. 01046.
Provide recommendations to the Riverside County
Board of Supervisors regarding adoption of this
IS'/MND.

Riverside County Board of Supervisors

Approve, conditionally approve, or deny General Plan
Amendment No. 01127, Change of Zone No. 07844,
Tentative Tract Map No. 36730, and Agricultural
Preserve Disestablishment No. 01046.

Reject or adopt this ISSMND along with appropriate
CEQA Findings.

Subsequent Riverside County Discretionary and Ministerial Approvals

Riverside County Subsequent Implementing Approvals: | e

Planning Department and/or Building & Safety

Approve implementing Final Maps, Plot Plans, and/or
Site Plans as may be appropriate.

Issue Grading Permits.

Issue Building Permits.

Approve Road Improvement Plans.

Issue Encroachment Permits.

Issue Conditional Use Permits, if required.

Other Agencies — Subsequent Approvals and Permits

Regional Water Quality Control Board

Issuance of a stormwater permit and a Section 401
Permit pursuant to the Clean Water Act.

California Department of Fish and Wildlife

Issuance of a Section 1602 Streambed Alteration
Agreement.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Issuance of a Section 404 Permit pursuant to the
Clean Water Act.

Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation | e

District

Approval of planned drainage improvements.

Western Municipal Water District

Issuance of permits/approvals for required water and
sewer improvements.

T&B PLANNING, INC.
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COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM: INITIAL STUDY

Environmental Assessment (E.A.) Number: 42710

Project Case Type (s) and Number(s): General Plan Amendment (GPA01127), Change of Zone
(Cz07844), Tentative Tract Map (TTM36730), and
Agricultural Preserve Disestablishment (AG01046).

Lead Agency Contact Person: Damaris Abraham

Telephone Number: (951) 955-5719

Lead Agency Name: County of Riverside Planning Department

Lead Agency Address: P.O. Box 1409, Riverside, CA 92505-1409

Applicant Contact Person: Bill Holman

Telephone Number: (949) 729-1221

Applicant’s Name: CF/CDG Lake Ranch Venture, LLC

Applicant’s Address: 23 Corporate Plaza Drive, Suite 246; Newport Beach, CA 92660
Engineer’'s Name: MDS Consulting

Engineer’'s Address: 17320 Redhill Avenue, Suite 350, Irvine, CA 92614

l. PROJECT INFORMATION

A. Project Description: The proposed Project consists of applications for a General Plan
Amendment (GPA01127), Change of Zone (CZ07844), Tentative Tract Map (TTM 36730), and
an Agricultural Preserve Disestablishment (AG01046). A summary of the entitlements sought
by the Project Applicant associated with the proposed Project is provided below. Please refer
to the introduction to this Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for a detailed
description of the proposed Project and its associated construction and operational
characteristics.

General Plan Amendment No. 01127: General Plan Amendment No. 01127 (GPA01127)
proposes to redesignate a portion of the Project site from “Community Development -
Commercial Retail (CR),” to “Community Development - Medium Density Residential (MDR),”
which would allow for development of the site with residential densities ranging from 2.0 to 3.0
dwelling units per acre (du/ac) pursuant to LMWAP E| Sobrante Policy Area Policy 1.2.

Change of Zone No. 07844: Change of Zone No. 07844 (CZ070844) proposes to redesignate
the entire 103.62-acre Project site from “Light Agriculture (A-1-10)” to “Planned Residential (R-
4)" on the southern 76.75 acres of the site and “One-Family Dwellings (R-1)" on the northern
approximately 26.87 acres. The R-1 zoning designation would allow for single-family
residential development on minimum 7,200 s.f. lot sizes, while the R-4 zoning designation
would allow for planned community residential uses in the southern portions of the site. The
proposed zoning designations would implement and be fully consistent with the site’s
proposed MDR land use designation, which allows for single-family residential development at
densities ranging from 2.0 to 3.0 du/ac (pursuant to LMWAP El Sobrante Policy Area Policy
1.2) and lot sizes ranging from 5,500 to 20,000 s.f. in size. It should be noted that although
the MDR land use designation indicates lot sizes should not be smaller than 5,500 s.f., the
General Plan encourages clustering in all residential designations, indicating that lot sizes
smaller than 5,500 s.f. are allowed (Riverside County, 2003a, p. 18).

Tentative Tract Map No. 36730: Tentative Tract Map No. 36730 (TTM 36730) proposes to
subdivide the 103.62-acre site into 272 residential lots on approximately 53.32 acres; a park
site on 2.18 acres; water quality/detention basins on 3.11 acres; sewage lift station on 0.17
acre; MSHCP Riparian/Riverine Avoidance and Mitigation areas on 7.14 acres; MSHCP
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Riparian/Riverine Mitigation Area on 1.19 acres; open space on 6.91 acres; and circulation
facilities (including on-site portions of McAllister Street and El Sobrante Road) on 29.60 acres..
Off-site improvements also are proposed as part of TTM 36730 include 7.9 acres that would
be graded off-site in association with the proposed Off-Site Basin located south of El Sobrante
Road (7.7 acres); improvements to El Sobrante Road along the Project’s frontage (0.1 acre);
the construction of an inlet structure to convey flows beneath El Sobrante Road (0.1 acre), and
off-site improvements within existing roadway alignments to provide domestic water and sewer
service to the Project site (<0.1 acre). A detailed description of the various land uses that
would result from the approval of TTM 36730 is provided in Section 3.0, Project Description, of
this IS/MND.

Agricultural Preserve Cancellation and Disestablishment No. 01046: As part of the
Project, an application has been filed to cancel the Williamson Act contract on the entirety of
the El Sobrante No. 3 Agricultural Preserve and disestablish the El Sobrante No. 3 Agricultural
Preserve which is coterminous with the Project site.. Upon cancellation and disestablishment
of the El Sobrante 3 Agricultural Preserve, urban-level development would be permitted on-
site, and the County would assess the land owner for the amount of fees that otherwise would
have been imposed pursuant to Government Code § 51283.

B. Type of Project: Site Specific [X|; Countywide [ ]; Community [_]; Policy [_].

C. Total Project Area: 103.62 acres

Commercial Acres:
Industrial Acres:

Residential Acres: 53.32 Lots: 272 Units: 272 Projected No. of Residents: 909
Lots: Sq. Ft. of Bldg. Area: Est. No. of Employees:
Lots: Sq. Ft. of Bldg. Area: Est. No. of Employees:

Other: Water Quality/ Lots: 22 Sq. Ft. of Bldg. Area: N/A Est. No. of Employees: 0

Detention Basin (2.97 acres);
Park Site (2.18 acres); Sewage
Lit Station (0.17 acre);
MSHCP Riparian/Riverine
Avoidance and  Mitigation
areas (7.14 acres); MSHCP
Riparian/Riverine Mitigation
Area (1.19 acres); Open Space
(6.91 acres); Local Private
Streets (24.21 acres);
Proposed McAllister Street
(1.56 acres); and Proposed El
Sobrante Road (3.83 acres).

D. Assessor’s Parcel No(s):
010; and 285-020-006.

E. Street References:

270-060-010; 270-160-001; 270-170-(009, 010, 011); 270-180-

Northeast corner of El Sobrante Road and McAllister Street.

F. Section, Township & Range Description or reference/attach a Legal Description:

Southeast portion of Section 31 and Southwest portion of Section 32, Township 3 South,
Range 5 West, San Bernardo Baseline and Meridian.

. Brief description of the existing environmental setting of the project site and its
surroundings:  The northern portions of the Project site are being used for agricultural
production (citrus groves). In the northeastern portion of the site are two residences and three
warehouses. The northernmost residence is currently occupied, and an outhouse, metal
canopy, and garden are located adjacent to the residence. The southernmost residence is
currently vacant, and a garage is located adjacent to the residence. Three warehouses (two
metal and one wooden) are located in a locked, fenced area south of the residences. The site
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also contains two (2) groundwater irrigation wells in the southeast and northwest portions of
the Project site. All areas of the site are unpaved, with the exception of a concrete pad
surrounding the three warehouses. A water-filled reservoir also is located in the east-central
portion of the Project site. The remaining portions of the site generally consist of former
agricultural lands that have become fallow. In the southernmost portions of the site is an
existing ephemeral drainage that conveys water from an existing 18-inch storm drain under El
Sobrante Road towards the western boundary of the site where the flows discharge to existing
storm drainage facilities located in the existing residential development located west of the
site. A drainage also occurs partially on-site in the extreme northeast corner of the site.
(Environ, 2013, p. 8; Google Earth, 2015)

Existing surrounding land uses include three existing single-family homes located near the
northwest corner of the Project site, to the north of which is a mixture of agricultural lands,
greenhouses, and several single-family residences and ancillary structures. Remaining areas
located north of the Project site consist of undeveloped lands that appear to be regularly
disced and a north-south oriented natural drainage. To the west of the Project site is
McAllister Street, beyond which is a medium density single-family residential community. To
the south of the Project site is El Sobrante Road, beyond which is Lake Mathews. To the east
of the Project site are fallow and active agricultural lands, with greenhouses, a single family
residence, and multiple sheds occurring near the Project site’s southeastern boundary.

APPLICABLE GENERAL PLAN AND ZONING REGULATIONS

A. General Plan Elements/Policies:

1. Land Use: The proposed Project site and off-site impact areas are located within the Lake
Mathews/Woodcrest (LMWAP) of the County of Riverside’s General Plan. The Project site
is currently designated for “Rural Community — Estate Density Residential (RC-EDR)” in
the northwest portion of the site; “Rural Community — Low Density Residential (RC-LDR)”
in the northeastern and easternmost portions of the site; “Community Development —
Medium Density Residential (MDR)” in the south-central portions of the site; and
“Community Development — Commercial Retail (CR)” in the southwest corner of the site.
The Project site also is located within the El Sobrante Policy Area. Please refer to the
discussion and analysis of Land Use and Planning under Issue 28 of this Initial Study for a
discussion and analysis of the Project’'s consistency with the General Plan Land Use
Element, the LMWAP, and associated policies.

2. Circulation: The proposed Project was reviewed for conformance with County Ordinance
461 by the Riverside County Transportation Department. Adequate circulation facilities
exist and or are proposed to serve the proposed Project. The proposed Project meets all
applicable circulation policies of the General Plan.

3. Multipurpose Open Space: No natural open space land is required to be preserved
within the boundaries of this Project, although both natural drainages would be partially or
wholly preserved on-site. The proposed Project meets all applicable Multipurpose Open
Space Element Policies.

4. Safety: The proposed Project allows for sufficient provision of emergency response
services to the existing and future users of this Project through the Project’'s design.
According to the General Plan Safety Element, the Project site is located within and
adjacent to a high fire hazard area; the site is traverse by drainages that are subject to
100-year flood hazards; and the site is subject to inundation hazards associated with the
Lake Mathews dam. The site is not located in areas containing slopes greater than 25%,
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nor is the site subject to hazards associated with slope instability or subsidence. The
proposed Project meets all other applicable Safety Element policies.

5. Noise: The proposed Project meets all applicable Noise Element policies. In addition, a
Noise Study, dated December 11, 2014 and prepared by Urban Crossroads, Inc., shows
that the proposed Project would meet Riverside County noise standards, assuming the
implementation of mitigation measures that have been incorporated into the Project’s
design.

6. Housing: The Project proposes to develop the site with 272 residential homes consistent
with the site’s proposed General Plan land use designation. Accordingly, the Project would
not conflict with the General Plan Housing Element policies.

7. Air Quality: The proposed Project is conditioned by Riverside County to control any
fugitive dust during grading and construction activities. An Air Quality Impact Analysis
prepared by Urban Crossroads and dated April 13, 2015 determined that the proposed
Project: would not conflict with the South Coast Air Quality District's (SCAQMD) Air Quality
Management Plan (AQMP); would not violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation; would not result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the Project region
is non-attainment; would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations; and would not create objectionable odors that affect a substantial number
of people. The proposed Project meets all applicable Air Quality Element policies.

. General Plan Area Plan(s): Lake Mathews/Woodcrest Area Plan

. Foundation Component(s): Community Development and Rural Community

. Land Use Designation(s): Rural Community — Estate Density Residential (RC-EDR); Rural
Community — Low Density Residential (RC-LDR); Community Development - Medium Density
Residential (MDR); Community Development — Commercial Retail (CR).

. Overlay(s), if any: None

Policy Area(s), if any: EI Sobrante Policy Area

. Adjacent and Surrounding Area Plan(s), Foundation Component(s), Land Use
Designation(s), and Overlay(s) and Policy Area(s), if any: General Plan land use
designations surrounding the Project site include the following: RC-EDR, RC-LDR, and MDR
to the north; MDR to the west; “Public Facilities (PF)” and “Open Space — Water” to the south;
and RC-LDR and MDR to the east. Areas east and north of the site are located within the El
Sobrante Policy Area. There are no land use overlays affecting surrounding areas.

. Adopted Specific Plan Information

1. Name and Number of Specific Plan, if any: Not within a Specific Plan.

2. Specific Plan Planning Area, and Policies, if any: None.

Existing Zoning: Residential Agriculture, 10-acre minimum lot size (R-A-10)

Proposed Zoning, if any: “One Family Dwellings (R-1)” and “Planned Residential (R-4)"
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K. Adjacent and Surrounding Zoning: “Residential Agriculture, 5-acre minimum lot size (A-1-
5)" and “Residential Agriculture, 5-acre minimum lot size (R-A-5)" to the north; “One-Family
Dwellings (R-1)" and “Specific Plan Zone (SP Zone)” to the west; “Watercourse, Watershed
and Conservation Areas (W-1)" to the south; and A-1-10 and “Light Agriculture with Poultry (A-
P) to the east.

[l ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED
The environmental factors checked below ( x ) would be potentially affected by this project, involving

at least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” or “Less than Significant with Mitigation
Incorporated” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

[] Aesthetics [X] Hazards & Hazardous Materials [_] Recreation

[ ] Agriculture & Forest Resources [ ] Hydrology / Water Quality DX Transportation / Traffic

DX Air Quality [] Land Use / Planning [] Utilities / Service Systems

[X] Biological Resources [ ] Mineral Resources [] Other:

X] Cultural Resources X] Noise [ ] Other:

X] Geology / Soils [] Population / Housing X] Mandatory Findings of
[] Greenhouse Gas Emissions [] Public Services Significance

V. DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

A PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/NEGATIVE DECLARATION WAS NOT PREPARED

[ ] Ifind that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.

X 1 find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be
a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project, described in this document, have been made or
agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

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

A PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/NEGATIVE DECLARATION WAS PREPARED

[ ] I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, NO NEW
ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION IS REQUIRED because (a) all potentially significant effects of the
proposed project have been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or Negative Declaration pursuant to
applicable legal standards, (b) all potentially significant effects of the proposed project have been avoided or
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or Negative Declaration, (c) the proposed project will not result in any new
significant environmental effects not identified in the earlier EIR or Negative Declaration, (d) the proposed project
will not substantially increase the severity of the environmental effects identified in the earlier EIR or Negative
Declaration, (e) no considerably different mitigation measures have been identified and (f) no mitigation
measures found infeasible have become feasible.

[ ] | find that although all potentially significant effects have been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or
Negative Declaration pursuant to applicable legal standards, some changes or additions are necessary but none
of the conditions described in California Code of Regulations, Section 15162 exist. An ADDENDUM to a
previously-certified EIR or Negative Declaration has been prepared and will be considered by the approving
body or bodies.

[ ] Ifind that at least one of the conditions described in California Code of Regulations, Section 15162 exist, but
| further find that only minor additions or changes are necessary to make the previous EIR adequately apply to
the project in the changed situation; therefore a SUPPLEMENT TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
is required that need only contain the information necessary to make the previous EIR adequate for the project
as revised.

[ 1 I find that at least one of the following conditions described in California Code of Regulations, Section
15162, exist and a SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required: (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
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' identified significant effects; (2) Substantial changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances under
which the project is undertaken which wil 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 the following:(A) The project will have one or
more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR or negative declaration;(B) Significant effects
previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the previous EIR or negative
declaration}{(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 measures or altematives; or,(D) Mitigation measures or alternatives which are
considerably different from those analyzed In the previous EIR or negative daclaration would substantially
reduce one or more significant effects of the project on the environment, but the project proponents decline to

adopt the mitigation measures or alternatives.

L=

Sj’griature

- Date !

Damaris Abraham For Steve Weiss, Planning Director

Printed Name
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V. ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES ASSESSMENT

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code Section
21000-21178.1), this Initial Study has been prepared to analyze the proposed project to determine
any potential significant impacts upon the environment that would result from construction and
implementation of the project. In accordance with California Code of Regulations, Section 15063, this
Initial Study is a preliminary analysis prepared by the Lead Agency, the County of Riverside, in
consultation with other jurisdictional agencies, to determine whether a Negative Declaration, Mitigated
Negative Declaration, or an Environmental Impact Report is required for the proposed project. The
purpose of this Initial Study is to inform the decision-makers, affected agencies, and the public of
potential environmental impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed project.

Potentially Less than Less No
Significant Significant Than Impact
Impact with Significant
Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

AESTHETICS Would the project

1.  Scenic Resources ] ] X []

a) Have a substantial effect upon a scenic highway
corridor within which it is located?

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, ] ] = ]
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings and unique or
landmark features; obstruct any prominent scenic vista or
view open to the public; or result in the creation of an
aesthetically offensive site open to public view?

Source: LMWAP Figure 9, “Lake Mathews/Woodcrest Area Plan Scenic Highways;” On-site
Inspection.

Findings of Fact:

a) According to Figure 9 of the LMWAP, El Sobrante Road between Mockingbird Canyon and La
Sierra Avenue, and La Sierra Avenue between Cajalco Road and approximately 1.25 miles north of El
Sobrante Road, are identified as “County Eligible” scenic highways. Due to the Project site’s distance
from La Sierra Avenue (approximately 0.85 mile) and intervening topography, landscaping, and
development, the Project has no potential to affect views from La Sierra Avenue. Although El
Sobrante Road is not an officially designated scenic corridor, the Project nonetheless has the
potential to result in adverse visual impacts to nearby segments of this roadway.

To help illustrate the existing aesthetic conditions of the Project site and its immediate surroundings, a
photographic inventory was conducted on July 8, 2014 by T&B Planning. Figure EA-1, Site Photos
Key Map, along with the four (4) site photographs shown on Figure EA-2 and Figure EA-3, depict the
existing conditions of the Project site as viewed from the four distinct vantage points, and include
views from the Project's southwestern, northwestern, northern, and southeastern boundaries.
Provided below is a brief description of the various elements depicted in the photographs.

e Site Photo 1, Figure EA-2: Site photo 1 depicts the Project site from the southwest corner facing
northeast. As seen in this view, the foreground consists of disturbed, non-vegetated ground
beyond which is chain link and three wire fencing. Views within the Project site from this vantage
are primarily that of disturbed fallow agricultural lands, with vegetation associated with the
southern on-site ephemeral stream visible on the horizon. At the right-hand portion of this photo is
El Sobrante Road, which is a partially improved roadway with several visible electrical poles along
the edge of the roadway. South of El Sobrante Road are several small hillsides, with natural
vegetation visible near the tops of the hill forms. At the extreme right hand side of the photo and
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Northwest Southeast
Site Photo 1: From Southwest Corner of Project Site, at Intersection of McAllister St. and El Sobrante Rd., looking Northwest to Southeast
North South
Site Photo 2: Northwest of Project Site along McAllister St., looking North to South
Figure EA-2
bl SITE PHOTOS 1 AND 2
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East West

Site Photo 3: North of the Project Site looking East to West

West East

Site Photo 4: From Southeast Corner of Project Site, along El Sobrante Rd., looking West to East

Figure EA-3

— SITE PHOTOS 3 AND 4
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Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant  Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

south of El Sobrante Road is a rocky embankment associated with Lake Mathews. In the left hand
portion of the photo, McAllister Road is visible. Along the western edge of McAllister Street is a
landscaped parkway with power poles, a solid block wall, and existing single family residences.

Site Photo 2, Figure EA-2: Site photo 2 depicts the Project site from the northwestern boundary of
the site along McAllister Street. As can be seen at the extreme left and right hand portions of the
photo, McAlister Road is only partially improved on the western alignment of the roadway, beyond
which is a planned residential community surrounded by solid block theme walls. Also shown at
the right and left hand portions of this photo, the eastern edge of McAllister Street is bordered by
existing trees, with the trees in the foreground of this view comprising dead or dying trees.
Beyond the three-wire fencing and wooden poles visible in the foreground is fallow agricultural
land, beyond which is a natural hillside. In the distance in the right-center portion of the
photograph, the existing on-site orchards are visible. Also visible are a number of power poles
along the western edge of the McAllister Street.

Site Photo 3, Figure EA-3: Site photo 3 depicts views towards the Project site from approximately
500 feet north of the north-central Project boundary, looking south. Although this vantage point is
located easterly of McAllister Street, this view nonetheless represents distant views of the Project
site as would be visible to southbound traffic on McAllister Street. From this vantage, an
unimproved roadway dominates the center portion of the photo. To the left (east) of this roadway
are fallow agricultural lands that appear to have been recently tilled. At the right hand portion of
this photo (and west of the dirt roadway) is a graded and fully disturbed site surrounded by chain
link fencing. In the central portion of the photo along the horizon, the existing on-site groves are
visible, as are several existing rural residential homes located at the upper elevations of a natural
hill form. Vegetation associated with the natural drainage that occurs in the northeastern portion
of the Project site also is visible in the left hand portion of the photo.

Site Photo 4, Figure EA-3: Site photo 4 depicts the Project site from the southeastern corner of the
Project site looking northwest. As shown in this photo, a dirt roadway is visible in the foreground,
beyond which is chain link fencing with an access gate that is covered with hub caps. Power
poles are visible along the right side of the dirt road. To the right of the dirt road in the distance
are a number of trees, with palm trees associated with an existing nursery site visible at the
extreme right portion of the photo. In the left portion of the photo is natural vegetation associated
with the on-site ephemeral stream located in the southern portion of the Project site. In the
distance in the central portion of the photo, and left of the dirt access road, is fallow agricultural
land that characterizes views of the southern portions of the site. In the center of the photo in the
horizon is a small hill form with several existing rural residences located at the upper elevations of
the hill.

The Project proposes to develop the Project site as a planned community consisting of 272 homes
with on-site roadways, residential street lighting, a park site, water quality/detention basins, 14 open
space lots, and roadway dedications (including portions of El Sobrante Road and McAllister Street).
The on-site portions of the hillside located in the northwestern portion of the site would be contour
graded to create 2:1 cut slopes at a maximum height of approximately 45 feet to facilitate residential
development. The proposed Project would plant vegetation and landscaping along El Sobrante Road
and proposes a buffer of landscaping between El Sobrante Road and the proposed development.
Additionally a perimeter block wall would be located between the proposed landscaping along El
Sobrante Road and Lot B, which generally would be retained in its natural state. Additionally, the
proposed Project has been designed to control the mass of the proposed homes via articulation of the
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building facades, attention to rooflines, and variation in vertical and horizontal planes, all of which
effectively reduce the visual mass of the proposed homes. Proposed development on-site would be
similar in character to the existing medium density residential neighborhood located immediately west
of the Project site. Compliance with the Project’s Development Plan (as described in IS/MND Section
3.1.2) would ensure that the proposed Project does not result in offensive views that would adversely
affect views along El Sobrante Road. Based on the foregoing analysis, the proposed Project would
result in a less than significant impact with regards to scenic highways, and no mitigation would be
required.

b) The proposed Project calls for a planned residential community that consists of 272 single
family residential lots; a park site; three water quality/detention basins; a sewage lift station; three
MSHCP Mitigation/Avoidance lots;14 open space lots; local streets; and improvements to McAllister
Street and El Sobrante Road, none of which would be considered aesthetically offensive. As
discussed in IS/IMND Section 3.1.2, the proposed Project would be required to comply with the
landscaping plan, wall and fence plan, and architectural design guidelines set forth in the Project’s
Development Plan. The standards set forth in the Development Plan would ensure that future
development on-site does not create an aesthetically offensive site open to public view. Additionally,
and as discussed in IS/IMND Section 3.2.2.C, all common open space areas on-site would be
maintained by the Project's HOA. With respect to the visual character of the surrounding area, the
proposed Project would be compatible with the single family homes located to the west of the site. As
such, impacts due to the creation of an aesthetically offensive site open to public view would be less
than significant.

The topography of the Project site is generally flat with gently rolling hills along the northern boundary.
Elevations on the Project site range from the lowest of approximately 1,225 feet above mean sea level
(amsl) within an existing drainage (Drainage B) located in the northeastern corner of the Project site,
to a high of approximately 1,343 feet amsl on the hillside in the northwestern portion of the project
site. The majority of the Project site (i.e., within the central portions of the site) is relatively level and
ranges in elevation from approximately 1,240 amsl to 1,300 feet amsl| (PCR, 2015a, p. 1). The Project
site consists primarily of agriculture fields dominated by agriculture (citrus groves), ruderal, and
disturbed areas, with smaller patches of native vegetation including brittle bush scrub, black willow
scrub, arroyo willow scrub and mulefat scrub. (PCR, 2015a, p. 17)

The Project site consists of mostly flat, dry dirt/rocky land, with some low lying vegetation scattered
throughout. The site does not contain any substantial trees or rock outcroppings; therefore there is no
potential for the Project to result in damage to such scenic resources. There are currently orchards
on site; however, the removal of these trees would not result in a significant aesthetic impact because
the orchards would be replaced by tree-lined streets within the Project site (as depicted in IS/MND
Appendix M). The only potentially unique or landform feature in the on the Project site is the hill in the
northwest portion of the site. Although the Project proposes to create manufactured slopes along this
hillside at heights up to 45 feet, the proposed grading has been designed to contour to approximate
the existing conditions of this hillform, while there would be no Project-related impacts to the upper
elevations of this hillform. Furthermore, the upper elevations of this hillform already are developed
with residential uses. Additionally, future residential development on-site would be limited to a
maximum height of 40 feet, as required by Riverside County Zoning Ordinance Article IV 6.2.a.
Moreover, due to the lack of improved roadways on-site, the Project site does not offer any public
vantage points of this topographic landform under existing conditions. Views of this landform still
would be afforded along McAllister Street and from other areas in the County located northerly of the
Project site. Accordingly, impacts to scenic vistas resulting from Project implementation would be less
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than significant. Thus, with implementation of the proposed Project, the visual integrity of this hillform
would remain intact and off-site views of this hillform would not be significantly affected. Based on
these considerations, impacts to the existing hillform that partially occurs on-site would be less than
significant.

As indicated in the above analysis, the Project would not substantially damage scenic resources,
including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings and unique or landmark features; obstruct any
prominent scenic vista or view open to the public; or result in the creation of an aesthetically offensive
site open to public view; therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

2. Mt. Palomar Observatory

a) Interfere with the nighttime use of the Mt. Palomar L] L] L] 4
Observatory, as protected through Riverside County
Ordinance No. 6557

Source: GIS database (Riverside County, 2013), Ord. No. 655 (Regulating Light Pollution); Ord. No.
915 (Ord. No. 915); LMWAP, Figure 6 (Mt. Palomar Nighttime Lighting Policy).

Findings of Fact: Riverside County Ordinance No. 655, as well as the LMWAP, identify portions of
the County that have the potential to adversely affect the Mt. Palomar Observatory. Specifically,
Ordinance No. 655 identifies Zone “A” as comprising lands within a 15-mile distance of the
observatory, while Zone “B” comprises lands located greater than 15 miles, but less than 45 miles
from the observatory. The Project site is located approximately 48 miles northwest of the Mt. Palomar
Observatory, and is therefore not subject to the provisions of Ordinance No. 655. All lighting
proposed as part of the Project would be required to comply with the Riverside County Ordinance No.
915 (Ord. No. 915) which regulates outdoor lighting and would serve to minimize impacts associated
with Project lighting. Because the Project site is located more than 45 miles from the Mt. Palomar
Observatory, and because the Project would be subject to the provisions of Ord. No. 915, Project
lighting would not create or contribute to sky glow that could adversely affect operations at the
Observatory, and no impact would occur.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

3. Other Lighting Issues
a) Create a new source of substantial light or glare L] L] > L]

which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the
area?

b) Expose residential property to unacceptable light
levels? L] o > o

Source: On-site Inspection, Project Application Materials, Ord. No. 915 (Regulating Outdoor Lighting);
Ord. No. 461; Riverside County, 2003a.
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Findings of Fact:

a & b) All lighting proposed as part of the Project would be required to comply with the Riverside
County Ordinance No. 915 (Ord. No. 915) which regulates outdoor lighting. Compliance with Ord. No.
915 would be assured through future County review of building permit applications. As a proposed
residential community, lighting elements that would be installed for the Project would be of low
intensity and residential in character, and would not result in the exposure of on-or off-site residential
property to unacceptable light levels. Street lights also would be required along the segment of El
Sobrante Road and McAllister Street. All proposed street lighting on- and off-site would be required to
comply with the provisions of the County’s Public Road Standards, which implement the provisions of
County Ordinance No. 461. The County’s Public Road Standards require that all street lights installed
within the public right-of-way must comply with the following requirement: “Luminaires shall be full cut
off, high pressure sodium type...” The requirement to provide fully cut off high pressure sodium street
lights would ensure that street lights constructed on- and off-site would not create a new source of
substantial light or glare which would affect day or nighttime views, and further would ensure that
street lights do not expose residential property to unacceptable light levels. Accordingly, and
assuming mandatory compliance with Riverside County Ordinance No. 915 and the County’s Public
Road Standards, the proposed Project would not create a new source of substantial light or glare
which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area, nor would the Project expose
residential property to unacceptable light levels. Impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

AGRICULTURE & FOREST RESOURCES Would the project

4. Agriculture ] H X L]

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

b) Conflict with existing agricultural zoning, agricultural ] ] = ]
use or with land subject to a Williamson Act contract or land
within a Riverside County Agricultural Preserve?

c) Cause development of non-agricultural uses within u u X u
300 feet of agriculturally zoned property (Ordinance No.
625 “Right-to-Farm”)?

d) Involve other changes in the existing environment ] ] 2 ]
which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?

Source: General Plan, Figure OS-2 (Agricultural Resources); California Department of Conservation
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program; GIS database; United States Department of Agriculture
Soils for Western Riverside County; Project Application Materials.

Findings of Fact:

a) According to the California Department of Conservation (CDC) Farmland Mapping and
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Monitoring Program (FMMP), the Project site includes approximately 0.41 acre classified by the
FMMP as “Urban-Built Up Land,” approximately 12.07 acres classified by the CDC as “Other Land,”
approximately 56.57 acres of Farmland of Local Importance, approximately 12.92 acres of Farmland
of Statewide Importance, and approximately 12.63 acres of Unique Farmland. Additionally, the off-
site area proposed for development with a detention basin contains Farmland of Local Importance
and Other Land. Unique Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance are considered “Important
Farmland” under CEQA. With implementation of the proposed Project, approximately 98.99 acres of
the Project site, including areas containing Important Farmland types, would be permanently
converted to non-agricultural use. Construction of the Off-Site Basin also would preclude agricultural
activities on approximately 7.7 acres, although no Important Farmland types occur within areas
subject to disturbance in association with the off-site detention basin.

Although the Project would result in the conversion of Important Farmland to a non-agricultural use, in
2003 Riverside County approved an update to its General Plan as part of the Riverside County
Integrated Project (RCIP). The resulting conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use was
addressed as part of the Program EIR for the RCIP General Plan (SCH No. 2002051143), which was
approved by the Riverside County Board of Supervisors on October 7, 2003. The Program EIR
identified several unmitigable significant impacts to the environment, including impacts to agricultural
resources. Pursuant to CEQA, Riverside County was required to make certain findings and adopt a
Statement of Overriding Considerations for these unmitigable impacts in order to certify the Program
EIR. With respect to agriculture, Riverside County made the following finding:

While the implementation of proposed General Plan policies would help reduce the
conversion of agricultural lands to urban uses, the potential loss of Prime, Unique, or
Statewide Important farmland remains a significant unavoidable impact. The Board
finds that there are no feasible mitigation measures or alternatives that the Board could
adopt at this time which would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. This
impact, therefore, remains significant and unmitigable. To the extent that this adverse
impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable (less-than-significant) level,
the Board finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other
considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding Considerations support
approval of the Project, despite unavoidable residual impacts.

The Project site is identified by the adopted General Plan for development with Residential and
Commercial Retail land uses, and impacts associated with the site’s conversion from agriculture to
residential and urban land uses were evaluated and disclosed as significant and unavoidable as part
of the analysis contained in the 2003 General Plan EIR. While the proposed Project seeks to change
the site’s land use designation to allow for development of the site with residential, water
guality/detention basin, park, sewage lift station, and open space land uses, the Project’s proposed
land uses would not result in an increase in impacts to Important Farmland types beyond the
significant and unavoidable impacts identified as part of the 2003 General Plan EIR, for which the
Board of Supervisors adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations in accordance with CEQA
Guidelines §15093. The County’s land use designation of the site for non-agricultural (residential and
commercial retail) development as part of the 2003 General Plan represents an explicit policy decision
by the Board of Supervisors.

In addition, soils on the Project site are not considered to be highly productive for farming. The

California Revised Storie Index is a soil rating based on soil properties that govern a soil’s potential for
cultivated agriculture in California. The Storie Index assesses the productivity of a soil through the
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degree of soil profile development, texture of the surface layer, slope, and management features
which include drainage, microrelief, fertility, acidity, erosion, and salt content. A score ranging from 0
to 100 is determined for each factor and the scores are multiplied together to derive an index rating.
The Storie Index ratings were combined into six grade classes as follows: Grade 1 (excellent), Grade
2 (good), Grade 3 (fair), Grade 4 (poor), Grade 5 (very poor), and Grade 6 (non-agricultural).
According to the Web Soil Survey data provided by the United States Department of Agriculture
Natural Resources Conservation Service, approximately 4.6% of the Project site is not applicable for
Storie Index rating. Approximately 20.7% of the Project site has a ‘Grade 4-Poor’ Storie Index. The
remaining 74.7% of the Project site has a ‘Grade 3-Fair’ Storie Index. Although the proposed Project
would convert important Farmland to non-agricultural uses, the Storie Index ratings demonstrate that
the soil is not highly suitable for agricultural uses. (USDA, 1971) Moreover, lands to the west are
currently developed with medium density residential homes and the Project site occurs at a fairly
major intersection, further indicating that long-term agricultural use is not viable on the Project site.

Accordingly, although implementation of the proposed Project would permanently impact
approximately 12.92 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance and approximately 12.63 acres of
Unique Farmland, the conversion of Important Farmland to non-agricultural land uses was fully
accounted for in the County’s 2003 General Plan EIR. Additionally, the Storie Index for the
approximately 12.92 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance and approximately 12.63 acres of
Unique Farmland is “Grade 3-Fair,” which implies the soils in these areas are not ideal for agricultural
uses, and would therefore be less suitable to maintain agricultural uses in the long term as compared
to other properties that are designated as Important Farmland. Because the Project would not result
in any new or more severe impacts to Important Farmland beyond what was evaluated in the RCIP
General Plan EIR, and because the USDA Storie soil ratings on-site demonstrate that the site is not
highly productive with respect to agricultural resources, Project impacts to Important Farmland would
be less than significant.

b) The Project site is currently zoned as “Light Agriculture (A-1-10)", which allows for residential
development and limited agricultural uses (Riverside County, 2014, 8 348.4773). The Project
proposes to change the site’s existing zoning designation to “Planned Residential (R-4)” on the
southern 76.75 acres of the site and “One-Family Dwellings (R-1)" on the northern approximately
26.87 acres, which would preclude future use of the site for agricultural production. Although the
conversion of the site from agricultural production to residential development represents a zoning
change, environmental impacts associated with the conversion are evaluated throughout this Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) and impacts either would not occur, would be less
than significant, or would be reduced to below a level of significance with mitigation. Accordingly,
although the proposed Project would conflict with the site’s existing agricultural use and zoning
designation, there would be no additional impacts to the environment beyond what is already
identified and mitigated for by this IS/MND.

According to the Department of Conservation Williamson Act mapping, lands on the project site are
designated as Williamson Act Non-Prime Agricultural Land and Williamson Act Prime Agricultural
Land, both of which are part of the El Sobrante Agricultural Preserve No. 3 (Map No. 528 A) (CDC,
2012). Riverside County recorded a Notice of Nonrenewal for the Project site on April 15, 2014
(County Case No. AGN00165). In addition, the Project Applicant has filed an application to cancel the
Williamson Act contract on the entirety of the El Sobrante No. 3 Agricultural Preserve and disestablish
the El Sobrante No. 3 Agricultural Preserve, which is coterminous with the Project site. Pursuant to
California Government Code § 51282, land owners may petition the Riverside County Board of
Supervisors for cancellation, subject to one of the following findings:
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» That the cancellation is consistent with the purposes of [Government Code 8§ 51280 et seq.]; or
» That cancellation is in the public interest.

California Government Code § 51282(b) clarifies that a proposed cancellation would be consistent
with the purposes of Government Code § 51280 et seq. if the certain findings can be made by the
Riverside County Board of Supervisors. Provided below are the findings, along with the relevant
discussion demonstrating Project consistency with each finding.

. Finding 1: That the cancellation is for land on which a notice of honrenewal has been served
pursuant to California Government Code 8§ 51245.

As noted above, Riverside County approved a Notice of Nonrenewal for the Project site on April 15,
2014, consistent with Finding 1.

o Finding 2: That cancellation is not likely to result in the removal of adjacent lands from
agricultural use.

There are no components of the proposed Project that would induce urban level development on any
nearby properties currently being used for agricultural production. Additionally, many lands in the
Project vicinity are subject to separate Williamson Act Contracts, which would discourage their
conversion to non-agricultural use.

. Finding 3: That cancellation is for an alternative use which is consistent with the applicable
provisions of the city or county general plan.

The cancellation proposed by the Project would facilitate the development of urban-level residential
development on the property. Although the Project proposes to change a portion of the site’s existing
General Plan land use designations from “Community Development - Commercial Retail (CR)” to
“Community Development - Medium Density Residential (MDR),” such a land use change is
substantially conforming to the site’s existing General Plan land use designations of “Rural
Community — Estate Density Residential (RC-EDR),” “Rural Community — Low Density Residential
(RC-LDR),” and “Community Development — Medium Density Residential (MDR).”

° Finding 4. That cancellation will not result in discontiguous patterns of urban development.

As shown on MND Figure 2-1, the Project site abuts existing medium density residential development
located to the west. In addition, there are planned residential developments to the north and east of
the Project site. Development of the Project site would create a more contiguous pattern of urban
development based on the existing and planned uses surrounding the Project site to the north, east,
and west of the site. Thus, the Project would not result in discontiguous patterns of development.

. Finding 5: That there is no proximate non-contracted land which is both available and suitable
for the use to which it is proposed the contracted land be put, or, that development of the
contracted land would provide more contiguous patterns of urban development than
development of proximate non-contracted land.

The Project vicinity does not contain any non-contracted land which is both available and suitable for

development with medium density residential land uses. This is because surrounding lands are not
available for development (including areas immediately surrounding Lake Mathews), many existing

Page 17 of 161 EA #42710

98



1/11/2022 Board Meeting 7-4 Attachment 2, Page 86 of 254

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant  Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

properties east of the Project site are subject to Williamson Act Contracts, and lands to the northeast
of the Project site contain sensitive drainages and steep hillsides that are not conducive to medium
density residential uses. In addition, development of the contracted land would provide more
contiguous patterns of urban development than development of proximate non-contracted land. Land
to the west of the Project site is an existing residential development, and lands to the north and east
of the Project site are also planned for residential uses. Thus, development of the contracted land
would create a contiguous pattern of urban development in the area.

Accordingly, and based on the foregoing analysis, the Project's proposed cancellation would be
consistent with the purposes of Government Code § 51280 et seq., and a conflict with the Williamson
Act provisions would not occur. Furthermore, impacts to the environment associated with the
cancellation of the existing agriculture preserve and development with medium density residential
uses have been evaluated throughout this IS/IMND, which concludes that such impacts either would
not occur, would be less than significant, or would be reduced to below a level of significance with
mitigation. Therefore, Project impacts due to a conflict with Williamson Act contracted lands would be
less than significant.

C) Zoning designations surrounding the site include “Residential Agriculture, 5-acre minimum lot
size (A-1-5)" and “Residential Agriculture, 5-acre minimum lot size (R-A-5)" to the north; “One-Family
Dwellings (R-1)" and “Specific Plan Zone (SP Zone)” to the west; “Watercourse, Watershed and
Conservation Areas (W-1)" to the south; and A-1-10 and “Light Agriculture with Poultry (A-P)” to the
east. The A-1-5, R-A-5, A-1-10, and A-P zoning designations all allow for varying types and
intensities of agricultural use. Land uses surrounding the site include single family residential to the
west; vacant land, agriculture, single family residential, greenhouses and open space to the north;
open space, fallow agriculture, greenhouses and single family residential to the east; and open space
and Lake Matthews to the south.

The existing agricultural uses and zoning to the north and east of the Project site all occur within 300
feet of the Project site. Due to the proximity of existing agriculturally zoned property and agricultural
uses, the Project has the potential to directly or indirectly conflict with agricultural operations.
However, the proposed Project would be required to comply with Riverside County Ordinance No.
625.1. Ordinance No. 625.1 specifies that if any agricultural operation has been in place for at least
three years and is not considered a nuisance operation at the time the operation began, no change in
surrounding land uses may cause said operation to become a nuisance. Ordinance No. 625 also
requires notification to future residents of the Project at the time homes are purchased that agricultural
operations are on-going in the area and that such uses may not be the subject of nuisance
complaints.

Mandatory compliance with Ordinance No. 625 would ensure that any potential conflicts between
proposed residential uses on-site and existing agricultural operations within 300 feet of the site do not
occur, thereby ensuring that impacts are less than significant. No mitigation beyond mandatory
compliance with Ordinance No. 625 would be required.

d) Implementation of the proposed Project would replace the site’s existing agricultural uses with
residential development. According to Riverside County GIS, there are lands surrounding the Project
site that are designated as Farmland of Local Importance, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of
Statewide Importance (Farmland). It could be argued that placing a residential development near
existing agricultural uses could result in the conversion of Farmland due to the conflict between the
residential and agricultural land uses. However, and as discussed under the analysis of Threshold
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4.c), mandatory compliance with Ordinance No. 625 would ensure that implementation of residential
uses on-site does not result in conflict with existing agricultural uses. Thus, Ordinance No. 625 would
prevent changes that could result in the conversion of Important Farmland to non-agricultural use
because the existing agricultural uses could not be considered a nuisance. Accordingly, no impact
would occur, and no mitigation would be required beyond mandatory compliance with Ordinance No.
625.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

5. Forest ] ] ] X

a) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code sec-
tion 12220(q)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources
Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by Govt. Code section 51104(g))?

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

[]
[]
]
X

c) Involve other changes in the existing environment
which, due to their location or nature, could result in con-
version of forest land to non-forest use?

[]
[]
]
X

Source: General Plan, Figure OS-3 (Parks, Forests and Recreation Areas); Project Application
Materials.

Findings of Fact:

a,bé&c) No lands within the Project vicinity are zoned for forest land, timberland, or Timberland
Production, nor are any lands within the Project vicinity used for timber production. The Project
therefore would have no potential to conflict with timberland or forest land zoning designations, nor
would the Project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. There
are no components of the proposed Project that would result in changes to the existing environment
which could result in the conversion of forest land to non-forest use. Therefore, no impact would
occur.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

AIR QUALITY Would the project

6.  Air Quality Impacts ] ] X []

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute

substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation? L] > L] L]
c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase ] X ] ]
of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air
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quality standard (including releasing emissions which
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?
d) Expose sensitive receptors which are located within u u < ]
1 mile of the project site to project substantial point source
emissions?
e) Involve the construction of a sensitive receptor ] ] ] X

located within one mile of an existing substantial point
source emitter?

f) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people? [ [l X []

Source: Lake Ranch (TTM No. 36730) Air Quality Impact Analysis, Urban Crossroads, Inc., April 13,
2015; Final 2012 Air Quality Management Plan, South Coast Air Quality Management District, December
2012; California Air Resources Board, 2009; SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds. South Coast
Air Quality Management District, March 2011; LMWAP Figure 3, Lake Mathews/Woodcrest Area Plan Land
Use Plan.

Findings of Fact:

a) The Project site is located within the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) and under the jurisdiction
of the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). The SCAQMD is principally
responsible for air pollution control and has adopted a series of Air Quality Management Plans
(AQMPs) to reduce air emissions in the Basin. Most recently, the SCAQMD Governing Board
adopted the Final 2012 AQMP for the SCAB, on December 7, 2012. The 2012 SCAQMD AQMP is
based on motor vehicle projections provided by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) in their
EMFAC 2011 model and demographics information provided by the Southern California Association
of Governments (SCAG). (Urban Crossroads, 2015a, pp. 41-42)

Criteria for determining consistency with the AQMP are defined in Chapter 12, Section 12.2, and
Section 12.3 of the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook (1993). These indicators are discussed
below:

. Consistency Criterion No. 1: The proposed Project will not result in an increase in the
frequency or severity of existing air quality violations or cause or contribute to new violations,
or delay the timely attainment of air quality standards or the interim emissions reductions
specified in the AQMP.

Consistency Criterion No. 1 refers to violations of the California Ambient Air Quality Standards
(CAAQS) and National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). CAAQS and NAAQS
violations would occur if Localized Significance Thresholds (LSTs) were exceeded. As
evaluated as part of the Project LST analysis under Thresholds 6.b) and 6.c), the Project’'s
localized construction-source emissions would not exceed applicable LSTs. The Project
regional analysis demonstrates that Project operational-source emissions would not exceed
applicable thresholds, and would therefore not result in or cause violations of the CAAQS and
NAAQS. On the basis of the preceding discussion, the Project is determined to be consistent
with the first criterion. (Urban Crossroads, 2015a, p. 42)

. Consistency Criterion No. 2: The proposed Project will not exceed the assumptions in the
AQMP or increments based on the years of Project build-out phase.
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The 2012 AQMP demonstrates that the applicable ambient air quality standards can be
achieved within the timeframes required under federal law. Growth projections from local
general plans adopted by cities in the district are provided to the Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG), which develops regional growth forecasts, which are
then used to develop future air quality forecasts for the AQMP. Development consistent with
the growth projections in the County of Riverside General Plan is considered to be consistent
with the AQMP. (Urban Crossroads, 2015a, p. 42)

Peak daily emissions generated by construction activities are largely independent of land use
assignments, but rather are a function of development scope and maximum area of
disturbance. Irrespective of the site’s land use designation, development of the site to its
maximum potential would likely occur, with disturbance of a majority of the site occurring
during construction activities. Thus, construction activities would be consistent with the AQMP
assumptions. (Urban Crossroads, 2015a, pp. 42-43)

A project would conflict with the AQMP if it will exceed the assumptions in the AQMP or
increments based on the year of project buildout and phase. The AQMP indicates that key
assumptions to use in this analysis are population number and location and a regional housing
needs assessment. The parcel-based land use and growth assumptions and inputs used in
the Regional Transportation Model run by the SCAG that generated the mobile inventory used
by the SCAQMD for the AQMP are not available. However, the Project proposes to develop
the site with up to 272 single family homes, resulting in an overall Project density of 2.6
dwelling units/acre.

Based on the assumptions utilized in the County’s Draft 2013 General Plan Update (refer to
Draft General Plan Appendix E-1), and utilizing the mid-point buildout projections,
development of the Project site with its existing General Plan land use designations of Medium
Density Residential (64.4 acres), Rural Community — Estate Density Residential (2.1 acres),
and Rural Community — Low Density Residential (22.6), the Project site would be expected to
support approximately 260 dwelling units. Additionally, buildout of 12.9 acres of Commercial
Retail land uses at its probable floor area ratio (FAR) would yield approximately 194
employees. Based on the population and employment per housing unit specified in Table 6 of
Appendix F-1 of the Draft General Plan Update for year 2010, the 194 jobs that would be
generated on-site would result in a net increase in the County by 380 residents, which in the
Lake Mathews/Woodcrest area would yield approximately 123 new housing units. Thus,
development of the property in accordance with its existing General Plan land use
designations would result in the equivalent of approximately 383 new homes in the County,
which is far more than the 272 dwelling units proposed by the Project. (Riverside County,
2013, Tables E-1, E-3, E-4, E-5, and Appendix F-1, Table 6)

Because the General Plan identifies the location of future land uses throughout Riverside
County, the General Plan serves to identify the future population number and demographic
distribution for the County, and is therefore relied upon by SCAQMD for making long-term
buildout assumptions. Additionally, and as discussed under the analysis of Threshold 6.b), the
Project would not exceed regional thresholds for operational air quality emissions.
Accordingly, the proposed Project would be consistent with the growth assumptions used by
the AQMP, and is therefore consistent with the second criterion. (Urban Crossroads, 2015a,
p. 43)
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As indicated in the above analysis, the Project would not result in or cause NAAQS or CAAQS
violations. The Project’s proposed land use designation for the subject site also would not increase
the development intensities as reflected in the adopted General Plan. As such, the Project would be
consistent with the AQMP. Therefore, because the proposed Project would not conflict with or
obstruct implementation of the air quality plan established for this region, impacts associated with a
conflict with applicable air quality plans would be less than significant. (Urban Crossroads, 2015a, p.
43)

b &c) The SCAQMD has developed regional and localized significance thresholds for regulated
pollutants. Table EA-1, SCAQMD Regional Thresholds, summarizes the SCAQMD’s regional and
localized thresholds. The SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Significance Thresholds (March 2011)
indicate that any project in the SCAB with daily emissions that exceed any of the indicated thresholds
should be considered as having an individually and cumulatively significant air quality impact. The
proposed Project has the potential to exceed the SCAQMD regional and/or localized emissions
thresholds during both Project construction and long-term operation. Each is discussed below.
(Urban Crossroads, 2015a, p. 21)

Table EA-1 SCAQMD Regional Thresholds

Pollutant Construction Operations

Regional Thresholds

NOx 100 Ibs/day 55 |bs/day
VOC 75 lbs/day 55 lbs/day
PM10 150 Ibs/day 150 |bs/day
PM2.5 55 lbs/day 55 lbs/day
Sox 150 Ibs/day 150 |bs/day
Cco 550 lbs/day 550 Ibs/day
Lead 3 Ibs/day 3 lbs/day

Localized Thresholds

cO 1,673.16 |bs/day 1,673.16 |bs/day
NO2 275.12 |bs/day 275.12 lbs/day
PM10 17.32 Ibs/day 4.96 |bs/day
PM2.5 8.32 lbs/day 2.16 |bs/day

Note: Ibs/day-pounds per day. Localized thresholds for construction and operational emissions are based on SCAQMD
look-up tables for a 5-acre disturbance with the nearest sensitive receptors 29 meters away.
(Urban Crossroads, 2015a, Table 3-1)

Construction Emissions — Regional Thresholds

Construction activities associated with the proposed Project would result in emissions of Carbon
Monoxide (CO), Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs), Oxides of Nitrogen (NOy),, Oxides Sulfur (SOx),
Particulate Matter < 10 microns (PMyo), and Particulate Matter < 2.5 microns (PM2s). Construction
related emissions are expected from the following construction activities:

Page 22 of 161 EA #42710

103



1/11/2022 Board Meeting 7-4 Attachment 2, Page 91 of 254

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant  Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

. Demolition

« Grading and Import

o Sewer, Water, and Storm Drain Construction

« Building Construction

« Street Improvements

« Architectural Coatings (Painting)

« Common Area Landscaping

. Hard Rock Blasting Activities

* Hard Rock Crushing Activities

« Construction Workers Commuting (Urban Crossroads, 2015a, p. 24)

For purposes of analysis, it is assumed that construction would commence in May 2015 and will last
through December 2016. If construction activities occur at a later date, impacts would be less than
disclosed herein due to fleet turnover and greater efficiencies and lower pollutants associated with
modern vehicles. Construction duration by phase is shown on Table 3-2 of the Project’s Air Quality
Impact Analysis (IS/MND Appendix C). The construction schedule utilized in the analysis represents
a “worst-case” analysis scenario because if construction were to occur any time after the assumed
dates emissions would be lower than estimated, because emission factors for construction activities
decrease as the analysis year increases. The duration of construction activity and associated
equipment represents a reasonable approximation of the expected construction fleet as required per
CEQA guidelines. The site-specific construction fleet may vary due to specific needs at the time of
construction. The duration of construction activity and associated construction equipment was based
on consultation with the Project Applicant. A detailed summary of construction equipment
assumptions by phase is provided in the MND’s Project Description in 3.2.1C. (Urban Crossroads,
2015a, p. 23)

The proposed Project is anticipated to be developed with overlapping phases of construction activity.
As shown in MND Table 3-3, soil import may overlap with grading activity. Additionally, construction
activities associated with building construction, street improvements, and architectural coatings may
overlap. Furthermore, it is expected that on-site hard rock blasting and crushing activities could occur
at any point during demolition and grading activities. Therefore, the maximum peak daily construction
emissions for VOC'’s, NOy, SO, PMig, and PMz5 in 2015 would be a result of the potential overlap of
soil import and grading. In 2016, maximum peak daily construction emissions for VOCs would be due
to the potential overlap of building construction, street improvements, and architectural coatings, while
the maximum peak daily construction emissions in 2016 for NOx, CO, SO, PMio and PM.s would be
from the potential overlap of soil import and grading activities. As a conservative measure, because
hard rock blasting and crushing could overlap with demolition and grading activities, emissions
associated with hard rock blasting and crushing were added to the maximum daily emissions. On-site
construction equipment from the overlapping construction phase area expected to haul crushed
material within the Project site. The emissions associated with on-site hauling of material are thus
adequately captured within the analysis due to the fact that scrapers, dozers, and loaders necessary
to move blast/crushed material within the Project site are included in the CalEEMod and are reflective
of the analysis. (Urban Crossroads, 2015a, p. 27)

Dust is typically a major concern during rough grading activities. Because such emissions are not
amenable to collection and discharge through a controlled source, they are called “fugitive emissions.”
Fugitive dust emissions rates vary as a function of many parameters (soil silt, soil moisture, wind
speed, area disturbed, number of vehicles, depth of disturbance or excavation, etc.). The CalEEMod
model was utilized to calculate fugitive dust emissions resulting from this phase of activity. The
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Project site would require 102,877 cubic yards of soil import in order to balance!. (Urban Crossroads,
20154, p. 23)

It is estimated that the unsuitable rock (hard rock) requiring blasting during construction would
comprise approximately 49,553 cubic yards and would generally occur over four distinct areas on the
project site. An average of 5,000 s.f. surface area for blasting per day is a reasonable working
estimate for analytical purposes. The hard rock/blasting area locations are illustrated on MND Figure
3-14. (Urban Crossroads, 2015a, p. 24)

Construction emissions for construction worker vehicles traveling to and from the Project site, as well
as vendor trips (construction materials delivered to the Project site) were estimated based on
information from CalEEMod model defaults. (Urban Crossroads, 2015a, p. 25)

SCAQMD Rules that are currently applicable during construction activity for this Project include but
are not limited to: Rule 1113 (Architectural Coatings); Rule 431.2 (Low Sulfur Fuel); Rule 403
(Fugitive Dust); and Rule 1186 / 1186.1 (Street Sweepers). It should be noted that Best Available
Control Measures (BACMs) are not mitigation as they are standard regulatory requirements. (Urban
Crossroads, 2015a, p. 28)

The estimated maximum daily construction emissions without mitigation are summarized on Table
EA-2, Emissions Summary of Overall Construction (Without Mitigation). Construction emissions
without mitigation were analyzed assuming model defaults for the hauling distance and the amount of
assumed truck trips per day (20 mile two-way haul length / 142 two-way trips per day). Detailed
construction model outputs are presented in Appendix 3.2 of the Project’s Air Quality Impact Analysis
(ISIMND Appendix C). Under the assumed scenario, emissions resulting from the Project
construction would exceed criteria pollutant thresholds established by the SCAQMD for emissions of
NOx (before mitigation). This is evaluated as a significant impact of Project construction for which
mitigation (in the form of special construction equipment, restricted horsepower-hours per day, and
limited truck haul distances/total number of trips per day) would be required. As shown on Table EA-3
through Table EA-8, with implementation of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2 and M-AQ-3, construction-
related emissions would be below the SCAQMD Regional Threshold and would therefore be reduced
to a level below significance. (Urban Crossroads, 2015a, p. 28)

11t should be noted that the analysis presented in the Project’s Air Quality Impact Analysis (ISIMND Appendix C) assumes
the net import of approximately 223,000 c.y of earthwork material. As such, impacts associated with the Project’s
construction phase represent a “worst-case” analysis of potential air quality impacts.
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Table EA-2 Emissions Summary of Overall Construction (Without Mitigation)

a Emissions (pounds per day)
VOC NOx (80) SOx PM10 PM2.5

2015 16.27 202.92 137.26 0.23 20.16 11.96
2016 73.16 189.62 130.33 0.23 26.25 13.11
Blasting Emissions - -- -- - 1.29 0.27
Crushing Emissions - -- -- - 4.28 0.79
Maximum Daily Emissions 73.16 202.92 137.26 0.23 31.82 14.17
SCAQMD Regicnal Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55
Threshold Exceeded? NO YES NO NO NO NO

(Urban Crossroads, 2015a, Table 3-5)

Table EA-3  Mitigated Construction Emissions at One-Mile Haul Distance and 923 Two-Way
Haul Trips per Day
Emissions {pounds per day)
Year
VOC NOx Cco SOx PM10 PM2.5

2015 12.55 97.34 211.45 0.18 13.49 7.28
2016 69.01 93.59 202.77 0.18 15.50 7.69
Blasting Emissions - -- -- - 1.29 0.27
Crushing Emissicns - -- -- - 4.28 0.79
Maximum Daily Emissions 69.01 97.34 211.45 0.18 21.07 8.75
SCAQMD Regicnal Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO NO NO

(Urban Crossroads, 2015a, Table 3-6)

Table EA-4  Mitigated Construction Emissions at Three-Mile Haul Distance and 513 Two-Way
Haul Trips per Day
veir Emissions (pounds per day}
VOC NOx co SOx PM10 PM2.5
2015 9.47 97.93 151.45 0.19 14.25 7.57
2016 £69.01 93.52 146.08 0.19 17.66 8.31
Blasting Emissions - -- -- - 1.29 0.27
Crushing Emissions - -- -- - 4.28 0.79
Maximum Daily Emissions 69.01 97.93 151.45 0.19 23.23 9.37
SCAQMD Regicnal Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO NO NO
(Urban Crossroads, 2015a, Table 3-7)
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Table EA-5 Mitigated Construction Emissions at Five-Mile Haul Distance and 350 Two-Way
Haul Trips per Day
Emissions (pounds per day)
Year
VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5
2015 8.23 97.53 127.49 0.20 14.51 7.67
2016 69.01 93.07 123.45 0.20 18.40 8.52
Blasting Emissions - -- -- - 1.29 0.27
Crushing Emissions - -- -- -- 4.28 0.79
Maximum Daily Emissions 69.01 97.53 127.49 0.20 23.97 9.58
SCAQMD Regional Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO NO NO

(Urban Crossroads, 2015a, Table 3-8)

Table EA-6  Mitigated Construction Emissions at Ten-Mile Haul Distance and 204 Two-Way
Haul Trips per Day
Emissions {pounds per day}
Year
VOC NOx co SOx PM10 PM2.5
2015 7.18 98.77 106.44 0.20 14.87 7.81
2016 £69.01 93.98 103.56 0.20 19.43 8.82
Blasting Emissions -- -- -- - 1.29 0.27
Crushing Emissions - -- -- - 4.28 0.79
Maximum Daily Emissions 69.01 98.77 106.44 0.20 25.00 9.88
SCAQMD Regional Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO NO NO

(Urban Crossroads, 20153, Table 3-9)

Table EA-7  Mitigated Construction Emissions at 15-Mile Haul Distance and 138 Two-Way
Haul Trips per Day
Emissions {pounds per day}
o VOC NOx co SOx PM10 PM2.5
2015 6.65 9792 96.60 0.20 14.92 7.82
2016 £9.01 93.16 94.26 0.20 19.55 8.85
Blasting Emissions - -- -- - 1.29 0.27
Crushing Emissions -- -- -- - 4.28 0.79
Maximum Daily Emissions 69.01 97.92 96.60 0.20 25.12 9.91
SCAQMD Regicnal Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO NO NO
(Urban Crossroads, 2015a, Table 3-10)
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Table EA-8 Mitigated Construction Emissions at 20-Mile Haul Distance and 102 Two-Way
Haul Trips per Day
Emissions {pounds per day}
Year
VOC NOx co S50x PM10 PM2.5

2015 6.34 96.77 91.01 0.20 14.88 7.80
2016 £69.01 92.10 88.99 0.20 19.46 8.82
Blasting Emissions -- -- -- -- 1.29 0.27
Crushing Emissions - -- -- - 4.28 0.79
Maximum Daily Emissions 69.01 96.77 91.01 0.20 25.03 9.88
SCAQMD Regicnal Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO NO NO

(Urban Crossroads, 2015a, Table 3-11)

Construction Emissions — Localized Significance Thresholds

As previously discussed, the SCAQMD has established that impacts to air quality are significant if
there is a potential to contribute or cause localized exceedances of the federal and/or state ambient
air quality standards (NAAQS/CAAQS). Collectively, these are referred to as Localized Significance
Thresholds (LSTs). (Urban Crossroads, 2015a, p. 35) The analysis makes use of methodology
included in the SCAQMD Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology (Methodology)
(SCAQMD, 2003).

The significance of localized emissions impacts depends on whether ambient levels in the vicinity of a
project are above or below State standards. In the case of CO and NO., if ambient levels are below
the standards, a project is considered to have a significant impact if project emissions result in an
exceedance of one or more of these standards. For the nonattainment pollutants PMio and PM s,
background ambient concentrations already exceed state and/or federal standards. LSTs for PMag
and PMs are therefore based on SCAQMD Rules 403/1303 (construction-source/operational-source
emissions respectively) and are established as an allowable change in concentration. Background
concentrations are irrelevant. (Urban Crossroads, 2015a, p. 34)

The SCAQMD established LSTs in response to the SCAQMD Governing Board’s Environmental
Justice Initiative 1-4. LSTs represent the maximum emissions from a project that will not cause or
contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard at the nearest residence or sensitive receptor. The SCAQMD states that lead agencies can
use the LSTs as another indicator of significance in its air quality impact analyses. (Urban
Crossroads, 2015a, p. 34) LSTs were developed in response to environmental justice and health
concerns raised by the public regarding exposure of individuals to criteria pollutants in local
communities. To address the issue of localized significance, the SCAQMD adopted LSTs that show
whether a project would cause or contribute to localized air quality impacts and thereby cause or
contribute to potential localized adverse health effects.

LSTs apply to CO, NO,, PM1g, and PM.5s. SCAQMD’s Methodology clearly states that “off-site mobile
emissions from the Project should not be included in the emissions compared to LSTs.” Therefore,
for purposes of the construction LST analysis, only emissions included in the CalEEMod “on-site”
emissions outputs were considered. (Urban Crossroads, 2015a, p. 35)
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Some people are especially sensitive to air pollution and are given special consideration when
evaluating air quality impacts from projects. These groups of people include children, the elderly,
people with preexisting respiratory or cardiovascular illness, and athletes and others who engage in
frequent exercise. Structures that house these persons or places where they gather to exercise are
defined as “sensitive receptors.” The nearest sensitive receptor land uses are the existing residential
land uses to the west of the Project site, with the closest sensitive receptor occurring approximately
94 feet (29 meters) from the Project site. (Urban Crossroads, 2015a, p. 35)

Table EA-9, Maximum Daily Disturbed Acreage, is used to determine the maximum daily disturbed
acreage for use in determining the applicability of the SCAQMD’s LST look-up tables. As shown in
Table EA-9, the Project could actively disturb approximately 6.5 acres per day during grading activity
and thus would exceed the 5 acre per day limit established by the SCAQMD’s LST look-up tables.
P. (Urban Crossroads, 2015a, p. 38)

Table EA-9 Maximum Daily Disturbed Acreage

Construction Phase | Equipment Type Equipment Acres grader Operating Hours per Day | Acres graded
Quantity per 8 hour day per day
Dozers 3 0.5 8 15
Grading
Scrapers 5 1 8 5.0
Total acres graded per day during Grading 6.5

(Urban Crossroads, 2015a, Table 3-15)

The SCAQMD has established that impacts to air quality are significant if there is a potential to
contribute or cause localized exceedances of the Federal and/or State Ambient Air Quality Standards.
Applicable localized thresholds are as follows (SCAQMD, 2015):

. California State 1-hour CO standard of 20.0 ppm;

« California State 8-hour CO standard of 9.0 ppm;

. California State 1-hour NO, standard of 0.18 ppm;

« SCAQMD 24-hour construction PMio LST of 10.4 ug/m?; or
« SCAQMD 24-hour construction PM,s LST of 10.4 yg/m3.

Without implementation of applicable mitigation measures, emissions during construction activity
would exceed SCAQMD'’s localized significance thresholds for PMi; and PM.s. Table EA-10,
Localized Significance Summary-Construction (without Mitigation), identifies the unmitigated
construction emission levels.. (Urban Crossroads, 2015a, p. 38)

After implementation of Mitigation MeasureM-AQ-2, emissions during construction activity would not
exceed any of the SCAQMD'’s localized significance thresholds. Table EA-11, Localized Significance
Summary-Construction (with Mitigation), identifies the localized impacts at the nearest receptor
location in the vicinity the Project site after implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2. (Urban
Crossroads, 2015a, pp. 38-39)
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Table EA-10 Localized Significance Summary-Construction (without Mitigation)

On-Site Grading, Blasting, Emissions (pounds per day)

Crushing Emissions NO, co PMp PM, .
Grading Emissions 156.56 100.28 15.89 10.30
Blasting Emissions - - 1.29 0.27
Crushing Emissions - - 4.28 0.79
Maximum Daily Emissions 156.56 100.28 21.46 11.36
SCAQMD Localized Threshold 275.12 1,673.16 17.32 8.32
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO YES YES

(Urban Crossroads, 2015a, Table 3-16)

Table EA-11 Localized Significance Summary-Construction (with Mitigation)

On-Site Grading, Blasting, Emissions (pounds per day)

Crushing Emissions NOx co PM10 PM2.5
Grading Emissions 63.42 63.63 11.66 6.57
Blasting Emissions - - 1.29 0.27
Crushing Emissions - - 4.28 0.79
Maximum Daily Emissions 63.42 63.63 17.23 7.63
SCAQMD Localized Threshold 275.12 1,673.16 17.32 8.32
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO

(Urban Crossroads, 2015a, Table 3-17)

Operational Emissions — Regional Thresholds

Operational activities associated with the proposed Project would result in emissions of ROG, NOy,
CO, SOx, PM1, and PM,s. Operational emissions would be expected from the following primary
sources (Urban Crossroads, 2015a, p. 31):

« Area Source Emissions
. Energy Source Emissions
« Mobile Source Emissions

Please refer to Section 3.5 of the Project’'s Air Quality Impact Analysis (IS/MND Appendix C) for a
description of the various inputs assumed in the study for each of the above-listed sources. (Urban
Crossroads, 2015a, pp. 31-32)

The Project-related operations emissions burdens, along with a comparison of SCAQMD
recommended significance thresholds, are shown on Table EA-12, Summary of Peak Operational
Emissions. Results of the analysis indicate that operation of the Project would not exceed the
regional criteria pollutant thresholds established by the SCAQMD, and impacts would therefore be
less than significant. It should be noted that the values depicted in Table EA-12 are based on a
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minimum 10% increase in energy efficiencies beyond 2013 California Building Code Title 24
performance standards, as required by Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. (Urban Crossroads, 2015a, p.
32)

Table EA-12 Summary of Peak Operational Emissions (With Project Design Features)

Emissions (pounds per day}

Operational Activities — Summer Scenario

VOC NO, co 50, PMyg PM; s
Area Source 17.89 0.27 22.78 1.19e-3 0.49 0.48
Energy Source 0.24 2.02 0.86 0.01 0.16 0.16
Mobile 11.31 38.65 128.95 0.28 20.34 5.91
Maximum Daily Emissions 29.43 40.93 152.59 0.29 20.99 6.55
SCAQMD Regicnal Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO NO NO

Emissions (pounds per day}

Operational Activities — Winter Scenario

VOC NO, co SO, PMy, PM; 5
Area Source 17.89 0.27 22.78 1.19e-3 0.49 0.48
Energy Source 0.24 2.02 0.86 0.01 0.16 0.16
Mohile 11.74 40.24 125.00 0.27 20.35 5.91
Maximum Daily Emissions 29.87 4252 152.65 0.28 20.99 6.56
SCAQMD Regional Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO NO NO

(Urban Crossroads, 2015a, Table 3-14)

Operational Emissions — Localized Significance Thresholds

Table EA-13, Localized Significance Summary — Operations (Without Mitigation), shows the
calculated emissions for the Project’'s operational activities compared with the applicable LSTs. The
LST analysis includes on-site sources only; however, the CalEEMod™ model outputs do not separate
on-site and off-site emissions from mobile sources. In an effort to establish a maximum potential
impact scenario for analytic purposes, the emissions shown on Table EA-13 represent all on-site
Project-related stationary (area) sources, all energy sources, and five percent (5%) of the Project-
related mobile sources. Considering that the weighted trip length used in CalEEMod™ for the Project
is approximately 16.6 miles, 5% of this total would represent an on-site travel distance for each car
and truck of approximately one mile or 5,280 feet; thus, the 5% assumption is conservative and would
tend to overstate the actual impact. Modeling based on these assumptions demonstrates that even
within broad encompassing parameters, Project operational-source emissions would not exceed
applicable LSTs. (Urban Crossroads, 2015a, p. 39) It should be noted that the values depicted in
Table EA-13 are based on a minimum 10% increase in energy efficiencies beyond 2013 California
Building Code Title 24 performance standards, as required by Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1.

The nearest sensitive receptor is located approximately 94 feet (29 meters) west of the Project site
within SRA 23. If emissions exceed the LST for a 5-acre site, then dispersion modeling needs to be
conducted. Use of the LSTs for a 5-acre site for operational activities is appropriate since this would
result in more stringent LSTs because emissions would occur in a more concentrated area and closer
to the nearest sensitive receptor than in reality. (Urban Crossroads, 2015a, p. 39)
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Table EA-13 Localized Significance Summary — Operations (Without Mitigation)

Emissions (pounds per day}
Operational Activity
NO, CcO PM;q PM, .
Maximum Daily Emissions 4.47 30.16 1.69 0.96
SCAQMD Localized Threshold | 275.12 1,673.16 4.96 2.16
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO

(Urban Crossroads, 2015a, Table 3-12)

As shown on Table EA-13, operational emissions would not exceed the LST thresholds for the
nearest sensitive receptor. Therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant localized impact
during operational activity. (Urban Crossroads, 2015a, p. 40)

Conclusion

Assuming compliance with Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1, and as indicated in the above analysis, no
impacts would occur based on the SCAQMD regional thresholds during long-term operation.
Additionally, long-term operation of the proposed Project would not exceed the SCAQMD LSTs.
Implementation of the proposed Project does, however, have the potential to exceed both the
SCAQMD regional thresholds and localized significance thresholds for PMij, and PMa.s during
construction activities. Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2 and M-AQ-3 have been imposed on the Project
and would reduce the Project’'s emissions of PMio and PM 25 during construction to below the
SCAQMD regional threshold for these pollutants. Accordingly, and as shown in Table EA-3 through
Table EA-8, with implementation of the required mitigation, impacts would be reduced to a level below
significant.

d) The proposed Project has the potential to expose nearby sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations during Project construction and long-term operation. Sensitive receptors can
include uses such as long term health care facilities, rehabilitation centers, and retirement homes.
Residences, schools, playgrounds, child care centers, and athletic facilities can also be considered as
sensitive receptors. Potential sensitive receptors in the Project vicinity include existing residences
that may be located in close proximity to the Project site. Based on an aerial review, the nearest
sensitive receptor is an existing residential unit located approximately 94 feet (29 meters) west of the
Project site. (Urban Crossroads, 2015a, p. 35)

Construction and Operational LST Analysis

As indicated above under the discussion and analysis of Thresholds 6.b) and 6.c), and as indicated in
Table EA-10 and Table EA-11, near-term construction would exceed the SCAQMD’s LSTs for PMig
and PM2s. After implementation of MM AQ-2, the emissions for near-term construction activity would
not exceed the SCAQMD thresholds for PMip and PM2s. Long-term operational activities associated
with the proposed Project would not exceed the SCAQMD LSTs for any criteria pollutant, and would
be further reduced with implementation of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2 and M-AQ-3. Accordingly,
impacts to nearby sensitive receptors that could occur during construction of the proposed Project
would be less than significant. (Urban Crossroads, 2015a, p. 51)

CO “Hot Spot” Analysis

It has long been recognized that CO exceedances are caused by vehicular emissions, primarily when
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idling at intersections. Vehicle emissions standards have become increasingly more stringent in the
last twenty years. Currently, the CO standard in California is a maximum of 3.4 grams/mile for
passenger cars (there are requirements for certain vehicles that are more stringent). With the
turnover of older vehicles, introduction of cleaner fuels, and implementation of control technology on
industrial facilities, CO concentrations in the Project vicinity have steadily declined, as shown based
on historical data presented in Table 2-3 of the Project's Air Quality Impact Analysis (IS/MND
Appendix C). (Urban Crossroads, 2015a, p. 40)

A CO *“hotspot” would occur if an exceedance of the state one-hour standard of 20 ppm or the eight-
hour standard of 9 ppm were to occur. At the time of the SCAQMD’s 1993 CEQA Air Quality
Handbook, the SCAB was designated nonattainment under the California AAQS and National AAQS
for CO. As identified within SCAQMD's 2003 AQMP and the 1992 Federal Attainment Plan for
Carbon Monoxide (1992 CO Plan), peak carbon monoxide concentrations in the SCAB were a result
of unusual meteorological and topographical conditions and not a result of congestion at a particular
intersection. To establish a more accurate record of baseline CO concentrations affecting the SCAB,
a CO “hot spot” analysis was conducted in 2003 for four busy intersections in Los Angeles at the peak
morning and afternoon time periods. This hot spot analysis did not predict any violation of CO
standards. It can therefore be reasonably concluded that projects (such as the proposed Project) that
are not subject to the extremes in vehicle volumes and vehicle congestion that was evidenced in the
2003 Los Angeles hot spot analysis would similarly not create or result in CO hot spots. Similar
considerations are also employed by other Air Districts when evaluating potential CO concentration
impacts. More specifically, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) concludes that
under existing and future vehicle emission rates, a given project would have to increase traffic
volumes at a single intersection by more than 44,000 vehicles per hour—or 24,000 vehicles per hour
where vertical and/or horizontal air does not mix—in order to generate a significant CO impact. The
proposed Project would not produce the volume of traffic required to generate a CO hotspot either in
the context of the 2003 Los Angeles hot spot study, or based on representative BAAQMD CO
threshold considerations (see Table 3-19 of the Project's air quality impact analysis, 1S/MND
Appendix C). Therefore, CO hotspots are not an environmental impact of concern for the proposed
Project. Localized air quality impacts related to mobile-source emissions would therefore be less than
significant. (Urban Crossroads, 2015a, pp. 40-41)

Conclusion

Based on the analysis presented above, the proposed Project would not expose sensitive receptors
which are located within one mile of the Project site to substantial point source emissions, and
impacts would be less than significant.

e) Under existing conditions, land uses within one mile of the Project site largely consist of
residential homes, undeveloped lands, agricultural uses, rural residential uses, and public facilities
(including Metropolitan Water District facilities associated with Lake Mathews). There are no uses
within one mile of the Project site that comprise a “substantial point source emitter.” In addition,
according to LMWAP Figure 3, there are no lands within one mile of the Project site that are
designated for Industrial land uses. Accordingly, implementation of the proposed Project would not
involve the construction of a sensitive receptor located within one mile of an existing substantial point
source emitter, and no impact would occur.

f) Land uses generally associated with odor complaints include: agricultural uses (livestock and
farming); wastewater treatment plants; food processing plants; chemical plants; composting

Page 32 of 161 EA #42710

113



1/11/2022 Board Meeting 7-4 Attachment 2, Page 101 of 254

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant  Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

operations; refineries; landfills; dairies; and fiberglass molding facilities (Urban Crossroads, 2015a, p.
44).

The Project does not contain land uses typically associated with emitting objectionable odors.
Potential odor sources associated with the proposed Project may result from construction equipment
exhaust and the application of asphalt and architectural coatings during construction activities and the
temporary storage of typical solid waste (refuse) associated with the proposed Project’s long-term
operational uses. Standard construction requirements would minimize odor impacts from
construction. The construction odor emissions would be temporary, short-term, and intermittent in
nature and would cease upon completion of the respective phase of construction; as such, impacts
during construction would be less than significant. Additionally, Project-generated refuse would be
stored in covered containers and removed at regular intervals in compliance with the County’s solid
waste regulations. The proposed Project would also be required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 402
to prevent occurrences of public nuisances. (Urban Crossroads, 2015a, p. 44) Therefore, odors
associated with the proposed Project's construction and long-term operation would be less than
significant and no mitigation is required.

Mitigation:
M-AQ-1 (Condition of Approval 80.Planning.019) Prior to the issuance of building permits, the
Project Applicant shall submit energy demand calculations to the County Planning
Department demonstrating that the increment of the Project for which building permits
are being requested would achieve a minimum 10% increase in energy efficiencies
beyond 2013 California Building Code Title 24 performance standards. Representative
energy efficiency/energy conservation measures to be incorporated in the Project
would include, but would not be not limited to, those listed below (it being understood
that the items listed below are not all required and merely present examples; the list is
not all-inclusive and other features that would reduce energy consumption and promote
energy conservation would also be acceptable):
* |ncrease in insulation such that heat transfer and thermal bridging is minimized.
= Limit air leakage through the structure and/or within the heating and cooling
distribution system.
= Use of energy-efficient space heating and cooling equipment.
= |nstallation of electrical hook-ups at loading dock areas.
» |nstallation of dual-paned or other energy efficient windows.
= Use of interior and exterior energy efficient lighting that exceeds the incumbent
California Title 24 Energy Efficiency performance standards.
» |nstallation of automatic devices to turn off lights where they are not needed.
= Application of a paint and surface color palette that emphasizes light and off-
white colors that reflect heat away from buildings.
= Design of buildings with “cool roofs” using products certified by the Cool Roof
Rating Council, and/or exposed roof surfaces using light and off-white colors.
= Design of buildings to accommodate photo-voltaic solar electricity systems or
the installation of photo-voltaic solar electricity systems.
» |nstallation of ENERGY STAR-qualified energy-efficient appliances, heating
and cooling systems, office equipment, and/or lighting products.
M-AQ-2 (Condition of Approval 60.Planning.025) The Project is required to comply with the

provisions of South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 403, “Fugitive Dust” by
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M-AQ-3

implementing the following dust control measures during construction activities, such
as earth moving activities, grading, and equipment travel on unpaved roads. Prior to
grading permit issuance, the County shall verify that the following notes are included
on the grading plan. Project contractors shall be required to ensure compliance with
the notes and permit periodic inspection of the construction site by County of Riverside
staff or its designee to confirm compliance. These notes also shall be specified in bid
documents issued to prospective construction contractors.

= During grading activity, all construction equipment (>150 horsepower) shall be
California Air Resources Board (CARB) Tier 3 Certified or better. The
construction contractor shall keep a log of all construction equipment greater
than 150 horsepower demonstrating compliance with this requirement, and the
log shall be made available for inspection by Riverside County upon request.

» During construction activity, total horsepower-hours per day for all equipment
shall not exceed 24,464 horsepower-hours per day. The construction
contractor shall keep a log of all gas-powered equipment used during each day
of construction, the number of hours each piece of equipment was used, and
the total horsepower of all construction equipment used. These logs shall be
made available for inspection by Riverside County upon request.

= During grading and ground-disturbing construction activities, the construction
contractor shall ensure that all unpaved roads, active soil stockpiles, and areas
undergoing active ground disturbance within the Project site are watered at
least three (3) times daily during dry weather. Watering, with complete
coverage of disturbed areas by water truck, sprinkler system or other
comparable means, shall occur in the mid-morning, afternoon, and after work
has been completed for the day.

» Temporary signs shall be installed on the construction site along all unpaved
roads and/or unpaved haul routes indicating a maximum speed limit of 15 miles
per hour (MPH). The signs shall be installed before construction activities
commence and remain in place during the duration of vehicle activities on all
unpaved roads unpaved haul routes.

(Condition of Approval 60.Planning.026) Prior to issuance of grading permits, the
Project Applicant shall identify a location for the importation of soil material. The
County shall verify that a note is included on the grading plans indicating that two-way
haul trips associated with any soil import activity shall be limited to the following:

= If the haul site location is one mile or less from the Project site, then daily haul
trips shall be limited to 923 two-way trips.

= |f the haul site location is three miles or less from the Project site, then daily
haul trips shall be limited to 513 two-way trips.

= |If the haul site location is five miles or less from the Project site, then daily haul
trips shall be limited to 350 two-way trips.

» |f the haul site location is ten miles or less from the Project site, then daily haul
trips shall be limited to 204 two-way trips.
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M-AQ-4

Monitoring:
M-AQ-1

M-AQ-2

M-AQ-3

M-AQ-4

» |f the haul site location is 15 miles or less from the Project site, then daily haul
trips shall be limited to 138 two-way trips.

= If the haul site location is 20 miles or less from the Project site, then daily haul
trips shall be limited to 102 two-way trips.

These notes also shall be specified in bid documents issued to prospective
construction contractors. The construction contractor shall keep daily logs of all soil
import-related haul trips to and from the Project site, and shall make these logs
available to County staff for inspection upon request.

(Condition of Approval 10.Planning.023) Prior to issuance of building permits, the
Project Applicant shall submit Project design features to the County Planning
Department demonstrating that Project design features would satisfy the following:

» Reduce outdoor water use by 30%, consistent with Riverside County Ordinance
No. 859.

» Reduce indoor water use by 20% consistent with Division 4.3 of the 2013
CalGreen Residential Mandatory Measures.

Prior to building permit issuance, the County Planning Department shall review the
energy demand calculations to verify that the Project achieves a minimum 10%
increase in energy efficiencies beyond 2013 California Building Code Title 24
performance standards.

Prior to grading or building permit issuance, the County shall verify that the required
notes are included on grading plans. During construction activities, the construction
contractor shall be responsible for compliance with the idling restriction. The
construction contractor also shall allow for inspection by Riverside County staff or its
designee to verify compliance.

Prior to grading permit issuance, the Project Applicant shall identify a location for the
importation of material. The Riverside County Planning Department shall verify that
the appropriate note(s) are included on the grading plans based on the distance
between the Project site and the haul site. During construction activities, the
construction contractor shall be responsible for compliance with the two-way trip
restriction. The construction contractor also shall allow for inspection by Riverside
County staff or its designee to verify compliance.

Prior to building permit issuance, the County Planning Department shall review the
Project design features to verify that design features reduce outdoor water use by 30%,
consistent with Riverside County Ordinance No. 859 and reduce indoor water use by
20% consistent with Division 4.3 of the 2013 CalGreen Residential Mandatory
Measures.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES Would the project

7. Wildlife & Vegetation
a) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat L] > L] L]
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Conservation Plan, Natural Conservation Community Plan,
or other approved local, regional, or state conservation
plan?
b) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or ] 2 ] ]

through habitat modifications, on any endangered, or
threatened species, as listed in Title 14 of the California
Code of Regulations (Sections 670.2 or 670.5) or in Title
50, Code of Federal Regulations (Sections 17.11 or 17.12)?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or u = u u
through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a
candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or U. S. Wildlife Service?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any ] 2 ] ]
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) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian ] 2 ] ]
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in
local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or U. S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?

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

g) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances ] ] ] 2
protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation
policy or ordinance?

Source: GIS database (Riverside County, 2014); MSHCP (WRCRCA, 2003); On-site Inspection;
Biological Resources Assessment, PCR Services Corporation, July 2015; Results of Focused Burrowing
Owl Surveys for the Lake Ranch Project, PCR Services Corporation, May 21, 2014; Determination of
Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation, PCR Services Corporation, January 2015; Results of the
Special-Status Plant Surveys for the Lake Ranch Off-Site Basin Area, PCR Services Corporation, July 15,
2015; Results of the Burrowing Owl Surveys for the Lake Ranch Basin Area, PCR Services Corporation,
June 8, 2015.

Findings of Fact:

a) The Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) is the
applicable habitat conservation/planning program for Western Riverside County. The Project site and
off-site areas occur within the Lake Mathews/Woodcrest Area Plan portion of the MSHCP but are not
within a Criteria Cell, a designated Cell Group, or a subunit within the Lake Mathews/Woodcrest Area
Plan that requires conservation of land for inclusion in the MSHCP Conservation Area. The Project
site also is not within any cores or linkages (i.e., Special Linkage Areas) as identified on MSHCP
Figure 3-2. (PCR, 2015a, p. 56) As such, the Project would only be required to contribute MSHCP
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Mitigation Fees pursuant to County Ordinance No. 810 (and as enforced by Mitigation Measure M-
BR-6).

Although habitat conservation is not required on the Project site pursuant to the MSHCP, all projects
must demonstrate compliance with applicable MSHCP requirements pursuant to the following
sections of the MSHCP: Section 6.1.2, “Protection of Species Associated with Riparian/Riverine Areas
and Vernal Pools;” Section 6.1.3, “Protection of Narrow Endemic Plant Species;” Section 6.1.4,
“Guidelines Pertaining to the Urban/Wildland Interface;” and Section 6.3.2, “Additional Survey Needs
and Procedures.”

Project Compliance with MSHCP Section 6.1.2

Riparian/Riverine Areas

Section 6.1.2, Protection of Species Associated with Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools, of
the MSHCP provides for the protection of Riparian/Riverine Areas within the MSHCP Plan Area.
Riparian/Riverine areas are defined in the MSHCP as “lands which contain habitat dominated by
trees, shrubs, persistent emergents, or emergent mosses and lichens, which occur close to or
which depend upon soil moisture from a nearby fresh water source; or areas with fresh water flow
during all or a portion of the year.” (PCR, 2015a, p. 56)

The Project site and off-site drainage easement support 2.93 acres of MSHCP Riparian/Riverine
Areas associated with Drainages A and B that is equivalent to the CDFW jurisdiction for these
drainages. Both of the on-site drainages meet the definition of a Riparian Area because they
support habitat dominated by trees and shrubs, mostly consisting of mule fat, black willow, and
arroyo willow. The off-site portion of Drainage A (0.01 acre) also meets the definition of a Riverine
Area due to the ephemeral flow and limited vegetation that consists of weedy, non-native
dominated species typical of ruderal areas. (PCR, 2015a, p. 56) To address impacts to the
Riparian/Riverine habitat that would be affected by the Project, a Determination of Biologically
Equivalent or Superior Preservation (DBESP) Report was prepared and is included as ISIMND
Appendix D3. The DBESP Report discusses the unavoidable impacts to riparian/riverine areas
and recommends mitigation to replace lost functions and values as it pertains to the MSHCP
Covered Species.

According to the DBESP, the Project would result in permanent direct impacts to 1.16 acres of the
MSHCP Riparian/Riverine Areas, including 1.15 acres of on-site Riparian Areas in Drainage A and
0.01 acre of off-site Riverine Areas associated with Drainage A (PCR, 2015b, p. 47). The DBESP
identified one mitigation measure, included herein as Mitigation Measure M-BR-8, to reduce
impacts to the on-site Riparian and off-site Riverine habitats. The mitigation requires the
enhancement and creation of 2.58 acres of riparian, riparian transition, and upland areas within
both Drainages A and B. Furthermore, within Drainage A, the Project has designated 4.84 acres
as a “MSHCP Riparian/Riverine Avoidance/Mitigation Area.” With implementation of required
mitigation, and in conformance with MSHCP Volume 1, Section 6.1.2, the Project would achieve
equivalent or superior preservation as compared to what would occur if the riparian/riverine
resources on- and off-site were to be avoided. As such, the Project would result in a less-than-
significant impact. (PCR, 2015b, p. 53).

Riparian/Riverine Plant Species

A habitat assessment was conducted for species listed in Section 6.1.2, Protection of Species
Associated with Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools, of the MSHCP. The results are
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presented in Table 4 of the Project’'s biological resources assessment (IS/MND Appendix D1).
The results of the habitat assessment indicate that no Riparian/Riverine plant species are
expected to occur within the Project site, the Off-Site Basin, or off site inlet structure due to the
lack of suitable habitat, the location of these areas outside of the species range, or based on the
negative results of focused surveys conducted for the site in April and July 2014, while surveys of
the Off-Site Basin were conducted in March through July, 2015.(PCR, 2015a, pp. 48-49 and 59-
61) Accordingly, the Project has no potential to conflict with Section 6.1.2 as it pertains to
riparian/riverine plant species.

Riparian/Riverine Wildlife Species

Habitat assessments were conducted for wildlife species listed in MSHCP Section 6.1.2,
Protection of Species Associated with Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools. Two species
have the potential to occur within the Project site, namely the American peregrine falcon and least
Bell's vireo, as indicated in Table 5 of the Project's Biological Resources Assessment (see
ISIMND Appendix D1). The American peregrine falcon has a very low potential to forage only
within the Project site; no suitable breeding habitat (cliffs or tall buildings) occur on-site. This
species can be found foraging in nearly any open habitat, but most likely near areas such as lake
edges and mountain chains. The nearest of these areas is Lake Mathews approximately 0.30
mile to the south of the Project site. The off-site inlet structure site is limited in size, disturbed and
with limited vegetation, and is not suitable for foraging. No Riparian/Riverine habitat occurs within
the Off-Site Basin area. (PCR, 2015a, p. 61 and Figure 11)

Despite the presence of willow scrub habitat on the Project site, least Bell’s vireo was determined
to only have the potential to occur in the northern drainage (Drainage B) and has no potential to
occur within the willow scrub habitat in the drainage located in the southern portion (Drainage A)
of the Project site based on the extent and composition of the vegetation community. The
vegetation in Drainage A is not contiguous as it is broken up by ruderal vegetation and lacks an
understory. Moreover, the willow scrub habitat in Drainage A was not considered suitable for
nesting least Bell's vireo due to the ambient noise levels (the habitat is adjacent to El Sobrante
Road, which is a busy and well-traveled road) and structure of the vegetation. Least Bell's vireos
are known to require a dense, stratified canopy for foraging with a typical territory size of between
0.5 and 7.5 acres. In consideration of these factors, this species was considered to have no
potential to occur within the willow scrub associated with Drainage A. (PCR, 2015a, pp. 61-62)

Due to the presence of suitable habitat on the Project site, focused surveys for the least Bell's
vireo were conducted during which a pair of this species was observed foraging within the on-site
portion of Drainage B on two occasions. No nesting least Bell's vireo, or signs of nesting, was
observed. Based on observation made during the surveys, the least Bell's vireo appear to only
utilize Drainage B on-site for foraging. (PCR, 2015a, pp. 62-63) Because residential lots nearest
Drainage B would be set back from the riparian habitat by between 68 feet and 140 feet, there
would be no direct impacts to the least Bell's vireo (PCR, 2015a, p. 81). However, the Project has
the potential to indirectly impact the least Bell's vireo, and this is evaluated as a significant indirect
impact for which mitigation would be required. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BR-1
would reduce indirect impacts to least Bell's vireo to below a level of significance. (PCR, 2015a,
pp. 89-90)

No other riparian/riverine wildlife species are expected to occur due to the lack of suitable habitat
on-site and in the off-site areas. (PCR, 2015a, p. 63) With implementation of the required
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mitigation, the Project would be consistent with MSHCP Section 6.1.2 as it pertains to
riparian/riverine wildlife species.

Vernal Pools

Section 6.1.2, Protection of Species Associated with Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools, of
the MSHCP provides for the protection of vernal pools within the MSHCP Plan Area. Vernal pools
are defined in the MSHCP as “seasonal wetlands that occur in depression areas that have
wetlands indicators of all three parameters (soils, vegetation, and hydrology) during the wetter
portion of the growing season but normally lack wetlands indicators of hydrology and/or vegetation
during the drier portion of the growing season” (PCR, 2015a, p. 56). Vernal pools are not present
within the Project site or off-site areas (PCR, 2015a, p. 59). Accordingly, the Project has no
potential to conflict with MSHCP Section 6.1.2 as it pertains to vernal pools.

Fairy Shrimp

The Project site and off-site areas do not exhibit aquatic features that could provide suitable
habitat for fairy shrimp (i.e., vernal pools, swales, vernal pool-like ephemeral ponds, seasonal
ponds, stock ponds, or other human-modified depressions such as tire ruts, etc.) (PCR, 2015a, p.
59). Accordingly, the Project has no potential to conflict with MSHCP Section 6.1.2 as it pertains
to fairy shrimp.

Based on the foregoing analysis, and assuming the incorporation of Mitigation Measures M-BR-1
and M-BR-8, the proposed Project would result in less-than-significant impacts to MSHCP
riparian/riverine areas, sensitive riparian/riverine plant and animal species, and vernal pools;
therefore, the proposed Project would not conflict with MSHCP Section 6.1.2 and impacts would
be less than significant.

Project Compliance with MSHCP Section 6.1.3

Volume |, Section 6.1.3 of the MSHCP requires that within identified Narrow Endemic Plant
Species Survey Areas (NEPSSA), site-specific focused surveys for Narrow Endemic Plants
Species are required for all public and private projects where appropriate soils and habitat are
present. The Project site and off-site areas are not within the Narrow Endemic Plant Species
Survey Area; therefore, no surveys were required for Narrow Endemic plant species. As such, the
Project has no potential to conflict with MSHCP Section 6.1.3. (PCR, 2015a, p. 63)

Project Compliance with MSHCP Section 6.1.4

Section 6.1.4, Guidelines Pertaining to the Urban/Wildlands Interface, of the MSHCP presents a
number of guidelines that are intended to address indirect effects associated with locating
developments in proximity to a Western Riverside County MSHCP Conservation Area. These
guidelines address the quantity and quality of any runoff generated by the development (i.e.,
drainage and toxics), night lighting, noise, non-native invasive plant species, barriers to humans
and animal predators, and grading/land development encroachment. The Project site and off-site
areas are not within or in the vicinity of any Criteria Cells and, as such, development of the site is
not expected to result in indirect effects to MSHCP Conservation Areas related to night lighting,
noise, and grading/land development, and barriers would not be necessary. (PCR, 2015a, p. 64)

Both on-site drainages, Drainage A and Drainage B, ultimately drain to the Santa Ana River where
Criteria Cells are located. Runoff from the site therefore has the potential to affect the quantity
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and quality of water downstream, in addition to the transport of plant seeds. Since the Project
would be required to comply with flood and water quality standards, no indirect effects from the
quantity and quality of run-off would occur to downstream areas. At minimum, no invasive, non-
native plant species listed in Table 6-2 of the MSHCP, Plants That Should Be Avoided Adjacent to
the MSHCP Conservation Area, would be utilized in the landscape plans (as required pursuant to
Mitigation Measure M-BR-7). (PCR, 2015a, p. 64) This would avoid dispersal of invasive plant
seeds in the watershed. Although the Project site is not within any Criteria Cells or adjacent to
any MSHCP Conservation Areas, it does support the two MSHCP Riparian Areas associated with
Drainages A and B. The above measures would avoid indirect impacts to these drainages from
runoff and invasive species. Furthermore, measures would be implemented to avoid any indirect
impacts to the least Bell's vireo foraging habitat associated with the Riverine Area, Drainage B
(refer to Mitigation Measure M-BR-1), including the designation of 3.49 acres within Drainage B as
an “MSHCP Riparian/Riverine Avoidance and Mitigation Area”. Based on the preceding analysis,
and assuming implementation of the required mitigation, the Project would be consistent with
MSHCP Section 6.1.4.

Project Compliance with MSHCP Section 6.3.2

MSHCP Section 6.3.2 requires special surveys for certain plant species for lands located within
the Criteria Area Plant Species Survey Areas (CAPSSA). MSHCP Section 6.3.2 also identifies
lands requiring surveys for certain animal species (burrowing owl, mammals, and amphibians).
The Project site and off-site areas occur within the burrowing owl survey area, but do not occur
within the amphibian or mammal survey areas, or within the CAPSSA. (PCR, 2015a, p. 63)

Focused burrowing owl surveys were conducted for the Project site, and no burrowing owls were
detected. Focused burrowing owl surveys also were conducted for the Off-Site Basin area and no
burrowing owls were detected. (PCR, 2015c, p. 4) However, there is a potential that the Project
site and Off-Site Basin area could be occupied by burrowing owl individuals prior to the
commencement of grading or ground disturbing activities. If present, impacts to the burrowing owl
would represent a significant impact due to a conflict with the MSHCP and mitigation would be
required in the form of pre-construction surveys. This is evaluated as a potentially significant
impact for which mitigation would be required. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BR-2,
which enforces the requirement to conduct pre-construction burrowing owl surveys, would reduce
potential impacts to the burrowing owl to a level below significant. (PCR, 2015a, pp. 81-82)

Based on the analysis provided above, and with the incorporation of mitigation, the proposed
Project would not conflict with MSHCP Section 6.3.2.

As indicated in the above analysis, and assuming the incorporation of mitigation measures, the
proposed Project would be consistent with, or otherwise would not conflict with, all applicable
provisions of the MSHCP. Accordingly, the Project would not conflict with the provisions of an
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Conservation Community Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state conservation plan, and impacts would be less than significant with the incorporation
of mitigation measures.

b & ¢) Implementation of the proposed Project has the potential to directly or indirectly impact
endangered or threatened plant and animal species, if such species occur within areas planned for
impact by the Project. Each is discussed below.
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Impacts to Sensitive Plant Species

Development of the Project would result in the direct removal of numerous common plant species.
A list of plant species observed within the Project site and off-site improvement areas is included
in Appendix A to the Project's Biological Resources Assessment (IS/MND Appendix D1).
Common plant species present within the Project site occur in large numbers throughout the
region and their removal would not be considered a substantial adverse effect on sensitive plant
species. Therefore, impacts to common plant species would be less than significant and no
mitigation measures would be required. (PCR, 2015a, p. 69)

A total of 34 sensitive plant species are identified as occurring in the Project vicinity in available
databases. Of these, 20 sensitive plant species are not expected to occur within the Project site
of the off-site areas due to the lack of suitable habitat or because the site is outside the known
distribution or elevation range for the species. These species are listed in Appendix C to the
Project’s Biological Resources Assessment (IS'/MND Appendix D1). The remaining 14 sensitive
plant species were determined to have a potential to occur on-site and, as such, focused sensitive
plant surveys were conducted in April and July 2015 by PCR to determine the presence/absence
of these sensitive species. No sensitive plant species were found to occur on-site. Focused
special-status plant surveys were conducted by the Project biologists (PCR) on April 21, 2015 and
July 13, 2015 on the Off-Site Basin area to determine the presence or absence of 15 special-
status plants species having the potential to occur within the Off-Site Basin area (PCR, 2015d).
These species are listed in Appendix A of the Project’'s Special Status Plants Survey (refer to
MND Appendix D5). Results of the focused surveys conducted within the Off-Site Basin area did
not identify any special-status plants species (PCR, 2015d, p. 4).

Therefore, no impacts to sensitive plant species would occur as a result of Project development
and no mitigation measures would be required. (PCR, 2015a, p. 69)

Impacts to Sensitive Animal Species

Development of the Project site and off-site areas would result in the disruption and removal of
habitat and the loss and displacement of non-sensitive common wildlife species. A list of wildlife
species observed within the Project site is included in Appendix A to the Project’s Biological
Resources Assessment (IS/MND Appendix D1). Due to the limited amount of native habitat to be
removed and the level of existing disturbance from human activity within the vicinity (e.g., nearby
development), these impacts would not be expected to reduce the general wildlife populations
below self-sustaining levels within the region and impacts. Therefore, impacts to common wildlife
species would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. (PCR, 2015a, p.
69)

A total of 43 species are identified as occurring in the Project vicinity in available databases. Of
these, 25 sensitive wildlife species are not expected to occur within the Project site of off-site
areas due to the lack of suitable habitat or because the site is outside the known distribution range
for the species. These species are listed in Appendix D to the Project's Biological Resources
Assessment (see IS/IMND Appendix D1). Since these species are not expected to be present on
the Project site or off-site areas, no impacts would occur as a result of Project development and
no mitigation measures are required. (PCR, 2015a, p. 70)

The remaining 17 sensitive wildlife species were determined to have a potential to occur on-site
and also off-site for a few species. Of these species one, the least Bell's vireo, was observed on-
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site and is discussed in further detail below. Other sensitive wildlife species with potential to occur
on-site and/or off-site include western spade foot toad, coast horned lizard, orangethroat whiptail,
northern harrier, white-tailed kite, burrowing owl (with the potential to also occur within the Off-Site
Basin area), long-eared owl, loggerhead shrike, yellow warbler, yellow breasted chat, tricolored
blackbird, Stephan’s kangaroo rat, San Diego, San Diego desert woodrat, southern grasshopper
mouse, American badger, western mastiff bat, and pocketed free-tailed bat. The Project site and
off-site areas also have the potential to support migratory birds and raptors that are discussed
further below. (PCR, 2015a, p. 70)

Ten of the 17 species are covered by the MSHCP with no survey requirements, including western
spade foot, coast horned lizard, orangethroat whiptail, northern harrier, white-tailed Kkite,
loggerhead shrike, yellow warbler, yellow breasted chat, Stephan’s kangaroo rat, and San Diego
blacktailed jackrabbit. Therefore, assuming payment of the MSHCP Local Development Mitigation
Fee (as required by Mitigation Measure M-BR-6), no additional mitigation is required for these
species. Least Bell's vireo and burrowing owl are conditionally covered by the MSHCP with
additional surveys and mitigation required, as discussed in further detail below. (PCR, 2015a, p.
70)

The remaining five species, the western mastiff bat, long-eared owl, southern grasshopper mouse,
San Diego desert woodrat, and American badger, are not covered by the MSHCP. These species
are listed as species of special concern by the CDFW and do not carry a federal or state listing as
threatened or endangered. These species are considered to have a low to very low potential to
occur on the Project site based on the limited habitat and/or quality of the habitat, and impacts to
these species would be less than significant as follows: (PCR, 2015a, pp. 70-71)

o Western Mastiff Bat: Impacts to western mastiff bat foraging habitat would be less than
significant due to the limited, isolated open scrub areas and disturbed nature of the Project
site from agricultural and ongoing maintenance activities that would not be expected to
support a large food source for foraging. As such, any impacts to foraging habitat for this
species, if present, would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are required.
(PCR, 20154, p. 70)

e Long-Eared Owl: Impacts to long-eared owl would be less than significant due to the low
suitability of the riparian habitat on the Project site. In addition, a large proportion of
riparian habitat would be avoided on the project site and mitigation is proposed as
compensation for impacted habitat (refer to Mitigation Measure M-BR-3). Measures to
avoid impacts to migratory birds would also be expected to avoid impacts to this species, if
present (see Mitigation Measure M-BR-5). (PCR, 2015a, p. 71)

e Southern Grasshopper Mouse, San Dieqo Desert Woodrat, and American Badger:
Impacts to southern grasshopper mouse, San Diego desert woodrat, and American badger
would be less than significant based on the limited and isolated nature of the habitat within
the Project’s boundaries and disturbance on the Project site from agricultural and ongoing
maintenance activities that would not be expected to support large populations of these
species, if present. Furthermore, no records of southern grasshopper mouse and
American badger occur within 10 and 20 miles of the Project site, respectively, since 1908.
Potentially suitable habitat adjacent to Drainage B would be avoided as part of the project.
(PCR, 20154, p. 71)
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The above five species were not considered for coverage under the MSHCP, indicating that
regionally significant populations of these species do not exist within the MSHCP boundaries.
Based on the above discussion, the Project site is not capable of supporting large populations of
these species and a loss of a few individuals, if present, would not expect to reduce regional
population numbers. Therefore, any impacts to these species would be less than significant and
no mitigation measures would be required. (PCR, 2015a, p. 71)

Impacts to the following sensitive wildlife species would be considered potentially significant prior
to mitigation, as follows:

o Least Bell's Vireo. One sensitive wildlife species, the least Bell's Vireo (Federally
Endangered, State Endangered), was observed foraging on-site in Drainage B during two
surveys; no nesting birds were observed or are expected based on observations made
during the surveys. Drainage B would be avoided as part of the Project including a
setback of between 68 feet and 140 feet that is proposed as open space between the
drainage and the development. As such, no direct impacts to least Bell's vireo birds or
their nests would occur. There is a potential for indirect noise impacts if construction
occurs during the breeding season and post-construction from human influences (breeding
season starts April 10, depending on their arrival from wintering areas, and continues until
they leave around July 31). This is considered a potentially significant indirect impact of
the proposed Project requiring mitigation, in the form of avoidance and minimization
measures (refer to Mitigation Measure M-BR-1). With implementation of the required
mitigation, indirect impacts to this species would be reduced to below a level of
significance. (PCR, 2015a, p. 71)

e Burrowing Owl. The Project site and off-site areas support potentially suitable burrowing
owl (Species of Special Concern) habitat, but no burrowing owl burrows, signs, or
individuals were found on-site during the Step | and Step Il surveys conducted by PCR.
Although the Project site does not currently support burrowing owls, a pre-construction
survey would be required in compliance with the MSHCP. Specifically, in accordance with
the County requirements, a pre-construction survey for burrowing owl would be required
within 30 days prior to ground disturbance to avoid potential direct take of burrowing owls
in the future. Accordingly, impacts to the burrowing owl are considered potentially
significant requiring pre-construction surveys and additional avoidance measures as
mitigation to avoid impacts to this species (refer to Mitigation Measure M-BR-2). With
implementation of the required mitigation, impacts to the burrowing owl would be reduced
to less-than-significant levels. (PCR, 2015a, p. 72)

e |mpacts to Nesting Birds: In addition to the above-listed wildlife species, the Project site
and off-site areas support potential nesting and foraging habitat for migratory birds, in
addition to potential foraging habitat for raptors. Based on the disturbed nature of the site
from agriculture and ongoing maintenance activities, the quality of foraging habitat is
considered to be low. Higher quality foraging habitat is considered to occur associated
with Lake Mathews to the south of the Project site. The loss of foraging habitat as a result
of the Project would not be expected to impact the foraging of these species. Therefore,
impacts to foraging habitat would be considered less than significant and no mitigation
measures would be required. (PCR, 2015a, p. 80)

However, the Project site and off-site areas have the potential to support songbird and
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raptor nests due to the presence of shrubs, ground cover, and limited trees. Nesting
activity typically occurs from February 15 to August 31. Disturbing or destroying active
nests is a violation of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA, 16 U.S.C. 703 et seq.). In
addition, nests and eggs are protected under Fish and Wildlife Code Section 3503. As
such direct impacts to breeding birds (e.g. through nest removal) or indirect impacts (e.g.
by noise causing abandonment of the nest) is considered a potentially significant impact
for which mitigation, in the form of construction timing restrictions and/or avoidance, would
be required (refer to Mitigation Measure M-BR-5). Implementation of the required
mitigation would reduce impacts to nesting birds to a level below significance. (PCR,
2015a, p. 80)

d) The Project site and off-site areas support potential live-in and movement habitat for species
on a local scale (i.e., some limited live-in and at least marginal movement habitat for reptile, bird, and
mammal species), but it likely provides little to no function to facilitate wildlife movement for wildlife
species on a regional scale, and is not identified as a regionally important dispersal or seasonal
migration corridor (PCR, 2015a, pp. 79-80). Movement on a local scale likely occurs with species
adapted to urban environments due to the development and disturbances in the vicinity of the Project
site and off-site areas. Although implementation of the Project would result in disturbances to local
wildlife movement within the Project site and off-site areas, those species adapted to urban areas
would be expected to persist on-site following construction, particularly within the open space areas.
The Project also would avoid the entirety of Drainage B and a portion of Drainage A through
designation of 8.33 acres of land within the drainages as “MSHCP Riparian/Riverine
Avoidaince/Mitigation Areas”, which would allow the continuation of any local scale wildlife movement
that may currently occur (PCR, 2015a, pp. 79-80). Additionally, as discussed and analyzed under
Threshold 7.b & c), the Project would be required to comply with all of the provisions of the MSHCP,
including payment of the MSHCP Local Development Mitigation Fee and compliance with MSHCP
Section 6.1.2 pertaining to Riparian/Riverine Areas; thus, the potential impacts to movement on a
local scale would be reduced to less-than-significant levels (refer to Mitigation Measures M-BR-1
through M-BR-8). In addition, the MSCHP does not identify any existing or proposed linkages or
constrained linkages within the vicinity of the Project site or off-site impact areas (WRCRCA, 2003,
Figure 3-2). Therefore, assuming implementation of the required mitigation, impacts associated with
the movement of wildlife species would be less than significant.

e) Figure EA-4, Impacts to Plant Communities, depicts the Project’s anticipated impacts to all on-
site plant communities, including riparian habitats, while Figure EA-5, Impacts to Sensitive Plant
Communities, depicts the Project’s impacts to sensitive plant communities. The Project’'s impacts to
sensitive plant communities and riparian habitat are discussed below.

Impacts to Sensitive Plant Communities

The Project site supports eight native plant communities totaling 4.40 acres, including arroyo willow
scrub (0.97 acre), brittle bush scrub (1.06 acres), black willow scrub (1 acre), black willow
scrub/disturbed (0.32 acre), California sagebrush scrub (0.02 acre), fourwing saltbush scrub (0.14
acre), mule fat scrub (0.76 acre), and pinebush scrub (0.13 acre). The remainder of the Project site
supports non-native communities including agriculture, developed, disturbed, disturbed/brittlebush
scrub, disturbed/California sagebrush scrub-California buckwheat scrub, disturbed/mule fat scrub,
disturbed/willow herb, pond, and ruderal areas. Three of the plant communities on-site are
considered sensitive pursuant to CDFW, namely arroyo willow scrub, black willow scrub, and black
willow scrub/disturbed. A total of 0.57 acre of sensitive native communities would be impacted by the
proposed Project (25 percent of the total 2.29 acres of sensitive communities on-site). These impacts
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include 0.48 acre of arroyo willow scrub (49.5 percent of the total 0.97 acre on-site) and 0.09 acre of
black willow scrub (9 percent of the total one acre on-site). No impacts are proposed to the black
willow scrub/disturbed community totaling 0.32 acre of avoidance. Acreages of impacts are
summarized in Table EA-14, Existing and Permanent Impacts to Plant Communities. Following
impacts, a total of 1.72 acres of sensitive communities would be avoided (75 percent of the total 2.29
acres of sensitive communities on-site), including 0.49 acre of arroyo willow scrub, 0.91 acre of black
willow scrub, and 0.32 of black willow scrub/disturbed. (PCR, 2015a, p. 72)

Table EA-14 Existing and Permanent Impacts to Plant Communities

Existing
(acres) Impacts (acres)
Plant Community Project Site  Off-Site  Project Site = Off-Site

California Sagebrush Scrub 0.02 -
Brittle Bush Scrub 1.06 0.96
Arroyo Willow Scrub 0.97 0.48
Black Willow Scrub 1.00 0.09
Mule Fat Scrub 0.76 0.66
Pinebush Scrub 013 0.02
Fourwing Saltbush Scrub 0.14
Black Willow Scrub/Disturbed 0.32 -
Disturbed/Brittle Bush Scrub 0.34 0.34
Disturbed/Mule Fat Scrub 0.51 0.50
Disturbed/California Sagebrush-California Buckwheat Scrub 1.86 1.80
Disturbed/Willow Herb 0.01 0.01
Agriculture 34.49 34.22
Pond 158 1.58 -
Ruderal 5.78 29.70 4.39 7.72
Ruderal/Coyote Bush Scrub - 0.03 -
Disturbed 50.31 0.52 4947 0.02
Developed 4.34 4.34 -
Total 103.62 30.25 98.86 7.74

(PCR, 20154, Table 6)

The Off-Site Basin area consists primarily of large ruderal areas (PCR, 2015d, p. 3). Specifically, the
Off-Site Basin area contains three (3) non-native vegetation communities as mapped by the Project
biologist (PCR) as Disturbed/Coyote Brush Scrub, Ruderal, and Disturbed. (PCR, 2015d, pp. 3-4)

The riparian plant communities that would be impacted by the Project (arroyo willow scrub and black
willow scrub) are associated with Drainage A in the southern portion of the site and are not
considered high quality due to the disturbed/non-contiguous composition and the lack of a native
understory. These riparian communities do not support or have the potential to support any protected
plant or animal species. As a result, impacts to the arroyo willow scrub and black willow scrub
communities would not threaten the existence of high quality stands of this vegetation community.
Nevertheless impacts to these vegetation communities would be considered potentially significant
since they are identified as sensitive plant communities by CDFW, and are also CDFW, USACE, and
RWQCB jurisdictional and are considered MSHCP Riparian/Riverine areas. Mitigation would be
required through compensatory mitigation at a 2:1 ratio through creation, restoration, and/or
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enhancement of riparian habitat on- and off-site (refer to Mitigation Measures M-BR-3 and M-BR-8).
The higher quality riparian vegetation associated with Drainage B in the northeastern portion of the
site that supports foraging habitat for least Bell's vireo would be avoided by the Project through
designation as a “MSHCP Riparian/Riverine Avoidance and Mitigation Area”. With implementation of
the required mitigation, impacts to sensitive plant communities would be reduced to less-than-
significant levels. (PCR, 2015a, p. 72 and p. 75)

Impacts to CDFW Jurisdictional Areas

The Project site and off-site drainage easement supports drainages that are considered jurisdictional
streambed pursuant to Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code, as regulated by CDFW.
This includes Drainage A and Drainage B, of which impacts are only proposed to Drainage A totaling
1.15 acres on-site (39.4 percent of the total 2.92 acres of CDFW jurisdiction on-site within Drainages
A and B), and 0.01 acre off-site, as shown in Figure EA-6, Impacts to Jurisdictional Features. Existing
and impact acreages are summarized in Table EA-15, Existing and Permanent Impacts to CDFW
Jurisdictional Features. A total of 1.77 acres of CDFW jurisdiction would be avoided by the Project
(60.6 percent of the total 2.92 acres of CDFW jurisdiction on-site within Drainages A and B). Impacts
to CDFW jurisdictional drainages therefore total 1.16 acres. (PCR, 2015a, p. 75 - p. 76)

Impacts to CDFW jurisdictional features are evaluated as a potentially significant impact of the
proposed Project, requiring a permit from the CDFW and compensatory mitigation in conformance
with Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code (refer to Mitigation Measure M-BR-4).
Compliance with Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code would reduce impacts to a less-
than-significant level. (PCR, 2015a, p. 76)

The pumping of water into the isolated man-made pond and use of the water for irrigation was
terminated in July 2014 and the pond has since dried out (PCR, 2015a, p. 17). As such, the pond no
longer exists and no longer supports jurisdictional indicators. Accordingly, impacts to the former pond
would be less than significant requiring no mitigation. (PCR, 2015a, p. 27)

Table EA-15 Existing and Permanent Impacts to CDFW Jurisdictional Features

Feature Existing (acres) Impacts (acres)
Drainage A (On-site) 2.65 1.15
Drainage A (Off-site) 0.01 0.01
Subtotal 2.66 1.16
Drainage B 0.27 -
Total 2.93 1.16

(PCR, 2015a, Table 7)
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f) Drainage B supports USACE/RWQCB federally protected wetlands and Drainage A supports

USACE/RWQCB non-wetland jurisdiction, both of which are regulated under Sections 404/401 of the
Clean Water Act (CWA). Impacts are proposed to 0.06 acre of USACE/RWQCB non-wetland
jurisdiction in Drainage A only (30 percent of the total USACE/RWQCB jurisdiction on-site in
Drainages A and B’ off-site acreages are negligible), as shown on Figure EA-6. Existing and impact
acreages are summarized in Table EA-16, Existing and Permanent Impacts to USACE/RWQCB
Jurisdictional Drainages. A total of 0.14 acre of on-site wetland and non-wetland USACE/RWQCB
jurisdiction would be avoided by the project (60 percent of the total 0.20 acre of USACE/RWQCB
jurisdiction on-site within Drainages A and B, including all of the 0.06-acre of wetlands in Drainage B).

Impacts to USACE/RWQCB jurisdictional drainages total 0.06 acre; thus, impacts to jurisdictional
areas regulated by the USACE and/or RWQCB represent significant impacts of the Project requiring
mitigation. (PCR, 2015a, p. 76 and p. 79)

Table EA-16 Existing and Permanent Impacts to USACE/RWQCB Jurisdictional Drainages

Area (acres)”
USACE/RWQCB
Feature Length (ft) Existing Impacts’ Flow
Drainage A (On-Site, non-wetland) 1,968 0.14 0.06 Ephemeral
Drainage A(Off-Site, non-wetland) 70 0.00b 0.00v Ephemeral
Drainage B (wetland) 241 0.06 - Perennial
Total 2,279 0.20 0.06

a Jurisdictional acreages overlap and are not additive (e.g. USACE/RWQCB acreages are included in the total
CDFW jurisdictional acreages provided in Table EA-15).

® The acreages are negligible with 0.000422 acre of existing and 0.000422 acres of impacts.

€ Impacts to linear feet include 920 feet within the on-site portion of Drainage A and 60 feet within the off-site
portion of Drainage A, for a total of 980 linear feet. (PCR, 2015a, Table 8)

Impacts to USACE and/or RWQCB jurisdictional features would be required to comply with Sections
404 and 401 of the CWA, respectively, including applying for a permit and mitigation subject to
approval by USACE and/or RWQCB. Compensatory mitigation comprising creation, enhancement,
and/or restoration of jurisdictional habitat would be required pursuant to Sections 404 and 401 of the
CWA (refer to Mitigation Measure M-BR-4). The compensatory mitigation also would be subject to
approval by the USACE and RWQCB. Implementation of the required mitigation would reduce
impacts to a less-than-significant level. (PCR, 2015a, p. 79)

The pumping of water into the isolated man-made pond and use of the water for irrigation was
terminated in July 2014. As such the pond is anticipated to dry out and may not exist and/or may
cease to support jurisdictional field indicators at the time of regulatory permitting. If at the time of
regulatory permitting it is determined the pond no longer exists and/or does not support jurisdictional
indicators, and pursuant to Sections 404 and 401 of the CWA and USACE and RWQCB
requirements, the compensatory mitigation would not be required for impacts to the man-made pond.
(PCR, 20154, p. 79)

9) Aside from the MSHCP (which is addressed above under Threshold 7.a), the County of
Riverside also has tree ordinances and codes in place that require permits prior to removing or
severely trimming any trees planted in the right of way of any County highway (Ordinance No. 499);
prior to removing any living native tree on any parcel or property greater than one-half acre in size and
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above 5,000 feet in elevation (Ordinance No. 559.7); or prior to removing certain native desert species
(Food and Agricultural Code Section 80071-80075). An oak tree management guidelines report has
also been prepared by the County of Riverside and was approved by the Board of Supervisors on
March 2, 1993. (PCR, 2015a, p. 48)

Under existing conditions, there are no trees located within the rights-of-way of any County highway;
as such, the Project has no potential to conflict with Ordinance No. 499. Additionally, the Project site
does not occur at elevations above 5,000 feet above mean seal level (amsl); accordingly, the Project
has no potential to conflict with Ordinance No. 559.7. The Project site also does not contain any
native desert species; thus, there would be no potential to conflict with Food and Agricultural Code
Section 80071-80075.

The Riverside County Oak Tree Management Guidelines requires surveys of individual trees and the
minimization and/or avoidance of oak trees, where feasible. Based on the results of the site-specific
Biological Resources Assessment (see ISIMND Appendix D1), the Project site and off-site impact
areas do not contain any oak trees or oak woodland habitat.

Accordingly, and based on the foregoing analysis, the proposed Project has no potential to conflict
with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation
policy or ordinance, and no impact would occur. (PCR, 2015a, p. 81)

Mitigation:

M-BR-1 (Condition of Approval 60.EPD.007, 80.EPD.001, 50.EPD.004) Due to the presence
of least Bell's vireo in the avoided drainage located in the northeastern portions of the
Project site (Drainage B), the following avoidance and minimization measures shall be
adopted to avoid impacts to the species during construction and following completion
of construction during the breeding season (approximately April 10 until July 31,
depending on when the birds arrive from and depart to wintering areas):

Mitigation Prior to and During Construction

A. Prior to the issuance of grading or building permits during the breeding season,
a survey to determine the presence of potential nesting least Bell's vireo on-site
shall be conducted by a qualified biologist three (3) days before any grading or
ground disturbance activity commences in the vicinity of Drainage B during the
breeding season, and all results shall be forwarded to the USFWS, CDFW, and
the Riverside County Environmental Programs Department.

B. The qualified biologist shall identify a 300-foot avoidance buffer from the habitat
in Drainage B for construction occurring during the breeding season. If work is
required within 300-feet during the breeding season, the biologist shall monitor
all work to ensure no impacts occur to the least Bell's vireo. Written
documentation shall be prepared and submitted to CDFW, USFWS, and
Riverside County Environmental Programs Department on completion of
construction during the breeding season to outline any monitoring activities.

C. Construction limits in and around least Bell's vireo habitat associated with
Drainage B shall be delineated with flags and/or fencing prior to the initiation of
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any grading or construction activities to clearly identify the limits of the habitat
and/or the 300-foot avoidance buffer during the breeding season.

Prior to grading and construction, a training program shall be developed and
implemented by the qualified biologist to inform all workers on the project about
the listed species, its habitat, and the importance of complying with avoidance
and minimization measures. A copy of the training materials shall be included
in bid documents issued to prospective construction contractors.

Prior to the issuance of grading or building permits, the County of Riverside
Building and Safety Department shall ensure the following note is included on
the grading and/or building plans: “All construction work shall occur during
daylight hours. The construction contractor shall limit all construction-related
activities that would result in high noise levels to between the hours of 6:00 a.m.
and 6:00 p.m., during the months of June through September, and 7:00 a.m.
and 6:00 p.m., during the months of October through May.” This note also shall
be specified in bid documents issued to prospective construction contractors.

During any excavation and grading within or immediately adjacent to the 300-
foot avoidance buffer for Drainage B, the construction contractors shall install
properly operating and maintained mufflers on all construction equipment, fixed
or mobile, to reduce construction equipment noise to the maximum extent
possible. The mufflers shall be installed consistent with manufacturers’
standards.  The construction contractor shall also place all stationary
construction equipment so that emitted noise is directed away from the least
Bell's vireo habitat within Drainage B. The construction contractor shall keep
logs demonstrating that all construction equipment utilizes properly maintained
mufflers, and shall make these logs available to County staff for inspection
upon request.

The construction contractor shall stage equipment in areas that will create the
greatest distance between construction-related noise sources and Drainage B
during all Project construction occurring during the breeding season. To ensure
this requirement is enforced, the construction contractor shall provide a map to
the Riverside County Environmental Programs Department depicting the
location of staging areas in relation to Drainage B. The construction contractor
also shall permit inspection by Riverside County staff upon request to verify
compliance with this requirement.

If the monitoring biologist determines that noise from the construction activities
may be affecting the normal expected breeding behavior of the birds, the
construction supervisor shall be informed and work within no less than 300 feet
of construction areas shall be ceased until appropriate measures are
implemented. This may include monitoring by a qualified acoustician to verify
noise levels are below 60 decibels (dBA) within the least Bell's vireo habitat. If
the 60 dBA requirement is exceeded the acoustician shall make operational
changes, utilize technology to reduce construction noise such as mufflers,
and/or install a barrier to alleviate noise levels during the breeding season.
Installation of noise barriers and any other corrective actions taken to mitigate
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M-BR-2

noise during the construction period shall be communicated to the USFWS,
CDFW, and Riverside County Environmental Programs Department.

If after all corrective actions are implemented the monitoring biologists
determines that the normal expected breeding behavior of the birds is being
affected, work within no less than 300 feet shall be ceased and the USFWS,
CDFW, and Riverside County Environmental Programs Department shall be
contacted to discuss the appropriate course of action.

Mitigation for Post-Construction Impacts

J.

Prior to building permit final inspection, the Project Applicant shall demonstrate
that cat-proof fencing has been installed at the perimeter of development
adjacent to the open space for Drainage B.

Access to the Drainage B open space area shall be restricted to conservation
activities only. Prior to building permit final inspection, signs shall be installed
prohibiting public access, including dogs.

Prior to building permit final inspection, the Riverside County Building and
Safety Department shall ensure that all night lighting within development areas
are directed away from the open space area associated with Drainage B (Lot
‘M’). The Riverside County Building and Safety Department shall also verify
that Project has been designed to minimize exterior night lighting while
remaining compliant with local ordinances related to street lighting. Any
necessary lighting (e.g., to light up equipment for security measures) shall be
shielded or directed away from the habitat area in Drainage B and are not to
exceed 0.5 foot-candles. Monitoring by a qualified lighting engineer (attained
by the Project Applicant and subject to spot checking by Riverside County staff)
shall be conducted as needed to verify light levels are below 0.5 foot-candles
required within identified occupied least Bell’'s vireo habitat following
construction. If the 0.5 foot-candles requirement is exceeded, the lighting
engineer shall make operational changes and/or install a barrier to alleviate
light levels during the breeding season.

An awareness program shall be implemented to educate residents about the
conservation values associated with the Drainage B open space. A copy of the
awareness program shall be provided to the Riverside County Environmental
Programs Department for review and approval. The approved awareness
program literature shall be included in sales documentation for individual units
and provided to each homeowner within the proposed development.

(Condition of Approval 60.EPD.004) Pursuant to Objective 6 and Objective 7 of the
Species Account for the Burrowing Owl included in the Western Riverside County
Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan, within 30 days prior to initial grading or
clearing activities, a qualified biologist shall conduct a survey of the Project site and off-
site area and make a determination regarding the presence or absence of the
burrowing owl. The determination shall be documented in a report that shall be
reviewed and approved by the County of Riverside prior to the issuance of a grading
permit, subject to the following provisions:
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b)

In the event that the pre-construction survey identifies no burrowing owls on the
property or within the off-site area, a grading permit may be issued without
restriction.

In the event that the pre-construction survey identifies the presence of at least
one individual but less than three (3) mating pairs of burrowing owl, then
grading permits shall be conditioned to avoid occupied burrows to the greatest
extent feasible, following the guidelines in the Staff Report on Burrowing Owl
Mitigation published by Department of Fish and Wildlife (March 7, 2012)
including, but not limited to, conducting pre-construction surveys; avoiding
occupied burrows during the nesting and non-breeding seasons; implementing
a worker awareness program; biological monitoring; establishing avoidance
buffers; and flagging burrows for avoidance with visible markers. If occupied
burrows cannot be avoided, acceptable methods may be used to exclude
burrowing owl either temporarily or permanently, pursuant to a Burrowing Owl
Exclusion Plan that shall be prepared and approved by the County of Riverside
Environmental Programs Department (EPD), in coordination with the CDFW.
The Burrowing Owl Exclusion Plan shall be prepared in accordance with the
guidelines in the Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation and the MSHCP. In
accordance with the MSHCP, take of active nests shall be avoided. Passive
relocation (i.e., the scoping of the burrows by a burrowing owl biologist and
collapsing burrows free of young) shall occur when owls are present outside the
nesting season. Passive relocation shall follow CDFW relocation protocol and
shall only occur between September 15 and February 1. The EPD may require
translocation sites for the burrowing owl to be created in the MSHCP reserve
for the establishment of new colonies pursuant to MSHCP objectives for the
species. Translocation sites, if required, shall be identified in consultation with
EPD and/or CDFW taking into consideration unoccupied habitat areas,
presence of burrowing mammals, existing colonies, and effects to other
MSHCP Covered Species. If proximate alternate habitat is not present as
determined by the biologist, active relocation shall follow CDFW relocation
protocol. The biologist shall confirm in writing that the species has fledged the
site or been relocated prior to the issuance of a grading permit.

In the event that the pre-construction survey identifies the presence of three (3)
or more mating pairs of burrowing owl, the requirements of MSCHP Species-
Specific Conservation Objectives 5 for the burrowing owl shall be followed.
Objective 5 states that if the site (including adjacent areas and the off-site area)
supports three (3) or more pairs of burrowing owls and supports greater than 35
acres of suitable Habitat, at least 90 percent of the area with long-term
conservation value and burrowing owl pairs will be conserved onsite until it is
demonstrated that Objectives 1-4 have been met. A grading permit shall only
be issued, either:

° Upon approval and implementation of a property-specific Determination

of Biologically Superior Preservation (DBESP) report for the burrowing
owl by the CDFW; or
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. A determination by the biologist that the Project site and off-site area is

part of an area supporting less than 35 acres of suitable Habitat, and
upon passive or active relocation of the species following CDFW
protocols. Passive relocation, including the required use of one-way
doors to exclude owls from the site and the collapsing of burrows, will
occur if the biologist determines that the proximity and availability of
alternate habitat is suitable for successful passive relocation. Passive
relocation shall follow CDFW relocation protocol and shall only occur
between September 15 and February 1. If proximate alternate habitat is
not present as determined by the biologist, active relocation shall follow
CDFW relocation protocol. The biologist shall confirm in writing that the
species has fledged the site or been relocated prior to the issuance of a
grading permit.

(Condition of Approval 60.EPD.006) Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, a habitat
mitigation and monitoring plan (HMMP) for impacts to two sensitive native communities
(arroyo willow scrub and black willow scrub) shall be prepared. The HMMP shall offset
impacts to these habitats by focusing on the creation, enhancement, and/or restoration
of riparian habitats within disturbed habitat areas of the Project site and/or off-site. The
functions and values of the mitigation areas shall be equivalent or superior to the
impacted habitat. The HMMP shall provide details as to the implementation of the
mitigation, performance standards, maintenance, and future monitoring. Prior to
grading permit final inspection, compensatory mitigation for impacts to the three
sensitive native communities shall be provided at a 2:1 ratio for impacts to arroyo
willow scrub and black willow scrub by creating, enhancing and/or restoring riparian
habitat. Mitigation is proposed both on-site and off-site at an agency approved
mitigation bank or land acquired for the purpose of mitigation. The riparian mitigation
shall also satisfy compensatory mitigation required pursuant to regulatory permits (as
required by Mitigation Measure M-BR-4) and Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP (as required
by Mitigation Measure M-BR-8). Mitigation for impacts shall occur in one or more of
the following ways:

1. Transplantation of arroyo willow scrub and black willow scrub habitat species
from impact areas, if feasible;

2. Seeding of arroyo willow scrub and black willow scrub species, in addition to
species associated with these habitat types;

3. Planting of container plants and/or stakes of arroyo willow and black willow
species and/or other species associated with these habitat types; or

4, Salvage of duff and topsoil from impact areas and subsequent dispersal into the
mitigation areas.

(Condition of Approval 60.EPD.006) Prior to the issuance of any grading permit for
permanent impacts in the areas designated as jurisdictional features, the Project
applicant shall obtain regulatory permits from the USACE, RWQCB, and CDFW. The
following shall be incorporated into the permitting, subject to approval by the regulatory
agencies:

Page 55 of 161 EA #42710

136



1/11/2022 Board Meeting 7-4 Attachment 2, Page 124 of 254

M-BR-5

M-BR-6

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant  Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated
1. On-site and off-site creation, enhancement, and/or restoration of USACE/

RWQCB jurisdictional “waters of the U.S."/“waters of the State” within the Santa
Ana Watershed at a ratio no less than 1:1 or within an adjacent watershed at a
ratio no less than 2:1 for permanent impacts, and for any temporary impacts to
restore the impact area to pre-Project conditions (i.e., pre-Project contours and
revegetate where applicable). Off-site mitigation may occur on land acquired
for the purpose of in-perpetuity preservation, or through the purchase of
mitigation credits at an agency-approved off-site mitigation bank.

2. Off-site replacement and/or restoration of CDFW jurisdictional streambed and
associated riparian habitat within the Santa Ana Watershed at a ratio no less
than 2:1 or within an adjacent watershed at a ratio no less than 3:1 for
permanent impacts, and for any temporary impacts to restore the impact area
to pre-Project conditions (i.e., pre-Project contours and revegetate where
applicable). Off-site mitigation may occur on land acquired for the purpose of
in-perpetuity preservation, or through the purchase of mitigation credits at an
agency-approved off-site mitigation bank.

Purchase of mitigation credits through an agency-approved mitigation bank or in-lieu
fee program shall occur prior to any impacts to jurisdictional drainages. Mitigation
proposed on land acquired for the purpose of in-perpetuity mitigation that is not part of
an agency-approved mitigation bank or in-lieu fee program shall include the
preservation, creation, restoration, and/or enhancement of similar habitat pursuant to a
Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (HMMP). The HMMP shall be prepared prior to
any impacts to jurisdictional features, and shall provide details as to the implementation
of the mitigation, maintenance, and future monitoring. The goal of the mitigation shall
be to preserve, create, restore, and/or enhance similar habitat with equal or greater
function and value than the impacted habitat.

(Condition of Approval 60.EPD.005) Prior to the issuance of any grading permit that
would remove potentially suitable nesting habitat for raptors or songbirds, the Project
applicant shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the County of Riverside that either of
the following have been or will be accomplished.

1. Vegetation removal activities shall be scheduled outside the nesting season
(September 1 to February 14 for songbirds; September 1 to January 14 for
raptors) to avoid potential impacts to nesting birds.

2. Any construction activities that occur during the nesting season (February 15 to
August 31 for songbirds; January 15 to August 31 for raptors) will require that
all suitable habitat be thoroughly surveyed for the presence of nesting birds by
a gualified biologist before commencement of clearing. If any active nests are
detected a buffer of 300 feet (500 feet for raptors) around the nest adjacent to
construction will be delineated, flagged, and avoided until the nesting cycle is
complete. The buffer may be modified and/or other recommendations
proposed as determined appropriate by the biological monitor to minimize
impacts.

(Condition of Approval 10.Planning.010) Prior to building permit final inspection, the
Project applicant shall demonstrate that payment of the MSHCP Local Development
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M-BR-7

M-BR-8

Mitigation Fee has occurred pursuant to Riverside County Ordinance No. 810.

(Condition of Approval 10.EPD.001) Prior to issuance of building permits, a final
landscaping plan shall be submitted to the Riverside County Environmental Programs
Department (EPD) for review. The EPD shall review the list of plant species to verify
that none of the plant species listed in Table 6-2 of the MSHCP, Plants That Should Be
Avoided Adjacent to the MSHCP Conservation Area, are identified in the landscape
plans.

(Condition of Approval 60.EPD.006) Prior to issuance of grading permits, a habitat
mitigation and monitoring plan (HMMP) shall be prepared to address mitigation for
MSHCP Riparian/Riverine resources. The HMMP shall provide details as to the
implementation of the mitigation, performance standards, maintenance, and future
monitoring of the proposed Riparian/Riverine habitat restoration and enhancement,
Prior to grading permit final inspection, compensatory mitigation for impacts to 1.16
acres of the MSHCP Riparian/Riverine Areas in on-site and off-site portions of
Drainage A shall be provided at a minimum 2:1 ratio by creating and enhancing habitat,
as set forth in the Project's Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior
Preservation (DBESP) prepared by PCR Services Corporation and dated November
2015. The riparian mitigation shall satisfy compensatory mitigation required pursuant
to regulatory permits (as required by Mitigation Measure M-BR-4) and Section 6.1.2 of
the MSHCP (as required by Mitigation Measure M-BR-1). As summarized in IS/MND
Table EA-17, Acres of Proposed Mitigation Type and Habitat Per Drainage, Project
compensatory mitigation shall consist of the following:

e enhancement to 0.27 acre of riparian habitat in Drainage A;
enhancement to 0.43 acre of riparian transition in Drainage A and enhancement
to 0.29 acre of riparian transition in Drainage B (for a total of 0.72 acre of
riparian transition enhancements);

e enhancement to 0.09 acre of upland habitat within Drainage A and 0.71 acre of
upland habitat in Drainage B (for a total of 0.80 acre of upland habitat
enhancements);

e creation of 0.07 acre of riparian habitat in Drainage A and creation of 0.05 acre
of riparian habitat in Drainage B (for a total of 0.12 acre of riparian habitat
creations); and

e creation of 0.64 acre of riparian transition in Drainage A and creation of 0.03

acre of riparian transition in Drainage B (for a total of 0.67 acre of riparian
transition creations).
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Table EA-17 Acres of Proposed Mitigation Type and Habitat Per Drainage

Area (acres)

Mitigation Type Habitat Type Drainage A  DrainagebB Total
Enhancement Riparian 0.27 - 0.27
Riparian-transition 0.43 0.29 0.72
Upland 0.09 0.71 0.80
Subtotal 0.79 1.00 1.79
Creation Riparian 0.07 0.05 0.12
Riparian Transition 0.64 0.03 0.67

Upland - -
Subtotal 0.71 0.08 0.79
Total 1.50 1.08 2.58

(PCR, 2015b, Table 7)

Monitoring:

M-BR-1

M-BR-2

M-BR-3

M-BR-4

M-BR-5

M-BR-6

Prior to issuance of grading permits and building permit final inspection, the Riverside
County Environmental Programs Department and Building and Safety Department
shall ensure that all requirements related to construction or post-construction impacts
have been fulfilled.

Prior to commencement of grading activities, the Riverside County Environmental
Programs Department shall ensure that a pre-construction burrowing owl survey is
completed within 30 days prior to initial grading or clearing activities, and shall enforce
the identified requirements should any burrowing owl(s) be identified on-site.

Prior to issuance of grading permits, the County Building and Safety Department shall
verify that the required habitat mitigation and monitoring plan (HMMP) has been
approved by the Riverside County Environmental Programs Department. Prior to
grading permit final inspection, the Project Applicant shall provide evidence to the
Riverside County Environmental Programs Department demonstrating that the required
compensatory mitigation has been achieved per the required HMMP.

Prior to issuance of grading permits, the Project Applicant shall provide evidence to the
Riverside County Environmental Programs Department demonstrating that the required
regulatory permits have been obtained from the USACE, RWQCB, and CDFW.

Prior to issuance of grading permits, the Riverside County Environmental Programs
Department shall verify that either construction activities have been scheduled outside
the nesting season, or that a pre-construction survey during the nesting season has
taken place and that appropriate buffers have been established from any occupied
nests.

Prior to building permit final inspection, the Riverside County Building and Safety
Department shall verify payment of the MSHCP Local Development Mitigation Fee.
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M-BR-7 Prior to issuance of building permits, the Riverside County Environmental Programs

Department shall verify that the landscape plans do not contain any plant species listed
in Table 6-2 of the MSHCP.

M-BR-8 Prior to issuance of grading permits, the County Building and Safety Department shall
verify that the required habitat mitigation and monitoring plan (HMMP) has been
approved by the Riverside County Environmental Programs Department. Prior to
grading permit final inspection, the Project Applicant shall provide evidence to the
Riverside County Environmental Programs Department demonstrating that the required
compensatory mitigation has been achieved.

CULTURAL RESOURCES Would the project

8. Historic Resources
a) Alter or destroy an historic site? L] L] L] >
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the ] ] ] X

significance of a historical resource as defined in California
Code of Regulations, Section 15064.5?

Source: Site Inspection; Phase | and Il Cultural Resources Report for the Lake Ranch Project, Brian
F. Smith and Associates, Inc., February 10, 2015.

Findings of Fact:

a & b) A collection of structures in the northeast corner of the property includes some buildings that
meet the minimum age threshold under CEQA to be historic. As part of the investigation of the
property, a focused historic research effort was conducted to provide information concerning the
ownership and age of the structures. Within the compound of structures that were inventoried during
the field survey, two structures, a residence and a bunkhouse, appear to date to the 1920s and
1940s, and are therefore considered to be historic. Although the residence was originally built in 1926
and meets the age threshold for possible significance, none of the property owners could be
definitively named as ever having resided in the home. Because of the lack of an apparent link to any
significant persons, architects, builders, historical events, or specific architectural style, the structure
has been evaluated as not significant under CEQA criteria. (BFSA, 2015a, p. 4.0-12)

Only the residence, the garage with attached washroom, and the bunkhouse and sleeping quarters
were determined to be old enough for historic consideration. After being evaluated by BFSA, none of
the structures were determined to be architecturally unique or significant, and all three were
determined to be in an advanced stage of disrepair and near collapse. (BFSA, 2015a, p. 4.0-17)

Based on the information provided in the Phase | and Phase Il Cultural Resources Report, the Project
site does not contain any historic sites or historical resources as defined in California Code of
Regulations, Section 15063.5. Accordingly, there would be no impact to historic resources as a result
of the proposed Project.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

9. Archaeological Resources ] X ] ]
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a) Alter or destroy an archaeological site.
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the u = u u
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to
California Code of Regulations, Section 15064.5?
c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred
outside of formal cemeteries? u u > N
d) Restrict existing religious or sacred uses within the
potential impact area? L] L] L] >
e) Cause a substantial adverse change in the ] ] 2 ]

significance of a tribal cultural resource as defined in Public
Resources Code 210747

Source: Phase | and Il Cultural Resources Report for the Lake Ranch Project, Brian F. Smith and
Associates, Inc., February 10, 2015 (PDA 04857R3)

Findings of Fact:

a & b) A Phase |l and Il Cultural Resources Report was prepared for the proposed Project by Brian F.
Smith & Associates, the results of which are contained in Appendix E1 to this ISS/MND. The Phase |
and Il Cultural Resources Report includes the results of the cultural resources survey and significance
testing program conducted by BFSA for the proposed Project. BFSA conducted the assessment to
locate and record any cultural resources present within the Project area in compliance with CEQA,
and following County of Riverside Cultural Resource Guidelines.

During the survey, one previously unrecorded prehistoric bedrock milling site (RIV-11,737) was
identified and two recorded prehistoric bedrock milling sites (RIV-4,442 and RIV-4,443) were
relocated. Significance testing was conducted at each of the three bedrock milling sites. The
subsurface excavations at all three prehistoric sites were negative, providing data that confirmed that
these sites were temporary use sites for food gathering and processing (BFSA, 2015a, p. 1.0-1)

Because Site RIV-11,737 did not contain any artifacts, it was evaluated as not significant under CEQA
criteria due to a lack of both a subsurface deposit and the ability to provide any further research
potential. Because Site RIV-4,442 did not produce any artifacts or evidence of subsurface cultural
deposits, it was evaluated as not significant under CEQA criteria due to a lack of both a subsurface
deposit and the ability to provide any further research potential. Because Site RIV-4,443 did not
contain any artifacts, it also was evaluated as not significant under CEQA criteria due to a lack of both
a subsurface deposit and the ability to provide any further research potential. (BFSA, 2015a, p. 1.0-2)

Although these sites were evaluated as not CEQA-significant, the potential still exists for buried
cultural resources to be impacted during construction activities. When land is cleared, disked, or
otherwise disturbed, evidence of surface artifact scatters is typically lost, especially with regards to
prehistoric sites. The current status of the Project site appears to have affected the potential to
discover any additional scatters of surface artifacts. Additional cultural materials that may have been
on-site could have been masked by clearing, orchard operations, disking, and the construction of the
dirt roads. Given the prior disturbance within the project that might mask archaeological deposits and
the moderate frequency of cultural resources within the property, there is a potential that buried
archaeological materials may be present. This is evaluated as a potentially significant impact for
which mitigation, in the form of preparation and implementation of a Cultural Resources Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program (CRMMRP), would be required. To ensure that the CRMMRP is
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implemented, Mitigation Measure M-CR-1 has been imposed on the Project. (BFSA, 2015a, pp. 1.0-
3, 6.0-2, and 6.0-3)

C) The Project site does not contain a cemetery and no known formal cemeteries are located
within the immediate site vicinity. Field surveys conducted on the Project site did not identify the
presence of any human remains and no human remains are known to exist beneath the surface of the
site. Nevertheless, the remote potential exists that human remains may be unearthed during grading
and excavation activities associated with Project construction. In the event that human remains are
discovered during Project grading or other ground disturbing activities, the Project would be required
to comply with the applicable provisions of California Health and Safety Code §7050.5 as well as
Public Resources Code 85097 et. seq. California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states that
no further disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has made the necessary findings as to
origin. Pursuant to California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98(b), remains shall be left in
place and free from disturbance until a final decision as to the treatment and disposition has been
made by the Coroner. If the Coroner determines the remains to be Native American, the California
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) must be contacted and the NAHC must then
immediately notify the “most likely descendant(s)” of receiving notification of the discovery. The most
likely descendant(s) shall then make recommendations within 48 hours, and engage in consultations
concerning the treatment of the remains as provided in Public Resources Code Section 5097.98.
Mandatory compliance with these requirements would ensure that potential impacts associated with
the discovery of human remains would be less than significant and mitigation is not required.

d) There are no religious or sacred uses occurring within the proposed Project site or off-site
impact areas. The Project area has largely been disturbed by agricultural activities since at least the
1930s. Accordingly, no impact to religious or sacred uses would occur.

e) The provisions of Public Resources Code § 21074 were established pursuant to California
Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52) and the provisions of AB 52 apply to projects, such as the proposed Project,
that have a notice of preparation (NOP) or notice of negative declaration or mitigated negative
declaration filed on or after July 1, 2015. Pursuant to AB 52 as well as the provision of Senate Bill 18
(SB 18), Riverside County as Lead Agency is required to conducted consultation with any interested
Tribes regarding the Project’s potential impacts to tribal cultural resources, including tribal cultural
resources as defined in Public Resources Code § 21074. The proposed Project complies with both
Senate Bill 18 (SB 18) and Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52) requirements for notification and consultation
with Native American tribes. A list of 10 tribes as provided by the Native American Heritage
Commission were initially sent requests for consultation on March 24, 2014 pursuant to SB 18
requirements. Subsequently requests for notification were sent to 4 tribes on July 13, 2015 pursuant
to AB 52 requirements for tribes requesting consultation requests for this geographic area. Both the
Pechanga Band of Luiseno Indians and Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians requested consultation with
Riverside County. In person meetings with Pechanga representatives were held on April 18, 2013
and May 14, 2014 and in person meetings with Soboba representatives were held on January 27,
2014, May 1, 2014, July 28, 2014. The Project Cultural Resource Report and applicable mitigation
and conditions of approval was provided to both tribes. No response has been received from either
tribe with comments or concerns on the report, mitigation measures, or conditions of approval. A
letter confirming conclusion of consultation was sent on February 18, 2016. Thus, potential impacts
associated with causing a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource
as defined in Public Resources Code § 21074 would be less than significant.
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Mitigation:

M-CR-1

(Condition of Approval 60.PLANNING.023) Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the
Project Applicant shall prepare and submit to the County Archaeologist for review and
approval a Cultural Resources Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
(CRMMRP). The CRMMRP shall include, but not necessarily be limited to, the
following actions:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall provide written
verification that a certified archaeologist has been retained to implement the
monitoring program. This verification shall be presented in a letter from the
Project archaeologist to the Riverside County Planning Department.

The Project Applicant shall enter into an agreement with the Pechanga Tribe to
provide Native American monitoring during grading. The Native American
monitor shall work in concert with the archaeological monitor to observe ground
disturbances and search for cultural materials.

The certified archaeologist shall attend the pre-grading meeting with the
contractors to explain and coordinate the requirements of the monitoring
program.

During the original cutting of previously undisturbed deposits, the
archaeological monitor(s) and tribal representative shall be on-site, as
determined by the consulting archaeologist, to perform periodic inspections of
the excavations. The frequency of inspections will depend on the rate of
excavation, the materials excavated, and the presence and abundance of
artifacts and features. The consulting archaeologist shall have the authority to
modify the monitoring program if the potential for cultural resources appears to
be less than anticipated.

Isolates and clearly non-significant deposits will be minimally documented in the
field so the monitored grading can proceed.

In the event that previously unidentified cultural resources are discovered, the
archaeologist shall have the authority to divert or temporarily halt ground
disturbance operation in the area of discovery to allow for the evaluation of
potentially significant cultural resources. The archaeologist shall contact the
lead agency at the time of discovery. The archaeologist, in consultation with
the lead agency, shall determine the significance of the discovered resources.
The lead agency must concur with the evaluation before construction activities
will be allowed to resume in the affected area. For significant cultural
resources, a Research Design and Data Recovery Program to mitigate impacts
shall be prepared by the consulting archaeologist and approved by the lead
agency before being carried out using professional archaeological methods. |If
any human bones are discovered, the county coroner and lead agency shall be
contacted. In the event that the remains are determined to be of Native
American origin, the Most Likely Descendant (MLD), as identified by the NAHC,
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shall be contacted in order to determine proper treatment and disposition of the
remains.

7) Before construction activities are allowed to resume in the affected area, the
artifacts shall be recovered and features recorded using professional
archaeological methods. The archaeological monitor(s) shall determine the
amount of material to be recovered for an adequate artifact sample for analysis.

8) All cultural material collected during the grading monitoring program shall be
processed and curated according to the current professional repository
standards. The collections and associated records shall be transferred,
including title, to an appropriate curation facility, to be accompanied by payment
of the fees necessary for permanent curation.

9) A report documenting the field and analysis results and interpreting the artifact
and research data within the research context shall be completed and
submitted to the satisfaction of the lead agency prior to the issuance of any
building permits. The report will include DPR Primary and Archaeological Site

Forms.

Monitoring:

M-CR-1 Prior to issuance of any grading permits, the CRMMRP shall be reviewed and
approved by the County Archaeologist. During ground-disturbing activities, the
provisions of the CRMMRP shall be implemented. Prior to grading permit final
inspection, the report documenting the field and analysis results shall be provided to
the Riverside County Planning Department.

10. Paleontological Resources ] ] ] X

a) Directly or indirectly destroy a unigue paleonto-
logical resource, or site, or unique geologic feature?

Source: General Plan, Figure OS-8 (Paleontological Sensitivity); Riverside County GIS (Riverside
County, 2013); Paleontological Resource Impact Assessment for the Lake Ranch Project site, Brian
F. Smith and Associates, January 22, 2015; (PDP01465).

Findings of Fact: According to Riverside County General Plan Figure OS-8, the proposed Project site
is determined to have a “Low” potential for uncovering paleontological resources (Riverside County,
2003a) In addition, and partly due to past disturbance associated with agricultural activities, there are
no unique geologic features within the proposed Project site or off-site impact areas. Nonetheless,
there is a potential that during grading of the property, unique paleontological resources or sites could
be uncovered.

In order to address the site’'s potential for containing paleontological resources, a paleontological
resources assessment was conducted by Brian F. Smith and Associates, the results of which are
contained in ISIMND Appendix E2. As noted in the paleontological resources impact assessment, the
Project site comprises surface exposures of Lower Cretaceous (~ 110 + million year old) granitic rocks
of the Cajalco pluton in the very northeast corner, gabbroic rocks of the Peninsular Ranges batholith
across most of the northern half of the property, and associated metamorphic rocks and Quaternary
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very old alluvial fan deposits across the southern portion of the property. The mapped granitic and
gabbroic exposures consist entirely of mixed and undifferentiated granodiorite and hornblende
gabbro. These rocks do not have any possibility of ever yielding fossils of any sort. (BFSA, 2015b,
pp. 1-2) Thus, no impact to paleontological resources would occur with development of the northern
one-half to two-thirds of the site.

The southern one-third to one-half of the Project site is mapped as lower Pleistocene (~ 1 to ~ 2
million year old) very old alluvial fan sediments that are capped by moderate to well-developed
pedogenic soils with subsoil horizons as much as six to 10 feet thick. The deep pedogenic soils
developed on the proximal fanhead exposures of the relic alluvial fan sediments found there are also
regarded as having a low paleontological resource potential and resource sensitivity by Riverside
County GIS (Riverside County, 2015; BFSA, 2015b, p. 2). Thin patches of unmapped Quaternary
alluvium of late Holocene age may also be present, but are too limited to be mapped on-site and are
too young to have any paleontological resource potential. A pedestrian field survey of the entire
property conducted by personnel of Brian F. Smith and Associates, Inc. on March 4, 2014 did not
reveal any materials that could be considered fossiliferous.

According to BFSA, a museum collections and records search would not yield any paleontological
resource information contrary to the information presented above. BFSA concludes that a
paleontological mitigation and monitoring program is not required for any portion of the Project site
prior to development because impacts to paleontological resources would not occur. (BFSA, 2015b,
p. 2) Accordingly, no impacts to paleontological resources would occur as a result of the Project, and
no mitigation would be required.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS Would the project

11. Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone or County
Fault Hazard Zones L] L] > L]
a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death?

b) Be subject to rupture of a known earthquake fault, ] ] ] 2
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?

Source: General Plan, Figure S-2 (Earthquake Fault Study Zones); GIS database (Riverside County,
2013); Geotechnical EIR-Level Assessment, Tentative Tract 36730, Lake Ranch Project, Petra
Geotechnical, Inc., October 27, 2014; Tentative Map Review, Tentative Tract 36730, Lake Ranch Project,
Petra Geotechnical, Inc., September 18, 2015.

Findings of Fact:

a & b) As is the case with most locations in Southern California, the subject site is located in a region
that is characterized by moderate to high seismic activity. The Project site and vicinity have
experienced strong ground shaking due to earthquakes on a number of occasions in historic time.
The Project site is not located within an "Alquist-Priolo" Special Studies Zone, nor is the site identified
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within a County fault hazard zone. The nearest active fault zone to the Project site that is identified as
an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone is the Elsinore fault, located approximately 7.5 miles
southwest of the Project site. The last major rupture along the Elsinore fault was a magnitude 6 event
in 1910. No surface rupture was associated with this event. The last surface rupture event likely
occurred in the 18" century. (Petra, 2014, pp. 6-9; Riverside County, 2003a, Figure S-2; Petra, 2015,
pp. 4-5) Additionally, Petra Geotechnical indicates that the nearest fault that would generate the most
severe site ground motions is the Oak Ridge fault (Onshore segment), located approximately 3.9
miles from the site; however, the Oak Ridge fault is not mapped as an Alquist-Priolo Special Studies
Zone.

Ground shaking hazards caused by earthquakes along nearby fault zones and other active regional
faults do exist. However, Section 1613 of the 2013 California Building Code (CBC) identifies design
features required to be implemented to resist the effects of seismic ground motions. With mandatory
compliance to the 2013 California Building Code requirements, or applicable building code at the time
of Project construction, future Project residents and structures would not be exposed to substantial
adverse ground-shaking effects associated with Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones or County
Fault Hazard Zones. Accordingly, impacts would be less than significant. (Petra, 2014, pp. 14-15;
Petra, 2015, pp. 16-17)

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

12. Liquefaction Potential Zone
a) Be subject to seismic-related ground failure, L] 2 L] L]
including liguefaction?

Source: General Plan, Figure S-3 (Generalized Liquefaction); Riverside County GIS (Riverside
County, 2013); Geotechnical EIR-Level Assessment, Tentative Tract 36730, Lake Ranch Project, Petra
Geotechnical, Inc., October 27, 2014; Tentative Map Review, Tentative Tract 36730, Lake Ranch Project,
Petra Geotechnical, Inc., September 18, 2015.

Findings of Fact: Seismic agitation of relatively loose saturated sands, silty sands, and some silts
can result in a buildup of pore pressure. If the pore pressure exceeds the overburden stresses, a
temporary quick condition known as liquefaction can occur. Liquefaction effects can manifest in
several ways including: 1) loss of bearing; 2) lateral spread; 3) dynamic settlement; and 4) flow failure.
Lateral spreading has typically been the most damaging mode of failure. In general, the more recent
that sediment has been deposited, the more likely it will be susceptible to liquefaction. Other factors
that must be considered are: groundwater, confining stresses, relative density, and the intensity and
duration of seismically-induced ground shaking.

Riverside County GIS shows that only the southern portions of the Project site have a “low
liquefaction potential, with no potential for liquefaction identified in the northern portions of the site.
(Riverside County, 2015). Based on a review of the site conducted by Petra Geotechnical, the
southern portions of the site are identified as having a low potential for liquefaction, requiring no
special design requirements beyond mandatory compliance with the 2013 CBC. (Petra, 2015, pp. F-1
and F-2)

Accordingly, and based on information available from Riverside County GIS and a site-specific
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analysis conducted by the Project geologist (Petra Geotechnical), the proposed Project would not be
subject to seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction, and impacts would be less than
significant.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

13. Ground-shaking Zone
Be subiject to strong seismic ground shaking? L L > L

Source: General Plan, Figure S-4 (Earthquake-Induced Slope Instability Map); General Plan Figures
S-12 through S-21 (showing General Ground Shaking Risk); Geotechnical EIR-Level Assessment,
Tentative Tract 36730, Lake Ranch Project, Petra Geotechnical, Inc., October 27, 2014; Tentative Map
Review, Tentative Tract 36730, Lake Ranch Project, Petra Geotechnical, Inc., September 18, 2015.

Findings of Fact: According to information contained in the Project-specific geotechnical evaluations
(IS'MND Appendices F1 and F2), the closest known fault considered capable of causing strong
ground motion at the subject site is the Elsinore fault. Located approximately 7.5 miles southwest of
the Project site, the Elsinore fault is a series of right-lateral strike slip faults which trend to the
northwest from the Salton Sea to the Santa Ana river basin. Published investigations reveal that this
fault offsets Holocene stratigraphy. For this reason, this fault is considered active and is included
within the boundaries of an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault zone. The last major rupture was a
magnitude 6.0 event in 1910. No surface rupture was associated with this event. The last surface
rupture event likely occurred in the 18™ century. Two additional faults, Whittier and San Jacinto, are
considered to be significant seismogenic sources are located in relatively close proximity to the
subject site. (Petra, 2014, pp. 7-9; Petra, 2015, pp. 4-5)

As discussed above under the analysis of Threshold 11.a), ground shaking hazards caused by
earthquakes along the Elsinore, Whittier, and San Jacinto Fault Zones and other active regional faults
do exist. However, Section 1613 of the 2013 California Building Code (CBC) identifies design
features required to be implemented to resist the effects of seismic ground motions. With mandatory
compliance to the 2013 California Building Code requirements, or the applicable building code at the
time of Project construction, impacts due to strong seismic ground shaking would be less than
significant, and no mitigation would be required. (Petra, 2014, p. 14; Petra, 2015, pp. 16-17)

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

14. Landslide Risk [] [] X []

a) 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, collapse, or rockfall hazards?

Source: General Plan, Figure S-4 (Earthquake-Induced Slope Instability Map); Geotechnical EIR-
Level Assessment, Tentative Tract 36730, Lake Ranch Project, Petra Geotechnical, Inc., October 27,

Page 66 of 161 EA #42710
147




1/11/2022 Board Meeting 7-4 Attachment 2, Page 135 of 254

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant  Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

2014; Tentative Map Review, Tentative Tract 36730, Lake Ranch Project, Petra Geotechnical, Inc.,
September 18, 2015.

Findings of Fact:

The Project site does not lie within a designated seismically-induced landslide hazard zone.
Proposed slopes are planned at 2:1 slope ratios to heights of 25 to 45 feet. Provided that remedial
and design grading within the site are performed in accordance with local grading ordinances, current
standards of practice in the area, and mandatory compliance with the site-specific recommendations
to be provided by the Project's geotechnical evaluations (ISMND Appendices F1 and F2), the
potential for gross or surficial slope instability will be reduced to a less than significant level. (Petra,
2014, pp. 17-18; Petra, 2015, pp. 8-10)

Secondary effects of seismic activity that are typically considered as possible hazards to a particular
site include several types of ground failure as well as induced flooding. The general types of ground
failure that can occur as a consequence of severe ground shaking include landsliding, ground
subsidence, ground lurching, shallow ground rupture, lateral spreading, liquefaction, and soil strength
loss. The probability of occurrence of each type of ground failure depends on the severity of the
earthquake, distance from the causative fault, topography, soil, and groundwater conditions, in
addition to other factors. (Petra, 2014, p. 17) Given that the site does not contain significant
thicknesses of loose compressible soils and that the Project’s geotechnical reports recommend that
these soils be removed and replaced with engineered fill, lateral spreading, and soil strength loss
(collapse) are not considered potential hazards. (Petra, 2015, p. 5)

Additionally, and as indicated under Threshold 12, the Project is not subject to significant hazards
associated with liquefaction.

Accordingly, and assuming mandatory compliance with the recommendations of the Project’s
geotechnical evaluation (ISIMND Appendices F1 and F2) and the 2013 CBC requirements, impacts
due to geologic units or soils that are unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the
project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, collapse, or rockfall
hazards, would be less than significant.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

15. Ground Subsidence

a) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, L] L] > L]
or that would become unstable as a result of the project,
and potentially result in ground subsidence?

Source: General Plan, Figure S-7 (Documented Subsidence Areas); Geotechnical EIR-Level
Assessment, Tentative Tract 36730, Lake Ranch Project, Petra Geotechnical, Inc., October 27, 2014;
Tentative Map Review, Tentative Tract 36730, Lake Ranch Project, Petra Geotechnical, Inc., September
18, 2015.

Findings of Fact: Riverside County General Plan Figure S-7 indicates that the proposed Project site
is not susceptible to ground subsidence and that no documented subsidence has occurred on the
Project site. There are no components of the Project or the Project site’s geotechnical characteristics
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that could lead to unstable geologic conditions that could result in ground subsidence. As such,
impacts due to ground subsidence would be less than significant requiring no mitigation. (Riverside
County, 2003a; Petra, 2015, p. 5)

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

16. Other Geologic Hazards
a) Be subject to geologic hazards, such as seiche, L] 2 L] L]
mudflow, or volcanic hazard?

Source: On-site Inspection; Project Application Materials; General Plan, Figure S-10 (Dam Failure
Inundation Zones). Petra Geotechnical Inc, Geotechnical EIR-Level Assessment Tentative Tract 36730
Lake Ranch Project, October 27, 2014; Tentative Map Review, Tentative Tract 36730, Lake Ranch Project,
Petra Geotechnical, Inc., September 18, 2015.

Findings of Fact: There are no active or dormant volcanoes within Riverside County; thus, no
impacts resulting from volcano-related hazards would occur. Although the Project site contains a
steep hillside in the northwestern corner of the site, a site-specific geotechnical evaluation conducted
by Petra Geotechnical (IS'MND Appendix F1) concluded that the hillform consists of exposed
bedrock; as such, this hillform has no potential to expose future structures or residences to hazards
associated with mudflow (Petra, 2014, p. 6). There are no other hillforms abutting the Project site with
the potential to result in mudflow that could pose a threat to future residents or structures.

According to Riverside County General Plan Figure S-10, the Project site would be subject to water
inundation in the event that there is a structural failure of the Lake Mathews Dam, including dam
failures that could occur from seismically-induced seiches. The Lake Mathews Dam and spillway are
located approximately 0.20 kilometers south of the southern boundary of the Project site. If a
seismically-induced seiche were to occur within Lake Mathews when the dam basin is filled to
capacity, water could breach and/or physically damage the dam and cause flooding through a majority
of the southern portions of the project. In recognition of this possibility, the Lake Mathews/Woodcrest
Area Plan includes three policies intended to attenuate the risk of dam failure to persons or property.
Specifically, Policy LMWAP 14.2 requires adherence to the flood proofing, flood protection
requirements, and flood management review requirements of Riverside County Ordinance No. 458,
which regulates flood hazards. Additionally, Policy LMWAP 14.3 requires proposed development
projects (such as the proposed Project) to undergo review by the Riverside County Flood Control and
Water Conservation District. Moreover, County Ordinance No. 457 establishes building standards
and codes that apply to development that is subject to inundation. Compliance with the above-
reference regulations and policies would ensure that any potential dam inundation hazards associated
with future development would be less than significant. Nonetheless, the potential for inundation due
to seismically-induced seiches at the Lake Mathews Dam represents a significant impact for which
mitigation would be required. With implementation of the required mitigation, which requires review of
implementing building permits to ensure flood hazards are attenuated and education of future
homeowners, impacts due to seismically-induced seiches that may pose a threat to future residents
and/or structures would be reduced to a level below significance. M-GEO-1 requires the homeowner
be informed about their home being located within a dam inundation area through several disclosure
mechanisms. M-GEO-1 would ensure that all future residents on the Project site are aware of their
home being located in a dam inundation hazard area, the risks associated with the home being
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located in an inundation zone, and the public service resources in place to help address dam
inundation effects in the event the Lake Mathews Dam fails. Therefore, with mandatory compliance to
LMWAP policies, and mitigation measure M-GEO-1, the Project’s impacts due to seismically-induced
seiche hazards would be less than significant.

Mitigation:

M-GEO-1 (Condition of Approval 80.Planning.022) Prior to building permit final inspection,
evidence shall be provided to the Riverside County Building and Safety Department
that all home deeds include a disclosure about the Project site’s location within a dam
inundation hazard area. Additionally, as part of future home sale documentation, the
Project Applicant shall provide each new homeowner a copy of the Federal Emergency
Management Agency'’s informational brochure, entitled “Living with Dams: Know Your
Risks (FEMA P-956).” Additionally, each new homeowner shall be provided with
informational materials from the Riverside County Fire Department's Community
Emergency Response Team (CERT), including information about CERT’s role in
helping communities address potential impacts due to natural and man-made hazards,
and information relating to how future residents can become involved and undergo
CERT training to assist the future residents of the community in the event of failure of
the Lake Mathews Dam.

Monitoring:

M-GEO-1 Prior to building permit final inspection, the Project Applicant shall provide evidence to
Riverside County demonstrating that the disclosure has been provided on all deeds,
and that the sales documentation includes the FEMA and CERT informational
materials.

17. Slopes

a) Change topography or ground surface relief L] L] I L]
features?
b) Create cut or fill slopes greater than 2:1 or higher
than 10 feet? L] L] > L]
¢) Result in grading that affects or negates subsurface ] ] ] 2

sewage disposal systems?

Source: Project Application Materials; Petra Geotechnical Inc, Geotechnical EIR-Level Assessment
Tentative Tract 36730 Lake Ranch Project, October 27, 2014; Tentative Map Review, Tentative Tract
36730, Lake Ranch Project, Petra Geotechnical, Inc., September 18, 2015.

Findings of Fact:

a) Under existing conditions, elevations on-site generally decrease from northwest to southeast.
Implementation of the proposed Project would require grading activities involving the lowering of the
northwestern portions of the site and the raising of the southern, southeastern, and eastern portions of
the site as necessary to accommodate residential development. As part of the Project’s grading plan,
the hillside in the northwestern portion of the site would be graded at a maximum 2:1 gradient to
increase areas suitable for residential development while providing fill material to facilitate the
construction of residential pads in other portions of the site. Although the Project would result in a
change to the site’s existing topography, there would be no adverse effects to the environment
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resulting from site grading beyond what is already evaluated and disclosed throughout this IS/MND.
Accordingly, impacts due to changes to the site’s topography and ground surface relief features are a
less-than-significant impact.

b) As shown on TTM 36730, all slopes proposed as part of the Project would be constructed at a
maximum slope angle of 2:1. The only slopes that would be constructed at a height exceeding ten
feet occurs in the northwestern portion of the site and between the residential development and the
MSHCP Riparian/Riverine Area in Lot ‘A.’ Along the slope in the northwestern portion of the site,
grading would lower the elevation of the southeastern face of the hillside. The Project’'s geologist
(Petra Geotechnical) evaluated these slopes and determined that the slopes are expected to be
grossly stable as designed (Petra, 2014, pp. 17-18; Petra, 2015, pp. 9-10). The slope proposed
northerly of Lot ‘A’ would be constructed at a gradient of 2:1 and would measure up to approximately
17 feet in height. This slope would be constructed with hardened slope protection (of a type to be
determined with future implementing grading permits) along the first two feet of the base of the slope,
which would assure that this slope is grossly stable. Accordingly, although the Project would result in
the creation of slopes exceeding 10 feet in height, based on the analysis conducted by the Petra
Geotechnical, such slopes would not result in any adverse impacts to the environment. Accordingly,
impacts associated with the creation of cut or fill slopes greater than 2:1 or higher than 10 feet in
height would be less than significant.

C) There are no subsurface sewage disposal systems within the areas that would be permitted
for physical disturbance as part of the proposed Project. Therefore, no impact would occur.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

18. Soils
a) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of

topsoil? [] [] X []
b) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Section ] X ] ]

1802.3.2 of the California Building Code (2007), creating
substantial risks to life or property?

¢) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting use ] ] ] 2
of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems
where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste
water?

Source: Project Application Materials; Riverside County Municipal Code Chapter 15.12; Hydrology
Report, MDS Consulting, July 31, 2015; Project Specific Water Quality Management Plan, MDS
Consulting, August 3, 2015; Tentative Map Review, Tentative Tract 36730, Lake Ranch Project, Petra
Geotechnical, Inc., September 18, 2015.

Findings of Fact:

a) Proposed grading activities associated with the Project would temporarily expose underlying
soils to water and air, which would increase erosion susceptibility while the soils are exposed.
Exposed soils would be subject to erosion during rainfall events or high winds due to the removal of
stabilizing vegetation and exposure of these erodible materials to wind and water. Erosion by water

Page 70 of 161 EA #42710

151



1/11/2022 Board Meeting 7-4 Attachment 2, Page 139 of 254

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant  Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

would be greatest during the first rainy season after grading and before the Project's structure
foundations are established and paving and landscaping occur. Erosion by wind would be highest
during periods of high wind speeds when soils are exposed.

Pursuant to the requirements of the State Water Resources Control Board, the Project Applicant is
required to obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for construction
activities. The NPDES permit is required for all projects that include construction activities, such as
clearing, grading, and/or excavation that disturb at least one acre of total land area. Additionally,
during grading and other construction activities involving soil exposure or the transport of earth
materials, Chapter 15.12 (Uniform Building Code) of the Riverside County Municipal Code, which
establishes, in part, requirements for the control of dust and erosion during construction, would apply
to the Project. As part of the requirements of Chapter 15.12, the Project Applicant would be required
to prepare an erosion control plan that would address construction fencing, sand bags, and other
erosion-control features that would be implemented during the construction phase to reduce the site’s
potential for soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. Requirements for the reduction of particulate matter in
the air also would apply, pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 403. Mandatory compliance with the Project’s
NPDES permit and these regulatory requirements would ensure that water and wind erosion impacts
would be less than significant. Mitigation is not required.

Following construction, wind and water erosion on the Project site would be minimized, as the areas
disturbed during construction would be landscaped or covered with impervious surfaces. Only
nominal areas of exposed soail, if any, would occur in the site’s landscaped areas. The only potential
for erosion effects to occur during Project operation would be indirect effects from storm water
discharged from the property. As detailed in the Hydrology Report prepared for the proposed Project,
the proposed detention basin to be located southeast of the Project site (south of El Sobrante Road)
would provide the necessary runoff detention in order to mitigate for urban flows generated by the
proposed development. Based on the analysis presented in the Project’s Hydrology Report (IS/MND
Appendix I11), post development runoff from the site would decrease during the 100 year (Q100) storm
events (i.e., from 535.7 CFS under pre-development conditions to 421.1 CFS under post-development
conditions). Accordingly, total runoff from the site would not substantially increase with Project
implementation, thereby demonstrating that the Project would not substantially increase erosion
hazards as compared to the existing condition. Since the drainage associated with the Project would
be fully controlled via the on-site drainage plan and/or would be similar to existing conditions, soil
erosion and the loss of topsoil would not increase substantially as compared to existing conditions.

In addition, the Project Applicant is required to prepare and submit to the County for approval of a
Project-specific Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and Water Quality Management
Plan (WQMP). The SWPPP and WQMP must identify and implement an effective combination of
erosion control and sediment control measures (i.e., Best Management Practices, or BMPs) to reduce
or eliminate discharge to surface water from storm water and non-storm water discharges.
Adherence to the requirements noted in the Project’s required WQMP (refer to ISIMND Appendix 12)
and site-specific SWPPP would further ensure that potential erosion and sedimentation effects would
be less than significant.

b) Expansive soils are soils that experience volumetric changes in response increases or
decreases in moisture content. Relatively thin, rigid structural elements such as building floor slabs
and exterior concrete flatwork may experience uplift, shifting, or cracking as a result of swelling or
contraction of expansive soils. In recognition of these issues, Section 1808 of the California Building
Code contains provisions for design of building foundations and floor slabs to mitigate the potential
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detrimental effects of expansive soils. Based on the analysis included in the Project’'s geotechnical
reports, (IS/MND Appendices F1 and F2) most onsite soil and bedrock material will typically possess
“very low” to “medium” expansion potential (Petra, 2015, p. 19). Furthermore, based on the
preliminary grading plan, imported soil material may be required to establish the planned finished
grade elevations. Depending on the source of the imported sail, it is possible that expansive soils
may be incorporated into onsite fills and ultimately be exposed at finished grades within proposed
building pad areas. This is evaluated as a potentially significant impact for which mitigation would be
required.

C) No septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems are proposed to be constructed or
expanded as part of the Project. Accordingly, no impact would occur.

Mitigation:

M-GEO-2 (Condition of Approval 60.Planning.003) In the event that imported soil material is
required to establish the design finished grades within the site, adequate control shall
be provided prior to and during import operations to ensure that the imported soil
material is compatible with onsite soils in terms of expansion potential. If, after
completion of grading, it is determined that near-surface soils within building pad areas
exhibit an elevated expansion potential, then grading plans shall demonstrate that the
proper design of building foundations, floor slabs and exterior improvements are
designed to alleviate the potential uplift forces that can develop in expansive soails..

Monitoring:

M-GEO-2 A qualified geotechnical consultant shall be responsible for monitoring imported soils
materials for their expansive potential. If soils are determined to contain expansive
properties, then the Project's geologist shall ensure appropriate measures are
incorporated to protect building foundations, floor slabs, and other exterior
improvements.

19. Erosion ] ] ] X

a) Change deposition, siltation, or erosion that may
modify the channel of a river or stream or the bed of a lake?

b) Result in any increase in water erosion either on or
off site? L] L] > L]

Source: Project Application Materials; On-site Inspection; Hydrology Report, MDS Consulting, July 31,
2015; Project Specific Water Quality Management Plan, MDS Consulting, August 3, 2015

Findings of Fact:

a & b) As indicated under the discussion and analysis of Threshold 18.a), above, proposed grading
activities associated with the Project would temporarily expose underlying soils to water and air, which
would increase erosion susceptibility while the soils are exposed. Exposed soils would be subject to
erosion during rainfall events or high winds due to the removal of stabilizing vegetation and exposure
of these erodible materials to wind and water. Erosion by water would be greatest during the first
rainy season after grading and before the Project’s structure foundations are established and paving
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and landscaping occur. Erosion by wind would be highest during periods of high wind speeds when
soils are exposed.

Pursuant to the requirements of the State Water Resources Control Board, the Project Applicant is
required to obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for construction
activities. The NPDES permit is required for all projects that include construction activities, such as
clearing, grading, and/or excavation that disturb at least one acre of total land area. Additionally,
during grading and other construction activities involving soil exposure or the transport of earth
materials, Chapter 15.12 (Uniform Building Code) of the Riverside County Municipal Code, which
establishes, in part, requirements for the control of dust and erosion during construction, would apply
to the Project. As part of the requirements of Chapter 15.12, the Project Applicant would be required
to prepare an erosion control plan that would address construction fencing, sand bags, and other
erosion-control features that would be implemented during the construction phase to reduce the site’s
potential for soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. Requirements for the reduction of particulate matter in
the air also would apply, pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 403. Mandatory compliance with the Project’s
NPDES permit and these regulatory requirements would ensure that erosion impacts during
construction activities would be less than significant. Mitigation is not required.

Following construction, erosion on the Project site would be minimized, as the areas disturbed during
construction would be landscaped or covered with impervious surfaces. Only nominal areas of
exposed soil, if any, would occur in the site’s landscaped areas. The only potential for erosion effects
to occur during Project operation would be indirect effects from storm water discharged from the
property As detailed in the Hydrology Report prepared for the proposed Project (IS/MND Appendix
11), the proposed detention basin to be located southeast of ElI Sobrante Road would provide the
necessary runoff detention in order to mitigate for urban flows generated by the proposed
development. Based on the analysis presented in the Project’'s Hydrology Report, post development
runoff from the site would decrease during the 100 year (Q100) storm events (i.e., from 535.7 CFS
under pre-development conditions to 421.1 CFS under post-development conditions). Accordingly,
total runoff from the site would not substantially increase with Project implementation, thereby
demonstrating that the Project would not substantially increase erosion hazards as compared to the
existing condition. Since the drainage associated with the Project would be fully controlled via the on-
site drainage plan and/or would be similar to existing conditions, the rate and amount of erosion would
not increase substantially as compared to existing conditions; thus, impacts due to water erosion
would be less than significant under long-term conditions. Furthermore, because the Project would
not substantially alter the drainage patterns of the site as compared to the existing condition, there
would be no impact due to changes in the deposition, siltation, or erosion that may modify the channel
of a river or stream or the bed of a lake, and no impact would occur.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required beyond mandatory compliance with the BMPs specified in the
site-specific WQMP, which would be enforced as part of the Project’s conditions of approval.

Monitoring: Annual inspections will verify compliance with the Project’s conditions of approval.

20. Wind Erosion and Blowsand from project either
on or off site. u u > u
a) Be impacted by or result in an increase in wind
erosion and blowsand, either on or off site?

Source: General Plan, Figure S-8 (Wind Erosion Susceptibility Map); Ord. 460, Sec. 14.2; Ord. 484
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Findings of Fact:

Proposed grading activities would expose underlying soils at the Project site, which would increase
erosion susceptibility during grading and construction activities. Exposed soils would be subject to
erosion due to the removal of stabilizing vegetation and exposure of these erodible materials to wind.
Erosion by wind would be highest during periods of high wind speeds.

The Project site is considered to have a “moderate” susceptibility to wind erosion (Riverside County,
2003a, Figure S-8). During grading and other construction activities involving soil exposure or the
transport of earth materials, significant short-term impacts associated with wind erosion would be
precluded with mandatory compliance to the Project's SWPPP and WQMP (described above) and
Riverside County Ordinance No. 484.2, which establishes requirements for the control of blowing
sand. In addition, the Project would be required to comply with South Coast Air Quality Management
District (SCAQMD) Rule 403, which addresses the reduction of airborne particulate matter with
mandatory compliance to these regulatory requirements. Wind erosion impacts would be less than
significant during construction and mitigation is not required.

Following construction, wind erosion on the Project site would be negligible, as the disturbed areas
would be landscaped or covered with impervious surfaces. Therefore, implementation of the
proposed Project would not significantly increase the risk of long-term wind erosion on- or off-site, and
impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required beyond mandatory compliance with the BMPs specified in the
site-specific WQMP, which would be enforced as part of the Project’s conditions of approval.

Monitoring:  Construction contractors shall ensure compliance with the BMPs specified in the site-
specific WQMP. The Riverside County Building and Safety Department shall verify that the various
BMPs have been adhered to during both construction and prior to final grading inspection.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS Would the project

21. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

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

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

Source: Lake Ranch (TTM No. 36730) Greenhouse Gas Analysis, Urban Crossroads, Inc., April 13,
2015;

Findings of Fact: Background

Global Climate Change (GCC) refers to the change in average meteorological conditions on the Earth
with respect to temperature, wind patterns, precipitation, and storms. Global temperatures are
regulated by naturally occurring atmospheric gases such as water vapor, CO; (Carbon Dioxide), NO-
(Nitrous Oxide), CH4 (Methane), hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons and sulfur hexafluoride. These
particular gases are important due to their residence time (duration they stay) in the atmosphere,
which ranges from 10 years to more than 100 years. These gases allow solar radiation into the
Earth’s atmosphere, but prevent radioactive heat from escaping, thus warming the Earth's
atmosphere. GCC can occur naturally as it has in the past with the previous ice ages. According to
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the California Air Resources Board (CARB), the climate change since the industrial revolution differs
from previous climate changes in both rate and magnitude. (Urban Crossroads, 2015b, p. 10).

Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are often referred to as GHG’s. GHG’s are released into the
atmosphere by both natural and anthropogenic (human) activity. Without the natural greenhouse gas
effect, the Earth’s average temperature would be approximately 61° Fahrenheit cooler than it is
currently. The cumulative accumulation of these gases in the Earth’s atmosphere is considered to be
the cause for the observed increase in the Earth’'s temperature. (Urban Crossroads, 2015b, pp. 10-
11).

Although California’s rate of growth of GHG emissions is slowing, the state is still a substantial
contributor to the U.S. emissions inventory total. In 2004, California is estimated to have produced
492 million gross metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (COze) GHG emissions. Despite a
population increase of 16 percent between 1990 and 2004, California has substantially slowed the
rate of growth of GHG emissions due to the implementation of energy efficiency programs as well as
adoption of strict emission controls (Urban Crossroads, 2015b, p. 11).

An individual project like the proposed Project cannot generate enough GHG emissions to effect a
discernible change in global climate. However, the proposed Project may participate in the potential
for GCC by its incremental contribution of GHG combined with the world-wide increase of all other
sources of GHG, which when taken together constitute potential influences on GCC (Urban
Crossroads, 2015b, p. 9).

Methodology

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4 (b) (1) states that a lead agency may use a model or methodology
to quantiy GHG emissions associated with a project. On October 2, 2013, the SCAQMD in
conjunction with the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) released the latest
version of the California Emissions Estimator Model ™ (CALEEMOD™) v2013.2.2. The purpose of
this model is to more accurately calculate construction-source and operational-source criteria
pollutants (NOx, VOC, PMio, PM2s, SOx, and CO) and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from direct
and indirect sources; and quantify applicable air quality and GHG reductions achieved from mitigation
measures. As such, the latest version of CALEEMOD™ was used for this Project to determine
construction and operational air quality impacts. (Urban Crossroads, 2015b, pp. 33-34).

Thresholds for Determining Significance

In order to assess the significance of a proposed project's environmental impacts it is necessary to

identify quantitative or qualitative thresholds which, if exceeded, would constitute a finding of
significance. While Project-related GHG emissions can be estimated, the direct impacts of such
emissions on climate change and global warming cannot be determined on the basis of available
science. There is no evidence at this time that would indicate that the emissions from a project the
size of the proposed Project would directly affect global climate change. The CEQA Guideline
amendments do not identify a threshold of significance for greenhouse gas emissions, nor do they
prescribe assessment methodologies or specific mitigation measures. Instead, they call for a “good
faith effort, based on available information, to describe, calculate, or estimate the amount of
greenhouse gas emissions resulting from a project.” The amendments encourage lead agencies to
consider many factors in performing a CEQA analysis and preserve lead agencies’ discretion to make
their own determinations based upon substantial evidence. (Urban Crossroads, 2015b, pp. 27-28).
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The CEQA Guidelines indicate that a project would potentially result in a significant impact on climate
change if a project were to: a) generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that
may have a significant impact on the environment, or b) conflict with an applicable plan, policy or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. (Urban
Crossroads, 2015b, p. 27).

A 30% reduction from BAU conditions is utilized as the significance threshold for GHG impacts, based
on the Riverside County Planning Department's Standard Operating Procedure. The “Standard
Operating Procedure” released in May 2010 by the County of Riverside Planning Department states
that, “until such time as a binding regulatory guidance or a more specific threshold is adopted by a
regulatory agency, a demonstration by the project applicant that the project has reduced GHG
emission by 30% or more below a business-as-usual standard shall suffice for demonstrating the
project has a less than significant impact.” The SOP later states that “for purposes of this Standard
Operating Procedure, “business-as-usual”’ shall mean those emissions that would occur in 2020 if the
average baseline emissions during the 2002-2004 period were grown to 2020 levels without control”
(Urban Crossroads, 2015b, p. 31) Based on discussion within the Riverside County Planning
Department’s Standard Operating Procedure, the analysis approach applied herein is appropriate and
applicable in answering the two CEQA questions related to GHG emissions for the proposed Project
(Urban Crossroads, 2015b, p. 33).

Project-Related Greenhouse Gas Emissions

In order to assess the Project’'s potential to result in significant impacts due to GHG emissions, a
Project-specific greenhouse gas analysis was conducted for the Project. A copy of the greenhouse
gas analysis is provided as Appendix G to this IS/MND. Provided below is a summary of the findings
from the Project's GHG analysis.

Project-Related Greenhouse Gas Emissions

On October 2, 2013, the SCAQMD in conjunction with the California Air Pollution Control Officers
Association (CAPCOA) released the latest version of the California Emissions Estimator Model™
(CalEEMod™) v2013.2.2. The purpose of this model is to more accurately calculate construction-
source and operational-source criteria pollutant (NOx, VOC, PMsi,, PM2s, SOx, and CO) and
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from direct and indirect sources; and quantify applicable air quality
and GHG reductions achieved from mitigation measures. Accordingly, the latest version of
CalEEMod™ has been used for this Project to determine construction and operational air quality
impacts. Output from the model runs for both construction and operational activity are provided in
Appendix 3.1 of the Project’s Greenhouse Gas Analysis (IS/MND Appendix G). (Urban Crossroads,
2015b, pp. 33-34)

Construction Emissions

Construction activities associated with the proposed Project will result in emissions of CO, and CH4
from construction activities. The types of construction equipment and material use would be very
similar for buildout of the currently adopted zoning and the proposed Project. As such, GHG
emissions related to construction activity identified in the report, Lake Ranch (TTM No. 36730) Air
Quality Impact Analysis Report, prepared by Urban Crossroads, Inc., would represent construction
activity for both the business as usual (BAU) and Project scenarios. For the construction phase
Project emissions, GHGs are quantified and amortized over the life of the Project. To amortize the
emissions over the life of the Project, the SCAQMD recommends calculating the total greenhouse gas
emissions for the construction activities, dividing it by the a 30 year project life then adding that
number to the annual operational phase GHG emissions. As such, construction emissions were
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amortized over a 30 year period and added to the annual operational phase GHG emissions (Urban
Crossroads, 2015b, p. 34).

Operational Emissions
Operational activities associated with the proposed Project would result in emissions of CO,, CH4, and
N,O from the following primary sources (Urban Crossroads, 2015b, p. 34):

« Area Source Emissions

. Energy Source Emissions

« Mobile Source Emissions

. Solid Waste

« Water Supply, Treatment and Distribution

Please refer to Section 3.5 of the Project’'s greenhouse gas analysis (IS/MND Appendix G) for a
detailed description of the various sources of GHGs associated with the above operational
characteristics. (Urban Crossroads, 2015b, pp. 35-36)

Emissions Summary

The total amount of Project-related GHG emissions for BAU scenario would total 6,501.69 MTCOze,
as shown on Table EA-18, Total Annual Project Greenhouse Gas Emissions (BAU Year 2005). The
total amount of Project-related GHG emissions for the year 2020, which accounts for compliance with
regulations adopted to reduce GHGs as well as project design features that would be imposed by
Mitigation Measures M-GG-1 and M-GG-2, would total 4,519.46 MTCOze as shown on Table EA-19,
Total Annual Project Greenhouse Gas Emissions (BAU Year 2005) (Urban Crossroads, 2015b, pp.
36-37). Regulations that would apply to the proposed Project and that would serve to reduce GHG
emissions include the following (Urban Crossroads, 2015b, p. 6):

Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32)

¢ Regional GHG Emissions Reduction Targets/Sustainable Communities Strategies (SB 375)
Pavely Fuel Efficiency Standards (AB 1493). Establishes fuel efficiency ratings for new
vehicles.

o Title 24 California Code of Regulations (California Building Code). Establishes energy
efficiency requirements for new construction.

o Title 20 California Code of Regulations (Appliance Energy Efficiency Standards). Establishes
energy efficiency requirements for appliances.

e Title 17 California Code of Regulations (Low Carbon Fuel Standard). Requires carbon content
of fuel sold in California to be 10% less by 2020.

e Statewide Retail Provider Emissions Performance Standards (SB 1368). Requires energy
generators to achieve performance standards for GHG emissions.

¢ California Water Conservation in Landscaping Act of 2006 (AB1881). Requires local agencies
to adopt the Department of Water Resources updated Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance or
equivalent by January 1, 2010 to ensure efficient landscapes in new development and reduced
water waste in existing landscapes.

¢ Renewable Portfolio Standards (SB 1078). Requires electric corporations to increase the
amount of energy obtained from eligible renewable energy resources to 20 percent by 2010
and 33 percent by 2020.

As shown in Table EA-20, Summary of GHG Emissions for BAU vs Project, with implementation of
Mitigation Measures M-GG-1 and M-GG-2 and mandatory compliance with the above-listed
regulations, the Project would achieve an emissions reduction of 30.49% when compared to the BAU
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Table EA-18 Total Annual Project Greenhouse Gas Emissions (BAU Year 2005)

Emissions (metric tons per year)
Emission Source CO, CH, N,O Total CO,E
Construction Emissions (amortized over 30 years) |100.38 0.017 - 100.74
Area 69.90 8.59e-3 1.20e-3 70.45
Energy 1,155.17 0.04 0.02 1,160.86
Mobile Sources 4,891.83 0.42 - 4,900.60
Waste 64.75 3.83 - 145.11
Water Usage 107.18 0.58 0.01 123.93
Total CO,E (All Sources) 6,501.69

Source: CalEEMod™ model output, See Appendix 3.1 of the Greenhouse Gas Analysis for detailed model outputs.

Notes: Totals obtained from CalEEmod™ and may not total 100% due to rounding. Table results include scientific notation.
e is used to represent times ten to the power (which would be written as 10°1') and is followed by the value of the exponent.
(Urban Crossroads, 2015b, Table 3-2)

Table EA-19 Year 2020 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Summary (With Project Design Features)

Emissions (metric tons per year)
Emission Source CO; CH. N.O Total CO,E
Construction Emissions (amortized over 30 years) | 100.38 0.017 - 100.74
Area £9.90 5.72e-3 1.20e-3 70.39
Energy 844.36 0.03 0.01 849.16
Mobile Sources 3,277.73 0.11 - 3,280.04
Waste 64.75 3.83 - 145.11
Water Usage 60.64 0.47 0.01 74.02
Total CO,E (All Sources) 4,519.46

Source: CalEEMod™ model output, See Appendix 3.1 of the Greenhouse Gas Analysis for detailed model outputs.

Notes: Totals obtained from CalEEmod™ and may not total 100% due to rounding. Table results include scientific notation.
e is used to represent times ten to the power (which would be written as 10°11) and is followed by the value of the exponent.
(Urban Crossroads, 2015b, Table 3-3)

scenario. This reduction meets the target reduction percentage of 30% based on the Riverside
County Planning Department’'s SOP. (Urban Crossroads, 2015b, p. 36)

Would the Project:

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

As shown in Table EA-20, with implementation of Mitigation Measures M-GG-1 and M-GG-2 and
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compliance with standard regulatory requirements, the Project would achieve a GHG reduction of
approximately 30.49% below BAU, which exceeds the County’s threshold of significance of 30%
below BAU. Accordingly, the Project’'s GHG emissions would be less than significant on both a direct
and cumulative basis, and additional mitigation (beyond M-GG-1 and M-GG-2) would not be required.

Table EA-20 Summary of GHG Emissions for BAU vs Project

Category CO2e Emissions
BAU, Year 2005 Without Project Project, Year 2020 With Project
Design Features Design Features
Metric Tons per Year

Construction 100.74 100.74

Area 70.45 70.39

Energy Use 1,160.86 849.16

Mobile Sources 4,900.60 3,280.04

Waste Disposed 145.11 114.11

Water Use 123.93 74.02

Total 6,501.69 4,519.46

Project Improvement over BAU 30.49%

b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency adopted for the

purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

As indicated above, the Project would be subject to the following regulatory requirements related to
GHG emissions:

Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32)

o Regional GHG Emissions Reduction Targets/Sustainable Communities Strategies (SB 375)
Pavely Fuel Efficiency Standards (AB1493). Establishes fuel efficiency ratings for new
vehicles.

o Title 24 California Code of Regulations (California Building Code). Establishes energy
efficiency requirements for new construction.

o Title 20 California Code of Regulations (Appliance Energy Efficiency Standards). Establishes
energy efficiency requirements for appliances.

e Title 17 California Code of Regulations (Low Carbon Fuel Standard). Requires carbon content
of fuel sold in California to be 10% less by 2020.

e California Water Conservation in Landscaping Act of 2006 (AB 1881). Requires local
agencies to adopt the Department of Water Resources updated Water Efficient Landscape
Ordinance or equivalent by January 1, 2010 to ensure efficient landscapes in new
development and reduced water waste in existing landscapes.

o Renewable Portfolio Standards (SB 1078). Requires electric corporations to increase the
amount of energy obtained from eligible renewable energy resources to 20 percent by 2010
and 33 percent by 2020.
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Assuming mandatory compliance with the above-listed regulatory measures, the following provides a
discussion and analysis of the Project’s consistency with the provisions of AB 32 and SB 375.

Project Consistency with AB 32

AB 32 requires California to reduce its GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. CARB identified
reduction measures to achieve this goal as set forth in the CARB Scoping Plan. To evaluate the
Project’'s GHG impacts the proposed Project's emissions are compared with the BAU scenario to
determine if the development is likely to be consistent with the Scoping Plan designed to implement
AB 32 in California, which calls for an approximate 30% reduction from BAU. (Urban Crossroads,
2015b, p. 1)

On February 10, 2014, CARB released a Draft Proposed First Update of the Scoping Plan. The draft
recalculates 1990 GHG emissions using new global warming potentials identified in the IPCC Fourth
Assessment Report released in 2007. Based on the revised 2020 emissions level projection identified
in the 2011 Final Supplement and the updated 1990 emissions levels identified in the discussion draft
of the First Update, achieving the 1990 emissions level in 2020 would require a reduction of 78
MTCOze (down from 509 MTCO.e), or approximately 15.3 percent (down from 30 percent), from the
BAU condition. (Urban Crossroads, 2015b, pp. 1-2)

Although CARB has released an update to the Scoping Plan and reduction targets from BAU, it is still
appropriate to utilize the previous 30% reduction from BAU since the modeling tools available are not
able to easily segregate the inclusion of the renewable portfolio standards, and Pavley requirements
that are now included in the revised BAU scenario. The proposed Project would generate GHG
emissions from a variety of sources which would all emit CO2, CH4, and N2O. GHGs could also be
indirectly generated by incremental electricity consumption and waste generation from the proposed
Project. (Urban Crossroads, 2015b, p. 2)

As stated previously, the Scoping Plan recommends strategies for implementation at the statewide
level to meet the goals of AB 32. The Scoping Plan recommendations serve as statewide strategies
to reduce the state’s existing GHG emissions and contributions from proposed projects. Table EA-21,
Project Consistency With Scoping Plan Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Strategies, highlights
measures that have or will be developed under the Scoping Plan and that would be applicable to the
Project. Therefore, the Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of AB 32. (Urban
Crossroads, 2015b, p. 2)

Project Consistency with SB 375

Senate Bill 375 (SB 375) creates a formal process that builds on the experience of voluntary regional
visioning initiatives in California, often referred to as “Regional Blueprints.” Furthering the goals of AB
32, SB 375 relies on the regional collaboration by local officials to address California’s goals for
reducing the portion of the emissions of greenhouse gases that stems from automobile travel (light
duty auto and light duty trucks only). SB 375 requires local metropolitan planning agencies to prepare
a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) that demonstrates how the region will meet its GHG
reduction targets through integrated land use, housing, and transportation planning. More specifically,
SB 375 provides CEQA relief for residential and mixed-use projects that are consistent with an
approved SCS or Alternative Planning Strategy (APS). (Urban Crossroads, 2015b, p. 2)

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) is the metropolitan planning agency for
the project area. The SCS for the southern California region, including Riverside, Los Angeles,
Orange, and San Bernardino counties was prepared by SCAG and approved on April 4, 2012.
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Table EA-21 Project Consistency With Scoping Plan Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction

Strategies
Scoping Plan Measure nles e Project Consistenc
ping Number 4 ¥
; The project’s residents would purchase vehicles in compliance with
Pavley Motor Vehicle e ; b : ; D 3
T-1 CARE vehicle standards that are in effect at the time of vehicle
Standards (AB 1493)
purchase.
4 : The project’s residents would use consumer products that would
Limit High GWP Use in i : : ; 5 -
H-4 comply with the regulations that are in effect at the time of
Consumer Products
manufacture.
Motor Vehicle Air
Conditioning Systems — H-1 The project’s residents would be prohibited from performing air
Reduction from Non- conditioning repairs and required to use professional servicing.
Professional Servicing
; Motor vehicles driven by the project’s residents would maintain
Tire Pressure Program T-4 : i p : ; x
proper tire pressure when their vehicles are serviced.
Motor vehicles driven by project’s residents would use compliant
Low Carbon Fuel Standard T-2 ] VRO P
fuels in the future.
; The project includes measures to minimize water use and maximize
Water Use Efficiency W-1 ;
efficiency.
The project will be required to be constructed in compliance with
Green Buildings GB-1 state or local green building standards in effect at the time of
building construction.
Air Conditioning Refrigerant ; ; ; ; :
i & ‘g Motor vehicles driven by the project’s residents would comply with
Leak Test During Vehicle H-5 Z :
the leak test requirements during smog checks.
Smog Check
3 The electricity used by residents in the proposed project will benefit
Refewablc tottiolios E-3 from reducet;GHG errywissions resultin fpror: increzsejd use of
Standard (33% by 2020) &
renewable energy sources.
S The project will comply with energy efficiency standards for
Energy Efficiency Measures p‘ ) : Py g\‘j Y : i
B E-1 electrical appliances and other devices at the time of building
{Electricity) 1
construction.
The project will comply with energy efficiency standards for natural
Energy Efficiency {Natural CRé1 gas appliances and other devices at the time of building
Gas) construction through compliance of the 2013 Title 24 and CalGreen
code.
Greening New Residential GB-1 The project’s buildings would meet green building standards that
and Commercial Construction are in effect at the time of design and construction.

(Urban Crossroads, 2015b, Table 1-2)

The SCS incorporates goals to concentrate future development and provide residential and mixed use
developments in proximity to transit hubs in order to reduce vehicle miles traveled and, thereby,
reduce GHG emissions from light duty auto and light duty trucks. (Urban Crossroads, 2015b, p. 2)

The Governor’'s Office of Planning and Research published the guidance document Senate Bill 375
CEQA Provision Flow Charts to assist in understanding SB 375’s CEQA options. Based on Chart 1,
since the Project is not consistent with general plan land use designations, density, and building
intensity, the Project does not qualify for SB 375 CEQA provisions and the lead agency should use
the standard CEQA process. (Urban Crossroads, 2015b, p. 2)
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Inconsistency with SB 375 does not in itself constitute a significant impact to GHGs, largely because
SB 375 targets a very specific sector for GHG reductions (passenger cars and light-duty trucks).
Thus, if a Project’'s emissions overall (when considering all sectors) are less than an applicable
threshold, then a finding of less than significant can also be made. As such, a Project's GHG
emissions may be found to be less than the identified threshold despite being inconsistent with the
land use designations or densities found in a SCS. (Urban Crossroads, 2015b, p. 3)

For purposes of analysis, the applicable threshold utilized for determining significance is whether or
not the Project can reduce emissions by 30% from BAU consistent with the County of Riverside’s
SOP. This reduction target is also consistent with the overall AB 32 reduction target of approximately
30 percent. It should be noted that SB 375 is a small piece of the State’s overall reduction target
pursuant to AB 32. For this Project, although the SB 375-specific targets are not met, an evaluation of
the Project’s overall GHG emissions including all emission sectors (including light duty auto and light
duty trucks only and other sectors of vehicles) indicates that the Project is consistent with the
applicable threshold adopted by the lead agency, and consistent with the overall reduction targets set
forth by AB 32. Consequently the Project would result in a less than significant GHG impact. (Urban
Crossroads, 2015b, p. 3)

Conclusion

As indicated in the above analysis, the proposed Project would be consistent with, or otherwise would
not conflict with, the provisions of AB 32 and SB 375. Additionally, and as demonstrated under the
analysis of Threshold 21.a), with the implementation of Mitigation Measures M-GG-1 and M-GG-2 and
mandatory compliance with applicable regulations to reduce GHG emissions, the Project would
achieve an emissions reduction of 30.49% when compared to the BAU scenario. This reduction
meets the target reduction percentage of 30% based on Riverside County Planning Department’s
SOP. Other than the provisions of AB 32, SB 375, and the County’s SOP, there are no other plans,
policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions that are applicable to the
Project. Accordingly, with implementation of Mitigation Measures M-GG-1 and M-GG-2 the Project
would not conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose
of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases, and a less-than-significant impact would occur.

Mitigation:

M-GG-1 (Condition of Approval 80.Planning.019): Prior to the issuance of building permits, the
Project Applicant shall submit energy demand calculations to the County
demonstrating that the increment of the Project for which building permits are being
requested would achieve a minimum 10% increase in energy efficiencies beyond 2013
California Building Code Title 24 performance standards. Representative energy
efficiency/energy conservation measures to be incorporated in the Project would
include, but would not be not limited to, those listed below (it being understood that the
items listed below are not all required and merely present examples; the list is not all-
inclusive and other features that would reduce energy consumption and promote
energy conservation would also be acceptable):

¢ Increase in insulation such that heat transfer and thermal bridging is minimized;

e Limit air leakage through the structure and/or within the heating and cooling
distribution system;
Use of energy-efficient space heating and cooling equipment;

¢ Installation of electrical hook-ups at loading dock areas;
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M-GG-2

Monitoring:
M-GG-1

M-GG-2

Installation of dual-paned or other energy efficient windows;

Use of interior and exterior energy efficient lighting that exceeds then incumbent
California Title 24 Energy Efficiency performance standards;

Installation of automatic devices to turn off lights where they are not needed;
Application of a paint and surface color palette that emphasizes light and off-white
colors that reflect heat away from buildings;

Design of buildings with “cool roofs” using products certified by the Cool Roof
Rating Council, and/or exposed roof surfaces using light and off-white colors;
Design of buildings to accommodate photo-voltaic solar electricity systems or the
installation of photo-voltaic solar electricity systems;

Installation of ENERGY STAR-qualified energy-efficient appliances, heating and
cooling systems, office equipment, and/or lighting products.

(Condition of Approval 10.Planning.023): To reduce water consumption and the
associated energy-usage, the Project will be designed to:

Reduce outdoor water use by 30%, consistent with Riverside County Ordinance
No. 859.

Reduce indoor water use by 20% consistent with Division 4.3 of the 2013 CalGreen
Residential Mandatory Measures.

Prior to the issuance of building permits, the energy calculations showing the required
energy use reduction shall be submitted to the Riverside County Planning Department
for review and approval. Compliance with the energy reduction measures assumed in
the calculations shall be verified by Riverside County prior to building permit final
inspection.

Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Project Applicant shall demonstrate that
the target reduction in outdoor water demand has been accommodated by the Project’s
plans.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS Would the project

22. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the L] 2 L] L]
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal
of hazardous materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the ] ] 2 ]
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

¢) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with u = u u
an adopted emergency response plan or an emergency

evacuation plan?

d) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or ] ] ] X
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within
one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?
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e) Be located on a site which is included on a list of ] ] ] X
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Govern-
ment Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it
create a significant hazard to the public or the environ-
ment?
Source: Project Application Materials; Riverside County GIS; Phase | Environmental Site

Assessment and Limited Phase Il Subsurface Investigation, Lake Ranch, Environ, September 2013.

Findings of Fact:

a) The Project has the potential to create a significant hazard to the public or environment based
on existing site conditions, construction of the proposed Project, and long-term operation. Each is
discussed below.

Impact Analysis for Existing Conditions

An environmental site assessment was conducted for the property by Environ to assess existing
conditions (refer to IS/MND Appendix H2). Based on the results of this analysis, Environ identified
one “recognized environmental condition” (REC) in connection with the site. Specifically, the Project
site has been used for agriculture, including orchards and row crops, since at least the 1930s. While
agricultural use has ceased on the southern portions of the site, the northern portions of the site have
been used continuously for agriculture since that time. Details regarding the historical use of
agricultural chemicals such as pesticides and herbicides are limited. Facility personnel indicated that
although only “Round Up” brand weed killer is currently used at the site, insecticides (possibly
including sabadilla and another chemical known only as “Saigon”) were formerly applied over the
growing areas of the site from the air. Less is known about applications of agricultural chemicals early
in the site’s history. (Environ, 2013, p. 1)

Based on the information reviewed, and the extended agricultural history of the site, Environ
performed a limited subsurface investigation of the site concurrent with the Phase | ESA, to assess
the potential presence of agricultural chemicals in soil at the site. During the limited Phase Il
subsurface investigation conducted in August and September 2013, 40 soil borings were drilled and
soil samples were collected and selectively analyzed for pesticides, metals, and other compounds
(including volatile organic compounds [VOCs] and total petroleum hydrocarbons [TPH]). (Environ,
2013, p. 1)

With the exception of arsenic, all detected metals concentrations were below applicable residential
scenario California Human Health Screening Levels (CHHSLs). Arsenic was detected at similarly low
concentrations in analyzed samples; the presence of arsenic in the samples is attributed to naturally
occurring background concentrations of arsenic in California soils. (Environ, 2013, p. 1)

A number of pesticides were detected in at least one soil sample collected at the site; however, of the
pesticides detected, only 4,4-DDE and toxaphene exceeded their respective health based screening
levels in at least one sample. Such exceedances were limited to soil samples obtained from 0.5 feet
below ground surface (bgs). 4,4-DDE exceeded its residential soil CHHSL (1,600 micrograms per
kilogram [ug/kg]) in four soil samples. However, detections of 4,4-DDE appear to correspond to a
cancer risk of approximately 1 x 10°, at the conservative end of the acceptable United States
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) cancer risk range of 10* to 10%. Toxaphene exceeded its
residential soil CHHSL (460 pg/kg) in two soil samples. Detections of toxaphene appear to

Page 84 of 161 EA #42710

165



1/11/2022 Board Meeting 7-4 Attachment 2, Page 153 of 254

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant  Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

correspond to a cancer risk of approximately 5 x 10%; again at the conservative end of the acceptable
US EPA risk range of 10 to 10%. (Environ, 2013, pp. 1-2)

The sample locations where 4,4-DDE and toxaphene were detected in soil at elevated concentrations
at 0.5 feet bgs are located in the southwestern portion of the site, an area historically used for lettuce
production. It appears that there was pesticide use related to the vegetable growing operations and
that residual concentrations of pesticides remain in surface soil in this area. For sampling locations
where deeper soil samples were collected at 2 feet bgs and laboratory-analyzed, concentrations of
4,4-DDEand toxaphene decline significantly with increasing depth, indicating that the pesticide
residues are limited to surface soils.

Based on the results of the soil samples collected, and because the detections of both compounds
are within the acceptable USEPA risk range, it is Environ’s opinion that further assessment and/or
remediation of the soils is not warranted. However, the presence of residual agricultural chemicals,
such as pesticides, may be a potential concern with respect to worker exposure during such activities
as grading and foundation excavation work. This is evaluated as a potentially significant impact for
which mitigation, in the form of dust control during construction, is required. With appropriate dust
control measures during construction (as required by Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2), impacts would be
reduced to below a level of significance. (Environ, 2013, p. 2)

There are no other existing site conditions that have the potential to create a significant hazard to the
public or environment.

Impact Analysis for Project Construction Activities

Heavy equipment (e.g., dozers, excavators, tractors) would be operated on the subject property
during construction of the Project. This heavy equipment would likely be fueled and maintained by
petroleum-based substances such as diesel fuel, gasoline, oil, and hydraulic fluid, which is considered
hazardous if improperly stored or handled. In addition, materials such as paints, adhesives, solvents,
and other substances typically used in building construction would be located on the Project site
during construction. Improper use, storage, or transportation of hazardous materials can result in
accidental releases or spills, potentially posing health risks to workers, the public, and the
environment. This is a standard risk on all construction sites, and there would be no greater risk for
improper handling, transportation, or spills associated with the proposed Project than would occur on
any other similar construction site. Construction contractors would be required to comply with all
applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations regarding the transport, use, and storage of
hazardous construction-related materials, including but not limited requirements imposed by the EPA,
California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), SCAQMD, and Santa Ana Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). Because compliance with these regulatory requirements by
construction contractors is mandatory, impacts due to hazardous materials used, transported, and/or
stored during construction would be less than significant.

Impact Analysis for Long-Term Operational Activities

The Project site would be primarily developed with residential land uses and supporting recreational
and open space land uses, which are land uses not typically associated with the transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials. Although residential land uses may utilize household products that
contain toxic substances, such as cleansers, paints, adhesives, and solvents, these products are
usually in low concentration and small in amount and would not pose a significant risk to humans or
the environment during transport to/from or use at the Project site. Pursuant to State law and local
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regulations, residents would be required to dispose of household hazardous waste (e.g., batteries,
used oil, old paint) at a permitted household hazardous waste collection facility. Accordingly, the
Project would not expose people or the environment to significant hazards associated with the
disposal of hazardous materials at the Project site. Long-term operation of the Project would not
expose the public or the environment to significant hazards associated with the transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials and impacts would be less than significant.

b) Accidents involving hazardous materials that could pose a significant hazard to the public or
the environment would be highly unlikely during the construction and long-term operation of the
Project and are not reasonably foreseeable. As discussed above under Threshold 22.a), the
transport, use and handling of hazardous materials on the Project site during construction is a
standard risk on all construction sites, and there would be no greater risk for upset and accidents than
would occur on any other similar construction site. Upon buildout, the Project site would operate as a
residential community, which is a land use type not typically associated with the transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials that could be subject to upset or accident involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment. Accordingly, impacts associated with the accidental
release of hazardous materials would be less than significant during both construction and long-term
operation of the Project.

C) The Project site does not contain any emergency facilities nor does it serve as an emergency
evacuation route. During construction of the proposed Project, improvements are planned along the
Project frontage with McAllister Street and El Sobrante Road, both of which are Circulation Element
roadways that likely serve as emergency access for emergency service providers. Both of these
roadways would be improved as part of the Project (as explained in MND Section 0.B). During
construction of the improvements to these roadways, there is a potential that emergency response
times in the local area could be adversely affected. This is evaluated as a potentially significant
impact for which mitigation, in the form of a traffic control plan during construction, is required.
Implementation of a traffic control plan would ensure that the Project's improvements to these
roadways do not significantly affect emergency service response times, thereby reducing impacts to a
level below significant.

Under long-term operational conditions, the proposed Project would be required to maintain adequate
emergency access for emergency vehicles via El Sobrante Road, McAllister Street, and connecting
on-site roadways as required by the County. Furthermore, the Project would not result in a
substantial alteration to the design or capacity of any existing public road that would impair or interfere
with the implementation of evacuation procedures. Because the Project would not interfere with an
adopted emergency response or evacuation plan during long-term operation, no impact would occur.

d) The nearest school to the Project site is the Lake Mathews Elementary School, located at
12252 Blackburn Road, or approximately 0.35 mile west of the Project site. There are no existing
schools located within 0.25 mile of the Project site. Additionally, and according to Riverside County
GIS, there are no school facilities planned within 0.25 mile of the Project site (Riverside County,
2015). Accordingly, the Project would have no potential to emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing
or proposed school, and no impact would occur.

e) The Project site and off-site improvement areas are not included on any list of hazardous

materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 (Environ, 2013, pp. 13-20).
Accordingly, no impact would occur.
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Mitigation:

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2 (refer to Issue 6., Air Quality, of this Initial Study), which requires
measures to control fugitive dust during construction and compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403, shall
apply to address potential health impacts to workers during the Project’s construction phase.

M-HM-1 (Condition of Approval 10.Planning.024)Continued vehicular access shall be
maintained along El Sobrante Road and/or McAllister Street during construction of
improvements to these roadways. Full lane closures are not permitted.

Monitoring:

Monitoring shall occur as specified for Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2 (refer to Issue 6, Air Quality, of this
Initial Study).

M-HM-1 Prior to issuance of grading permits, encroachment permits, or improvement plans
affecting El Sobrante Road and/or McAllister Street, a traffic control plan shall be
approved by the Riverside County Transportation Department and shall be
implemented throughout the duration of construction activities affecting one or both

roadways.
23. Airports
a) Result in an inconsistency with an Airport Master L] L] L] 4
Plan?
b) Require review by the Airport Land Use
Commission? o o L] 4
c) For a project located within an airport land use plan ] ] [ X

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

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

Source: General Plan, Figure S-19 (Airport Locations); GIS database (Riverside County, 2014).

Findings of Fact:

a & b) According to Riverside County GIS, the Project site is not located within the airport influence
area (AIA) or Master Plan for any private or public airport facility (Riverside County, 2015). The
nearest airport to the Project site is the Riverside Municipal Airport, which is a public use airport
located approximately 5.7 miles north of the Project site. As such, the Project has no potential to
result in an inconsistency with an Airport Master Plan, and the Project would not require review by the
Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC). Accordingly, no impact would occur.

C) As indicated above under the discussion of Threshold 23.b), the Project site is not located
within the AIA of any public airport or public use airport. As such, the Project has no potential to result
in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the area, and no impact would occur.
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d) A small, private airstrip is located approximately 0.4 mile south of the Project site (north of

Lake Mathews); however, based on aerial photographs from Google Earth, this airstrip has not been
operational since at least 2011 — a large yellow “X” is painted at the beginning of the runway (a
universal aviation symbol for a runway closed to all operations) and the runway is covered in dirt and
used as a construction materials staging area (Google Earth, 2015) The Project site is not located
within the vicinity of any active private airports or heliports. Accordingly, implementation of the
proposed Project has no potential to result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the
Project area associated with private airstrips and heliports. No impact would occur.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

24. Hazardous Fire Area
a) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of L] L] I L]
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands?

Source: Lake Ranch Fire Behavior Report and Fuel Modification Design Guidelines

Findings of Fact: The Lake Ranch site is located in a Moderate Fire Hazard Severity Zone in
Riverside County and within State Responsibility Area (SRA). State law requires development in SRA
within any fire hazard zone to comply with the WUI (Wildland Urban Interface) codes contained in the
California Residential Code (Chapter 3, Section R327), California Building Code (Chapter 7A), and
California Fire Code (Chapter 49) (Firesafe, 2014, p. 4).

A Fire Behavior Report and Fuel Modification Design Guidelines has been prepared by Firesafe
Planning Solutions for the proposed Project, and is included as ISIMND Appendix H1. Firesafe
Planning Solutions used a computer software program (BehavePlus Fire Modeling System 5.0.4) to
predict the level of wildfire intensity for a fire approaching the proposed Project site (Firesafe, 2014,
pages 5-6). This report assesses the risks related to wildland fire and establishes appropriate criteria
for a defensible space installation and maintenance program that would reduce the intensity of a
wildfire approaching the proposed Project (Firesafe, 2014, p. 3).

Based on the results of the modeling efforts, Firesafe Planning Solutions identified fuel modification
requirements that are intended to protect future Project residents and structures from wildland fires
even without fire department suppression activities. The Project's recommended fuel modification
components are described in ISIMND Section 3.2.2.D and graphically depicted on IS/MND Figure 3-
16, and would be enforced pursuant to Condition of Approval 50.FIRE.005. Based on the scientific
fire behavior analysis, Firesafe Planning Solutions concludes that compliance with the fuel
modification requirements would ensure that exterior portions of future structures or attic spaces
would not ignite from the exterior fire exposure associated with a wildland vegetation fire. This is
primarily because the greatest fire energy is too far away from the structures due to the low plant
densities within the defensible space zones and the proposed fuel madification requirements.
Therefore, and assuming compliance with the fuel modification recommendations (as would be
assured by pursuant to Condition of Approval 60.FIRE.001), the proposed Project would have a less
than significant impact regarding exposure of persons to wildland fires. (Firesafe, 2014, p. 29, pages
5-6)
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Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY Would the project

25.  Water Quality Impacts
a) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of L] L] I L]

the site or area, including the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, in a manner that would result in substantial
erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

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

[]
[]
X
[]

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

[]
[]
X
[]

d) Create or contribute runoff water that would exceed u u X u
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage
systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?

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

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

g) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

oo o
oo o
Oo-d|d| O
MX| X X

h) Include new or retrofitted stormwater Treatment
Control Best Management Practices (BMPs) (e.g. water
guality treatment basins, constructed treatment wetlands),
the operation of which could result in significant environ-
mental effects (e.g. increased vectors or odors)?

Source: Hydrology Report, MDS Consulting, July 31, 2015; Project Specific Water Quality Management
Plan, MDS Consulting, August 3, 2015; Urban Water Management Plan, Western Municipal Water
District, 2010.

Findings of Fact:

a) Under existing conditions, and as shown on Plate 1 of the Project’s hydrology study (IS/MND
Appendix 11), the Project site conveys runoff from an approximately 315-acre area located to the
southeast of the Project site, primarily from lands located south of ElI Sobrante Road. Flows from
these off-site areas are combined with flows from the southern portions of the Project site and are
conveyed via a natural drainage to an existing drop inlet structure that connects to a 90-inch
reinforced concrete pipe (RCP) storm drain. Flows from the northwest portion of the site are
conveyed to a man-made drainage ditch that outlets directly onto McAllister Street. Flows from the
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northeastern portion of the Project site are conveyed off-site to the north, and eventually drain into the
existing stream that traverses the extreme northeastern corner of the Project site. (MDS, 2015a, p. 4)

As proposed by the Project, the Project site would be graded to facilitate the construction of 272
single-family residential lots. Additionally, the Project would include two water quality detention
basins, a sewage lift station and a 2.2 acre community park. Associated exterior improvements are
expected to include asphalt-paved access streets, concrete driveways and pedestrian sidewalks,
surface drainage controls, perimeter fencing, common landscaped areas, extensive underground
infrastructure, and required storm water quality devices.

As shown previously on IS/MND Figure 3-11, under post-developed conditions, the Project site would
be separated into three separate watersheds (Watersheds A, B, and C) that largely correspond to the
site’s existing watersheds, with flows within Lot ‘B’ comprising a fourth watershed (Watershed D).
Additionally, and as shown previously on IS/IMND Figure 3-12, the Project proposes to construct an
approximate 7.7-acre Off-Site Basin abutting the southern edge of El Sobrante Road. This basin has
been designed to reduce peak runoff flows from approximately 197.9 acres of the approximately 315
acres of off-site watershed that is tributary to the Project site (refer to ISIMND Figure 3-10). The
purpose of this detention basin is to off-set increased peak runoff from the developed portions of the
Project site. Flows from the detention basin would be conveyed towards the proposed on-site open
space in Lot ‘B’ via a proposed drop inlet structure (that includes a trash rack) that outlets into a 60-
inch RCP storm drain to be constructed beneath El Sobrante Road. Please refer to Section 3.1.3.C
for a detailed description of the Project’s proposed drainage system. (MDS, 2015a)

As indicated in the Project’s hydrology study, runoff tributary to the Project site discharges at two
locations under existing conditions: along the northern boundary in the northeastern portion of the
Project site (i.e., Node 130), where runoff drains towards the north and discharges into the existing
stream that traverses the northeastern corner of the Project site; and along the western boundary of
the site (Note 995), where flows from the existing drainage traversing the site are conveyed to an
existing 84-inch RCP storm drain constructed in association with the residential development to the
west of the Project site. (MDS, 2015a)

With development of the Project site as proposed, runoff in the northern portions of the site would
discharge at the same location as occurs under existing conditions (i.e., Node 130), and the post-
development runoff rate during peak storm events would be reduced from 70.5 cubic feet per second
(cfs) to 67.4 cfs. Runoff from the remaining portions of the Project site ultimately would be conveyed
to the drainage within proposed Lot B, where a proposed 90-inch RCP storm drain would be
constructed beneath McAllister Street (i.e., Node 630). Node 630 generally occurs in the same
location as Node 995, and flows exiting the site to the west would be reduced from 465.3 cfs to 353.7
cfs. (MDS, 2015a, p. 8)

Based on the foregoing discussion, the Project’s proposed drainage concept generally would maintain
the site’s existing drainage patterns. Additionally, because peak flows discharging from the site would
be reduced with construction of the Project's proposed extended detention/water quality basins and
off-site detention basin, it can reasonably be concluded that Project runoff in the post developed
condition would not result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site. Accordingly, impacts would
be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.

b) The California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Section 13000 (“Water Quality”) et
seq., of the California Water Code), and the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendment of 1972
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(also referred to as the Clean Water Act (CWA)) require that comprehensive water quality control
plans be developed for all waters within the State of California. The Project site is located within the
jurisdiction of the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). Water quality
information for the Santa Ana Watershed is contained in the Santa Ana RWQCB’s Water Quality
Control Plan for the Santa Ana River Basin (as most recently updated in February 2008). This
document is herein incorporated by reference and is available for public review at the Santa Ana
RWQCB office located at 3737 Main Street, Suite 500 Riverside, CA 92501-3348.

The CWA requires all states to conduct water quality assessments of their water resources to identify
water bodies that do not meet water quality standards. Water bodies that do not meet water quality
standards are placed on a list of impaired waters pursuant to the requirements of Section 303(d) of
the CWA. The Project site resides within the Santa Ana Watershed. As detailed in the Project
Specific Water Quality Management Plan for the proposed Project (IS/MND Appendix 12), receiving
waters for the property’s drainage are as follows: Temescal Channel, Santa Ana River (Reaches 1, 2,
and 3), Prado Basin Management Zone, Tidal Prism of Santa Ana River and Newport Slough, Pacific
Ocean surf zone, and Pacific Ocean offshore. Of the above listed receiving waters Reach 3 of the
Santa Ana River is on the EPA Approved 303(d) list of impairments for copper, pathogens, and lead,
and Reach 2 of the Santa Ana River is on the 303(d) list for indicator bacteria (MDS, 2015b, p. 7)

A specific provision of the CWA applicable to the proposed Project is CWA Section 402, which
authorizes the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit program that covers
point sources of pollution discharging to a water body. The NPDES program also requires operators
of construction sites one acre or larger to prepare a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
and obtain authorization to discharge stormwater under an NPDES construction stormwater permit.

Impact Analysis for Construction-Related Water Quality

Construction of the proposed Project would involve clearing, grading, paving, utility installation,
building construction, and landscaping activities, which would result in the generation of potential
water quality pollutants such as silt, debris, chemicals, paints, and other solvents with the potential to
adversely affect water quality. As such, short-term water quality impacts have the potential to occur
during construction of the Project in the absence of any protective or avoidance measures.

Pursuant to the requirements of the Santa Ana RWQCB and the County of Riverside, the Project
would be required to obtain a NPDES Municipal Stormwater Permit for construction activities. The
NPDES permit is required for all projects that include construction activities, such as clearing, grading,
and/or excavation that disturb at least one acre of total land area. In addition, the Project would be
required to comply with the Santa Ana RWQCB'’s Water Quality Control Plan for the Santa Ana River
Basin. Compliance with the NPDES permit and the Water Quality Control Plan for the Santa Ana
River Basin involves the preparation and implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Program (SWPPP) for construction-related activities. The SWPPP is required to specify the Best
Management Practices (BMPs) that the Project would be required to implement during construction
activities to ensure that all potential pollutants of concern are prevented, minimized, and/or otherwise
appropriately treated prior to being discharged from the subject property. Mandatory compliance with
the SWPPP would ensure that the proposed Project does violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements during construction activities. Therefore, with mandatory adherence to the
Project's SWPPP, water quality impacts associated with construction activities would be less than
significant and no mitigation measures would be required.
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Post-Development Water Quality Impacts

As detailed in the WQMP for the proposed Project, potential pollutants associated with development
of detached residential land uses include: bacterial indicators, nutrients, pesticides, sediments, trash
debris, and oils/grease (MDS, 2015b, p. 18). Onsite runoff would be conveyed and collected by curb
and gutter and the Project’s proposed storm drain system. Prior to leaving the development, the low
flows or first flush from developed areas of the site would be diverted and routed through a
detention/water quality basin for water treatment. The water treatment would be consistent with
Riverside County Stormwater Quality Best Management Practice Design Handbook (MDS, 2015a, p.
4) (refer to the Project’s Hydrology Report in IS/MND Appendix 11).

Furthermore, the Project would be required to implement a Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP),
pursuant to the requirements of the applicable NPDES permit. The WQMP is a post-construction
management program that ensures the on-going protection of the watershed basin by requiring
structural and programmatic controls. The Project's WQMP is included as IS/IMND Appendix 12. The
WOQMP identifies bioretention and biotreatment BMPs. Reclaimed water would be used for the non-
potable water demands for the Project. The Project site is divided into five drainage management
areas (DMASs). As detailed in the WQMP for the proposed Project, all proposed drainage areas would
be treated by biotreatment BMPs, while the drainage within Lot B also would utilize bioretention BMPs
(MDS, 2015b, p. 15). Mandatory compliance with the WQMP would ensure that the Project does
violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements during long-term operation.
Therefore, water quality impacts associated with post-development activities would be less than
significant with mandatory WQMP compliance and no mitigation measures would be required.

C) No potable groundwater wells are proposed as part of the Project. The proposed Project
would be served with potable water by the WMWD. Water supplies from the WMWD are reliant on
imported water from the Metropolitan Water District (MWD), groundwater, and imported water
(WMWD, 2010, Page ES-2)Based on review of numerous groundwater databases conducted by Petra
Geotechnical, groundwater basins are not located within or adjacent to the site. Based on information
presented in the UWMP, WMWD is projected to have sufficient water supplies to meet demand within
its service area during all climactic conditions (normal year, single-dry year, and multiple-dry years)
until at least 2035. (The year 2035 is the horizon year for the UWMP, meaning the the UWMP’s
analysis does not extend beyond 2035.) WMWD also is projected to have a water surplus during all
climactic conditions until at least 2035. (WMWD, 2010, pp.5.-2 - 5-4) Thus, the Project’s demand for
domestic water service would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially
with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the
local groundwater table level. For more detailed information about domestic water supply, refer to the
Utilities and Service Systems discussion below under Issue 45.

Development of the Project would increase impervious surface coverage on the site, which would in
turn reduce the amount of direct infiltration of runoff into the ground. However, based on the
hydrology studies prepared for the proposed Project, the proposed storm drain system will adequately
covey the 100 year storm water within the development and ultimately discharge into either natural
watercourses or existing storm drains, where groundwater recharge would continue to occur (MDS,
2015a, p. 8). Thus, with buildout of the Project, the local groundwater levels would not be
substantially affected. Therefore, impacts to groundwater supplies and recharge would be less than
significant, and mitigation would not be required.

d) As described above in Threshold 25.b) onsite runoff will be conveyed and collected by curb
and gutter and storm drain system. Prior to leaving the development, the low flows or first flush would
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be diverted and routed through a detention/water quality basin for water treatment. The water
treatment would be consistent with Riverside County Stormwater Quality Best Management Practice
Design Handbook (MDS, 2015a, p. 4). Additionally, as described in Threshold 25.a), the proposed
Project would not result in runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm
water drainage systems. Based on the analysis presented in the Project’s hydrology study (IS/MND
Appendix 11), post-development runoff from the site would decrease during 100-year storm events
(i.e., from 535.7 cfs under existing conditions to 421.1 cfs under post-development conditions). (MDS,
20154, p. 8)

With the improvements to be installed by the Project as described in IS/MND Section 3.1.3C, the
Project would not create or contribute runoff which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
storm water drainage systems. Additionally, with required adherence to a SWPPP and WQMP as
discussed above under Threshold 25.b), the Project would not provide substantial additional sources
of polluted runoff. Therefore, less-than-significant impacts would occur and mitigation is not required.

e &f) Per FEMA Map No. 06065C1385G, the proposed Project site is located within FEMA Flood
Zone “X” which is defined as “areas determined to be outside the 0.2 percent annual chance
floodplain (FEMA, 2014). Accordingly, the proposed Project would not place housing within a 100-
year flood hazard area, nor would the Project place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures
which would impede or redirect flood flows. No impact would occur.

Q) Mandatory compliance with the BMPs specified in the Project's WQMP (refer to IS/IMND
Appendix 12) would ensure that the Project does not result in any other impacts to water quality.
There are no conditions associated with the proposed Project that could result in the substantial
degradation of water quality beyond what is described above in the responses to Thresholds 25.a),
25.b), or 25.d). Accordingly, no impact would occur.

h) As detailed in the Project's WQMP, the Project would utilize the following source control
BMPs: marking all inlets with the words “Only Rain Down the Storm Drain”; maintaining landscaping
using minimum of pesticides; and preventing accumulation of litter and debris on sidewalks (MDS,
2015hb, p. 23). Thus these water quality BMPs would not result in the detention of water on-site for
long periods of time such that vectors (e.g., mosquitoes) or odors could result. Impacts associated
with the construction of the Project's BMPs are evaluated throughout this IS/MND, and where
necessary, mitigation has been identified to address any impacts associated with their construction.
Accordingly, the Project would not include any new or retrofitted stormwater BMPs that could result in
significant environmental effects, and no impact would occur.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

26. Floodplains

Degree of Suitability in 100-Year Floodplains. As indicated below, the appropriate Degree of
Suitability has been checked.
NA - Not Applicable [X] U - Generally Unsuitable [ ] R - Restricted [_]

a) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of u u X u
the site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would

Page 93 of 161 EA #42710

174



1/11/2022 Board Meeting 7-4 Attachment 2, Page 162 of 254

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant  Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated
result in flooding on- or off-site?
b) Changes in absorption rates or the rate and
amount of surface runoff? L] L] > L]
C) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of ] 2 ] ]
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as
a result of the failure of a levee or dam (Dam Inundation
Area)?
d) Changes in the amount of surface water in any ] ] ] X

water body?

Source: Hydrology Report. MDS Consulting, July 31, 2015; Project Specific Water Quality Management
Plan, MDS Consulting, August 3, 2015

Findings of Fact:

a) As described above under the analysis of Threshold 25.a), the Project generally would
maintain the site’s existing drainage patterns. With development of the Project site as proposed,
runoff in the northern portions of the site would discharge at the same location as occurs under
existing conditions (i.e., Node 130), and the post-development runoff rate during peak storm events
would be reduced from 70.5 cubic feet per second (cfs) to 67.4 cfs. Runoff from the remaining
portions of the Project site ultimately would be conveyed to the drainage within proposed Lot B, where
a proposed 90-inch RCP storm drain would be constructed beneath McAllister Street (i.e., Node 630).
Node 630 generally occurs in the same location as Node 995, and flows exiting the site to the west
would be reduced from 465.5 cfs to 353.7 cfs. (MDS, 2015a, p. 8) As such, the Project has no
potential to result in flooding on- or off-site, and impacts would be less than significant.

b) Development of the proposed Project would result in the development of more impervious
surfaces (in the form of roads, rooftops, sidewalks etcetera), compared to existing conditions.
However, as described in Threshold 26a) above, with development of the proposed Project, post-
development peak runoff would decrease compared to existing conditions, thus the proposed Project
would not increase runoff compared to existing conditions. Additionally, based on review of numerous
groundwater databases conducted by Petra Geotechnical, groundwater basins are not located within
or adjacent to the site. (Petra, 2014, p. 6; Petra, 2015, p. 4) Accordingly, the Project would not result
in significant impacts due to changes in absorption rates or the rate and amount of surface runoff, and
impacts would be less than significant.

C) As previously indicated under the discussion and analysis of Threshold 16., a majority of the
Project site has a high risk of inundation in the event of failure of the Lake Mathews Dam. Lake
Mathews Dam and spillway are located approximately 0.20 kilometers from the southern boundary of
the site. A seismically-induced failure of the Lake Mathews Dam facility when the dam basin is filled
to capacity could cause extensive flooding across most of the Project site. In recognition of this
possibility, the Lake Mathews/Woodcrest Area Plan includes three policies intended to attenuate the
risk of dam failure to persons or property. Specifically, Policy LMWAP 14.2 requires adherence to the
flood proofing, flood protection requirements, and flood management review requirements of
Riverside County Ordinance No. 458, which regulates flood hazards. Additionally, Policy LMWAP
14.3 requires proposed development projects (such as the proposed Project) to undergo review by
the Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District. Moreover, County Ordinance
No. 457 establishes building standards and codes that apply to development that is subject to
inundation. Compliance with the above-reference regulations and policies would ensure that any
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potential dam inundation hazards associated with future development would be less than significant.
However, mitigation has been identified (refer to Mitigation Measures M-GEO-2) to reduce impacts
associated with dam inundation to below a level of significance. M-GEO-1 requires the homeowner
be informed about their home being located within a dam inundation area through several disclosure
mechanisms. M-GEO-1 would ensure that all future residents on the Project site are aware of their
home being located in a dam inundation hazard area, the risks associated with the home being
located in an inundation zone, and the public service resources in place to help address dam
inundation effects in the event the Lake Mathews Dam fails. Therefore, with mandatory compliance to
LMWAP policies, and mitigation measure M-GEO-1, the Project’'s impacts due to being located within
a damn inundation hazard area would be less than significant.

d) As described in detail under the analysis of Threshold 25.a), the Project would generally
maintain the two discharge points from the Project site towards the west and north. Flows in the
southern portions of the Project site would be conveyed to the storm drainage system that occurs in
the existing residential community to the west, similar to existing conditions, while flows to the north
would be conveyed to the existing drainage in the northeastern portion of the Project site following
treatment. Total flows of water exiting the site would not be substantially changed as compared to
existing conditions. Furthermore, both drainages that traverse the site are eventually funneled into a
storm drainage system, and are conveyed to the Santa Ana River (similar to existing conditions).
There are no components of the Project’s proposed drainage system that would result in changes in
the amount of surface water in any water body. As such, no impact would occur.

Mitigation: Mitigation Measures M-GEO-1 shall apply.

Monitoring: As specified above for Mitigation Measures M-GEO-1.

LAND USE/PLANNING Would the project

27. Land Use |:| |:| lz |:|

a) Result in a substantial alteration of the present or
planned land use of an area?

b)  Affect land use within a city sphere of influence ] ] = ]
and/or within adjacent city or county boundaries?

Source: General Plan; Riverside County GIS (Riverside County, 2014), Project Application Materials;
City of Riverside General Plan 2020, City of Riverside, November 2007.

Findings of Fact:

a) Under existing conditions, the northern portions of the Project site are used for citrus
production, while the southern portions of the site contain fallow agricultural land. Implementation of
the proposed Project would result in the conversion of the site from undeveloped and agricultural uses
to that of a master-planned residential community with up to 272 single family homes. Although the
change from undeveloped and agricultural uses to residential uses represents a change to the site’s
existing land use, environmental impacts associated with such conversion have been evaluated
throughout this IS/MND and mitigation measures have been imposed where necessary to reduce
potentially significant impacts to a level below significance. Accordingly, impacts would be less than
significant.

b) The Project site is located in unincorporated Riverside County, within the Sphere of Influence
of the City of Riverside (City of Riverside, 2007, Figure LU-1). The City of Riverside General Plan

Page 95 of 161 EA #42710

176



1/11/2022 Board Meeting 7-4 Attachment 2, Page 164 of 254

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant  Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

primarily pre-zones the Project site for “A- Agricultural,” although the southwestern corner of the site is
designated for “C- Commercial” (City of Riverside, 2007, LU-10).

Although the Project would not be consistent with the site’s pre-zoning designation of “A- Agricultural”
and “C- Commercial,” lands to the west of the Project site, which are designated by the City of
Riverside General Plan for “HR — Hillside Residential,” has been fully developed as a master planned
community. Residential dwelling units proposed by the Project would be similar in character to this
existing residential community. Additionally, and as discussed under the analysis of Issue 4, the
Project would result in less-than-significant impacts to surrounding agricultural lands, assuming
mandatory compliance with Riverside County Ordinance No. 625.1.

Accordingly, and based on the foregoing analysis, although the Project would result in a change to the
site’s planned land uses as shown in the City of Riverside General Plan, such impacts would be less
than significant because the proposed change in land uses would not result in, induce, or require
changes to surrounding planned land uses and would not result in land use compatibility conflicts. No
mitigation is required.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

28. Planning
a) Be consistent with the site’s existing or proposed
zoning?

b)  Be compatible with existing surrounding zoning?

C) Be compatible with existing and planned sur-
rounding land uses?

d) Be consistent with the land use designations and
policies of the Comprehensive General Plan (including
those of any applicable Specific Plan)?

O Qo) o
O Qo) o
O OXX| O
X XiOO X

e) Disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an
established community (including a low-income or minority
community)?

Source: General Plan Land Use Element, Staff review, GIS database (Riverside County, 2014),
Riverside County Ord. 348

Findings of Fact:

a) Under existing conditions, the 103.62-acre site is zoned for “Light Agriculture, Minimum 10-
acre lot sizes,” which would allow for residential development at a maximum density of 0.1 du/ac and
limited agricultural uses. The 272 residential dwelling units proposed by the Project would not be
consistent with this zoning designation. However, the Project proposes a change of zone (CZ 07844)
to change the site’s zoning designation to “Planned Residential (R-4)” on the southern 76.75 acres of
the site and “One-Family Dwellings (R-1)" on the northern approximately 26.87 acres. The R-1 zoning
designation allows for residential development on minimum 7,200 square foot (s.f.) lots, while the R-4
designation allows for development of single- or multi-family homes on minimum 3,500 s.f. lots with
approval of a development plan. It should be noted that the R-1 and R-4 zoning designations are
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consistent with the site’'s LMWAP land use designation of “Medium Density Residential,” which
applies to a majority of the Project site. Accordingly, and assuming approval of CZ 07844, the Project
would be fully consistent with the site’s proposed zoning designations of R-1 and R-4, and no impact
would occur.

b) Zoning designations surrounding the site include “Residential Agriculture, 5-acre minimum lot
size (A-1-5)" and “Residential Agriculture, 5-acre minimum lot size (R-A-5)" to the north; “One-Family
Dwellings (R-1)" and “Specific Plan Zone (SP Zone)” to the west; “Watercourse, Watershed and
Conservation Areas (W-1)" to the south; and A-1-10 and “Light Agriculture with Poultry (A-P) to the
east. Areas within the R-1 and SP Zones are fully developed with medium density residential uses.
The proposed Project, which proposes urban level residential uses on the 103.62-acre site, would be
fully compatible with the planned medium density residential land uses within this existing community
to the west.

Lands to the north and east of the Project site are zoned A-1-5, A-1-10, and R-A-5, which allow for
limited residential development and agricultural production. Although there is a potential for the
Project to conflict with agricultural uses that could occur within the A-1-5, A-1-10, and R-A-5 zones,
the proposed Project would be required to comply with Riverside County Ordinance No. 625.1.
Ordinance No. 625.1 specifies that if any agricultural operation has been in place for at least three
years and is not considered a nuisance operation at the time the operation began, no change in
surrounding land uses may cause said operation to become a nuisance. Ordinance No. 625 requires
notification to future residents at the time homes on-site are purchased that agricultural operations are
on-going in the area and that such uses may not be the subject of nuisance complaints.

Mandatory compliance with Ordinance No. 625 would ensure that potential conflicts between
proposed residential uses on-site and existing agricultural zoning located north and east of the Project
site do not occur, thereby ensuring that impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation beyond
mandatory compliance with Ordinance No. 625 would be required.

C) Existing land uses surrounding the Project site include three existing single-family homes
located near the northwest corner of the Project site, to the north of which is a mixture of agricultural
lands, greenhouses, and several single-family residences and ancillary structures. Remaining areas
located north of the Project site consist of undeveloped lands that appear to be regularly disced and a
north-south oriented natural drainage. To the west of the Project site is McAllister Street, beyond
which is a medium density single-family residential community. To the south of the Project site is El
Sobrante Road, beyond which is Lake Mathews. To the east of the Project site are fallow and active
agricultural lands, with greenhouses, a single family residence, and multiple sheds occurring near the
Project site’'s southeastern boundary.

As indicated under Threshold 28.b), the medium density residential uses proposed by the Project
would be fully compatible with the existing medium density residential community located to the west
of the site. Residential uses proposed as part of the Project also would be compatible with the
existing large lot residential uses to the north and east. Additionally, mandatory compliance with
Ordinance No. 625 would ensure that potential conflicts between proposed residential uses on-site
and existing agricultural zoning located north and east of the Project site do not occur. Accordingly,
impacts due to a conflict with existing surrounding land uses would be less than significant.

General Plan land use designations surrounding the proposed Project site include the following: Rural
Community — Estate Density Residential (RC-EDR)”, “Rural Community — Low Density Residential

Page 97 of 161 EA #42710

178



1/11/2022 Board Meeting 7-4 Attachment 2, Page 166 of 254

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant  Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

(RC-LDR)", and “Community Development — Medium Density Residential (MDR)” to the north; MDR
to the west; “Public Facilities (PF)” and “Open Space — Water” to the south; and RC-LDR and MDR to
the east.

The Project proposes to develop the 103.62-acre site with medium density residential land uses. The
residential land uses proposed as part of the Project would serve as an extension of the existing
medium density residential uses that occur to the west of the site, and also would provide a transition
to the RC-EDR and RC-LDR land uses planned to the east and north of the Project site. Because the
Project area is planned by the Riverside County General Plan for residential uses at varying densities,
development of the Project site with residential uses would not result in a conflict with the planned
land uses in the area. Accordingly, no impact would occur.

d) The Project site is not located within the boundaries of any Specific Plan. The Project includes
a request for a General Plan Amendment to change the subject property’s CR land use designation to
MDR. Upon approval of GPA 01127, the Project would be consistent with the land use designations
of the General Plan and LMWAP.

The proposed Project is located within the LMWAP’s El Sobrante Policy Area. The purpose of the El
Sobrante Policy Area is to address the infrastructure capacity within the policy area with an emphasis
on preservation of the area’s rural lifestyle. The Project’s consistency with the El Sobrante Policy
Area policies is discussed below. It should be noted that in order for a policy inconsistency to be
significant under CEQA, the inconsistency must result in a significant environmental effect.

LMWAP 1.1: Require the provision of adequate and available infrastructure to support
development. To sustain the rural lifestyle found within the area, while still providing an
acceptable level of service on local roadways, the total number of dwelling units within the Policy
Area shall not exceed an additional 1,500 dwelling units. The circulation system, which would
support the development of these additional dwelling units and which would, in part, be funded
by their development, includes the following roadway improvements: the McAllister Street/
Dufferin Avenue Loop and the construction of a new connection (“A” Street) between McAllister
Street/Dufferin Avenue Loop and Van Buren Boulevard, south of Dufferin Avenue. In addition to
these improvements, other circulation connections between the Policy Area and the adjacent
City of Riverside would be closed. These closures would direct high traffic volumes away from
rural residential and green belt streets and toward more appropriate thoroughfares. Limiting the
number of dwelling units within the Policy Area will help to maintain acceptable levels of service
on local roadways both within the County and adjacent green belt areas of the City of Riverside.
Limiting the number of dwelling units will also contribute to the continuation of the rural lifestyle
enjoyed by area residents.

The proposed Project consists of a General Plan Amendment (GPA01127), Change of Zone
(Cz07844) and Tentative Tract Map (TR36730) to provide for the development of 272 single
family homes.

When the General Plan Update was approved in 2003, development in the El Sobrante Policy
Area was sparse, although several subdivisions and land entitlements had previously been
approved. Specifically, two small-lot tracts (McAllister and Perkins) were recorded and together
had the legal right to 312 dwelling units. In addition, the Lake Mathews Golf and Country Club
Specific Plan (SP No. 325) was approved, with legal right to 295 dwelling units (SP No. 325 has
since been renamed Citrus Heights 1). In addition, in 2003 there were 97 existing legal lots
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within the Policy Area that were of a size and configuration that could accommodate the
construction of one (1) single family home by right. 704 residential dwelling units could have
been constructed within the Policy Area by right in 2003. These 704 dwelling units are the base
number to which the 1,500 additional dwelling units are intended to be added by LMWAP Policy
1.1. Thus, the total number of residential dwelling units allowed within the El Sobrante Policy
Area is 2,204 units.

Since 2003, Riverside County has approved one tentative tract map (TTM) in the Policy Area
(TTM No. 36390 associated with SP 325 Amendment No. 1 (Citrus Heights I). Two TTMs are
currently proposed in the Policy Area (TTM No. 36475 (Citrus Heights Il) and TTM No. 36730
(Lake Ranch)). These TTMs would collectively result in the development of 786 residential
dwelling units. Of these, 304 dwelling units (295 for Citrus Heights I, 4 for Citrus Heights II, and
5 for Lake Ranch) had the legal right to be implemented in 2003. Accordingly, buildout in
accordance with these approved and proposed TTMs would result in an additional 482 dwelling
units within the Policy Area. The 482 approved and proposed dwelling unit allocations are part
of the “additional 1,500 dwelling units” allowed by Policy 1.1. Thus, 1,018 dwelling units are yet
to be allocated as follows: 1,500 additional units — 482 units approved and proposed for
allocation = 1,018 units remain to be allocated.

If all parcels in the Policy Area were further subdivided to achieve the maximum residential
development densities allowed by the County’s General Plan, an additional 867 dwelling units
would be allocated within the Policy Area. All existing, current, proposed, and potential
development within the Policy Area would be fully consistent with the dwelling unit restrictions
specified by Policy LMWAP 1.1, with a margin of 151 units. Any future allocations of the 151
units remaining would require a General Plan Amendment.

Therefore, implementation of the proposed Project would not violate or otherwise preclude the
implementation of LMWAP Policy 1.1.

LMWAP 1.2 Within the area depicted as Medium Density Residential, overall density shall
not exceed three (3) dwelling units per acre.

The Project proposes to develop the portions of the Project site designated as MDR with
residential land uses at an overall density of 2.62 du/ac, which is less than 3.0 du/ac.
Accordingly, the Project would be fully consistent with Policy LMWAP 1.2.

LMWAP 1.3 Coordinate with local agencies to ensure adequate service provision for all
development within the Policy Area.

The proposed Project would be developed in coordination with local service providers and,
therefore, would be consistent with LMWAP 1.3 (refer to the analysis under the Public Services
and Utilities and Service Systems issue areas, below).

LMWAP 1.4 Coordinate development strategies with the City of Riverside.
This policy applies to the County of Riverside and is not applicable to individual development

projects. However, the County of Riverside did coordinate with the City of Riverside with
regards to the Project’s potential impacts to circulation and traffic.
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LMWAP 1.5 Encourage the use of Specific Plans to implement the land use designations
identified within the Policy Area.

LMWAP 1.5 is a recommendation and not a formal requirement. The Project does not propose
a Specific Plan. The Project would not prevent implementation of LMWAP 1.5.

LMWAP 1.6 Encourage clustering of dwelling units when it would avoid the development
of areas constrained by physical features or sensitive resources. Encourage clustering in areas
designated for Low Density Residential uses (One-half acre minimum lot size) rather than areas
designated for Very Low Density Residential uses (1 acre minimum lot size) or Estate Density
Residential uses (2 acre minimum lot size), except where Very Low Density Residential-
designated properties consisting of at least 300 acres and processed through a Specific Plan
offer significant public recreational and/or areawide circulation benefits.

Where clustering is allowed, minimum pad size shall not be less than 8,000 square feet.
However, for projects featuring public golf courses, a minimum pad size of 7,200 square feet will
be allowed on a minimum lot size of 8,500 square feet. This pad size exception may only occur
adjacent to golf courses.

The El Sobrante Policy Area encourages clustering of dwelling units to avoid development of
areas constrained by physical features or sensitive resources. Clustering is specifically
encouraged within Low Density Residential Areas rather than Very Low Density Residential or
Estate Density Residential areas, although it does not prohibit clustering in Very Low Density
Residential or Estate Density Residential areas. Portions of the Project site have been designed
to cluster residential dwelling units in areas outside of environmentally sensitive areas — notably,
the drainage located in the northeastern portion of the Project site. The Tentative Tract Map
proposes to cluster development within the Low Density-Residential (22.5 acres), and Estate
Density-Residential (2.3 acres) portion of the site to avoid the drainage area located in the
northeastern portion of the project site. Where clustering is allowed, lots shall have a minimum
pad size of 8,000 square feet. Clustering would technically not occur within the Medium
Density-Residential portion of the site since there are no stated minimum lot sizes for this
designation and development within this area would comply with the applicable density criteria.
Lots within the Low Density-Residential and Estate Density-Residential areas where clustering
would occur have a minimum lot size of 10,912 square feet and a minimum pad size of 10,000
square feet. Accordingly, the Project would be consistent with Policy LMWAP 1.6.

LMWAP 1.7 Development shall be sensitive to and retain the unique topographical features
within and adjacent to the planning area.

The Project site does not contain any unique topographic features. The majority of the site is
characterized by undulating terrain, with some hillside topography that is not unique to the
Project site. The Project would grade the majority of the 103.62-acre Project site and retain the
remaining areas as natural open space. Although the natural topography of the graded areas
would be modified to accommodate building pads for residential development, the Project
design is sensitive to the natural topography, in conformance with LMWAP 1.7.

LMWAP 1.8 Require that development on hillsides blend with the natural surroundings
through architecture, the use of appropriate construction materials and colors, and the retention
of natural vegetation.
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The Project’s grading concept is sensitive to the natural terrain, and manufactured slopes would
be constructed and landscaped to blend with the natural surroundings to the extent feasible.
Future development on the Project site would be required to comply with the Countywide Design
Guidelines and would utilize construction materials and colors that complement the natural
surroundings, including natural vegetation. The Project would be consistent with LMWAP 1.8.

LMWAP 1.9 Restrict hillside development and grading in accordance with policies found in
the Open Space, Habitat & Natural Resources section and Hillside Development and Slope
section of the Land Use Element and the Scenic Resources section of the Multipurpose Open
Space Element.

The Riverside County Planning Department reviewed the Project’'s Development Plan and
determined that the Project would not conflict with any policies of the Land Use and Open Space
elements of the General Plan. As such, the Project would be consistent with LMWAP 1.9.

LMWAP 1.10 Encourage open space and recreational amenities.

The Project would accommodate a total of 15.34 acres of common and natural open space on-
site. The Project also accommodates a 2.18-acre park site. Accordingly, the Project would be
consistent with LMWAP 1.10.

As demonstrated above, the Project would be consistent with the LMWAP’s El Sobrante Policy Area.
The proposed Project also would not conflict with any other policies of the General Plan or the
LMWAP. Based on the foregoing analysis, there are no components of the Project that would conflict
with any applicable policy of the General Plan or LMWAP. Accordingly, no impact would occur.

e) Under existing conditions, an established community exists to the west of the site, while
several rural residential uses also occur to the north and east of the Project site. There are no
components of the Project that would physically disrupt or divide any of these existing communities.
Moreover, with buildout of the Project’s proposed residential uses, public access would be afforded
via public roads to be constructed on-site and immediately adjacent to the site. Accordingly, the
proposed Project would not disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established community,
and no impact would occur.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

MINERAL RESOURCES Would the project

29. Mineral Resources

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known L] L] L] >
mineral resource that would be of value to the region or the
residents of the State?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally- ] ] ] 2
important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a
local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

C) Be an incompatible land use located adjacent to a ] ] ] X
State classified or designated area or existing surface
mine?
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d) Expose people or property to hazards from ] ] ] X

proposed, existing or abandoned quarries or mines?

Source: General Plan, Figure OS-5 (Mineral Resources)

Findings of Fact:

a & b) Based on available information, the Project site has never been the location of mineral
resource extraction activity. No mines are located on the property. According to Figure OS-5 of the
Riverside County General Plan, the Project site and off-site impact areas are designated within
Mineral Resources Zone 3 (MRZ-3) pursuant to the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975
(SMARA). MRZ-3 is defined by the State of California Department of Conservation SMARA Mineral
Land Classification Project as “Areas where the available geologic information indicates that mineral
deposits are likely to exist, however, the significance of the deposit is undetermined.” Furthermore,
the Project site is not identified as an important mineral resource recovery site by the County General
Plan. Accordingly, the proposed Project would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region or the residents of the State, nor 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. No impact would occur. (Riverside County, 2003a)

c &d) The Project site is not located within or near any lands that are classified as Mineral
Resources Zone 2 (MRZ-2), which are areas known to have mineral resources deposits. Additionally,
lands abutting the Project site do not include any State classified or designated areas, and there are
no known active or abandoned mining or quarry operations on lands abutting the proposed Project
site. Accordingly, no impact would occur. (Riverside County, 2003a)

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

NOISE Would the project result in:

Definitions for Noise Acceptability Ratings
Where indicated below, the appropriate Noise Acceptability Rating(s) has been checked.

NA - Not Applicable A - Generally Acceptable B - Conditionally Acceptable
C - Generally Unacceptable D - Land Use Discouraged
30. Airport Noise ] ] ] =

a) For a project located within an airport land use
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use airport would the
project expose people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels?

NAXI A[] B[] c] bD[]

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

NAXI A[] B[] c] b[]
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Source: General Plan, Figure S-19 (Airport Locations); Riverside County GIS (Riverside County,
2013); Riverside County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, Volume I, Riverside County ALUC,
October 14, 2005.

Findings of Fact:

a) According to Riverside County GIS, the Project site is not located within the airport influence
area (AIA) or Master Plan for any private or public airport facility (Riverside County, 2015). The
nearest airport to the Project site is the Riverside Municipal Airport, which is a public use airport
located approximately 5.7 miles north of the Project site. According to Map RI-3 of the Riverside
County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan Policy Document, the Project site is located well outside
of the 55 Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) noise contour for the Riverside Municipal Airport.
As such, future residents of the proposed Project would not be exposed to excessive noise levels
associated with airport operations. Accordingly, no impact would occur.

b) A small, private airstrip is located approximately 0.4 mile south of the Project site (north of
Lake Mathews); however, based on aerial photographs from Google Earth, this airstrip has not been
operational since at least 2011 — a large yellow “X” is painted at the beginning of the runway (a
universal aviation symbol for a runway closed to all operations) and the runway is covered in dirt and
used as a construction materials staging area (Google Earth, 2015). The Project site is not located
within the vicinity of any active private airports or heliports. Accordingly, implementation of the
proposed Project has no potential to expose people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels. No impact would occur.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

ﬁ&a\ IERailr(;\aldjNoisg - cO o0 ] ] ] X

Source: General Plan, Figure C-1 (Circulation Plan); Riverside County GIS (Riverside County, 2013),
On-site Inspection

Findings of Fact: The Project site is not located near any railroad tracks and no aspect of the
proposed Project involves railroad use or rail transport. The nearest rail line occurs approximately 3.1
miles northwest of the Project site, and is too far from the Project area to generate substantial noise
affecting future Project residents. (Google Earth, 2015) Accordingly, no railroad-related noise impact
would occur.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

32. High Noi
NAlelg VAV% 0|s|§|:| O o] 0 O 0 X

Source: On-site Inspection, Project Application Materials; Riverside County GIS (Riverside County,
2013).
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Findings of Fact: The nearest highway to the proposed Project site is SR-91, located approximately
3.0 miles north of the site. Due to distance, intervening development, and topography, vehicular
traffic along SR-91 would not expose future on-site residents to noise levels in excess of the County
General Plan standards and no impact would occur. Please refer also to Threshold 34.c) below for a
discussion of the Project's potential to expose future Project residents to excessive noise levels
associated with nearby roadways, and for a discussion of the Project’s potential to create or contribute
to substantial vehicular-related noise in off-site locations.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

33. Other Noi
MAE AL 80 cO  pL L] [ O X

Source: Project Application Materials, Riverside County GIS (Riverside County, 2013).

Findings of Fact: There are no other known sources of noise within the Project vicinity that could
expose future Project residents to noise levels above the County General Plan standards.
Accordingly, no impact would occur.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

34. Noise Effects on or by the Project

a) A substantial permanent increase in ambient L] 2 L] L
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?

b) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ] 2 [ ]
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project?

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

d) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive u u X u
ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise levels?

Source: Riverside County General Plan, Table N-1 (“Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise
Exposure”); Project Application Materials, Lake Ranch (Tract No. 36730) Noise Impact Analysis
County of Riverside, Urban Crossroads, Inc., December 11, 2014.

Findings of Fact:

a) The Project proposes to develop the site with single-family detached dwelling units. As
discussed below under Threshold 34.c), with implementation of project design features, the proposed
Project would not create a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels due to future traffic
generated by the proposed Project. The analysis presented under Threshold 34.c) concludes that the
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Project would have less than significant near term construction-phase impacts and less than
significant on- and off-site traffic impacts with the implementation of mitigation measures. Refer the
analysis under Threshold 34.c) for more information.

b) To assess the short-term construction noise impacts ten sensitive receiver locations were
identified, as shown on Exhibit 8-A of the Noise Impact Analysis (IS/MND Appendix J). Sensitive
receivers are generally defined as locations where people reside or where the presence of unwanted
sound could otherwise adversely affect the use of the land. Noise-sensitive land uses are generally
considered to include: schools, hospitals, single-family homes, mobile home parks, churches,
libraries, and recreation areas. Sensitive receivers in the vicinity of the Project site include the single-
family residential homes at locations R1 through R10. The closest noise-sensitive receiver is
represented by location R8, where an existing residential home is located approximately 94 feet west
of the Project site. A description of the location of noise sensitive receptors R1 through R10 is
provided below (Urban Crossroads, 2014a, p. 51):

e RI1: Located approximately 471 feet north of the Project site, R1 represents existing residential
homes east of McAllister Street.

¢ R2: Location R2 represents the existing residential home located roughly 1,178 feet west of
the northern Project site boundary across McAllister Street.

o R3: Location R3 represents the existing residential home situated along McAllister Street,
approximately 629 feet northwest of the Project site boundary.

o R4: Location R4 represents the existing residential home situated approximately 481 feet north
of the Project site.

e Rb5: At a distance of approximately 173 feet north of the Project site, location R5 represents an
existing residential home.

o R6: At a distance of 292 feet north of the Project site, R6 describes the residential home
located east of McAllister Street.

e R7: Location R7 represents the existing residential home located approximately 101 feet west
of the Project site across McAllister Street.

e R8: Located approximately 94 feet west of the Project site across McAllister Street, R8
represents the nearest sensitive residential receiver.

o R9: Location R9 represents the existing residential home located north of El Sobrante Road
and approximately 274 feet east of the Project site.

e R10: Located approximately 934 feet southeast of the Project site and north of El Sobrante
Road, R10 represents an existing residential home.

Project construction is expected to occur in the following eight stages:
= Demolition
= Grading and Import
=  Sewer, Water, and Storm
» Building Construction
= Street Improvements
= Architectural Coating
= Common Area Landscaping
» Hard Rock Blasting
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The County of Riverside has established limits to the hours of operation regarding construction.
Section 9.52.020 of the County’s Noise Regulation ordinance indicates that noise associated with any
private construction activity located within one-quarter of a mile from an inhabited dwelling is
considered exempt between the hours of 6:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., during the months of June through
September, and 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., during the months of October through May. Neither the
County’s General Plan nor Municipal Code establish numeric maximum acceptable construction
source noise levels at potentially affected receivers (Urban Crossroads, 2014a, p. 65).

Calculations of the Project construction noise level impacts at the ten noise receiver locations were
completed as part of the noise impact analysis for the proposed Project. The analysis shows that the
highest construction noise level impacts would occur during grading and blasting construction
activities at the edge of the Project site. The construction noise levels are expected to range from
46.6 to 79.1 dBA Leq (Urban Crossroads, 2014a, p. 65). The construction noise analysis shows that
the nearby sensitive residential receivers would likely experience a significant, temporary/periodic
increase above the existing ambient noise due to Project construction activities. However, as
described below, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-N-1, impacts would be reduced to a
less than significant level.

The construction of the proposed Project would include blasting of hard rock areas, which is a major
source of potential noise impacts to nearby residential receivers. Based on the FHWA’'s RCNM, the
estimated noise levels due to blasting activities at the Project site at each receiver location would
range from 66.6 to 83.5 dBA Lmax. Rock blasting activities will be limited during the permitted hours
for construction activity between 6:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., during the months of June through
September, and 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., during the months of October through May, as required by
the County of Riverside Code of Ordinances. The construction noise analysis shows that the highest
construction noise levels would occur during grading and blasting construction activities at the edge of
the Project site (Urban Crossroads, 2014a, p. 62)

Although construction-related noise impacts would be less than significant due to the timing
restrictions specified by Municipal Code Section 9.52.020, Mitigation Measure M-N-1 is nonetheless
proposed to reduce the noise levels due to blasting activities. Mitigation Measure M-N-1 includes
measures such as the use of alternatives to explosives within 200 feet of nearby residential receivers,
and the incorporation of blasting mats. Since two receiver locations (R5 and R7) identified in the
noise impact analysis are within 200 feet of the proposed hard rock blasting areas, the blasting
operations at these hard rock locations are required to be conducted using alternative methods to
explosives, thereby further reducing the noise levels at receiver locations R1 to R7. With
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-N-1 and mandatory compliance with Municipal Code Section
9.52.020, impacts during construction of the proposed Project would be less than significant. (Urban
Crossroads, 2014a, p. 65)

C) The proposed Project has the potential to expose nearby sensitive receptors to noise levels in
excess of the County standard. Sensitive receptors within the immediate vicinity of the Project site
include existing residential uses to the west, northwest, and east. The Project has the potential to
result in noise levels in excess of the County’s standard during Project construction activities, under
long-term conditions due to the potential exposure of future on-site residents to traffic-related noise
from nearby streets, and under long-term conditions due to the potential for Project-related traffic to
create or contribute to noise levels along off-site streets. Each of these conditions is discussed below.
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Near-Term Construction-Related Noise

As noted in the discussion and analysis of Threshold 34.b), above, and Threshold 34.d), below, with
implementation of Midtigation Measure M-N-1 and mandatory compliance with Section 9.52.020 of the
County’s Noise Regulation ordinance, and impacts during construction would be less than significant.
On-Site Traffic-Related Noise Impacts

A Noise Impact Analysis technical report (IS/MND Appendix J) was prepared to evaluate the Project’s
potential to expose future on-site residents to noise levels exceeding the County’s interior and exterior
noise standards. The County of Riverside General Plan Noise Element specifies the maximum noise
levels allowable for new developments impacted by transportation noise sources such as arterial
roads, freeways, airports, and railroads. For noise sensitive residential uses the exterior noise levels
shall not exceed 65 dBA CNEL. In addition, the County requires that residential developments
achieve an indoor noise standard of 45 dBA CNEL with windows closed consistent with the California
Building Code requirements (Urban Crossroads, 2014a, p. 22).

The estimated roadway noise contributions from vehicular traffic were calculated using a computer
program that replicates the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Traffic Noise Prediction Model-
FHWA-RD-77-108. The FHWA Model arrives at a predicted noise level through a series of
adjustments to the Reference Energy Mean Emission Level (REMEL). In California the national
REMELSs are substituted with the California Vehicle Noise (Calveno) Emission Levels. Adjustments
are then made to the REMEL to account for: the roadway classification (e.g., collector, secondary,
major or arterial), the roadway active width (i.e., the distance between the center of the outermost
travel lanes on each side of the roadway), the total average daily traffic (ADT), the travel speed, the
percentages of automobiles, medium trucks, and heavy trucks in the traffic volume, the roadway
grade, the angle of view (e.g., whether the roadway view is blocked), the site conditions ("hard" or
"soft" relates to the absorption of the ground, pavement, or landscaping), and the percentage of total
ADT which flows each hour throughout a 24-hour period (Urban Crossroads, 2014a, p. 27). Refer to
Section 5 of the Project-specific Noise Impact Analysis (IS/MND Appendix J) for a description of the
various inputs used in the modeling of future on-site noise levels.

Based on the County of Riverside General Plan Circulation Element, Table C-1, El Sobrante Road is
classified as a 4-lane Arterial Highway, and McAllister Street is classified as a 2-lane Collector Street.
To predict the future on-site noise environment at the Project site, the maximum two-way traffic
volumes at a Level of Service “C” identified in the Circulation Element, Figure C-3, were utilized. The
traffic volumes shown in Table EA-22, On-Site Roadway Parameters, reflect future long-range traffic
conditions needed to assess the future on-site traffic noise environment and to identify the appropriate
Project Design Features that address the worst-case future conditions. For the purposes of this
analysis, hard site conditions were used to analyze the potential on-site traffic noise impacts for the
Project study area. Hard site conditions account for the sound propagation loss over a reflective
surface between the source and the receiver (Urban Crossroads, 2014a, p. 30).

Table EA-23, On-Site Distribution of Traffic Flow by Vehicle Type (Vehicle Mix), presents the total
traffic flow distributions (vehicle mixes) obtained from the County of Riverside Office of Industrial
Hygiene noise study requirements. The vehicle mix provides the hourly distribution percentages of
automobile, medium trucks and heavy trucks for input into the FHWA Model based on roadway types
(Urban Crossroads, 2014a, p. 30).

To predict the future noise environment at each building within the Project site, coordinate information
was collected to identify the noise transmission path between the noise source and receiver.
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Table EA-22 On-Site Roadway Parameters
Maximum
Two-Way Speed Site
Roadway Lanes Classification’ Traffic Limit .
z Conditions
Volume (mph)
(LOS C)°
El Sobrante Rd. 4 Arterial 28,700 40 Hard
McAllister St. 2 Collector 10,400 40 Hard

! Road classifications based upan the County of Riverside General Plan Circulation Element, August 2013.
 Source: County of Riverside General Plan Circulation Element, Figure C-3.
* Source: County of Riverside Office of Industrial Hygiene (Appendix 5.1).

(Urban Crossroads, 2014a, Table 5-5)

Table EA-23 On-Site Distribution of Traffic Flow by Vehicle Type (Vehicle Mix)

Total % Traffic Flow”
Roadway Classification® Medium Heavy Total
Autos
Trucks Trucks
El Sobrante Rd. Arterial 92.00% 3.00% 5.00% 100%
McAllister St. Collector 97.42% 1.84% 0.74% 100%

! Road classifications based upon the County of Riverside General Plan Circulation Element, August 2013.
% Source: County of Riverside Office of Industrial Hygiene (Appendix 5.1).

(Urban Crossroads, 2014a, Table 5-6)

The coordinate information is based on the Project site plan showing the plotting of each lot in
relationship to ElI Sobrante Road and McAllister Street. The site plan was used to identify the
relationship between the roadway centerline elevation, the pad elevation and the centerline distance
to the noise barrier, and the building facade. The exterior noise levels at the backyard receivers were
placed five feet above the pad elevation and ten feet from the proposed barrier location or at the
proposed building facade, whichever is greater (Urban Crossroads, 2014a, p. 31)

Future vehicle noise from El Sobrante Road and McAllister Street is the principal source of community
noise that will impact the Project site. The Project will also experience some background traffic noise
impacts from the Project’s internal roads, however due to the distance, topography and low traffic
volume/speeds, traffic noise from these roads would not make a significant contribution to the noise
environment. Mitigation Measures have been identified (refer to Mitigation Measures M-N-2 and M-N-
3) to reduce the exterior and interior noise levels to satisfy the County of Riverside transportation
related CNEL noise criteria for residential development.

Exterior Noise Levels

Using the FHWA traffic noise prediction model, the expected future exterior noise levels for individual
lots were calculated. Table EA-24, Future On-Site Exterior Noise Levels, below presents a summary
of future exterior noise level impacts in the outdoor living areas (backyards). The on-site traffic noise
level impacts indicate that the lots adjacent to El Sobrante Road and McAllister Street would
experience uncontrolled exterior noise levels ranging from 58.4 to 72.5 dBA CNEL (Urban
Crossroads, 2014a, p. 45)
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Table EA-24 Future On-Site Exterior Noise Levels
Uncontrolled N,OISE Le_vel barrier Top _Of
Lot . With Project . Barrier
Roadway Noise Level . Height .

Number (dBA CNEL) Design Features (Feet) Elevation

(dBA CNEL) (Feet)
El Sobrante Rd. 68.0 61.2 6.0' 1312
El Sobrante Rd. 63.5 58.2 6.0' 1316
9 El Sobrante Rd. 63.3 57.7 6.0' 1318
18 El Sobrante Rd. 66.6 61.1 6.0' 1316
19 El Sobrante Rd. 58.4 64.3 6.0' 1316
84 El Sobrante Rd. 62.3 63.3 6.0' 1322
85 El Sobrante Rd. 72.3 64.4 6.0' 1322
88 El Sobrante Rd. 72.5 64.4 6.0' 1324
90 El Sobrante Rd. 72.4 64.3 6.0' 1325
92 El Sobrante Rd. 71.9 63.9 6.0' 1326
93 El Sobrante Rd. 71.7 63.7 6.0' 1327
197 McAllister St. 64.3 56.6 6.0' 1314
194 McAllister St. 64.2 56.3 6.0' 1312
191 McAllister St. 64.0 56.1 6.0' 1310'
190 McAllister St. 64.0 55.9 6.0' 1310'
36 McAllister St. 59.0 52.9 6.0' 1307'
33 McAllister St. 59.2 52.9 6.0' 1309
31 McAllister St. 59.8 53.3 6.0' 1310
10 McAllister St. 60.0 53.9 6.0' 1305
1 McAllister St. 65.5 58.8 6.0' 1306
McAllister St. 65.5 57.0 6.0' 1308

(Urban Crossroads, 2014a, Table 7-1)

To satisfy the County of Riverside 65 dBA CNEL exterior noise level standards for single-family
residential development, the planned 6-foot high noise barriers for lots adjacent to McAllister Street
and El Sobrante Road are required. With the planned noise barriers shown on Exhibits ES-A and ES-
B of the Noise Impact Analysis for the proposed Project, and assuming implementation of Mitigation
Measure M-N-2, the future exterior noise levels with mitigation would range from 52.9 to 64.4 dBA
CNEL. The noise analysis shows that the recommended noise barriers would satisfy the County of
Riverside 65 dBA CNEL exterior noise level standards (Urban Crossroads, 2014a, p. 45). Thus, no
additional mitigation measures are warranted.

Interior Noise Levels

To ensure that interior noise levels of proposed residential homes comply with the County of Riverside
45 dBA CNEL interior noise standards, future noise levels were calculated at the first and second floor
building facades.

The interior noise level is the difference between the predicted exterior noise level at the building
facade and the noise reduction of the structure. Typical building construction provides a noise level
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reduction of approximately 12 dBA with "windows open" and a minimum 25 dBA noise reduction with
"windows closed." However, sound leaks, cracks, and openings within the window assembly can
greatly diminish its effectiveness in reducing noise. Several methods are used to improve interior
noise reduction, including: (1) weather-stripped solid core exterior doors; (2) upgraded dual glazed
windows; (3) mechanical ventilation/air conditioning; and (4) exterior wall/roof assembles free of cut
outs or openings (Urban Crossroads, 2014a, p. 47).

To provide the necessary interior noise level reduction, Table EA-25 First Floor Interior Noise Impacts,
and Table EA-26, Second Floor Interior Noise Impacts, indicate that residential homes facing El
Sobrante Road and McAllister Street would require a windows closed condition and a means of
mechanical ventilation (e.g. air conditioning). Table EA-25 shows that the future uncontrolled noise
levels at the first floor building facade are expected to range from 52.8 to 66.9 dBA CNEL. The first
floor interior noise level analysis shows that the County of Riverside 45 dBA CNEL interior noise level
standards can be satisfied using standard windows with a minimum STC rating of 27. Table EA-26
shows that the future noise levels at the second floor building fagade are expected to range from 57.7
to 72.1 dBA CNEL, and windows with a minimum STC rating of 27 are expected to satisfy the County
of Riverside’s 45 dBA CNEL interior noise level standards for lots 1 to 5, 8 to 10, 18, 19, 30 to 36, and
189 to 197 adjacent to El Sobrante Road and McAllister Street. Lots 84 to 93 adjacent to El Sobrante
Road would require upgraded second floor windows with a minimum STC rating of 31.

The noise analysis shows that with the incorporation of Mitigation Measure M-N-3, the Project would
satisfy the County of Riverside 45 dBA CNEL interior noise level standards for single-family residential
development. A final noise study shall be prepared prior to obtaining building permits for the Project.
This report would finalize the Project Design Features proposed in this study using the precise
grading plans and actual building design specifications, and may include additional abatement, if
necessary, to meet the County of Riverside 45 dBA CNEL interior noise level standard. (Urban
Crossroads, 2014a, p. 47).

Implementation of the required mitigation would ensure that potential impacts to future residents
associated with exterior and interior noise levels would be reduced to a less than significant level.

Off-Site Project-Related Traffic Noise Impacts

Traffic generated by the proposed Project would influence the traffic noise levels in surrounding off-
site areas. To quantify the off-site traffic noise level increases on the surrounding off-site areas, the
changes in traffic noise levels on 21 roadway segments surrounding the Project site were estimated
based on the change in the average daily traffic (ADT) volumes. The traffic noise levels provided in
this analysis are based on the traffic forecasts found in the Lake Ranch (Tract No. 36730) Traffic
Impact Analysis (IS/MND Appendix K). To assess the off-site noise level impacts associated with the
proposed Project, noise contour boundaries were developed for Existing, Year 2016, and Year 2035
traffic conditions. Noise contour boundaries represent the equal levels of noise exposure and are
measured in CNEL from the center of the roadway. Noise contours were developed for the following
traffic scenarios:

= Existing Without / With Project: This scenario refers to the existing present-day noise
conditions, without the Project and with the construction of the proposed Project.

= Year 2016 Without / With Project: This scenario refers to the background noise conditions at
future Year 2016 with and without the proposed Project. This scenario corresponds to 2016
conditions, and includes all cumulative projects identified in the Traffic Impact Analysis.
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Table EA-25 First Floor Interior Noise Impacts
Required Estimated
Lot Noise Levell Inte.rior Inte.rior U[.)gradeci I.nterior .
at Facade Noise Noise Windows Noise Level
Reduction’ Reduction®

4 63.1 18.1 25 No 38.1

5 60.1 15.1 25 No 35.1

9 59.7 14.7 25 No 34.7

18 63.2 18.2 25 No 38.2

19 64.4 19.4 25 No 39.4

84 65.9 20.9 25 No 40.9

85 66.9 21.9 25 No 419

88 66.9 21.9 25 No 419

90 66.8 218 25 No 41.8

92 66.4 214 25 No 414

93 66.2 21.2 25 No 41.2
197 55.8 10.8 25 No 30.8
194 55.4 10.4 25 No 304
191 55.1 10.1 25 No 30.1
150 54.9 9.9 25 No 29.9

36 52.8 7.8 25 No 27.8

33 52.8 7.8 25 No 27.8

31 53.1 8.1 25 No 28.1

10 53.9 8.9 25 No 28.9

1 58.2 13.2 25 No 33.2

3 57.2 12.2 25 No 32.2

‘Notes:

All values shown in Table EA-25 are dBA CNEL.

1 Exterior noise level at the facade with a windows closed condition requiring a means of mechanical
ventilation (e.g. air conditioning).

2 Noise reduction required to satisfy the 45 dBA CNEL interior noise standards.

3 A minimum of 25 dBA noise reduction is assumed with standard building construction.

4 Does the required interior noise reduction trigger upgraded with a minimum STC rating of greater than

27?

5 Estimated interior noise level with minimum STC rating for all windows.
(Urban Crossroads, 2014a, Table 7-2)
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Table EA-26 Second Floor Interior Noise Impacts
Required Estimated
i Noise Levell Inte'rior Inte.rior UPgradeq‘ I.nterior .
at Facade Noise Noise Windows Noise Level
Reduction® Reduction’
4 66.0 21.0 25 No 41.0
5 67.1 221 25 No 42.1
66.6 21.6 25 No 41.6
18 64.0 19.0 25 No 39.0
19 57.7 12.7 25 No 32.7
84 70.9 25.9 29 Yes 41.9
85 72.0 27.0 29 Yes 43.0
88 72.1 27.1 29 Yes 43.1
90 72.1 27.1 29 Yes 431
92 717 26.7 29 Yes 42.7
93 714 26.4 29 Yes 42.4
197 63.8 18.8 25 No 38.8
194 63.6 18.6 25 No 38.6
191 63.5 18.5 25 No 385
190 63.5 18.5 25 No 385
36 58.8 13.8 25 No 33.8
33 59.0 14.0 25 No 34.0
31 59.6 l4.6 25 No 34.6
10 59.8 14.8 25 No 34.8
1 64.8 19.8 25 No 39.8
3 64.8 19.8 25 No 39.8
NOtESZ

All values shown in Table EA-26 are dBA CNEL.

1  Exterior noise level at the facade with a windows closed condition requiring a means of
mechanical ventilation (e.g. air conditioning).

2 Noise reduction required to satisfy the 45 dBA CNEL interior noise standards.

3  Estimated interior noise reduction with the recommended STC ratings.

4  Does the required interior noise reduction trigger upgraded with a minimum STC rating of
greater than 27?

5  Estimated interior noise level with the recommended STC rating for all windows.

(Urban Crossroads, 2014a, Table 7-3)

= Year 2035 Without / With Project: This scenario refers to the background noise conditions at
future Year 2035 with and without the proposed Project. This scenario corresponds to 2035
conditions, and includes all cumulative projects identified in the Traffic Impact Analysis
prepared for the proposed Project (Urban Crossroads, 2014a, p. 33).

The noise contours do not take into account the effect of any existing noise barriers or topography
that may affect ambient noise levels. Tables 6-1 through 6-6 of the Noise Impact Analysis (IS/MND
Appendix J) present a summary of the uncontrolled exterior traffic noise levels for the 21 study area
roadway segments analyzed from the “without Project” and “with Project” conditions in each of the
three timeframes: Existing, Year 2016, and Year 2035 conditions. Appendix 6.1 to the Noise Impact
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Analysis (IS/IMND Appendix J) includes a summary of the traffic noise level contours for each of the
six traffic scenarios.

A significant off-site traffic noise level impact would occur if the without Project noise levels at nearby
noise-sensitive receivers:

= Are less than 60 dBA CNEL and the Project creates a readily perceptible 5 dBA CNEL or
greater noise level increase, or;

= Range from 60 to 65 dBA CNEL and the project creates a barely perceptible 3 dBA CNEL or
greater project noise level increase; or

= Already exceed 65 dBA CNEL, and the project creates a community noise level impact of
greater than 1.5 dBA CNEL (Urban Crossroads, 2014a, p. 33)

As shown on Table EA-27, Existing Off-Site Project-Related Traffic Noise Impacts, for existing
conditions, the Project would increase the off-site traffic noise levels between 0.0 to 3.3 dBA CNEL on
the off-site roadway segments. All noise increases attributable to the Project would be less than 1.5
dBA CNEL, except for the roadway segment of McAllister Street north of EI Sobrante Road, where the
Project would contribute an increase of 3.3 dBA. As shown in Table EA-27, this segment of McAlister
Street has noise levels less than 60 dBA CNEL under existing conditions; therefore, the Project’s
contribution to noise levels along this roadway segment would be less than significant based on the
above-described significance criteria. (Urban Crossroads, 2014a, p. 40)

Table EA-28, Year 2016 Off-Site Project-Related Traffic Noise Impacts, indicates that for Year 2016
conditions, the Project would increase the off-site traffic noise levels between 0.0 to 1.6 dBA CNEL.
All Project-related noise increases would be less than 1.5 dBA CNEL, except for the segment of
McAllister Street north of Street A, where the Project-related noise increase would be 1.6 dBA CNEL.
As shown in Table EA-28, this segment is projected to have a noise level of 61.0 dBA CNEL without
the addition of Project traffic; therefore, impacts along this segment would be less than significant
based on the above-described significance criteria. (Urban Crossroads, 2014a, p. 40)

Table EA-29, Year 2035 Off-Site Project-Related Traffic Noise Impacts, indicates that for Year 2035
conditions, the Project would increase the off-site traffic noise levels between 0.0 to 0.8 dBA CNEL.
Because the Project would not result in an off-site noise increase of 1.5 dBA CNEL on any study area
road segment, impacts would be less than significant based on the above-described significance
criteria. (Urban Crossroads, 2014a, p. 40)

The above analysis demonstrates that the Project’s contributions to roadway noise levels would be
less than significant for Existing, Year 2016, and Year 2035 conditions. Therefore, the proposed
Project would not create a substantial permanent increase in traffic-related noise levels or expose
persons to noise levels in excess of the exterior noise level standards established by the County of
Riverside, and the Project's traffic-related noise effects to sensitive receptors located off-site would be
less than significant.

d) As detailed in the Noise Impact Analysis prepared for the proposed project (IS/MND Appendix
J), potential groundborne vibration/noise impacts could occur in association with vehicular traffic and
construction activities.  Ground-borne vibration levels from automobile traffic are generally
overshadowed by vibration generated by heavy trucks that roll over the same uneven roadway
surfaces. However, due to the rapid drop-off rate of ground-borne vibration and the short duration of
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Table EA-27 Existing Off-Site Project-Related Traffic Noise Impacts
CNEL at Adjacent Land Use Potential
. (dBA) otentia
1D fead Segment L.:[:\l:‘lij::l Without With Project Significarlt
Project | Project | Addition Impact?
1 | LaSierra Av. n/o SR-91 WB Ramps Residential 79.7 79.7 0.0 No
2 | La Sierra Av. s/o SR-91 WB Ramps Commercial 79.9 79.9 0.0 No
3 | La Sierra Av. s/o SR-91 EB Ramps Commercial 80.6 80.7 0.1 No
4 | La Sierra Av. s/o Indiana Av. Residential 79.3 79.4 0.1 No
5 | La Sierra Av. n/o Arizona Av. Residential 78.1 78.3 0.2 No
6 | La Sierra Av. s/o Arizona Av. Residential 78.3 78.5 0.2 No
7 | LaSierra Av. s/o Victoria Av. Residential 78.6 78.9 0.3 No
8 | La Sierra Av. n/o McAllister Pkwy. Residential 78.6 78.8 0.2 No
9 | La Sierra Av. s/o McAllister Pkwy. Residential 78.0 78.2 0.2 No
10 | La Sierra Av. n/o El Sobrante Rd. Residential 75.9 76.2 0.3 No
11 | La Sierra Av. s/o El Sobrante Rd. Residential 71.3 71.5 0.2 No
12 | ASt. n/o McAllister Pkwy. Residential n/a n/a n/a n/a
13 | McAllister Pkwy. | s/fo A St. Residential n/a n/a n/a n/a
14 | McAllister Pkwy. | n/o El Sobrante Rd. Residential 57.5 60.8 33 No
15 | Indiana Av. w/o La Sierra Av. Commercial 76.9 77.0 0.1 No
16 | Indiana Av. e/o La Sierra Av. Residential 75.5 75.6 0.1 No
17 | McAllister Pkwy. | efo La Sierra Av. Residential 64.8 65.2 0.4 No
18 | McAllister Pkwy. | w/o A St. Residential n/a n/a n/a n/a
19 | El Sobrante Rd. e/o La Sierra Av. Residential 73.6 74.2 0.6 No
20 | El Sobrante Rd. w/o McAllister Pkwy. Residential 73.0 73.7 0.7 No
21 | El Sobrante Rd. e/o McAllister Pkwy. Residential 73.2 73.6 0.4 No

1 Sources: City of Riverside General Plan Land Use Policy Map, November 2007, and the County of
Riverside General Plan, Lake Mathews Area Land Use Plan, October 2003.
2 Significance Criteria (Section 4, Table 4-1, of the Noise Impact Analysis, ISIMND Appendix J).
"n/a" = Roadway segment does not exist.
(Urban Crossroads, 2014a, Table 6-7)
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Table EA-28 Year 2016 Off-Site Project-Related Traffic Noise Impacts
CNEL at Adjacent Land Use botential
. (dBA) otentia
ID Road Segment Ij:l:ljcl.‘la:etl Without With Project Significarlt
Project | Project | Addition Impact?
1 | LaSierra Av. n/o SR-91 WB Ramps Residential 80.3 80.3 0.0 No
2 | LaSierra Av. s/o SR-91 WB Ramps Commercial 80.7 80.7 0.0 No
3 | La Sierra Av. s/o SR-91 EB Ramps Commercial 81.5 81.5 0.0 No
4 | LaSierra Av. s/o Indiana Av. Residential 80.2 80.3 0.1 No
5 | La Sierra Av. n/o Arizona Av. Residential 79.2 79.3 0.1 No
6 | La Sierra Av. s/o Arizona Av. Residential 78.9 79.0 0.1 No
7 | La Sierra Av. s/o Victoria Av. Residential 79.3 79.4 0.1 No
8 | La Sierra Av. n/o McAllister Pkwy. Residential 79.3 79.4 0.1 No
9 | La Sierra Av. s/o McAllister Pkwy. Residential 78.4 785 0.1 No
10 | La Sierra Av. n/o El Sobrante Rd. Residential 76.4 76.6 0.2 No
11 | La Sierra Av. s/o El Sobrante Rd. Residential 72.3 72.5 0.2 No
12 | ASt n/o McAllister Pkwy. Residential 62.3 62.9 0.6 No
13 | McAllister Pkwy. | s/o A St. Residential 61.0 62.6 16 No
14 | McAllister Pkwy. | n/o El Sobrante Rd. Residential 62.3 63.1 0.8 No
15 | Indiana Av. w/o La Sierra Av. Commercial 77.3 77.4 0.1 No
16 | Indiana Av. e/o La Sierra Av. Residential 77.4 77.5 0.1 No
17 | McAllister Pkwy. | e/o La Sierra Av. Residential 66.9 67.1 0.2 No
18 | McAllister Pkwy. | w/o A St. Residential 62.6 63.2 0.6 No
19 | El Sobrante Rd. e/o La Sierra Av. Residential 74.2 74.6 0.4 No
20 | El Sobrante Rd. w/o McAllister Pkwy. Residential 73.7 74.2 0.5 No
21 | El Sobrante Rd. e/o McAllister Pkwy. Residential 73.6 73.9 0.3 No

1 Sources: City of Riverside General Plan Land Use Policy

Riverside General Plan, Lake Mathews Area Land Use Plan, October 2003.
2 Significance Criteria (Section 4, Table 4-1, of the Noise Impact Analysis, ISIMND Appendix J).
(Urban Crossroads, 2014a, Table 6-8)
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Table EA-29 Year 2035 Off-Site Project-Related Traffic Noise Impacts

CNEL at Adjacent Land Use botential
. (dBA) otentia
1D Road Segment Iﬁ?jﬁ::l Without With Project Significarlt
Project | Project | Addition Impact?
1 | LaSierra Av. n/o SR-91 WB Ramps Residential 80.6 80.6 0.0 No
2 | La Sierra Av. s/o SR-91 WB Ramps Commercial 81.1 81.2 0.1 No
3 | La Sierra Av. s/o SR-91 EB Ramps Commercial 81.8 81.8 0.0 No
4 | La Sierra Av. s/o Indiana Av. Residential 80.5 80.6 0.1 No
5 | La Sierra Av. n/o Arizona Av. Residential 79.7 79.8 0.1 No
6 | LaSierra Av. s/o Arizona Av. Residential 79.3 79.5 0.2 No
7 | La Sierra Av. s/o Victoria Av. Residential 80.0 80.1 0.1 No
8 | La Sierra Av. n/o McAllister Pkwy. Residential 80.0 80.1 0.1 No
9 | La Sierra Av. s/o McAllister Pkwy. Residential 79.7 79.8 0.1 No
10 | La Sierra Av. n/o El Sobrante Rd. Residential 79.1 79.2 0.1 No
11 | La Sierra Av. s/o El Sobrante Rd. Residential 76.2 76.3 0.1 No
12 | ASt. n/o McAllister Pkwy. Residential 67.9 68.1 0.2 No
13 | McAllister Pkwy. | s/o ASt. Residential 64.3 65.1 0.8 No
14 | McAllister Pkwy. | n/o El Sobrante Rd. Residential 63.2 63.9 0.7 No
15 | Indiana Av. w/o La Sierra Av. Commercial 78.4 78.4 0.0 No
16 | Indiana Av. e/o La Sierra Av. Residential 78.0 78.1 0.1 No
17 | McAllister Pkwy. | e/o La Sierra Av. Residential 67.5 67.7 0.2 No
18 | McAllister Pkwy. | w/o A St. Residential 65.5 65.8 0.3 No
19 | El Sobrante Rd. e/o La Sierra Av. Residential 77.0 77.2 0.2 No
20 | El Sobrante Rd. w/o McAllister Pkwy. Residential 77.0 77.2 0.2 No
21 | El Sobrante Rd. e/o McAllister Pkwy. Residential 76.8 77.0 0.2 No

1 Sources: City of Riverside General Plan Land Use Policy Map, November 2007, and the County of
Riverside General Plan, Lake Mathews Area Land Use Plan, October 2003.

2 Significance Criteria (Section 4, Table 4-1, of the Noise Impact Analysis, ISIMND Appendix J).

(Urban Crossroads, 2014a, Table 6-9)

the associated events, vehicular traffic-induced ground-borne vibration is rarely perceptible beyond
the roadway right-of-way, and rarely results in vibration levels that cause damage to buildings in the
vicinity. (Urban Crossroads, 2014a, p. 31)

However, while vehicular traffic is rarely perceptible, construction has the potential to result in varying
degrees of temporary ground vibration, depending on the specific construction activities and
equipment used. Ground vibration levels associated with various types of construction equipment are
summarized on Table EA-30, Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment. Based on the
representative vibration levels presented for various construction equipment types, it is possible to
estimate the human response (annoyance) using the following vibration assessment methods defined
by the Federal Transportation Administration (FTA). To describe the human response (annoyance)
associated with vibration impacts the FTA provides the following equation: LVdB(D) = LVdB(25 ft) —
30log(D/25). (Urban Crossroads, 2014a, p. 31)

The blasting of hard rock areas is a major source of potential vibration impacts to nearby residential
receivers when conducted during construction activities. The intensity of the vibration impacts
associated with rock blasting depends on location, size, material, shape of the rock, and the methods
used to crack it. While a blasting contractor can design the blasts to stay below a given vibration level
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Table EA-30 Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment

Fuipment Vibration Decibels (VdB)
at 25 feet
Small bulldozer 58
Jackhammer 75
Loaded Trucks 86
Large bulldozer 87

(Urban Crossroads, 2014a, Table 5-7)

that could cause damage to nearby sensitive structures, it is difficult to design blasts that are not
perceptible to receivers in the vicinity of the blast site. (Urban Crossroads, 2014a, p. 32)

Construction Vibration Impacts

Construction activity can result in varying degrees of ground vibration, depending on the equipment
and methods used, distance to the affected structures and soil type. It is expected that ground-borne
vibration from Project construction activities would cause only intermittent, localized intrusion. The
proposed Project’s construction activities most likely to cause vibration impacts include but are not
limited to the following (Urban Crossroads, 2014a, p. 67):

= Heavy Construction Equipment: Although all heavy mobile construction equipment has the
potential of causing at least some perceptible vibration while operating close to building, the
vibration is usually short-term and is not of sufficient magnitude to cause building damage. It is
not expected that heavy equipment such as large bulldozers would operate close enough to any
residences to cause a vibration impact.

= Trucks: Trucks hauling building materials to construction sites can be sources of vibration intrusion
if the haul routes pass through residential neighborhoods on streets with bumps or potholes.
Repairing the bumps and potholes generally eliminates the problem.

= Blasting: The intensity of the vibration impacts associated with rock blasting depends on location,
size, material, shape of the rock, and the methods used to crack it.

Ground-borne vibration levels resulting from construction activities occurring within the Project site
were estimated by data published by the Federal Transit Administration. Construction activities that
would occur within the Project site are expected to include grading and blasting, which would have the
potential to generate low levels of ground-borne vibration. Using the vibration source level of
construction equipment provided on Table EA-30 and the construction vibration assessment
methodology published by the FTA, it is possible to estimate the Project vibration impacts. Table EA-
31, Construction Equipment Noise Levels, presents the expected Project related vibration levels at
each of the ten sensitive receiver locations.

Based on the reference vibration levels provided by the FTA, shown on Table EA-30, a large
bulldozer represents the peak source of vibration with a reference level of 87 VdB at a distance of 25
feet. At distances ranging from 94 to 1,178 feet from the Project site, construction vibration levels are
expected to range from 7.8 to 69.7 VdB. Using the construction vibration assessment methods
provided by the FTA, the proposed Project would not include nor require equipment, facilities, or
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Table EA-31 Construction Equipment Noise Levels
D. . n . 2
_ istance To Receiver Vibration Levels {VdB) Porantlal
Mol Fronethy Significant
Receivar: Line Small Iackbamar Loaded Large Peak 4 5
Bulldozer Trucks Bulldozer Vibration Impact?
{In Feet)

R1 471 18.7 40.7 47.7 48.7 48.7 No
R2 1,178 78 28.8 35.8 36.8 36.8 No
R3 62% 16.0 3/7.0 44.0 45.0 45.0 No
R4 431" 18.5 405 47.5 48.5 48.5 No
R5 282 26.0 47.0 54.0 55.0 55.0 No
R6 173 328 538 60.8 61.8 61.8 No
R7 101 39.8 60.8 67.8 68.8 68.8 No
R8 sS4’ 40.7 61.7 68.7 69.7 69.7 No
RS 274 26.8 47.8 54.8 55.8 55.8 No
R10 934 10.8 31.8 38.8 39.8 39.8 No

Noise receiver locations are shown on Exhibit 8-A of the Noise Impact Analysis (IS/MND Appendix J).
Based on the Vibration Source Levels of Construction Equipment included on Table EA-30.

Does the Peak Vibration exceed the FTA maximum acceptable vibration standard of 80 (VdB)?
Urban Crossroads, 2014a, Table 9-10)

WN P~

~

activities that would result in a perceptible human response (annoyance). Accordingly, construction-
related vibration impacts would be less than significant. (Urban Crossroads, 2014a, p. 68)

Hard Rock Blasting Ground-Borne Vibration

The construction of the proposed Project would include blasting of hard rock areas, which is a major
source of potential vibration impacts to nearby residential receivers. The intensity of the vibration
impacts associated with rock blasting depends on location, size, material, shape of the rock, and the
methods used to crack it. While a blasting contractor can design the blasts to stay below a given
vibration level that could cause damage to nearby sensitive structures, it is difficult to design blasts
that are not perceptible to receivers in the vicinity of the blast site. (Urban Crossroads, 2014a, p. 68)

To reduce the risk of damage to the adjacent homes, traditional blasting methods utilizing explosives
should not occur within 200 feet from any existing home. The use of alternate rock breaking methods
must be used within 200 feet from any existing noise-sensitive homes. The Transportation and
Construction Vibration Guidance Manual provides the human perception thresholds for vibration due
to blasting at a peak particle velocity (PPV) level of 0.02 in/sec, and provides vibration velocity levels
for various building materials susceptibile to damage. For residential structures, the threshold of
damage for vibration is approximately 3.0 in/sec (PPV) for cosmetic cracking and damage. (Urban
Crossroads, 2014a, pp. 68-69)

It is anticipated that blasting-related impacts would represent a significant impact for which mitigation
would be required. To reduce blasting-related impacts to a level below significance, Mitigation
Measure M-N-1 has been imposed on the Project, requiring the preparation and implementation of a
Blasting Noise and Vibration Monitoring And Abatement Plan during construction activities. A pre-
and post-blast survey radius of approximately 200 feet is required to assess the potential vibration
level radius due to blasting activities and shall include the inspection of the closest residential
structures. Existing defects or damage must be noted and documented to determine the conditions of
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the closest residential homes, and surveys shall be offered to homeowners to assess such damage.
Neighborhood meetings, notifications, or posting of signs are all required as part of the Blasting Noise
And Vibration Monitoring and Abatement Plan to notify nearby homeowners of the blasting activities.
To reduce adverse effects, Mitigation Measure M-N-1 also requires that rock blasting activities be
limited during the permitted hours for construction activity between 6:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., during
the months of June through September, and 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., during the months of October
through May, as required by the County of Riverside Code of Ordinances. Further, the identified
mitigation requires the blasting contractor to design the blasts using alternative methods when located
within 200 feet of existing residential structures, and when necessary, reduce vibration velocity levels
from each blast below the damage threshold of 3.0 in/sec. A blast signal shall be used to notify nearby
residents that blasting is about to occur. Lastly, all complaints must be responded to and investigated
as they occur. (Urban Crossroads, 2014a, p. 69)

With implementation of the required mitigation, the vibration levels at nearby residential receivers
would be reduced. Because Mitigation Measure M-N-1 includes measures identified by the California
Department of Transportation, Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, the
vibration velocity levels due to blasting activities are expected to be reduced to less-than-significant
levels. (Urban Crossroads, 2014a, pp. 69-70)

Soil Import Truck Haul Trips

The Project site will require 102,877 cubic yards (c.y.) of import material in order to balance?. Sall
import would take place for approximately eight months concurrent with grading activities during
Project construction. To assess the potential vibration impacts from truck haul trips associated with
soil import activities, the human threshold of perception for vibration of 0.02 in/sec (PPV) is used.
Truck vibration levels are dependent on vehicle characteristics, load, speed, and pavement condition.
Typical vibration levels for the proposed Project’'s heavy truck activity at normal traffic speeds would
not exceed 0.02 in/sec. Truck deliveries transiting on-site would be travelling at very low speeds so it
is expected that delivery truck vibration impacts at nearby homes would not exceed the vibration
threshold for human perception identified by the California Department of Transportation of 0.02 in/sec
(PPV), and therefore, would be less than significant. (Urban Crossroads, 2014a, p. 70)

Conclusion

As indicated in the preceding analysis, the Project construction vibration levels ranging from 7.8 to
69.7 VdB are not expected to exceed the Federal Transportation Administration (FTA) maximum
acceptable vibration standard of 80 VdB. Based on the California Department of Transportation,
Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, and with the incorporation of Mitigation
Measure M-N-1, the vibration levels from blasting activities and soil import truck haul trips would not
exceed the human perception threshold of 0.02 in/sec or the residential structure damage threshold of
3.0 in/sec. (Urban Crossroads, 2014a, p. 70)

Further, impacts at the site of the closest sensitive receiver are unlikely to be sustained during the
entire construction period, but would occur rather only during the times that heavy construction
equipment is operating adjacent to the Project site perimeter. Moreover, construction at the Project
site would be restricted to the daytime hours consistent with County requirements thereby eliminating

2 It should be noted that the Project’s Noise Impact Analysis (IS/MND Appendix J) assumes the Project would
require up to 223,000 c.y. of soil import; thus, the Noise Impact Analysis presents a “worst-case” analysis of
potential impacts associated with haul truck trips.
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potential vibration impacts during the sensitive nighttime hours. On this basis the potential for the
Project to result in exposure of persons to, or generation of, excessive ground-borne vibration is
determined to be less than significant. (Urban Crossroads, 2014a, p. 70)

Mitigation:

M-N-1

(Condition of Approval 10.HEALTH.002) In order to reduce construction-related noise
affecting nearby noise sensitive residential land uses to the maximum feasible extent,
the following requirements shall apply:

Whenever a construction site is located within one-quarter (1/4) mile of an
occupied residence or residences construction activities shall be limited
between the hours of 6:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., during the months of June
through September, and 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., during the months of October
through May. Exceptions to these standards shall be allowed only with the
written consent of the building official.

The location of construction equipment and noise from this equipment shall be
reduced during construction of the Project through the use of such methods as:

During all Project site construction, the construction contractors shall
equip all construction equipment, fixed or mobile, with properly
operating and maintained mufflers, consistent with manufacturers’
standards. The construction contractor shall place all stationary
construction equipment so that emitted noise is directed away from the
noise sensitive receivers nearest the Project site.

The construction contractor shall locate equipment staging in areas that
will create the greatest distance between construction-related noise
sources and noise sensitive receivers nearest the Project site (i.e., to
the east) during all Project construction.

In order to reduce nighttime noise level contributions, it is recommended
that outgoing flatbed trailer loading occur during the daytime or evening
hours before Project site delivery, and that the loaded trailer be parked
near the driveway to the site. This will reduce the duration of equipment
pick-up activity noise and increase the distance between the nearest
noise receivers.

The construction contractor shall limit haul truck deliveries to the same
hours specified for construction equipment (between the hours of 6:00
a.m. and 6:00 p.m., during the months of June through September, and
7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., during the months of October through May).

No music or electronically reinforced speech from construction workers
shall be audible at noise-sensitive properties.

During grading/blasting activities within hard rock areas, the Project shall
adhere to the following requirements:

Pre-blasting inspections shall be offered to homes within 200 feet of the
hard rock areas.
o Existing damage of each structure shall be documented.
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M-N-2

M-N-3

0 Post-blasting inspections shall be offered to assess new or
additional damage to each residential structure once blasting
activities have ceased.

e Traditional rock blasting methods shall not occur within 200 feet from
any residential home. In these areas rock breaking must be performed
with nonexplosive methods.

e Blasting mats shall be used whenever feasible to further reduce the
noise from blasting activities.

e Nearby residential homes shall be notified via postings on the
construction site 24 hours before the occurrence of major construction
related noise and vibration impacts (such as grading and rock blasting)
which may affect them.

e The County may impose conditions and procedures on the blasting
operations as necessary. The construction contractor shall comply with
these measures for the duration of the blasting permit. The County may
inspect the blast site and materials at any reasonable time (pursuant to
County of Riverside Ordinance No. 787).

(Condition of Approval 10.HEALTH.002) To satisfy the County of Riverside 65 dBA
CNEL exterior noise level standards for single-family residential development, 6-foot
high noise barriers for lots adjacent to McAllister Street and ElI Sobrante Road are
required as depicted on Exhibits ES-A and ES-B of the Project’s Noise Impact
Analysis, prepared by Urban Crossroads and dated December 11, 2014. Construction
of the required barriers would reduce the future exterior noise levels to between 52.9
and 64.4 dBA CNEL. The recommended noise control barriers shall be constructed so
that the top of each wall extends to the recommended height above the pad elevation
of the lot it is shielding. When the road is elevated above the pad elevation, the barrier
shall extend to the recommended height above the highest point between the
residential home and the road. The barriers shall provide a weight of at least 4 pounds
per square foot of face area with no decorative cutouts or line-of-sight openings
between shielded areas and the roadways. The noise barrier may be constructed
using one of the following materials:

= Masonry block

= Stucco veneer over wood framing (or foam core), or 1 inch thick tongue and

groove wood of sufficient weight per square foot
» Glass (1/4 inch thick), or other transparent material with sufficient weight per
square foot
= Earthen berm
= Any combination of these construction materials

The barrier must present a solid face from top to bottom. Unnecessary openings or
decorative cutouts should not be made. All gaps (except for weep holes) should be
filled with grout or caulking.

(Condition of Approval 10.HEALTH.002) To satisfy the County of Riverside 45 dBA
CNEL interior noise level criteria, lots facing El Sobrante Road and McAllister Street
will require a Noise Level Reduction (NLR) of up to 27.1 dBA and a windows closed
condition requiring a means of mechanical ventilation (e.g. air conditioning). In order to
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Monitoring:
M-N-1

meet the County of Riverside 45 dBA CNEL interior noise standards the Project shall
provide the following or equivalent Project Design Features:

=  Windows:
e All windows and sliding glass doors shall be well fitted, well weather-
stripped assemblies and shall have a minimum sound transmission
class (STC) rating of 27.
e Lots 84 to 93 adjacent to El Sobrante Road will require upgraded
second floor windows with a minimum STC rating of 31.

= Doors: All exterior doors shall be well weather-stripped solid core assemblies at
least one and three-fourths-inch thick.

= Roof: Roof sheathing of wood construction shall be well fitted or caulked
plywood of at least one-half inch thick. Ceilings shall be well fitted, well-sealed
gypsum board of at least one-half inch thick. Insulation with at least a rating of
R-19 shall be used in the attic space.

= Attic: Attic vents should be oriented away from El Sobrante Road and McAllister
Street. If such an orientation cannot be avoided, then an acoustical baffle shall
be placed in the attic space behind the vents.

= Ventilation: Arrangements for any habitable room shall be such that any exterior
door or window can be kept closed when the room is in use. A forced air
circulation system (e.g. air conditioning) shall be provided which satisfies the
requirements of the Uniform Mechanical Code. Wall mounted air conditioners
shall not be used.

» Furnishings: All bedrooms, when in use, are expected to contain furniture or
other materials that absorb sound equivalent to the absorption provided by wall-
to-wall carpeting over a conventional pad.

With the interior Project Design Features provided in this study, the proposed Lake
Ranch (Tract No. 36730) is expected to meet the County of Riverside 45 dBA CNEL
interior noise level standards for residential development. A final noise study shall be
prepared prior to obtaining building permits for the Project. This report would finalize
the Project Design Features proposed in this study using the precise grading plans and
actual building design specifications, and may include additional abatement, if
necessary, to meet the County of Riverside 45 dBA CNEL interior noise level standard.

Prior to approval of grading plans and/or issuance of building permits, the Riverside
County Building and Safety Department shall ensure the Project’'s plans include the
required notes. Prior to issuance of grading permits, the County shall review and
approve a Noise Abatement Plan, which shall be adhered to by construction
contractors during all construction activities on-site. Prior to issuance of grading
permits that include hard rock areas, a Blasting Noise and Vibration Monitoring and
Abatement Plan shall be approved by Riverside County, and construction contractors
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shall be required to adhere to the requirements specified therein during all grading
activities involving hard rock blasting.

M-N-2 Prior to building permit final inspection, the Riverside County Building and Safety
Department shall ensure that the required noise barriers have been constructed.

M-N-3 Prior to issuance of building permits, the Riverside County Building and Safety
Department shall ensure that the building plans include the required noise attenuation
measures, and shall verify the required features have been constructed prior to
building permit final inspection.

POPULATION AND HOUSING Would the project

35. Housing ] ] ] 2

a) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing else-
where?

b) Create a demand for additional housing,
particularly housing affordable to households earning 80%
or less of the County’s median income?

C) Displace substantial numbers of people, neces-
sitating the construction of replacement housing else-
where?

d)  Affect a County Redevelopment Project Area?

e) Cumulatively exceed official regional or local
population projections?

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

I I R I
I I R I
X OO o O
OIXX X| X

Source: Project Application Materials, Riverside County GIS (Riverside County, 2013), General Plan,
General Plan Housing Element

Findings of Fact:

a & c) Under existing conditions, the Project site contains two existing single family homes, only one
of which is occupied (Environ, 2013, p. 8; Google Earth, 2015). The Project proposes to develop the
site with up to 272 residential homes, which would provide new opportunities for housing in the
County. The elimination of the two existing homes on-site would not displace substantial numbers of
existing housing or people requiring the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. Accordingly,
no impact would occur.

b) The Project is a proposed residential community and would provide for 272 new homes
providing housing for approximately 909 residents (Riverside County, 2013, Appendix E-1, Table E-2).
The Project would provide for new housing opportunities on the site, which would help meet the
current population growth trends in western Riverside County. The residential dwelling units
proposed as part of the Project would not result in an increased demand for affordable housing.
Therefore, the proposed Project would not create a demand for additional housing, including housing
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affordable to households earning 80% or less of the County’s median income, and no impact would
occur.

d) According to Riverside County GIS, the proposed Project site and off-site impact areas are not
located within or adjacent to any County Redevelopment Project Areas (Riverside County, 2015).
Accordingly, the Project has no potential to affect a County Redevelopment Project Area, and no
impact would occur.

e) The General Plan assigns the following land use designations to the Project site: RC-EDR (2.3
acres), Rural Community-Low Density Residential (22.5 acres), Community Development-Medium
Density (62.6 acres), and Community Development-Commercial Retail (11.6 acres) land uses.
Therefore, and based on the residential density restrictions specified by Policy LMWAP 1.2, the
General Plan assumes that the Lake Ranch property would be developed with up to 233 dwelling
units and approximately 177,000 square feet of commercial retail uses. The 233 dwelling units would
yield a future population of 778 residents (Riverside County, 2013, Table E-2). The 177,000 s.f. of
commercial retail uses would generate approximately 354 jobs. According to Appendix E to the 2003
General Plan, the participation rate in Riverside County, which is the percent of the total population
that is either employed or not employed but actively seeking employment, is 44.86% (Riverside
County, 2003a). Thus, the 354 new jobs that would be expected within the on-site CR land use
designation would result in a total population increase in the County by 606 residents. Accordingly,
based on the existing General Plan land use designations applied to the Project site, buildout in
accordance with the site’s existing designations would result in a future population increase of
approximately 1,384 people.

The Lake Ranch project proposes the development of 272 dwelling units and no commercial retail
uses. These 272 dwelling units would result in a future population of 909 people (Riverside County,
2013, Appendix E-1, Table E-2). Thus, future population associated with the proposed Project would
be less than what would be reasonably expected based on the site’'s existing General Plan land use
designations. Accordingly, the proposed Project would not cumulatively exceed official regional or
local population projections, and no impact would occur.

f) The proposed Project would develop the subject property with 272 residential homes. At full
build-out, the Project is estimated to provide housing for 909 people (Riverside County, 2013, Table
E-2).

It is unlikely that the Project could induce off-site population growth because the Project site abuts
existing medium density residential development to the west. Additionally, none of the improvements
planned as part of the Project (e.g., proposed water and sewer lines) would remove impediments to
growth such that the adjacent, largely undeveloped properties to the north and east would be induced
to convert to urban uses. Furthermore, all lands surrounding the Project site are planned by the
Riverside County General Plan for development with residential uses at various densities, and it is
unlikely that development of the Project site with residential uses would induce these nearby
properties to be developed in accordance with their existing General Plan land use designations
because there are no regional improvements proposed by the Project that would remove obstacles to
development, such as the construction of a regional sewer line.

Under CEQA, direct population growth by a project is not considered necessarily detrimental,
beneficial, or of little significance to the environment. Typically, population growth would be
considered a significant impact pursuant to CEQA if it directly or indirectly affects the ability of
agencies to provide needed public services and requires the expansion or new construction of public
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facilities and utilities, or if it can be demonstrated that the potential growth results in a physical
adverse environmental effect. As documented in this IS/MND, activities of the proposed Project’s
population would result in impacts associated with transportation/traffic while all other population-
based impacts would be less than significant. Mitigation measures are provided in this IS/MND to
reduce the Project’'s transportation/traffic impacts to less-than-significant levels. Accordingly, the
Project’s impacts associated with population inducement would be less than significant.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

PUBLIC SERVICES Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically altered government facilities or the 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:

36. Fire Services L] L] X [ ]

Source: Riverside County, 2003a, Safety Element; County of Riverside, 1986; Ordinance No. 659;
Google Earth, 2014.

Findings of Fact:

The Riverside County Fire Department provides fire protection services to the Project area. Pursuant
to the Riverside County Fire Department’s Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Master Plan, the
Project would be classified as “Category Il — Urban,” which requires a fire station to be within three (3)
roadway miles of the Project and a full first alarm assignment team operating on the scene within 15
minutes of dispatch. The proposed Project would be primarily served by the Lake Hills Fire Station
(Station No. 82), located at 17452 Lakepointe Drive, Riverside, CA 92503, or approximately two (2)
roadway miles from the site, which would meet the Category Il — Urban level of service criteria
established by the Riverside County Fire Department (Google Maps, 2015).

Development of the proposed Project would impact fire protection services by placing an additional
demand on existing Riverside County Fire Department resources should its resources not be
augmented. To offset the increased demand for fire protection services, the proposed Project would
be conditioned by the County to provide a minimum of fire safety and support fire suppression
activities, including compliance with State and local fire codes, fire sprinklers, a fire hydrant system,
paved access, and secondary access routes. The Project also shall be conditioned to implement a
Fuel Management Plan to minimize the risk of wildland fire hazards (refer to Condition of Approval
60.FIRE.001 and 50.FIRE.005). Furthermore, the Project would be required to comply with the
provisions of the County’s Development Impact Fee (DIF) Ordinance (Ordinance No. 659), which
requires a fee payment to assist the County in providing for public services, including fire protection
services. Payment of the DIF fee would ensure that the Project provides fair share funds for the
provision of additional public services, including fire protection services, which may be applied to fire
facilities and/or equipment, to offset the incremental increase in the demand for fire protection
services that would be created by the Project.

Based on the foregoing analysis, implementation of the Project would not result in the need for new or
physically altered fire protection facilities, and would not exceed applicable service ratios or response
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times for fire protections services. Impacts would be less than significant and mitigation is not
required.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

37. Sheriff Services [ [] X []

Source: Riverside County, 2003a; Ordinance No. 659; Google Earth, 2014.

Findings of Fact:

The Riverside County Sheriff's Department provides community policing to the Project area via the
Perris Sheriff's Station located at 137 N. Perris Boulevard in the City of Perris, or approximately 16.2
roadway miles from the Project site. The Riverside County Sheriff’'s Department has set a minimum
level of service standard of 1.0 deputy per 1,000 people.

At full buildout, the Project would introduce up to 909 new residents on the Project site. There is not a
direct correlation between population growth, the number of crimes committed, and the number of
Sheriff's Department personnel needed to respond to these increases. As the population and use of
an area increases, however, additional financing of equipment and manpower needs are required to
meet the increased demand. The proposed Project would result in an increase in the cumulative
demand for services from the Riverside Sheriff's Department. To maintain the desirable level of
service, buildout of the proposed Project would generate a demand for approximately one (1) deputy.
The proposed Project would not, however, result in the need for new or expanded physical sheriff
facilities because the addition of one new deputy would not necessitate the construction of new or
modified sheriff facilities. The proposed Project’'s demand on sheriff protection services would not be
significant on a direct basis because the Project would not create the need to construct a new Sheriff
station or physically alter an existing station.

The Project would be required to comply with the provisions of the County’'s DIF Ordinance, which
requires a fee payment to assist the County in providing for public services, including police protection
services. Payment of the DIF fee would ensure that the Project provides fair share funds for the
provision of additional police protection services, which may be applied to sheriff facilities and/or
equipment, to offset the incremental increase in the demand that would be created by the Project.
The Project’s incremental demand for sheriff protection services would be less than significant with
required payment of DIF fees.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

38. Schools [] [ ] X L]

Source: Riverside County, 2003b; State of California, 1998, California Senate Bill 50 (Greene);
RUSD, 2014.
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Findings of Fact:

The construction of 272 new homes as proposed by the Project would increase the population in the
local area and would, consequently, place greater demand on the existing public school system by
generating additional students to be served by the Riverside Unified School District (RUSD).
Elementary students generated by the Project would attend Lake Mathews Elementary School,
located at 12252 Blackburn Road, in the City of Riverside (approximately 1.2 roadway miles west of
the Project site). The Project’s middle school students would attend Miller Middle School, located at
17925 Krameria Avenue in Riverside (approximately 8.0 roadway miles east of the Project site). The
Project’s high school students would attend the Arlington High School, located at 2951 Jackson Street
in Riverside (approximately 6.3 roadway miles North of the Project site) (RUSD, 2014). Table EA-32,
Project-Related School Services Demand, provides an estimate of future students that would be
generated by the Project, based on the student generation factors provided in the Riverside County
General Plan EIR (Riverside County, 2003b, Table 4.15E).

Table EA-32 Project-Related School Services Demand

: . Student Generation Total Number of
School Type Project Units Eactor Students
Elementary 272 0.369 101
Middle School 272 0.201 55
High School 272 0.246 70
Total Project-Related Students: 226

Source: (Riverside County, 2003b, Table 4.15E).

Although it is possible that the RUSD may ultimately need to construct new school facilities in the
region to serve the growing population within their service boundaries, such facility planning is
conducted by RUSD and is not the responsibility of the Project. Furthermore, the proposed Project
would be required to contribute fees to the RUSD in accordance with the Leroy F. Greene School
Facilities Act of 1998 (Senate Bill 50). Pursuant to Senate Bill 50, payment of school impact fees
constitutes complete mitigation for project-related impacts to school services. Therefore, mandatory
payment of school impact fees would reduce the Project’'s impacts to school facilities to a level below
significant, and no mitigation would be required.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

39. Libraries [] [ ] X L]

Source: Riverside County, 2003a; Ordinance No. 659.

Findings of Fact:

Implementation of the Project would result in an increase in the population in the Project area and
would increase the demand for library services. The Project would not generate the need for the
physical construction of new or expanded public facilities. There are no library facilities or expansion
of library facilities proposed as part of the Project.
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The Project would be required to comply with the provisions of the County’'s DIF Ordinance, which
requires a fee payment to assist the County in providing public services, including library services.
Payment of the DIF fee would ensure that the Project provides fair share funds for the provision of
library services, and these funds may be applied to the acquisition and/or construction of public
services and/or equipment (including library books). Mandatory payment of DIF fees would ensure
that Project-related impacts to public services would be less than significant.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

40. Health Services L] [] X []

Source: Riverside County, 2003a; Riverside County, 2003b; Ordinance No. 659.

Findings of Fact:

The proposed Project would increase the regional population and would thereby result in an increased
demand for public health services. New development, such as the proposed Project, would not have
a significant direct effect on public health services because the increase in the County’s tax base
would provide additional funding for public health services and facilities. Furthermore, the Project
would be required to comply with the provisions of the County’s DIF Ordinance, which requires a fee
payment to assist the County in providing public services. Payment of the DIF fee would ensure that
the Project provides fair share funds for the provision of additional public services, and these funds
may be applied to the acquisition and/or construction of public services and/or equipment. Mandatory
payment of DIF fees would ensure that Project-related impacts to public services would be less than
significant.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

RECREATION

41. Parks and Recreation
a) Would the project include recreational facilities or L] L] > L]
require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?

b) Would the project include the use of existing ] ] 2 ]
neighborhood or regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated?

C) Is the project located within a Community Service ] ] 2 ]
Area (CSA) or recreation and park district with a Com-
munity Parks and Recreation Plan (Quimby fees)?

Source: Riverside County, 2013, Appendix E-1; Ordinance No. 460; RCLIS, 2014.
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Findings of Fact:

a&b) The Project would develop the subject property with 272 single family homes. Pursuant to the
population generation rates contained in the 2013 Draft Riverside County General Plan Update, the
Project would accommodate approximately 909 residents (Riverside County, 2013, Appendix E-1,
Table E-2). Based on the requirement in Ordinance No. 460 to provide a minimum of five (5) acres of
park land for each 1,000 residents, the Project would generate a demand for 5.5 acres of park land.

The Project would construct 2.2 acres of park land and would also construct trails along the site’s
frontages with McAllister Street and El Sobrante Road. The Project also proposes a regional
recreational trail along McAllister and El Sobrante, which is in addition to the 2.18 acre park site.
Using the County of Riverside’'s household density factor of 2.59 persons per household and a local
park standard of 3.0 acres per 1,000 persons, the Project would generate a demand for 2.1 acres of
park space. Thus, the Project would meet local and Quimby Act requirements of 3.0 acres of
parkland per 1,000 persons. Additionally, there are several public parks in the vicinity of the Project
site. Refer to Figure 3-8, Park Locations and Distances, which shows the nearest public parks and
their respective driving distances from the Project site. Development of proposed recreational
features within the Project site would have a physical impact on the environment. However, impacts
resulting from their construction are described throughout the analysis in this Initial Study. In
instances where significant impacts have been identified, mitigation measures are recommended in
each applicable subsection of this Initial Study to reduce the impact to less-than-significant levels.
Therefore, the construction of recreation facilities on-site would not result in any significant physical
effects on the environment that are not already identified and disclosed as part of this Initial Study.
Accordingly, additional mitigation measures beyond those identified throughout this Initial Study would
not be required.

Based on the foregoing analysis, it is concluded that the proposed Project would result in a less-than-
significant impact due to the construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might have an
adverse physical effect on the environment.

C) The Project site is not located within a County Service area (CSA) or a recreation and park
district with a community parks and recreation plan. No impact to the environment would result.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

42. Recreational Trails [ [] [] X

Source: LMWAP, Figure 8 (Trails and Bikeway System)

Findings of Fact:

According to Figure 8 of the Lake Mathews/Woodcrest Area Plan, a Regional Trail is planned along
the Project’s frontage with EI Sobrante Road, with an additional segment of a Regional Trail planned
adjacent to the natural drainage channel that skirts the northeastern corner of the Project site. As
shown on IS/MND Figure 3-9, a Regional Trail has been accommodated as part of the proposed
improvements to El Sobrante Road, with an additional Regional Trail proposed along the Project’s
frontage with McAllister Street. Although no trail is planned by the Project adjacent to the drainage
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due to the limited extent of this drainage on-site and the lack of connections to off-site portions of this
trail, the Project would preserve this portion of the Project site as natural open space, thereby allowing
for the future construction of a Regional Trail through this area. Impacts associated with the Project’s
planned improvements have been evaluated throughout this IS/MND, and where significant impacts
have been identified, mitigation measures have been imposed on the Project to reduce impacts to
below a level of significance. Accordingly, implementation of the proposed Project would not result in
environmental impacts associated with the construction of recreational trails, and no impact would

occur.
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC Would the project

43. Circulation

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy
establishing a measure of effectiveness for the perform-
ance 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?

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

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

d) Alter waterborne, rail or air traffic?

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

f) Cause an effect upon, or a need for new or altered
maintenance of roads?

g) Cause an effect upon circulation during the project’s
construction?

h) Result in inadequate emergency access or access to
nearby uses?

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

Oojogjd) g o

Oojogjd) g o
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Source: RCIP; Ordinance No. 460; Ordinance No. 461; Urban Crossroads, 2014d; RCTC, 2011;

Google Earth, 2014.
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Findings of Fact:
a) For purposes of analyzing the Project’s potential impacts to traffic, the County of Riverside

identified the traffic impact study area in conformance with their Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA)
preparation guidelines. Based on these guidelines, the minimum area to be studied includes any
intersections to which the Project is anticipated to contribute 50 or more peak-hour trips. With this
County of Riverside requirement, and in consultation with the City of Riverside, the traffic study area
includes 11 existing and future intersections (Urban Crossroads, 2014b, p. 4). Refer to IS/MND
Appendix K for more information about the analysis methodologies employed in the Project-specific
TIA prepared by Urban Crossroads.

Thresholds of Significance

The definition of an intersection deficiency has been obtained from each of the applicable surrounding
jurisdictions, which within the Project’s study area includes Riverside County, the City of Riverside,
and Caltrans facilities. Within the County of Riverside, the acceptable level of service (LOS) is LOS C
on all County-maintained roads and conventional State Highways. As an exception, LOS D may be
allowed in Community Development areas at intersections of any combination of Secondary
Highways, Major Highways, Arterial Highways, Urban Arterial Highways, Expressways or
conventional State Highways. LOS E may be allowed in designated Community Centers to the extent
that it would support transit-oriented development and pedestrian communities. (Urban Crossroads,
2014b, p. 17) Within the City of Riverside, LOS D is considered an acceptable level of service for
intersections of Collector or higher classification (Urban Crossroads, 2014b, p. 18). For Caltrans
Facilities, Caltrans endeavors to maintain a target LOS at the transition between LOS C and LOS D
on State Highway System facilities, however, Caltrans acknowledges that this may not always be
feasible and recommends that the lead agency consult with Caltrans to determine the appropriate
target LOS. Consistent with the County of Riverside minimum LOS of LOS D, LOS D will be used as
the target LOS at arterial-to-freeway ramps. (Urban Crossroads, 2014b, p. 18) Table EA-33,
Summary of LOS Criteria and Thresholds of Significance for Study Area Intersections, summarizes
the applicable level of service (LOS) threshold for each study area intersection.

Existing Conditions

Under existing conditions, the Project site is undeveloped and does not generate traffic. Existing
traffic counts in the study area were collected in January, June, and August 2014. Those days were
representative of typical weekday peak hour traffic conditions in the study area, as no observations
were made in the field by Urban Crossroads that would indicate atypical traffic conditions on this date
(Urban Crossroads, 2014b, p. 30). Based on those traffic counts, and as depicted in Table EA-34,
Existing (2014) Conditions Intersection Analysis, all existing intersections in the study area operate at
acceptable LOS, with the exception of the La Sierra Av. / El Sobrante Rd. intersection which operated
ata LOS “E” at PM Peak hour conditions. The La Sierra Av. / El Sobrante Rd. intersection warrants a
traffic signal under existing conditions to achieve an acceptable LOS (Urban Crossroads, 2014b, p.
30).

Traffic signal warrants for Existing traffic conditions are based on existing peak hour intersection
turning volumes. For Existing traffic conditions, a traffic signal appears to currently be warranted at
the following unsignalized study area intersections (see Appendix “3.3” to the Project’s Traffic Impact
Analysis in ISIMND Appendix K): La Sierra Av. / El Sobrante Rd. (Urban Crossroads, 2014b, p. 34)

A queuing analysis was performed for the westbound and eastbound off-ramps at the SR-91 Freeway
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Table EA-33 Summary of LOS Criteria and Thresholds of Significance for Study Area
Intersections
LOS
- Traffic L Acceptabl Deficiency
# Intersection il Jurisdiction Metholdology A e
L [sERoiCtma e Shali 5 Caltrans 2010 HCM D
Ramps
g [HabiermaivySiIlED 15 Caltrans 2010 HCM D
Ramps
3 | LaSierra Av./ Indiana Av. TS City of Riverside 2010 HCM D
4 | LaSierra Av./ Arizona Av. TS City of Riverside 2010 HCM D
; ; ; Addition of
’ — City of Riverside / : ;
5 | LaSierra Av. [ Victoria Av. TS Riversie Cotty 2010 HCM D project trips
causes the
La Sierra Av. / McAllister o peak hour LOS
b Pkwy. s Riverside County 2010 HCM D to fall from
acceptable
= . . LOS to an
7 | LaSierraAv./ El Sobrante Rd. AWS Riverside County 2010 HCM D
unacceptable
LOS.
8 | McaAllister St. / Driveway 1 SS Riverside County 2010 HCM C
8A | McAllister St. / Driveway 2 CsS Riverside County 2010 HCM C
2 :‘ZCA”'“” Sty ESHETE css Riverside County | 2010 HCM D
10 | Driveway 3/ El Sobrante Rd. SS Riverside County 2010 HCM D
11 | McAllister St./ “A” St. ss Riverside County 2010 HCM C
1 2010 HCM = 2010 Highway Capacity Manual Methodology
2 AWS = All-way Stop; CSS = Cross-street Stop; TS = Traffic Signal
(Urban Crossroads, 2014b, Table 2-4)
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Table EA-34 Existing (2014) Conditions Intersection Analysis
Intersection Approach Lanes’ Delay ’ LOS
Traffic |Northbound|Southbound| Eastbound | Westhound {secs.) Acceptahble]
# |Intersection Contro®l L T R|L T R|{L T R|L T R| AM PM | AM| PM LOS
1 |la Sierra Av. / 5R-91 WB Ramps TS 2 3 0|0 3 1]0 0 O]J1 1 1)144|1&61| B B D
2 |la Sierra Av. / 5R-91 EB Ramps TS 0 3 1|12 3 0]J]1 1 1]0 0 0206|202 C|{C D
3 |La Sierra Av. / Indiana Av. TS 2 3 1|12 3 1|12 2 1]2 2 d|381|3%WB5|D|D D
4 |La Sierra Av. / Arizona Av. TS 1 2 dl1 2 1]/1 1 01 1 1=|413]|166]|D| B D
5 |La Sierra Av. / Victoria Av. TS 1 2 dJ1 2 d|J]2 1 1]J1 1 1]194]|226| B C D
6 |La Sierra Av. / McAllister Pkwy. TS o 2 1|1 2 0|0 O 01 O 1|119] 689 B | A D
7 |La Sierra Av. / El Sobrante Rd. AWS 0 2 o1 1 0]J]0 1 0]0 1 126 | 354 | B | E D
& |McAllister St. / Driveway 1 - Future Intersection - -- - | - C
&A |McAllister St. / Driveway 2 - Future Intersection - - - C
9 |McAllister St. / El SobranteRd. [ ¢ss |o o o1 o0 d|1 1 o]o 2 of159]|187(c¢ D
10 | Driveway 3 / El Scbrante Rd. - Future Intersection - -- -- D
11 |McAllister 5t. f "A" St - Future Intersection C

BOLD = LOS does not meet the applicable jurisdictional requirements (i.e., unacceptable LOS).

1 When aright turn is designated, the lane can either be striped or unstriped. To function as a right turn lane there must
be sufficient width for right turning vehicles to travel outside the through lanes. L = Left; T = Through; R = Right; d=
Defacto Right Turn Lane; > = Right-Turn Overlap Phasing

2 Per the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual, overall average intersection delay and level of service are shown for
intersections with a traffic signal or all-way stop control.  For intersections with cross street stop control, the delay and
level of service for the worst individual movement (or movements sharing a single lane) are shown.

3 CSS = Cross-street Stop; AWS = All-Way Stop; TS = Traffic Signal

(Urban Crossroads, 2014b, Table 3-1)

at La Sierra Avenue interchange to assess vehicle queues for the off ramps that may potentially
impact peak hour operations at the ramp-to-arterial intersections and may potentially “spill back” onto
the SR-91 Freeway mainline. Queuing analysis findings are presented in Table EA-35, Peak Hour
Off-Ramp Queuing Analysis for Existing (2014) Conditions. It is important to note that off-ramp
lengths are consistent with the measured distance between the intersection and the freeway mainline.
As shown on Table EA-35, there are no existing queuing issues. Worksheets for Existing conditions
off-ramp queuing analysis are provided in Appendix “3.4” of the Project’'s Traffic Impact Analysis
(IS/MND Appendix K).

Project Trip Generation and Distribution

Trip generation represents the amount of traffic that is attracted to and produced by a development
project. Determining traffic generation for a specific project is based upon forecasting the amount of
traffic that is expected to be both attracted to and produced by the specific land uses proposed for a
given development. The Project is estimated to produce an estimated 2,589 daily vehicle trips,
including 204 trips during the AM Peak Hour and 272 trips during the PM Peak Hour, as indicated
previously in IS/MND Table 3-5 (Urban Crossroads, 2014b, p. 39). For more information about trip
generation, refer to IS/MND Appendix K.

Trip distribution is the process of identifying the probable destinations, directions, or traffic routes that
would be utilized by Project traffic. The potential interaction between the planned land uses and
surrounding regional access routes are considered, to identify the routes where Project traffic would
distribute. The trip distribution for the proposed Project was developed based on anticipated
passenger car travel patterns to-and-from the Project site. The total volume on each roadway was
divided by the Project’s total traffic generation to indicate the percentage of Project traffic that would
use each component of the regional roadway system in each relevant direction. The Project’s trip
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Table EA-35 Peak Hour Off-Ramp Queuing Analysis for Existing (2014) Conditions

95th Percentile Stacking Distance

Stacking Required [Feet) Acceptable?’
Intersection Movement Distance (Feet) AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM PM

La Sierra Av. f SR-91 WB Ramps
WEL 585 272 396 Yes Yes
WBLTR 1,210 295 384 Yes Yes
WER 520 241 313 Yes Yes

La Sierra Aw. / SR-91 EB Ramps

EBL 1,615 288 321 Yes Yes
EBLTR 1,730 303 ° 568 ° Yes Yes
EBR 480 147 523 Yes Yes

1 Stacking Distance is acceptable if the required stacking distance is less than or equal to the stacking distance
provided. An additional 15 feet of stacking which is assumed to be provided in the transition for turn pockets is
reflected in the stacking distance shown on this table, where applicable.

2 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer. Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

3 Although the 95th percentile queue length exceeds capacity, the total queue length of the ramp is anticipated to
accommodate excess turn pocket queues and is not considered to result in any deficiencies.

(Urban Crossroads, 2014b, Table 3-2)

distribution pattern is graphically depicted on Figure EA-7, Project Trip Distribution. (Urban
Crossroads, 2014b, p. 40)

The assignment of traffic from the Project area to the adjoining roadway system is based on the
Project trip generation, trip distribution, and the arterial highway and local street system improvements
that would be in place by the time of Project development. Based on the identified Project traffic
generation and trip distribution patterns, Project average daily traffic (ADT) volumes for the weekday
are shown on Figure EA-8, Project Average Daily Traffic. (Urban Crossroads, 2014b, p. 44).

Analysis Scenarios

For the purpose of the proposed Project’s traffic impact analysis, potential impacts to traffic and
circulation are assessed for each of the conditions listed below (Urban Crossroads, 2014b, p. 1):

e Near-Term Construction conditions;

o Existing (2014) plus Project conditions (E+P);

o Existing plus Ambient Growth plus Project (EAP 2016);

o Existing plus Ambient Growth plus Project plus Cumulative (2016) Conditions (EAPC 2016);

e Horizon Year (2035) without Project; and

e Horizon Year (2035) with Project.
The Near-Term Construction conditions analysis determines the potential for Project construction-
related traffic to result in an adverse effect to the local roadway system. Types of traffic anticipated

during construction include employees traveling to/from the Project site as well as deliveries of
construction materials to the Project site.

The Existing (2014) plus Project (E+P) analysis determines direct Project-related traffic impacts that
would occur on the existing roadway system in the theoretical scenario of the Project being placed

Page 134 of 161 EA #42710

215



1/11/2022 Board Meeting

7-4

Attachment 2, Page 203 of 254
INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

<
“77/@
<
?%9
KO
wp" STREET
EL SOBRANTE RD.
15
10 =PERCENT TO/FROM PROJECT
Source(s): Urban Crossroads (11-06-14)
Figure EA-7
g PROJECT TRIP DISTRIBUTION
T&B PLANNING, INC. Page 135 of 161 EA #42710

216



1/11/2022 Board Meeting 7-4 Attachment 2, Page 204 of 254
INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
a
e
:@)o.z
Q-
o
[\} /@ Q
S oM
Ve
®
e
’Y@Q.“
7
K
=
LEGEND: B
- - SITE
10.0 =VEHICLES PER DAY (1000’S) - BA 9'; Ll
10(10)= AM(PM) PEAK HOUR VOLUMES @ 1.8 \3.\
<
)
La Sierra Av. & | 2 La Sierra Av. & La Sierra Av. & |4 La Sierra Av. & La Sierra Av. & | g La Sierra Av. &
SR-91 WB Ramps SR-91 EB Ramps Indiana Av. Arizona Av. Victoria Av. McAllister Pkwy.
==[*00) :ﬁ,a L 0(0) 3§3 L 0(0) 0(0) §§ .
S w | =+0(0) -3 -0(0) S« S| =+0(0) =—0(0) N ®© 23(15)
J 1 |8(26) T 75017) | J 1 L]0(0) 7 8(26) vl 000)
g 0(0)* 4 - N U A b T
55 | 00~ 7@ 558 | WO~ 5% Sge 5g
S Al 3 TEE | M0°§° 37 3°
7 La SierraAv. & | 8 McAllister St. & McAllister St. & (9 McAllister St. & Driveway 3 & | 11 McAllister St. &
El Sobrante Rd. Driveway 1 Driveway 2 El Sobrante Rd. El Sobrante Rd. "A" St.
s 8455 < F 2c
SE8|-00) | SR|42109) Loy | BT Y L_7(25)
TV Uraas| 1 Lo 786 | J L ~s36s) A | e
ogogJ AN b e 18%60;J
0(0)> | S5 ®© E?v'? 'n?@ 18(60)—
00|55 F Ng =N
Source(s): Urban Crossroads (11-06-14)
Figure EA-8
- PROJECT AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC
T&B PLANNING, INC. Page 136 of 161 EA #42710

217



1/11/2022 Board Meeting 7-4 Attachment 2, Page 205 of 254

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant  Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

upon existing conditions. Existing conditions (2014) represents the baseline traffic conditions as they
existing at the time the Project’s applications were deemed complete by the County of Riverside.
Because the Project is not expected to be fully built and occupied until at least December 2016, the
E+P scenario is presented to disclose direct impacts as required by CEQA. (Urban Crossroads,
2014b, p. 3)

The Opening Year (2016) analysis includes an evaluation the Existing plus Ambient Growth plus
Project (EAP 2016) traffic conditions. The EAP analysis is intended to identify the direct impacts
associated solely with the development of the proposed Project based on the expected background
growth within the study area. The Opening Year (2016) analysis also includes an evaluation of
Existing plus Ambient Growth plus Project plus Cumulative Development (EAPC 2016) conditions to
identify the Project’s potential cumulative contribution to traffic impacts within the study area. (Urban
Crossroads, 2014b, p. 3)

The Horizon Year (2035) conditions analysis is utilized to determine if improvements funded through
local and regional transportation mitigation fee programs such as the TUMF program, Riverside
County DIF program, or other approved funding mechanism (Community Facilities District, etc.) can
accommodate the cumulative traffic at the target level of service (LOS) identified in the County
General Plan. If the “funded” improvements can provide the target LOS, then the Project’'s payment
into the TUMF and DIF is considered adequate cumulative mitigation as imposed through Conditions
of Approval applied to the Project by the County. If other improvements are needed beyond the
“funded” improvements (such as localized improvements to non-TUMF or non-DIF facilities), they are
identified as such. (Urban Crossroads, 2014b, p. 3)

Refer to IS/MND Appendix K for a detailed discussion of the methodologies and assumptions for each
analysis scenario, and a list of cumulative development projects considered in the analysis.

Impact Analysis for Near-Term Construction Traffic Conditions

During the construction phase of the Project, traffic to-and-from the subject property would be
generated by activities such as construction employee trips, delivery of construction materials, and
use of heavy equipment. Vehicular traffic associated with construction employees would be minimal,
much less than daily and peak hour traffic volumes generated during Project operational activities,
and is not expected to result in a substantial adverse effect to the local roadway system. Deliveries of
construction materials to the Project site would also have a nominal effect to the local roadway
network; construction materials would be delivered to the site throughout the construction phase
based on need and would not occur on an everyday basis. Heavy equipment would be utilized on the
Project site during the construction phase. As most heavy equipment is not authorized to be driven
on a public roadway, most equipment would be delivered and removed from the site via flatbed trucks.
As with the delivery of construction materials, the delivery of heavy equipment to the Project site
would not occur on a daily basis, but would occur periodically throughout the construction phase
based on need. As previously described, all existing intersections in the Project’s study area operate
at acceptable LOS under Existing (2014) conditions with the exception of the La Sierra Av. / El
Sobrante Rd. intersection (which operates at LOS “E” under existing conditions). The addition of
temporary, Project-related construction traffic to this deficient intersection is not anticipated to
contribute 50 or more peak hour trips. Accordingly, traffic generated by the Project’'s construction
phase would not result in a conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures
of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system. Impacts during the Project’s
construction phase would be less than significant.
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Impact Analysis for Existing (2014) plus Project Traffic Conditions

For purposes of information disclosure, this subsection presents an analysis of existing traffic volumes
plus traffic generated by the proposed Project (Existing plus Project, or E+P). The reason this
particular analysis scenario is provided is to disclose the potential for direct impacts to the existing
environment as required by CEQA. The E+P scenario rarely materializes as an actual scenario in the
real world. The time period between the environmental baseline date and the date Project buildout
occurs can often be a period of several years or more. In the case of the proposed Project, the time
period estimated between existing conditions (2014) and estimated Project buildout (2016) is two (2)
years. During this time period, conditions are not static. Other projects are being constructed, the
transportation network is evolving, and traffic patterns are changing. Therefore the E+P scenario is
very unlikely to materialize in real world conditions and thus does not accurately describe the
environment that exists when a particular project is constructed and becomes operational.
Regardless, the E+P scenario is evaluated to satisfy CEQA requirements to identify the Project’s
impacts to the existing environment.

The lane configurations and traffic controls assumed to be in place for E+P conditions are consistent
with existing conditions (refer to Exhibit 3-1 of the Project’s Traffic Impact Analysis in IS/IMND
Appendix K), with the exception of the Project driveways and those facilities assumed to be in place
prior to or constructed by the Project to provide site access are also assumed to be in place for E+P
conditions. (Urban Crossroads, 2014b, p. 53)

Intersection levels of service for E+P conditions are summarized in Table EA-36, Existing (2014) plus
Project Conditions Intersections Analysis. As shown in Table EA-36, under E+P traffic conditions, all
Project study area intersections would operate at acceptable LOS during peak hours with the
exception of the La Sierra Av. / El Sobrante Rd. intersection, which operates at LOS “E” during PM
Peak Hour Conditions. This intersection operated at LOS “E” under existing conditions (without
Project traffic), and warrants a traffic signal (Urban Crossroads, 2014b, p. 30). However, the Project’s
contribution of more than 50 peak hour trips to this deficient intersection represents a cumulatively
significant impact requiring mitigation (refer to Mitigation Measures M-TR-1 and M-TR-2). (Urban
Crossroads, 2014b, p. 53)

For E+P conditions, there are no additional unsignalized study area intersections anticipated to
warrant a traffic signal in addition to those previously warrant under Existing conditions (see Appendix
“5.2" of the Traffic Impact Analysis in IS/MND Appendix K). (Urban Crossroads, 2014b, p. 53)

A queuing analysis was performed for the westbound and eastbound off-ramps at the SR-91 Freeway
and La Sierra Avenue interchange to assess vehicle queues for the off ramps that may potentially
result in deficient peak hour operations at the ramp-to-arterial intersections and may potentially “spill
back” onto the SR-91 Freeway mainline. Queuing analysis findings for E+P traffic conditions are
presented in Table EA-37, Peak Hour Off-Ramp Queuing Analysis for E+P Conditions. Off-ramp
lengths are consistent with the measured distance between the intersection and the freeway mainline.
As shown on Table EA-37 and consistent with Existing traffic conditions, there are no potential
gueuing issues anticipated during the weekday AM or PM peak 95th percentile traffic flows for E+P
traffic conditions. (Urban Crossroads, 2014b, pp 53 and 58)

Impact Analysis for Opening Year (2016) Traffic Conditions

The Opening Year (2016) conditions analysis identifies the specific impacts associated solely with the
development of the proposed Project based on the expected background growth within the study area
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Table EA-36 Existing (2014) plus Project Conditions Intersections Analysis
Intersection Approach Lanes™ Delay’ LoS
Traffic |Northbound|Southbound| Eastbound | Westhound {secs.) Acceptablegl
# |Intersection Controf| L T R|L T R|L T R|L T R| am | pm |am]|Pm LOS
1 |La Sierra Av. / SR-91 WB Ramps TS 2 3 0J]o 3 1)0 0 Oo|1 1 1]|14s|187]| B]| B D
2 |La Sierra Av. / SR-91 EB Ramps TS g 3 112 3 01 1 1|10 0 ©l210f208]C]| C D
3 |La Sierra Av. / Indiana Av. TS 2 3 1|12 3 112 2 1|2 2 d|384(374| D | D D
4 |la Sierra Av. / Arizona Av. TS 1 2 dj1 2 111 1 ¢0f1 1 1>1417]182| D] B D
5 |La Sierra Av. / Victorie Av. TS 1 2 dj1 2 dfj2 1 1(1 1 1201275 cC]|C D
6 |La Sierra Av. / McAllister Pkwy. TS g 2 1]1 2 0o 0 0|1 0 1]135| 81 B| A D
7 |La Sierra Av. / El Sobrante Rd. AWS g 2 01 1 0)jo 1 0|0 1 ©|190(3728| C|E D
8 |McAllister St. / Driveway 1 CSs 0 1 0J]0 1 ©0J0 0 0|0 1 0Of 94 94 1A | A C
8A |McAllister St. / Driveway 2 C58 6 1 0]J]0o 1 o0)JO0 O 0|0 1 ©Of 93 93 |A] A C
9 |McAllister St. / Fl Sobrante Rd. Ccss 0 ¢ 0|1 & d]J1 1 0|06 2 0|184(262|C|D D
10 |Driveway 3 / Fl Sobrante Rd. cSS 6 0 0J]0 1 00 1 OO0 1 0Q)]154(145]1 C]| B D
11 [McAllister St. /A" St - Future Intersection - - - - C

BOLD = LOS dees not meet the applicable jurisdictional reguirements (ie., unaceeptable LOS]

1

2

H

When a right turn is designated, the lane can either be striped or unstriped. Tofunetion as a right turn lane there must be sufficient width for right
turning vehicles to travel cutside the threugh lanes,

L = Left; T = Threugh; R = Right; d= Defacto Right Turn Lane; » = Right-Turn Overlap Phasing 1 = Improvement

Per the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual, overal|l average intersection delay and level of service are shown for intersections with a traffic signal or allway stop control

For intersection s with cross street stop contrel, the delay and level of service for the worst individual movement (er mevements sharing a single lane] are shown.
(55 = Cross-street Stop; AWS = All-Way Stop; TS = Traffic Signal; €8S = Improvement

Source: (Urban Crossroads, 2014b, Table 5-1)

Table EA-37 Peak Hour Off-Ramp Queuing Analysis for E+P Conditions

95th Percentile Stacking Distance

Stacking Required [Feet) Acceptable?’
Intersection Movement Distance {Feet] AM Peak Hour I PM Peak Hour AM | PM
Existing (2014) Conditions

La Slerra Av. / SR-91 WB Ramps
WBL 585 272 396 Yes Yes
WBLTR 1,210 295 384 Yes Yes
WBR 520 241 313 Yes fes

La Sierra Av. / SR-91 EB Ramps
EBL 1,615 288 Eral Yes Yes
EBLTR 1,730 303 * 568 Yes Yes
EBR 480 147 523 > Yes Yes

Existing plus Project Conditions

La Sierra Av. / SR-91 WB Ramps
WBL 585 278 410 Yes Yes
WBLTR 1,210 297 401 Yes Yes
WBR 520 241 320 Yes fes

La Sierra Av. / SR-91 EB Ramps
EBL 1,615 295 Eral Yes Yes
EBLTR 1,730 309 * 589 * Yes Yes
EBR 450 151 547 > Yes Yes

1 Stacking Distance is acceptable if the required stacking distance is less than or equal to the stacking distance
provided. An additional 15 fee of stacking.
2 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer. Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
3 Although the 95th percentile queue length exceeds capacity, the total queue length of the ramp is anticipated
to accommodate excess turn pocket queues and is not considered to result in any deficiencies.
(Urban Crossroads, 2014b, Table 5-2)
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(Existing plus Ambient Growth plus Project, or EAP). Cumulative development projects within the
Project study area are not included within the EAP evaluation. As shown in Table EA-38, Opening
Year (2016) Intersection Analysis, no additional intersections in the Project study area are projected to
operate at unacceptable LOS during the AM and PM peak hours beyond those previously identified
for Existing (2014) conditions. Therefore, implementation of the proposed Project would result in less-
than-significant impacts to study area intersections under EAP conditions, assuming implementation
of Mitigation Measures M-TR-1 and M-TR-2. (Urban Crossroads, 2014b, p. 61)

For EAP conditions, there are no additional unsignalized study area intersections anticipated to
warrant a traffic signal in addition to those previously warrant under Existing conditions (see Appendix
“6.2" to the Project’s Traffic Impact Analysis in ISIMND Appendix K). (Urban Crossroads, 2014b, p.
61)

A queuing analysis was performed for the westbound and eastbound off-ramps at the SR-91 Freeway
and La Sierra Avenue interchange to assess vehicle queues for the off ramps that may potentially
result in deficient peak hour operations at the ramp-to-arterial intersections and may potentially “spill
back” onto the SR-91 Freeway mainline. Queuing analysis findings for EAP traffic conditions are
presented in Table EA-39, Peak Hour Off-Ramp Queuing Analysis for EAP (2016) Conditions. Off-
ramp lengths are consistent with the measured distance between the intersection and the freeway
mainline. As shown on Table EA-39 and consistent with Existing traffic conditions, there are no
potential queuing issues anticipated during the weekday AM or PM peak 95th percentile traffic flows
for EAP traffic conditions. (Urban Crossroads, 2014b, pp. 61 and 67)

Impact Analysis for Opening Year (2016) plus Cumulative Conditions

Traffic within the Project study area from development projects that are approved and not yet
constructed, along with developments that are currently in the process of entitlement, have been
added to the Opening Year (EAP 2016) traffic volumes to represent Existing plus Ambient Growth
plus Project plus Cumulative Development conditions (EAPC 2016). The purpose of this analysis is to
determine if the Project in conjunction with nearby development projects has the potential to result in
traffic impacts that are individually less than significant but considerable on a cumulative basis. This
scenario includes Existing traffic volumes, an ambient growth factor of 4.04%, traffic from pending and
approved but not yet constructed known development projects in the area and the addition of Project
traffic. (Urban Crossroads, 2014b, p. 69)

The lane configurations and traffic controls assumed to be in place for EAPC traffic conditions are
consistent with those shown previously on Exhibit 3-1 of the Project’s Traffic Impact Analysis (IS/MND

Appendix K), with the exception of the Project driveways and those facilities assumed to be in place
prior to or constructed by the Project or cumulative developments to provide site access are also
assumed to be in place for EAPC traffic conditions. This includes the future “A” Street connection
between McAllister Street and Van Buren Boulevard proposed to be developed by nearby cumulative
developments. (Urban Crossroads, 2014b, p. 69)

Intersection levels of service for the Opening Year (2016) plus Cumulative Project conditions are
summarized in Table EA-40, Opening Year (2016) plus Cumulative Conditions Intersection Analysis.
As summarized in Table EA-40, under Opening Year (2016) Plus Cumulative traffic conditions
(E+A+P+C), the following study area intersections are projected to operate at an unacceptable LOS
during peak hours.
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Table EA-38 Opening Year (2016) Intersection Analysis
Existing (2014] EAP (2016)
Intersection Approach Lanes' Delay * o Delay® o
Traific | Northbound| Southbound| Eastbound | Westbound (secs.] (secs.] Acceptable]
# |Intersection contro| L T R|L T R|L T R|L T R| am | P |Am|Pma]| ama | pm |am|Pm LOS
1 [La Sierra Av. / SR-91 WB Ramps 15 2 3 oo 3 1(o o0 01 1 1144 181| B | B | 154|197 | B | B b
2 |La Sierra Av. / SR-91 EB Ramps T8 6 3 1]2 3 01 1 1|0 0 D206 |202]C|C|2za|22e]|C | C D
3 [La Sierra Av. / Indiana Av. 15 2 3 112 3 1(2 2 1|2 2 d|381|3%S5|D|D|400]|392|D|D D
4 |La Sierra Av. / Arizona Av. T8 1 2 djp1 2 111 1 0|1 1 1~{413|166|D| B | 470]213| D[ C D
5 |La Sierra Av. / Victoria Av. TS 1 2 dj1 2 dj2 1 1|1 1 1184|226 B|C|zad8|302]|]C]|C D
& |La Sierra Av. / McAllister Plry. TS 6 2 1|1 2 O0)J0 0 O|1 O 1]119| 69 | B|A|144)| 87 | B | A D
7 |La Sierra Av. / El Sobrante Rd. AWS 6 2 oj1 1 0jo 1 o0 1 0128 |354|B| E| 210|385 C|E D
8 |Mcallister St. / Driveway 1 £s5 6 1 ojo 1 O0jJO0 0 OO0 1 O 2 o2 -1 9.4 94 | A| A C
84 |Mcallister St. / Driveway 2 55 6 1 ojo 1 0jOo 0 OO0 1 © 75 7 -1 -1 94 854 | A| A C
9 [McAllister St. / El Sobrante Rd. 55 60 ¢ oj1 o df1 1 oflo 2 o159 | 187 C|C| 192|277 | C|D D
10 Driveway 3 / El Scbrante Rd. C58 6 ¢ ojo 1 O0jOo 1 OO0 2 O = £ -] -]158 | 149 | C | B D
11 |McAllister St. / "A" St. - Future Intersection - - -1 - - - -1 - &

BOLD = LOS does not meet the applicable jurisdictional requirements (ie., unacceptable LOS).
1

turning vehicles totravel outside the through lanes.

When arightturn is desighated, the lane can either be striped or unstriped. Tofunction as a right e [ane there must be sufficientwidth for right

L = Left T = Through; R = Right, d=Defacto RightTurn Lane; = = Right-Turn OverlapPhasingl = Improvement

F

Fer the 2010 Highway Capacity Manval, overall average intersection delay and level of service are shown for intersedtions with a orafficsignal or all-way stop control.

For intersections with cross street stop montrol, the delay and level of service for the worstindividual movement (or movements sharing a single lane) are shown.

E

C55 = Cross-street Stop; AWS = All-Way Stop; TS = Traffic Sighal, £88 = [mprovement

(Urban Crossroads, 2014b, Table 6-1)

Table EA-39 Peak Hour Off-Ramp Queuing Analysis for EAP (2016) Conditions

95th Percentile Stacking Distance
Stacking Required [Feet) Acceptable?’
Intersection Movement Distance (Feet] AM Peak Hour I PM Peak Hour AM I PM
Existing (2014) Conditions

La Sierra Av. f SR-91 WB Ramps
WEL 585 272 396 Yes Yes
WBLTR 1,210 295 384 Yes Yes
WER 520 241 313 Yes Yes

La Sierra Av. / SR-91 EB Ramps
EBL 1,615 288 321 Yes Yes
EBLTR 1,720 302 ? 5gg ’ Yes Yes
EBR 480 147 523 Yes Yes

EAP [2016) Conditions

La Sierra Av. / SR-91 WB Ramps
WEL 585 293 432°¢ Yes Yes
WELTR 1,210 337 ¢ 452 ¢ Yes es
WER 520 254 340 Yes Yes

La Sierra Av. / SR-91 EB Ramps
EBL 1,615 307 336 Yes Yes
EBLTR 1,730 343 * 628 * Yes Yes
EBR 430 171 584 *° Yes Yes

1 Stacking Distance is acceptable if the required stacking distance is less than or equal to the stacking distance

provided. An additional 15 fee of stacking.

2 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer. Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
3 Although the 95th percentile queue length exceeds capacity, the total queue length of the ramp is anticipated to
accommodate excess turn pocket queues and is not considered to result in any deficiencies.

(Urban Crossroads, 2014b, Table 6-2)
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Table EA-40 Opening Year (2016) plus Cumulative Conditions Intersection Analysis

Delay * i6e J
Traffic |Northbound|Southbound| Eastbound | Westbound (secs.) Acceptabl
# |Intersection Contro[ L T R|L T R|L T R|L T R| am PM | AM| PM LOS
1 |La Sierra Av. / SR-91 WB Ramps TS 2 3 9]0 3 1]9 o 01 1 1)]181]1325]8B]C o
2 |Le Sierra Av. / SR-91 EB Ramps TS g 3 112 3 0]1 1 1189 0 @262 3987 C|D D
3 |La Sierra Av. / Indiana Av. TS 2 3 112 3 112 2 112 2 d]542)|235]| 0D E L
4 |La Sierra Av. / Arizona Av. TS 1 2 d]J1 2 111 1 0]1 1 1>]e01]|248| E| C D
5 |La Sierra Av. / Victoria Av. TS 1 2 d]1 2 dfJ2 1 1]1 1 1]235]|341|cC|¢cC b
6 |La Sierra Av. / McAllister Pkwy. TS o 2 111 2 @]9 o 0]1 0 1]234]1s6] C B [
7 |La Sierra Av. / El Sobrante Rd. AWS 0 2 o1 1 @]Jo 1 0]JO0o 1 ©)|253|38s5]| 0D E [
8 |McAllister St. / Driveway 1 1) 0 1 ¢0joc 1 ©6]J]6 ©0 0|0 1 O 9.6 9.9 A B C
3A |McAllister St. / Driveway 2 CsSs 0 1 ©0J]0c 1 00 0 0|0 1 0 9.6 9.8 A B C
9 |Mcallister St. / El Sobrante Rd. CsSs 0 0 0]1 O dJ1 1 ©0|l0 2 0121938 C E D
10 | Briveway 3 / El Sobrante Rd. CSS 0 ¢ 0J]0 1 0J0O0 1 0|0 2 0O]11le3]158|C| C D
11 [McAllister St. / "A" St C55 o 1 9o 1 olo o 0ol 1 9lio7li118] B B C

BOLD = LOS dees not meet the applicable jurisdiction al requirements (i.e., unacceptable LOS),
b When aright turn is designated, the lane can either be striped or unstriped. To function as a right tum lane there must be sufficient width for righ
turning vehicles to travel cutside the through lanes,
L = Left; T = Threugh; R = Right; d= Defacte Right Tum Lane; > = Right-Turn Qverlap Phasing;l = Improvement
Perthe 2010 Highway Capacity Manual, overall average intersection delay and level of service are shown for intersections with atraffic signal or all-way stop contrel
For intersections with cross street stop contrel, the delay and level of service for the werstindividual movement (er movements sharing asingle lane) are shown,

S5 = Cross-street Stop; AWS = All-Way Stop; TS = Traffic Signal; £58 = Improvement

2

3

Source: (Urban Crossroads, 2014b, Table 7-1)

Two of these intersections are located within the City of Riverside (Urban Crossroads, 2014b, p. 69):

e La Sierra Avenue/Indiana Avenue in the PM peak hour,

e La Sierra Avenue/Arizona Avenue in the AM peak hour; and

One of the intersections is located within the County of Riverside:
e McAllister Street/El Sobrante Road in the PM peak hour.

The proposed Project would contribute to, but would not directly cause, LOS deficiencies at these
intersections. Accordingly, the intersections would experience significant cumulative impacts under
Opening Year (2016) plus Cumulative traffic conditions (EAPC) and the Project’s contribution to the
impacts at these two intersections would be cumulatively considerable, because the Project would
contribute more than 50 peak hour trips. Mitigation measures have been imposed on the Project to
address these cumulative deficiencies (refer to Mitigation Measures M-TR-1 and M-TR-2). (Urban
Crossroads, 2014b, Table 7-3)

Traffic signal warrants have been performed on unsignalized intersections that have not warranted a
signal under Existing, E+P or EAP traffic conditions. For EAPC traffic conditions, the intersection of
McAllister at EI Sobrante Road appears to warrant a traffic signal in addition to those previously
warranted under Existing, E+P or EAP traffic conditions (see Appendix “7.2" to the Project’s Traffic
Impact Analysis in ISIMND Appendix K). This is evaluated as a cumulative impact for which
mitigation would be required (refer to Mitigation Measures M-TR 1 and M-TR-2). (Urban Crossroads,
2014b, p. 73)

A queuing analysis was performed for the westbound and eastbound off-ramps at the SR-91 Freeway
and La Sierra Avenue interchange to assess vehicle queues for the off ramps that may potentially
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result in deficient peak hour operations at the ramp-to-arterial intersections and may potentially “spill
back” onto the SR-91 Freeway mainline. Queuing analysis findings for EAPC traffic conditions are
presented in Table EA-41, Peak Hour Off-Ramp Queuing Analysis for EAPC (2016) Conditions. Off-
ramp lengths are consistent with the measured distance between the intersection and the freeway
mainline. As shown on Table EA-41 and consistent with Existing traffic conditions, there are no
potential queuing issues anticipated during the weekday AM or PM peak 95th percentile traffic flows
for EAPC traffic conditions. Worksheets for EAPC conditions off-ramp queuing analysis are provided
in Appendix “7.3" of the Project’'s Traffic Impact Analysis (IS/MND Appendix K). (Urban Crossroads,
2014b, p. 73)

Table EA-41 Peak Hour Off-Ramp Queuing Analysis for EAPC (2016) Conditions

95th Percentile Stacking Distance
Stacking Required [Feet) Acceptable?’
Intersection Movement Distance (Feet) AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM PM
La Sierra Av. f SR-91 WB Ramps
WBL 585 369 ° 580 ° Yes Yes
WBLTR 1,210 384 7 598 ? Yes Yes
WER 520 276 472 ¢ Yes Yes
La Sierra Aw. / SR-91 EB Ramps
EBL 1,615 374 ¢ 386 Yes Yes
EBLTR 1,730 405 ? 806 ° Yes Yes
EBR 480 229 760 ¢ Yes Yes

1 Stacking Distance is acceptable if the required stacking distance is less than or equal to the stacking distance
provided. An additional 15 fee of stacking.
2 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer. Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
3 Although the 95th percentile queue length exceeds capacity, the total queue length of the ramp is anticipated to
accommodate excess turn pocket queues and is not considered to result in any deficiencies.
(Urban Crossroads, 2014b, Table 7-2)

Impact Analysis for Horizon Year (2035) Conditions

The Horizon Year (2035) conditions analysis is utilized to determine if improvements anticipated in
long-term planning documents such as the County General Plan are adequate to accommodate long-
term cumulative traffic conditions at the target LOS, or if additional mitigation is necessary. The lane
configurations and traffic controls assumed to be in place for Horizon Year conditions are consistent
with those shown previously on Exhibit 3-1 of the Project’s Traffic Impact Analysis (IS/MND Appendix
K), with the exception of Project driveways and those facilities assumed to be constructed by the
Project or cumulative developments to provide site access. This includes the future “A” Street
connection between McAllister Street and Van Buren Boulevard proposed to be developed by nearby
cumulative developments. (Urban Crossroads, 2014b, p. 77)

Intersection levels of service for the Horizon Year scenario are summarized in Table EA-42, Horizon
Year (2035) Intersection Analysis. As shown in Table EA-42, under Horizon Year (2035) with Project
traffic conditions, the following study area intersections (beyond those previously identified) are
projected to operate at unacceptable LOS during peak hours (Urban Crossroads, 2014b, p. 77):

e La Sierra Avenue/Indiana Avenue (City of Riverside) in both the AM and PM peak hours;

e La Sierra Avenue / Victoria Avenue (City and County of Riverside) in the AM and PM peak
hours; and
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o McAllister Street/”A” Street (County of Riverside) in the PM peak hour.

The proposed Project would contribute to, but would not directly cause, LOS deficiencies at these
intersections. Accordingly, the intersections would experience significant cumulative impacts to the
above-listed intersections and the Project’s contribution to the impacts at these intersections would be
cumulatively considerable under Horizon Year (2035) traffic conditions because the Project would
contribute more than 50 peak hour trips. Mitigation is required (refer to Mitigation Measures M-TR-1,
M-TR-2, and M-TR-3).

Based upon the Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis performed by Urban Crossroads, the intersection of
McAllister St. / “A” Street meets the minimum conditions under which the installation of a traffic signal
might be warranted (in addition to those previously identified). However, meeting this condition does
not require that a traffic control signal be installed at a particular location, but rather, that other traffic
factors and conditions be evaluated in order to determine whether the signal is truly justified. It should
also be noted that signal warrants do not necessarily correlate with LOS. As such, although
warranted, with implementation of other recommended improvements it is anticipated that the
intersection of McAllister Street and “A” Street would operate at an acceptable LOS without the
installation of a traffic signal. As such, a traffic signal has not been recommended at this intersection
(Urban Crossroads, 2014b, p. 83). No traffic signals are required under Horizon Year (2035) traffic
conditions beyond those identified for Existing, and Opening Year plus Cumulative conditions.

Table EA-42 Horizon Year (2035) Intersection Analysis

Without Project With Project
Intersection Approach Lanes® Delay 3 Las Delay 2 Los
Traffic | Northbound|Southbound| Eastbound | Westbound (secs.] (secs.) Acceptable
# |Intersection Cotrof| L T R|L T R|JL T R|L T R| am P | AM| P | AN PM | AN | PM LOS
1 |La Sierra Av. / SR-91 WB Ramps T8 2 3 o0Jo 3 1]0 © o1 1 1f]228|3e2|cCc|D|239(|304]C|D D
2 |La Sierra Av. / SR-91 EB Ramps T5 c 3 112 3 o1 1 1|0 0 0352|523 D|D|374]540|D| D )]
3 |La Sierra Av. / Indiana Av. TS 2 3 1]2 3 1)2 2 1|2 2 d|e89|1214| E| F | 70.1 |1287| E| F D
4 |La Sierra Av. f Arizona Av. TS5 1 2 dj1 2 1|1 1 0|1 1 1=J573|327| E|C|679]347| E| C )]
5 |La Sierra Av. / Victoria Av. T8 1 2 d]J1 2 dj2 1 1|1 1 1|1106|1241| F | F |21195)124.9| F| F D
6 |La Sierra Av. / McAllister Pkwy. 15 g 2 1|11 2 ojlo 0 0|1 0 11534 |Za|D|C|546]337|D|C D
7 |La Sierra Av. / El Scbrante Rd. Aws |0 2 o1 1 oflc 1 Ofo 1 0593|672 F| F|596]|673| F|F D
8 |Mcallister St. / Driveway 1 css c 1 0o 1 0o 0o 0j0 1 O = - A 99 102 | A | B C
8A |Mcallister St. / Driveway 2 L5 0 1 0]J6 1 oJG6 ©o OO 1 © = 53 -]l -1 99 |01 A]|B C
9 |McAllister St. / El Sobrante Rd. £ss oo o0)j1 0 dJ1 1 0f0o 2 o0f-1000>10000 F| F |>1000]>1000 F | F [}
10 |Driveway 3 / El Sobrante Rd. css o o olo 1 oJo 1 0|0 2 © i - ~| - 751000 F| F D
11 |McAllister St. / "A" St. £S5 0 1 o0ojJo 1 oJo o o|o 1 o207 |74 C| F| 2471245 C| F C

BOLD = LOS does not meet the applicable jurisdictional requirements [i.e., unacceptable LOS).
L When arightturn is designated, the lane can eith er be striped or unstriped. Tofunction as a right twrn lane there must be sufficient width for right
turhing vehides totravel outside the through lanes.
L = Left; T = Through; R = Right; d= Defacto Right Turn Lane; > = Right-Turn Overlap Phasing] = Improvement
Per the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual, cverall average intersection delay and level of service are showh for intersections with a trafficsignal or all-way stop control.
Forintersections with cross street stop control, the delay and level of service for the worst individual movement [or movements sharing a single lane] are shown
* 85 = Cross-street Stop; AWS = Al-Way Stop; TS = Traffic Signal; £58 = Improvement

Source: (Urban Crossroads, 2014b, Table 8-1)

1

A queuing analysis was performed for the westbound and eastbound off-ramps at the SR-91 Freeway
and La Sierra Avenue interchange to assess vehicle queues for the off ramps that may potentially
result in deficient peak hour operations at the ramp-to-arterial intersections and may potentially “spill
back” onto the SR-91 Freeway mainline. Queuing analysis findings are presented in Table EA-43,
Peak Hour Off-Ramp Queuing Analysis for Horizon Year (2035) Conditions, for Horizon Year Without
and With Project traffic conditions. Off-ramp lengths are consistent with the measured distance
between the intersection and the freeway mainline. As shown on Table EA-43 and consistent with
Existing traffic conditions, there are no potential queuing issues anticipated during the weekday AM or
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PM peak 95th percentile traffic flows for Horizon Year Without and With Project traffic conditions.
Worksheets for Horizon Year Without and With Project conditions off-ramp queuing analysis are
provided in Appendix “8.5" and Appendix “8.6", respectively, of the Project’s Traffic Impact Analysis
(ISIMND Appendix K). (Urban Crossroads, 2014b, p. 83)

Table EA-43 Peak Hour Off-Ramp Queuing Analysis for Horizon Year (2035) Conditions

95th Percentile Stacking Distance
Stacking Required [Feet) Acceptable?’
Intersection Movement Distance (Feet] AM Peak Hour I PM Peak Hour AM I PM
Without Project Conditions

La Sierra Av. / SR-91 WB Ramps
WBL 585 415 °? 638 ° Yes Yes
WBLTR 1,210 452 ¢ 678 ° Yes Yes
WBR 520 342 ¢ 524 ° Yes Yes

La Sierra Av. / SR-91 EB Ramps
EBL 1,615 442 * 433 Yes Yes
EBLTR 1,730 469 * 881 ? Yes Yes
EBR 480 338’ 830 ? Yes Yes

With Project Conditions

La Sierra Av. / SR-91 WB Ramps
WBL 585 428 ¢ 651 * Yes Yes
WBLTR 1,210 454 * 685 * Yes Yes
WER 520 342 ¢ 548 ° Yes Yes

La Sierra Av. / SR-91 EB Ramps
EBL 1,615 4472 * 433 Yes Yes
EBLTR 1,730 471 ¢ 904 * Yes Yes
EER 480 349 * 851 * Yes Yes

1 Stacking Distance is acceptable if the required stacking distance is less than or equal to the stacking distance
provided. An additional 15 fee of stacking which is assumed to be provided in the transition for turn pockets is
reflected in the stacking distance shown on this table, where applicable.

2 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer. Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

3 Although the 95th percentile queue length exceeds capacity, the total queue length of the ramp is anticipated to
accommodate excess turn pocket queues and is not considered to result in any deficiencies.

(Urban Crossroads, 2014b, Table 8-2)

Conclusion as to Significance After Mitigation

As shown in Table EA-44, Level of Service With Mitigation for Horizon Year (2035) Conditions, with
implementation of Mitigation Measures M-TR-1 through M-TR-8, the Project’s cumulative impacts to
study area intersections would be reduced to below a level of significance.

b) According to Exhibit 2-1 of the Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC)
Congestion Management Program (CMP), the only facilities that are identified as part of the CMP
roadway system within the Project’s study area (i.e., where the Project would contribute 50 or more
peak hour trips) is the intersection of La Sierra Avenue at SR-91 westbound and eastbound ramps
(RCTC, 2011, Exhibit 2-1). As indicated in Table EA-36 through Table EA-43, the Project would not
cause or contribute to a deficient LOS at these on- and off-ramps during any study scenario.
Additionally, the Project would not cause or contribute to any queuing deficiencies affecting the SR-
91. Accordingly, impacts due to a conflict with the applicable congestion management plan would be
less than significant, requiring no mitigation.
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Table EA-44 Level of Service With Mitigation for Horizon Year (2035) Conditions

Traffic Intersection Approach Lanes’ Dr;\la\'r2 Level of
# Intersection P Northbound| Socuthbound] Eastbound | Westhound {secs.) Service
Contra L T RJL T RJL T R|JL T R AM PM AM | PM

3 |La Sierra Av. / Indiana Av.

- without Project TS 2 3 112 3 1=|]2 2 1=]2 2 1=| 430 51.6 D D

- with Project TS 2 3 112 3 1=]2 2 1= 2 2 1»]| 43.1 54.4 D D
4 |La Sierra Av. / Arizona Av.

- without Pro}ecf4 TS 1 2 df1 2 1]1 1 0|1 1 1=] 415 21.9 D C

- with Project’ T5 1 2 d]J1r 2 1]1 1 of1 1 1»] 513 ] 288 | D]JC
5 |La Sierra Av. / Victoria Av.

- without Project TS 1 2 dl1 2 d]2 1 1]2 1 1=| 480 46.0 D D

- With Project 15 1 2 dj1 2 d}j2 1 1]2 1 1>| 540 54.5 D D
7 |La Sierra Av. / El Sebrante Rel.

- without Project Ts 0 2 012 1 o0jOo 1 0]J0 1 1=| 333 457 C D

- with Project 15 0 2 02 1 0jJo 1 0]J]O 1 1»| 398 54.1 D D
9 |McAllister St. / El Sobrante Rd.

- without Project Is 0o o ojJ]1 o dJ1 1 ojJo 2 0O 9.1 10.6 A B

- with Project T5 0 0o ojJ1 o dJ1 1 o0ojo 2 o0 5.9 14.2 A B
10| Driveway 3 / El Sobrante Rel.

- with Proj ect’ €58 0 0 0J]0 1 0jJO 1 0]O0 E 0 20.0 24.9 C C
11 |McAllister St. / "A" St.

- without Project” C5S o0 1 0ojo 1 ojo o 0J0 1 0O 10.4 16.1 B 0

- with Proj ect” €58 0 1 0ojo 1 0ojJo O 010 1 O 11.2 20.4 B C

BOLD = LOS does not meet the applicable jurisdictional requirements (i.e., unacceptable LOS).

1 When a right turn is designated, the lane can either be striped or unstriped. To function as a right turn lane there
must be sufficient width for right turning vehicles to travel outside the through lanes. L = Left; T = Through; R =
Right; d= Defacto Right Turn Lane; > = Right-Turn Overlap Phasing; 1 = Improvement

2 Per the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual, overall average intersection delay and level of service are shown for
intersections with a traffic signal or all-way stop control. For intersections with cross street stop control, the delay
and level of service for the worst individual movement (or movements sharing a single lane) are shown.

3 CSS = Cross-street Stop; AWS = All-Way Stop; TS = Traffic Signal; CSS = Improvement

4 Recommended improvement is to change the eastbound and westbound left turn phasing on Arizona Avenue from
Protected to Protected / Permissive.

5 Recommended improvement consists of modification of the median in order to allow storage for two outbound left
turning vehicles in order to facilitate crossing the eastbound and westbound traffic in two stages. In addition,
signalization of the adjacent intersection of McAllister Street and El Sobrante Road will provide sufficient "gaps” in
traffic in order to assist in southbound left turning movements.

6 Improvement consists of building out "A" Street to its ultimate cross-section width as a Collector (66-foot right-of-
way) and not allowing for on-street parking along the northern side of "A" Street in the vicinity of the westbound
approach in order to allow enough space for one right turning vehicle to queue at the approach. In addition,
improvement includes the modification of McAllister Street to provide a median at the intersection in order to allow
storage for two outbound left turning vehicles from "A" Street in order to facilitate crossing the northbound and
southbound traffic in two stages.

(Urban Crossroads, 2014b, Table 8-3)

c & d) The Project site is not in the vicinity of any public or active private airfield and the Project does
not include an air travel component (e.g., runway, helipad, etc.). Structures proposed by the Project
site would be less than 40 feet in height as required by the Riverside County Zoning Ordinance NO.
348 for single-family residential structures, and would not interfere with air travel. Accordingly, the
Project would not have the potential to affect air traffic patterns, including an increase in traffic levels
or a change in flight path location that results in substantial safety risks. In addition, the Project site is
not located near a railroad or navigable waterway and does not contain any rail or water components.
Accordingly, the Project would not alter rail or waterborne traffic. No impact would occur.

e) The residential land uses proposed Project would be compatible with existing development in
the surrounding area (refer to analysis under Issue Area 28, Planning, above); therefore,
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implementation of the Project would not create a transportation hazard as a result of an incompatible
use. All roadway improvements planned as part of the Project would be in conformance with
applicable Riverside County standards, and would not result in any hazards due to a design feature.
Accordingly, impacts would be less than significant.

f) Implementation of the proposed Project would result in the establishment of several new
roadways within the Project site that would require maintenance. Maintenance of the Project’s
roadways would not result in any significant impacts to the environment. Impacts associated with the
physical construction of these roadways already are evaluated in appropriate sections of this Initial
Study, and any identified significant impacts have been mitigated to the maximum feasible extent.
The Project would contribute traffic to off-site public roadways; however, public roads require periodic
maintenance as part of their inherent operational activities, and such maintenance would not result in
substantial impacts to the environment. Public roadway maintenance would be funded through the
Project developer’s payment of Development Impact Fees (DIF) and future Project residents’ payment
of property taxes. Maintenance of roadways would not result in any new impacts to the environment
beyond that which is already disclosed and mitigated by this Initial Study, and impacts would therefore
be less than significant.

s)] The proposed Project would not adversely and physically affect any existing roadways in the
vicinity of the site during construction. The Project would construct three connections to the existing
roadway network, and all construction traffic would enter the Project site via these three connections.
Surrounding roadways would have sufficient capacity to accommodate construction vehicle traffic
traveling to and from the site as discussed in detail in the response to Threshold 43.a), above.
Impacts would be less than significant.

h) The proposed Project would be required to comply with Riverside County Ordinance Nos. 460
& 461, which regulate access road provisions. The requirement to provide adequate paved access to
the Project site would be required as a condition of Project approval. Additionally, the proposed
Project would not affect any roadways that provide emergency access under existing conditions. With
required adherence to County requirements for emergency access, impacts would be less than
significant.

i) The Riverside County General Plan does not identify the proposed Project site for any public
transit facilities, bikeways, or pedestrian facilities, other than the planned Regional Trails as discussed
above under the analysis of Threshold 42. As indicated under Threshold 42, the Project would be
fully consistent with the General Plan’s proposed trail alignments. There are no components of the
proposed Project that would substantially decrease the performance or safety of any public transit
facilities, bikeways, or pedestrian facilities. Accordingly, no impact would occur.

Mitigation:

M-TR-1 (90.TRANS.001) Prior to the issuance of any building permits, the Project Proponent
shall make required per-unit fee payments associated with the Western Riverside
County Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fees (TUMF), and the County of Riverside
Development Impact Fee (DIF).

M-TR-2 (80.TRANS.3) Prior to the issuance of any building permits, the applicant shall

approach the City of Riverside to pay standard traffic impact fees for intersections
within the City limits which are impacted by the Project. The project proponent shall
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pay the standard traffic impact fees in accordance with the fee schedule in effect at the
time of building permit issuance. Receipt(s) and a letter for fees paid shall be provided
to the County in order pull building permit(s).

M-TR-3 (80.TRANS.11) Prior to the first building permit final inspection, the Project Applicant
shall work with the County of Riverside to establish improvement fair-share fee
program for improvements to the intersection of McAllister Street/Street “A” that
ensures the construction of the following improvement, or comparable improvement
that would allow the intersection to operate an acceptable LOS. The Project Proponent
shall contribute a fair-share fee payment to the County of Riverside (Project’s fair-share
contribution is 8.6%) for the identified improvement.

e Provide space for a westbound defacto right turn movement by implementing
signage disallowing on-street parking; and

e Provide space on McAllister Street in the intersection for westbound left-turning
vehicles to cross northbound and southbound traffic in two stages.

Monitoring:

M-TR-1 Prior to issuance of the first building permit, the Riverside County Building and Safety
Department shall ensure that appropriate fees have been paid in accordance with the
Western Riverside County Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fees (TUMF) and the
County of Riverside Development Impact Fee (DIF) programs.

M-TR-2 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Riverside County Building and Safety
Department shall verify that the standard Traffic and Railroad Signal Mitigation Fee of
$190 per detached single family residential unit and the Transportation Impact Fee of
$525 per detached single family residential unit has been paid to the City of Riverside.

M-TR-3 Prior to the issuance of the first building permit final inspection, the Project Applicant
shall provide evidence to the Riverside County Building and Safety Department that
appropriate fees have been paid or bonding for construction has been posted.

44. Bike Trails L] L] X []

Source: LMWAP Figure 8 (Trails and Bikeways System); Project Application Materials, 2014)

Findings of Fact:

According to Figure 8 of the LMWAP (Trails and Bikeway Systems), there are no bicycle facilities
planned in the Project vicinity. Although Class Il bike lanes would be accommodated along El
Sobrante Road, McAllister Street, and internal Project roadways, impacts associated with the
construction of improvements to these roadways has been evaluated throughout this IS/MND, and
where significant impacts have been identified, mitigation measures have been imposed to reduce
impacts to a level below significant. There are no components of the proposed Project that would
result in impacts associated with bike trails; accordingly, impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.
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UTILITY AND SERVICE SYSTEMS Would the project

45.  Water |:| |:| lz |:|

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

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

Source: Urban Water Management Plan, Western Municipal Water District, 2010; Project Application
Materials; Water, Sewer and Recycled Water Facilities, Albert A. Webb Associates, January 2015.

Findings of Fact:

a) The proposed Project would construct an on-site network of water pipes. The proposed
Project can be served by off-site improvements as follows: a proposed 18-in diameter pipeline
extension in El Sobrante Road and a 12-in diameter loop in McAllister Street northerly to Blackburn
Road. The system is capable of meeting the residential fire flow demands of 1,500 gpm for 2 hours
without other off-site improvements. No other water improvements are required as implementing
facilities for the proposed Project. The proposed on-site improvements include a 12-inch diameter
pipeline in Street ‘A’, 8-inch diameter pipelines within all other streets, a pipeline connection to El
Sobrante Road through an easement to serve properties on Streets ‘B’ and ‘C’ and a connection in
Street ‘X’ to the existing pipeline serving properties easterly of the proposed Project. Western
Municipal Water District has given preliminary approval for these proposed facilities (Webb, 2015, pp.
2-6)

In addition to the water lines discussed above, the Project proposes recycled water facilities.
Adjacent to the proposed Project site, there is an existing 24-in diameter transmission main in
McAllister Street and an existing 20-inch diameter transmission main in El Sobrante Road. This
system is served by the 1660’ Pressure Zone with the existing Roosevelt Tank and supplied by the
existing El Sobrante Pump Station. The connection points for the proposed Project are proposed at
the tract entrances on McAllister Street and El Sobrante Road. One 8-inch diameter pipeline is
proposed in the loop through the tract in Street ‘W’ and one 8-inch diameter in Street ‘L’ (Webb, 2015,
pp. 4-1). The installation of water lines as proposed by the Project would result in physical impacts to
the surface and subsurface of infrastructure alignments. These impacts are considered to be part of
the Project’'s construction phase and are evaluated throughout this Initial Study accordingly. In
instances where significant impacts have been identified for the Project’'s construction phase,
mitigation measures are recommended in each applicable subsection of this Initial Study to reduce
impacts to less-than-significant levels. The construction of water lines as necessary to serve the
proposed Project would not result in any significant physical effects on the environment that are not
already identified and disclosed as part of this Initial Study. Accordingly, additional mitigation
measures beyond those identified throughout this Initial Study would not be required.

b) As detailed in the Water, Sewer and Recycled Water Facilities report prepared for the
proposed Project, average daily water demand for the proposed Project is estimated to be 310,080
gallons per day (GPD), Maximum Daily Demand (MDD) is estimated to be 542,640 GPD, and peak
hour demand is estimated to be 646 gallons per minute (Webb, 2015, Table 2-1). The total average
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daily demand for recycled water is estimated to be 15,909 GPD and Peak Hour Demand is estimated
to be 91 gallons per minute (Webb, 2015, Table 4-1)

The Project is located within the service area of the Western Municipal Water District (WMWD), within
the WMWD's Riverside Service Area. WMWD has prepared an Urban Water Management Plan
(UWMP) dated June 2011, which provides a detailed account of current and projected WMWD water
supplies and demands under a variety of climactic conditions. The UWMP is herein incorporated by
reference and available for review at WMWD headquarters located at 14205 Meridian Parkway
Riverside, CA 92518, or online at:
http://www.wmwd.com/DocumentCenter/Home/View/437http://www.wmwd.com/DocumentCenter/Home
[View/437.

Based on information presented in the UWMP, WMWD is projected to have sufficient water supplies
to meet demand within its service area during all climactic conditions (normal year, single-dry year,
and multiple-dry years) until at least 2035. (The year 2035 is the horizon year for the UWMP,
meaning the UWMP’s analysis does not extend beyond 2035.) WMWD also is projected to have a
water surplus during all climactic conditions until at least 2035. (WMWD, 2010, pp.5.-2 - 5-4)

The supply and demand projections in the UWMP are based, on build-out of the Riverside County
General Plan (WMWD, 2010, p.1-6). As previously described, if the Project site were developed in
accordance with its existing General Plan land use designations, the Lake Ranch property would be
developed with up to 233 dwelling units and approximately 177,000 square feet of commercial retail
uses. However, the Project proposes to develop the subject property with 272 single-family dwelling
units, which would have a reduced demand for water resources as compared to the site’'s existing
General Plan land use designations. As such, implementation of the Project would not result in
demand for water that was unanticipated by WMWD in its UWMP. Accordingly, the WMWD is
projected to have sufficient water supplies available to serve the Project from existing entitlements
and resources, and no new or expanded entitlement are needed to serve the Project's and WMWD's
existing obligations. Furthermore, a “Will-Serve” letter from WMWD was provided to the Project
applicant on August 26, 2015 indicating that WMWD will provide water, sewer, and recycled water
services to the proposed Project upon satisfaction of certain conditions (WMWD, 2015). Impacts
would be less than significant.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

46. Sewer |:| |:| lz |:|

a) Require or result in the construction of new
wastewater treatment facilities, including septic systems, or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which
would cause significant environmental effects?

b) Resultin a determination by the wastewater treat- ] ] = ]
ment provider that serves or may service the project that it
has adequate capacity to serve the project's projected
demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

Source: (WMWD, 2014b; WMWD, 2014a; WMWD, 2011; Project Application Materials)
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Findings of Fact:
a) The proposed Project would construct an on-site network of sewer pipes and one sewage lift

station. As detailed in the Project's Water, Sewer and Recycled Water Facilities Report, to provide
sewer service to the proposed Project, a connection is proposed to an existing 8-inch gravity main in
Avocado Way at McAllister Street. 1,134 linear feet of existing 8-inch sewer mains in Willow and
Avocado would be replaced by 10-inch sewer mains. An on-site lift station would be required to
provide sewer service to 79 lots at the northern end of the Project site. The proposed Lift Station will
require a 4-in diameter forcemain pipeline. The In-tract sewer system is proposed to consist of 8-inch
diameter gravity mains and one 4-inch diameter forcemain (Webb, 2015, pp. 3-6).The installation of
sewer lines as proposed by the Project would result in physical impacts to the surface and subsurface
of infrastructure alignments. These impacts are considered to be part of the Project's construction
phase and are evaluated throughout this Initial Study accordingly. In instances where significant
impacts have been identified for the Project's construction phase, mitigation measures are
recommended in each applicable subsection of this Initial Study to reduce impacts to less-than-
significant levels. The construction of sewer lines as necessary to serve the proposed Project would
not result in any significant physical effects on the environment that are not already identified and
disclosed as part of this Initial Study. Accordingly, impacts would be less than significant and
additional mitigation measures beyond those identified throughout this Initial Study would not be
required.

b) Sewer service to the Project site would be provided by WMWD. All wastewater flows from the
Project site would be conveyed to the Western Riverside County Regional Wastewater Authority
(WRCRWA) Wastewater Treatment Plant (WTP) for treatment. The WRCRWA WTP currently
accepts approximately 6.5 million gallons per day (mgd) for treatment with a total capacity of 8.0 mgd.
The WRCRWA WTP is currently under construction to expand its total treatment capacity to 14.0
mgd. (WMWD, 2014b; WMWD, 2014a)

The Project is estimated to generate 89,760 gallons of wastewater per day, based on Table 3-1,
Wastewater Generation, of the Water, Sewer and Recycled Water Facilities Report prepared for the
proposed Project (refer to ISIMND Appendix L). As described above, the facility that would treat the
Project’'s wastewater flows, the WRCRWA WTP, has an excess treatment capacity of approximately
1.5 mgd and an expansion project to add an additional 6.0 mgd of treatment capacity is under
construction. Implementation of the Project would utilize approximately 6.0 percent of the existing
available, excess treatment capacity at the WRCRWA WTP, and 0.06% of the expanded capacity.
Accordingly, the WRCRWA WTP would have sufficient capacity to treat wastewater generated by the
Project in addition to existing commitments. With the exception of new on-site sewer conveyance
lines and sewage lift station (as discussed above under the response to Issue 46(a)), the Project
would not create the need for any new or expanded wastewater facility (such as conveyance lines,
treatment facilities, or lift stations). Because there is adequate capacity at existing treatment facilities
to serve the Project’s projected sewer demand, impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

47. Solid Waste ] O = L]

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

b) Does the project comply with federal, state, and ] ] ] X
local statutes and regulations related to solid wastes
including the CIWMP (County Integrated Waste Manage-
ment Plan)?

Source: RCIP General Plan Environmental Impact Report, Riverside County, 2003; Countywide
Disposal Tonnage Tracking System Disposal Reports — 2nd Quarter 2014 (April 1, 2014 — June 30,
2014), RCWMD, 2014; Estimating 2003 Building-Related Construction and Demolitions Materials
Amounts, EPA, 2009; RCIP General Plan, County of Riverside, 2003; Solid Waste Information
System (SWIS), CalRecycle, 2014.

Findings of Fact:

a) Construction and operation of the proposed Project would result in the generation of solid
waste, requiring disposal at a landfill. Solid waste generated by the Project could be disposed at one
of three landfill facilities in the County: Badlands, Lamb Canyon, and/or El Sobrante. Therefore, the
analysis below evaluates the Project’s potential to result in adverse impacts to these landfill facilities.

The Badlands Landfill has a permitted disposal capacity of 4,000 tons per day. The Badlands Landfill
is estimated to reach capacity, at the earliest time, in the year 2024; however, future landfill expansion
opportunities exist at this site (CalRecycle, 2014). During the second quarter of 2014, which is the
most recent time period for which reporting data is available, the Badlands Landfill accepted
approximately 223,302.39 tons of waste (approximately 2,481.1 tons per day), which corresponds to
approximately 62-percent of its permitted daily disposal volume (RCWMD, 2014).

The Lamb Canyon Landfill has a permitted disposal capacity of 3,000 tons per day. The landfill is
estimated to reach capacity, at the earliest, in the year 2021; however, future landfill expansion
opportunities exist at this site (CalRecycle, 2014). During the second quarter of 2014, the Lamb
Canyon Landfill accepted approximately 156,086.28 tons of waste (approximately 1,734.3 tons per
day), which corresponds to approximately 58-percent of its permitted daily disposal volume (RCWMD,
2014).

The EI Sobrante Landfill has a permitted disposal capacity of 16,054 tons per day. The El Sobrante
Landfill is estimated to reach capacity, at the earliest time, in the year 2045; however, future landfill
expansion opportunities exist at this site (CalRecycle, 2014). During the second quarter of 2014, the
El Sobrante Landfill accepted approximately 539,577.15 tons of waste (approximately 5,995.3 tons
per day), which corresponds to approximately 37-percent of its permitted daily disposal volume
(RCWMD, 2014).

Impact Analysis for Construction Solid Waste

Table EA-45, Estimated Construction Solid Waste Generation, provides an estimate of the amount of
solid waste that can conservatively be estimated to occur on a daily basis during construction of the
proposed Project. As indicated, construction waste generated by the Project would amount to
approximately 22,389 pounds per day, or 11.2 tons per day. Total waste generated by construction
activities over the 160 days of building construction would amount to approximately 3,582,240
pounds, or 1,791.1 tons. Using a conversion factor of 200 pounds of uncompacted solid waste per
cubic yard, the 3,582,240 pounds of solid waste generated during the building construction phase of
the Project is equal to approximately 17,911.2 cubic yards (EPA, 1994, Appendix C).

Page 152 of 161 EA #42710

233



1/11/2022 Board Meeting 7-4 Potentially Less fhaRhment beps, of 25lNo

Significant Significant Significant  Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

Table EA-45 Estimated Construction Solid Waste Generation

Land Use Construction | Estimated Dwelling Solid Waste Total
Rate?! Unit Size Generation Rate LBS/Day | Tons/Day
272 Dwelling Units | 17 dwelling 3,000 s.f.2 4.39 Ib/s.f.2 22,389 11.2
units/day

1. Based on information presented in IS/MND Section 3.2.1B, which indicates that building construction would occur over
approximately 160 days. Using the building construction rate, the Project would be anticipated to construct an average
of approximately 1.7 dwelling units per day (272 dwelling units + 160 days = 1.7 dwelling units/day).

2. Estimated average dwelling unit size is based on the minimum lot size specified on TTM 36730 (60’ x 90’) and setbacks
specified by TTM 36730 (i.e., 20-foot minimum front yard, 5-foot minimum side yards, and 10-foot minimum backyard).
Application of these factors would result in a maximum double-story building measuring 50’ x 60’, or 3,000 s.f.

3. Source: (EPA, 2009)

Due to the Project’'s location, it can reasonably be anticipated that solid waste generated by the
Project would most likely be disposed of at the Badlands, Lamb Canyon, and/or El Sobrante landfills.
These landfills have a permitted daily disposal capacity of between 3,000 and 16,054 tons per day,
and the Project’s daily demand for construction waste disposal at buildout amounts to between 0.37%
and 0.07% of the available daily disposal capacity at these landfills. Because the Project would
generate a relatively small amount of solid waste, as compared to the permitted disposal capacities
for the Badlands, Lamb Canyon, and El Sobrante landfills, these regional landfill facilities would have
sufficient disposal capacity to accept solid waste generated by the Project. Impacts would be less
than significant.

Impact Analysis for Long-Term Operational Solid Waste

Based on a waste generation factor of 0.41 tons per home per year as documented in the Riverside
County General Plan EIR, the Project’'s proposed 272 homes would generate approximately 111.5
tons of waste per year, or approximately 0.3 tons per day (Riverside County, 2003b, Table 4.17-O)

Solid waste generated during long-term operation of the Project would be disposed at the Badlands,
Lamb Canyon, and/or El Sobrante landfills. During long-term operation, the Project’'s solid waste
would represent less than 0.01-percent of the daily permitted disposal capacity at the Badlands, Lamb
Canyon, and El Sobrante landfills. These landfills receive well below their maximum permitted daily
disposal volume and solid waste generated by the Project is not anticipated to cause these landfills to
exceed their maximum permitted daily disposal volume. Because the Project would generate a
relatively small amount of solid waste per day, as compared to the permitted daily capacities for the
Badlands, Lamb Canyon, and El Sobrante landfills, these regional landfill facilities would have
sufficient daily capacity to accept solid waste generated by the Project. Impacts would be less than
significant.

Conclusion

Based on the analysis presented above, the proposed Project would be served by landfills with
adequate capacity to accommodate the Project’s solid waste needs during both construction and
long-term operation. Although the Project would likely contribute to the ultimate need for landfill
expansion as needed to accommodate future growth within Riverside County, such potential landfill
expansions would not be the direct result of the proposed Project. Furthermore, any environmental
impacts that could result from such landfill expansions cannot be determined at this time, as the
environmental impacts would be evaluated as part of a future CEQA document prepared in support of
future landfill expansion efforts. Accordingly, environmental impacts that may result from future
landfill expansions are herein evaluated as speculative in nature (CEQA Guidelines §15145).
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b) The California Integrated Waste Management Act (Assembly Bill, AB, 939), signed into law in
1989, established an integrated waste management system that focused on source reduction,
recycling, composting, and land disposal of waste. In addition, the bill established a 50% waste
reduction requirement for cities and counties by the year 2000, along with a process to ensure
environmentally safe disposal of waste that could not be diverted. Per the requirements of the
Integrated Waste Management Act, the Riverside County Board of Supervisors adopted the Riverside
Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan (CIWMP), which outlines the goals, policies, and
programs the County and its cities will implement to create an integrated and cost effective waste
management system that complies with the provisions of AB 939 and its diversion mandates.

In order to assist the County of Riverside in achieving the mandated goals of the Integrated Waste
Management Act, the Project Applicant would be required to work with future refuse haulers to
develop and implement feasible waste reduction programs, including source reduction, recycling, and
composting. Additionally, in accordance with the California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Act of
1991 (Cal Pub Res. Code 842911), the Project would provide adequate areas for collecting and
loading recyclable materials where solid waste is collected. The collection areas are required to be
shown on construction drawings and be in place before occupancy permits are issued. The
implementation of these programs would reduce the amount of solid waste generated by the Project
and diverted to landfills, which in turn would aid in the extension of the life of affected disposal sites.
The Project would comply with all applicable solid waste statutes and regulations; as such, there
would be no impact.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

48. Utilities

Would the project impact the following facilities requiring or resulting in the construction of new
facilities or the expansion of existing facilities; the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

a) Electricity? [ ] [ |

b) Natural gas?

c¢) Communications systems?

d) Storm water drainage?

e) Street lighting?

[
[

f) Maintenance of public facilities, including roads?

LXK

O

g) Other governmental services? i i

Source: RCIP General Plan, County of Riverside, 2003; Project Application Materials.

Findings of Fact:

athrough g) Implementation of the proposed Project would require the construction of numerous
facilities as necessary to provide services to the site, including electrical facilities, natural gas lines,
communication systems (telephone/cable), storm water drainage facilities, and street lighting. In
addition, the project would introduce new public roads on-site that would require maintenance by
Riverside County. Impacts associated with the provision of utility service to the site are discussed
below for each type of utility.
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Electricity, Natural Gas, and Communications Systems

Electrical service is currently available in the Project area and would be provided by Southern
California Edison (SCE). Natural gas would be provided by Southern California Gas Company
(SCGC) and communication systems would be provided by Verizon Communications (telephone) and
Adelphia Cable (cable service). Electrical, natural gas, and communication systems facilities would
be constructed in conjunction with implementation of the proposed Project, impacts for which are
evaluated throughout this Initial Study. Where necessary, mitigation measures have been identified to
reduce identified impacts to a level below significance. Accordingly, impacts due to the construction
of new electrical facilities, natural gas lines, and communication systems as necessary to serve the
Project are evaluated as less than significant.

Storm Water Drainage

The proposed Project would construct an on-site network of storm drains and water quality/detention
basins to convey storm water flows. The proposed Project would not require the expansion of any off-
site existing storm water drainage facilities, with exception of the off-site detention basin and
associated drop inlet structure, which are evaluated as part of the Project’'s construction phase
throughout this IS/MND.

The construction of storm drain lines and detention/water quality basins as proposed by the Project
would result in physical impacts to the surface and subsurface of the Project site. These impacts are
considered to be part of the Project’s construction phase and are evaluated throughout this Initial
Study accordingly. In instances where significant impacts have been identified for the Project’s
construction phase, mitigation measures are recommended in each applicable subsection of this
Initial Study to reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. The construction of storm drain
infrastructure on-site as necessary to serve the proposed Project would not result in any significant
physical effects on the environment that are not already identified and disclosed as part of this Initial
Study. Accordingly, additional mitigation measures beyond those identified throughout this Initial
Study would not be required.

Street Lighting
In accordance with Riverside County requirements, street lights would be provided along all roadways

planned for improvement by the Project. Impacts associated with the construction of street lights
have been evaluated in association with the physical impact of on- and off-site roadway construction
throughout this Initial Study. Where necessary, mitigation measures have been identified to reduce
identified impacts to a level below significance. Accordingly, impacts due to the construction of street
lights are evaluated as less than significant.

Public Facilities Maintenance

The only public facilities proposed by the Project that would require maintenance include public
roadways. Public roadways would be maintained by Riverside County. There would be no impacts to
the environment resulting from routine maintenance of public roads, water quality/detention basins,
the park site, or sewage lift station. Accordingly, no impact would occur and mitigation is not required.

Other Governmental Services

There are no other governmental services or utilities needed to serve the proposed Project beyond
what is evaluated and disclosed above and throughout the remaining sections of this Initial Study.
Accordingly, no impact would occur.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.
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Monitoring: No monitoring is required.
49. Energy Conservation ] ] 2 ]

a) Would the project conflict with any adopted energy
conservation plans?

Source: Lake Ranch Greenhouse Gas Impact Analysis, Urban Crossroads, 2014b; Project Application
Materials.

Findings of Fact: Project implementation would result in the conversion of the subject site from its
existing, undeveloped condition to a residential community that would feature 272 single-family
dwelling units, a park site, and open space. This land use transition would increase the site’s demand
for energy. Specifically, the proposed Project would increase consumption of energy for space and
water heating, air conditioning, lighting, and operation of miscellaneous equipment and appliances.

As summarized in the Project’'s Greenhouse Gas Analysis (Appendix G to this Initial Study), the
Project is estimated to require approximately 1,974,770 kilowatt-hours of electricity per year and
approximately 7.985,370 kilo-British Thermal Units of natural gas per year (Urban Crossroads,
2015b). Planning efforts by energy resource providers take into account planned land uses to ensure
the long-term availability of energy resources necessary to service anticipated growth. Energy
demands associated with the proposed Project are addressed through long-range planning by energy
purveyors and can be accommodated as they occur. Therefore, Project implementation is not
anticipated to result in the need for the construction or expansion of existing energy generation
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects.

Furthermore, the State of California regulates energy consumption under Title 24 of the California
Code of Regulations. The Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency Standards were developed by the CEC
and apply to energy consumed for heating, cooling, ventilation, water heating, and lighting in new
residential and non-residential buildings. Adherence to these efficiency standards would result in a
“maximum feasible” reduction in unnecessary energy consumption. Furthermore, and pursuant to
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1, the Project would be required to achieve a minimum 10% increase in
energy efficiencies beyond 2013 California Building Code Title 24 performance standards. As such,
the development and operation of the proposed Project would not conflict with applicable energy
conservation plans, and impacts would be less than significant.

Electricity and natural gas transmission and distribution lines are located in the Project site vicinity and
all new service lines to the property and Project’s buildings would be installed as part of the Project’s
construction phase. Environmental impacts associated with construction of energy transmission and
distribution infrastructure have been addressed throughout this Initial Study, and mitigation has been
provided in each applicable section for all potential short-term impacts. Therefore, a significant impact
due to the construction of energy transmission and distribution infrastructure as necessary to serve
the proposed Project would not occur, or would be mitigated to below a level of significance with
application of mitigation measures provided throughout this Initial Study.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

50. Does the project have the potential to substantially ] ] 2 ]

Page 156 of 161 EA #42710

237




1/11/2022 Board Meeting 7-4 Potentially Less fhaRhment beps, of 25lNo

Significant Significant Significant  Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

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?

Source: Staff review, Project Application Materials

Findings of Fact: As indicated in the discussion and analysis of Wildlife & Vegetation (IS/MND
Section 7.), and assuming the implementation of Mitigation Measures M-BI-1 through M-BI-8, impacts
to biological resources would be reduced to a level below significance. As indicated in the discussion
of Historical and Archaeological Resources (ISIMND Sections 8. and 9.), the Project site is
undeveloped under existing conditions, and does not contain any important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory, including archaeological or historical resources. Therefore,
the proposed Project, with implementation of mitigation measures, would not 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 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. Impacts would
be less than significant.

51. Does the project have impacts which are individually ] X ] ]
limited, but cumulatively considerable? ("Cumula-
tively considerable” means that the incremental
effects of a project are considerable when viewed in
connection with the effects of past projects, other
current projects and probable future projects)?

Source: Staff review, Project Application Materials

Findings of Fact: Implementation of the proposed Project would result in cumulatively considerable
effects associated with biological resources and transportation/traffic. These potentially significant
effects have been evaluated and disclosed in ISIMND Sections 7 (Wildlife & Vegetation) and 43
(Circulation). Cumulative impacts to wildlife/vegetation and circulation were evaluated as potentially
significant, but would be reduced to less-than-significant levels with the incorporation of the mitigation
measures specified in Sections 7 and 43 of this Initial Study. There are no other cumulatively
considerable impacts associated with the proposed Project that are not already evaluated and
disclosed throughout this IS/MND.

52. Does the project have environmental effects that will u u X u
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly?

Source: Staff review; Project Application Materials

Findings of Fact: The Project’s potential to result in substantial adverse effects on human beings has
been evaluated throughout this IS/MND (e.g., Air Quality, Geology/Soils, Noise, etc.). Where

Page 157 of 161 EA #42710
238




1/11/2022 Board Meeting 7-4 Potentially Less fhaRhment beps, of 25lNo

Significant Significant Significant  Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

potentially significant impacts are identified, mitigation measures have been imposed on the Project to
reduce these adverse effects to a level below significance. There are no components of the proposed
Project that could result in substantial adverse effects on human beings that are not already evaluated
and disclosed throughout this IS/MND. Accordingly, no additional impacts would occur.

VI. EARLIER ANALYSES

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 as per California Code
of Regulations, Section 15063 (c) (3) (D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:

Earlier Analyses Used, if any: 2003 Riverside County General Plan EIR (Riverside County, 2003b)
Location Where Earlier Analyses, if used, are available for review: N/A

VIl. AUTHORITIES CITED

Authorities cited: Public Resources Code Sections 21083 and 21083.05; References: California
Government Code Section 65088.4; Public Resources Code Sections 21080(c), 21080.1, 21080.3,
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

IMPACTS

RESPONSIBLE PARTY/
IMONITORING PARTY

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE
AFTER MITIGATION

MITIGATION IMIEASURES IMPLEMENTATION STAGE

AIR QUALITY:

6. AIR QUALITY IMPACTS

The Project would not exceed
regional criteria pollutant thresholds
established by the SCAQMD, and
impacts would be less than significant
without mitigation; however. It
should be noted that operational
emissions values are based on a
minimum 10% increase in energy
efficiencies beyond 2013 California
Building Code Title 24 performance
standards, as required by M-AQ-1.

Less than Significant

M-AQ-1 (Condition of Approval 80.Planning.019) Prior to
the issuance of building permits, the Project Applicant shall
submit energy demand calculations to the County Planning
Department demonstrating that the increment of the Project
for which building permits are being requested would achieve
a minimum 10% increase in energy efficiencies beyond 2013
California Building Code Title 24 performance standards.
Representative energy efficiency/energy conservation
measures to be incorporated in the Project would include, but
would not be not limited to, those listed below (it being
understood that the items listed below are not all required
and merely present examples; the list is not all-inclusive and
other features that would reduce energy consumption and
promote energy conservation would also be acceptable):

. Increase in insulation such that heat transfer and
thermal bridging is minimized.

- Limit air leakage through the structure and/or
within the heating and cooling distribution system.

. Use of energy-efficient space heating and cooling

equipment.

. Installation of electrical hook-ups at loading dock
areas.

. Installation of dual-paned or other energy efficient
windows.

. Use of interior and exterior energy efficient lighting
that exceeds the incumbent California Title 24
Energy Efficiency performance standards.

. Installation of automatic devices to turn off lights
where they are not needed.

. Application of a paint and surface color palette that
emphasizes light and off-white colors that reflect
heat away from buildings.

- Design of buildings with “cool roofs” using
products certified by the Cool Roof Rating Council,
and/or exposed roof surfaces using light and off-
white colors.

. Design of buildings to accommodate photo-voltaic
solar electricity systems or the installation of
photo-voltaic solar electricity systems.

Project Applicant/ Riverside
County Planning Department

M-AQ-1  Prior to building
permit issuance, the County
Planning Department shall
review the energy demand
calculations to verify that
the Project achieves a
minimum 10% increase in
energy efficiencies beyond
2013 California Building
Code Title 24 performance
standards.
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LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE

RESPONSIBLE PARTY/

construction would exceed criteria
pollutant thresholds established by
the SCAQMD for emissions of NOx
(before mitigation). This is evaluated
as a significant impact of Project
construction for which mitigation (in
the form of special construction
equipment, restricted horsepower-
hours per day, and limited truck haul
distances/total number of trips per
day) would be required.
Implementation of MMs AQ2-AQ3,
construction related emissions would
be below the SCAQMD Regional
Threshold and would be reduced to
below a level of significance.

Project is required to comply with the provisions of South
Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 403, “Fugitive
Dust” by implementing the following dust control measures
during construction activities.” , such as earth moving
activities, grading, and equipment travel on unpaved roads.
Prior to grading permit issuance, the County shall verify that
the following notes are included on the grading plan. Project
contractors shall be required to ensure compliance with the
notes and permit periodic inspection of the construction site
by County of Riverside staff or its designee to confirm
compliance. These notes also shall be specified in bid
documents issued to prospective construction contractors.

- During grading activity, all construction equipment
(>150 horsepower) shall be California Air Resources
Board (CARB) Tier 3 Certified or better. The
construction contractor shall keep a log of all
construction equipment greater than 150
horsepower demonstrating compliance with this
requirement, and the log shall be made available
for inspection by Riverside County upon request.

. During construction activity, total horsepower-
hours per day for all equipment shall not exceed
24,464 horsepower-hours per day. The
construction contractor shall keep a log of all gas-
powered equipment used during each day of
construction, the number of hours each piece of
equipment was used, and the total horsepower of
all construction equipment used. These logs shall
be made available for inspection by Riverside
County upon request.

. During grading and ground-disturbing construction
activities, the construction contractor shall ensure
that all unpaved roads, active soil stockpiles, and
areas undergoing active ground disturbance within
the Project site are watered at least three (3) times
daily during dry weather. Watering, with complete
coverage of disturbed areas by water truck,
sprinkler system or other comparable means, shall
occur in the mid-morning, afternoon, and after

IMPACTS MITIGATION MEASURES IMPLEMENTATION STAGE
AFTER MITIGATION IMIONITORING PARTY
. Installation of ENERGY STAR-qualified energy-
efficient appliances, heating and cooling systems,
office equipment, and/or lighting products.
Emissions resulting from the Project Less than Significant M-AQ-2 (Condition of Approval 60.Planning.025) The Project Applicant/ Riverside M-AQ-2  Prior to grading

County Building and Safety
Department

or building permit issuance,
the County shall verify that
the required notes are
included on grading plans.
During construction
activities, the construction
contractor shall be
responsible for compliance
with the idling restriction.
The construction contractor
also shall allow for
inspection by Riverside
County staff or its designee
to verify compliance.
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AFTER MITIGATION

IMPACTS MITIGATION IMIEASURES

o

work has been completed for the day.

. Temporary signs shall be installed on the
construction site along all unpaved roads and/or
unpaved haul routes indicating a maximum speed
limit of 15 miles per hour (MPH). The signs shall be
installed before construction activities commence
and remain in place during the duration of vehicle
activities on all unpaved roads unpaved haul
routes.

M-AQ-3  (Condition of Approval 60.Planning.026) Prior to
issuance of grading permits, the Project Applicant shall
identify a location for the importation of soil material. The
County shall verify that a note is included on the grading plans
indicating that two-way haul trips associated with any soil
import activity shall be limited to the following:

. If the haul site location is one mile or less from the
Project site, then daily haul trips shall be limited to
923 two-way trips.

. If the haul site location is three miles or less from
the Project site, then daily haul trips shall be
limited to 513 two-way trips.

- If the haul site location is five miles or less from the
Project site, then daily haul trips shall be limited to
350 two-way trips.

. If the haul site location is ten miles or less from the
Project site, then daily haul trips shall be limited to
204 two-way trips.

. If the haul site location is 15 miles or less from the
Project site, then daily haul trips shall be limited to
138 two-way trips.

. If the haul site location is 20 miles or less from the
Project site, then daily haul trips shall be limited to
102 two-way trips.

These notes also shall be specified in bid documents issued to
prospective construction contractors. The construction
contractor shall keep daily logs of all soil import-related haul
trips to and from the Project site, and shall make these logs
available to County staff for inspection upon request.

Project Applicant,
Construction Contractor /
Riverside County Planning
Department

M-AQ-3  Prior to grading
permit issuance, the Project
Applicant shall identify a
location for the importation
of material. The Riverside
County Planning
Department shall verify
that the appropriate
note(s) are included on the
grading plans based on the
distance between the
Project site and the haul
site. During construction
activities, the construction
contractor shall be
responsible for compliance
with the two-way trip
restriction. The
construction contractor
also shall allow for
inspection by Riverside
County staff or its designee
to verify compliance.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES:

7.0 WILDLIFE AND VEGETATION

The proposed Project has the
potential to result in conflicts with

applicable MSHCP policies, including

Less than Significant

M-BR-1  (Condition of Approval 60.EPD.007, 80.EPD.001,
50.EPD.004) Due to the presence of least Bell’s vireo in the
avoided drainage located in the northeastern portions of the

Project Applicant/ Riverside
County Environmental
Programs Department,

M-BR-1  Prior to issuance
of grading permits and
building permit final
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MITIGATION IMIEASURES

RESPONSIBLE PARTY/
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IMPLEMENTATION STAGE

provisions of MSHCP Section 6.1.2
through Section 6.1.4. Mitigation
Measures M-BR-1, M-BR-2, M-BR-7,
and M-BR-8 have been identified to
ensure consistency with applicable
provisions of the MSHCP.

Project site (Drainage B), the following avoidance and
minimization measures shall be adopted to avoid impacts to
the species during construction and following completion of
construction during the breeding season (approximately April
10 until July 31, depending on when the birds arrive from and
depart to wintering areas):

Mitigation Prior to and During Construction

a.

Prior to the issuance of grading or building permits
during the breeding season, a survey to determine
the presence of potential nesting least Bell’s vireo
on-site shall be conducted by a qualified biologist
three (3) days before any grading or ground
disturbance activity commences in the vicinity of
Drainage B during the breeding season, and all results
shall be forwarded to the USFWS, CDFW, and the
Riverside County Environmental Programs
Department.

The qualified biologist shall identify a 300-foot
avoidance buffer from the habitat in Drainage B for
construction occurring during the breeding season. If
work is required within 300-feet during the breeding
season, the biologist shall monitor all work to ensure
no impacts occur to the least Bell’s vireo. Written
documentation shall be prepared and submitted to
CDFW, USFWS, and Riverside County Environmental
Programs Department on completion of construction
during the breeding season to outline any monitoring
activities.

Construction limits in and around least Bell’s vireo
habitat associated with Drainage B shall be
delineated with flags and/or fencing prior to the
initiation of any grading or construction activities to
clearly identify the limits of the habitat and/or the
300-foot avoidance buffer during the breeding
season.

Prior to grading and construction, a training program
shall be developed and implemented by the qualified
biologist to inform all workers on the project about
the listed species, its habitat, and the importance of
complying with avoidance and minimization
measures. A copy of the training materials shall be

Riverside County Planning
Department, Riverside County
Building and Safety
Department

inspection, the Riverside
County Environmental
Programs Department and
Building and Safety
Department shall ensure
that all requirements
related to construction or
post-construction impacts
have been fulfilled.
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IMPLEMENTATION STAGE

included in bid documents issued to prospective
construction contractors.

Prior to the issuance of grading or building permits,
the County of Riverside Building and Safety
Department shall ensure the following not is included
on the grading and/or building plans: “All
construction work shall occur during daylight hours.
The construction contractor shall limit all
construction-related activities that would result in
high noise levels to between the hours of 6:00 a.m.
and 6:00 p.m., during the months of June through
September, and 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., during the
months of October through May.” This note also
shall be specified in bid documents issued to
prospective construction contractors.

During any excavation and grading within or
immediately adjacent to the 300-foot avoidance
buffer for Drainage B, the construction contractors
shall install properly operating and maintained
mufflers on all construction equipment, fixed or
mobile, to reduce construction equipment noise to
the maximum extent possible. The mufflers shall be
installed consistent with manufacturers’ standards.
The construction contractor shall also place all
stationary construction equipment so that emitted
noise is directed away from the least Bell’s vireo
habitat within Drainage B. The construction
contractor shall keep logs demonstrating that all
construction equipment utilizes properly maintained
mufflers, and shall make these logs available to
County staff for inspection upon request.

The construction contractor shall stage equipment in
areas that will create the greatest distance between
construction-related noise sources and Drainage B
during all Project construction occurring during the
breeding season. To ensure this requirement is
enforced, the construction contractor shall provide a
map to the Riverside County Environmental Programs
Department depicting the location of staging areas in
relation to Drainage B. The construction contractor
also shall permit inspection by Riverside County staff
upon request to verify compliance with this
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requirement.

IMPLEMENTATION STAGE

h.  If the monitoring biologist determines that noise
from the construction activities may be affecting the
normal expected breeding behavior of the birds, the
construction supervisor shall be informed and work
within no less than 300 feet of construction areas
shall be ceased until appropriate measures are
implemented. This may include monitoring by a
qualified acoustician to verify noise levels are below
60 decibels (dBA) within the least Bell’s vireo habitat.
If the 60 dBA requirement is exceeded the
acoustician shall make operational changes, utilize
technology to reduce construction noise such as
mufflers, and/or install a barrier to alleviate noise
levels during the breeding season. Installation of
noise barriers and any other corrective actions taken
to mitigate noise during the construction period shall
be communicated to the USFWS, CDFW, and
Riverside County Environmental Programs
Department.

i If after all corrective actions are implemented the
monitoring biologists determines that the normal
expected breeding behavior of the birds is being
affected, work within no less than 300 feet shall be
ceased and the USFWS, CDFW, and Riverside County
Environmental Programs Department shall be
contacted to discuss the appropriate course of
action.

Mitigation for Post-Construction Impacts

j. Prior to building permit final inspection, the Project
Applicant shall demonstrate that cat-proof fencing
has been installed at the perimeter of development
adjacent to the open space for Drainage B.

k. Access to the Drainage B open space area shall be
restricted for conservation activities only. Prior to
building permit final inspection, signs shall be
installed prohibiting public access, including dogs.

. Prior to building permit final inspection, the Riverside
County Building and Safety Department shall ensure
that all night lighting within development areas are
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0S¢

AFTER MITIGATION

IMONITORING PARTY

directed away from the open space area associated
with Drainage B (Lot ‘M’). The Riverside County
Building and Safety Department shall also verify that
Project has been designed to minimize exterior night
lighting while remaining compliant with local
ordinances related to street lighting. Any necessary
lighting (e.g., to light up equipment for security
measures) shall be shielded or directed away from
the habitat area in Drainage B and are not to exceed
0.5 foot-candles. Monitoring by a qualified lighting
engineer (attained by the Project Applicant and
subject to spot checking by Riverside County staff)
shall be conducted as needed to verify light levels are
below 0.5 foot-candles required within identified
occupied least Bell’s vireo habitat following
construction. If the 0.5 foot-candles requirement is
exceeded, the lighting engineer shall make
operational changes and/or install a barrier to
alleviate light levels during the breeding season.

m. An awareness program shall be implemented to
educate residents about the conservation values
associated with the Drainage B open space. A copy
of the awareness program shall be provided to the
Riverside County Environmental Programs
Department for review and approval. The approved
awareness program literature shall be included in
sales documentation for individual units and
provided to each homeowner within the proposed
development.

M-BR-2  (Condition of Approval 60.EPD.004) Pursuant to
Objective 6 and Objective 7 of the Species Account for the
Burrowing Owl included in the Western Riverside County
Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan, within 30 days
prior to initial grading or clearing activities, a qualified
biologist shall conduct a survey of the Project site and make a
determination regarding the presence or absence of the
burrowing owl. The determination shall be documented in a
report that shall be reviewed and approved by the County of
Riverside prior to the issuance of a grading permit, subject to
the following provisions:

a) Inthe event that the pre-construction survey
identifies no burrowing owls on the property, a

M-BR-2  Prior to
commencement of grading
activities, the Riverside
County Environmental
Programs Department shall
ensure that a pre-
construction burrowing owl
survey is completed within
30 days prior to initial
grading or clearing
activities, and shall enforce
the identified requirements
should any burrowing
owl(s) be identified on-site.
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b)

grading permit may be issued without restriction.

In the event that the pre-construction survey
identifies the presence of at least one individual but
less than three (3) mating pairs of burrowing owl,
then grading permits shall be conditioned to avoid
occupied burrows to the greatest extent feasible,
following the guidelines in the Staff Report on
Burrowing Owl Mitigation published by Department
of Fish and Wildlife (March 7, 2012) including, but
not limited to, conducting pre-construction surveys;
avoiding occupied burrows during the nesting and
non-breeding seasons; implementing a worker
awareness program; biological monitoring;
establishing avoidance buffers; and flagging burrows
for avoidance with visible markers. If occupied
burrows cannot be avoided, acceptable methods may
be used to exclude burrowing owl either temporarily
or permanently, pursuant to a Burrowing Owl
Exclusion Plan that shall be prepared and approved
by the County of Riverside Environmental Programs
Department (EPD), in coordination with the CDFW.
The Burrowing Owl Exclusion Plan shall be prepared
in accordance with the guidelines in the Staff Report
on Burrowing Owl Mitigation and the MSHCP. In
accordance with the MSHCP, take of active nests
shall be avoided. Passive relocation (i.e., the scoping
of the burrows by a burrowing owl biologist and
collapsing burrows free of young) shall occur when
owls are present outside the nesting season. Passive
relocation shall follow CDFW relocation protocol and
shall only occur between September 15 and February
1. The EPD may require translocation sites for the
burrowing owl to be created in the MSHCP reserve
for the establishment of new colonies pursuant to
MSHCP objectives for the species. Translocation
sites, if required, shall be identified in consultation
with EPD and/or CDFW taking into consideration
unoccupied habitat areas, presence of burrowing
mammals, existing colonies, and effects to other
MSHCP Covered Species. If proximate alternate
habitat is not present as determined by the biologist,
active relocation shall follow CDFW relocation
protocol. The biologist shall confirm in writing that
the species has fledged the site or been relocated
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9]

M-BR-7

prior to the issuance of a grading permit.

In the event that the pre-construction survey
identifies the presence of three (3) or more mating
pairs of burrowing owl, the requirements of MSCHP
Species-Specific Conservation Objectives 5 for the
burrowing owl shall be followed. Objective 5 states
that if the site (including adjacent areas) supports
three (3) or more pairs of burrowing owls and
supports greater than 35 acres of suitable Habitat, at
least 90 percent of the area with long-term
conservation value and burrowing owl pairs will be
conserved onsite until it is demonstrated that
Objectives 1-4 have been met. A grading permit shall
only be issued, either:

. Upon approval and implementation of a
property-specific Determination of Biologically
Superior Preservation (DBESP) report for the
burrowing owl by the CDFW; or

Ll A determination by the biologist that the site is
part of an area supporting less than 35 acres of
suitable Habitat, and upon passive or active
relocation of the species following CDFW
protocols. Passive relocation, including the
required use of one-way doors to exclude owls
from the site and the collapsing of burrows, will
occur if the biologist determines that the
proximity and availability of alternate habitat is
suitable for successful passive relocation.
Passive relocation shall follow CDFW relocation
protocol and shall only occur between
September 15 and February 1. If proximate
alternate habitat is not present as determined
by the biologist, active relocation shall follow
CDFW relocation protocol. The biologist shall
confirm in writing that the species has fledged
the site or been relocated prior to the issuance
of a grading permit.

(Condition of Approval 10.EPD.001) Prior to

issuance of building permits, a final landscaping plan shall be
submitted to the Riverside County Environmental Programs
Department (EPD) for review. The EPD shall review the list of

M-BR-7  Prior to issuance
of building permits, the
Riverside County
Environmental Programs
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IMPLEMENTATION STAGE

plant species to verify that none of the plant species listed in
Table 6-2 of the MSHCP, Plants That Should Be Avoided
Adjacent to the MSHCP Conservation Area, are identified in
the landscape plans.

M-BR-8  (Condition of Approval 60.EPD.006) Prior to
issuance of grading permits, a habitat mitigation and
monitoring plan (HMMP) shall be prepared to address
mitigation for MSHCP Riparian/Riverine resources. The
HMMP shall provide details as to the implementation of the
mitigation, performance standards, maintenance, and future
monitoring of the proposed Riparian/Riverine habitat
restoration and enhancement, Prior to grading permit final
inspection, compensatory mitigation for impacts to 1.16 acres
of the MSHCP Riparian/Riverine Areas in on-site and off-site
portions of Drainage A shall be provided at a minimum 2:1
ratio by creating and enhancing habitat, as set forth in the
Project’s Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior
Preservation (DBESP) prepared by PCR Services Corporation
and dated November 2015. The riparian mitigation shall
satisfy compensatory mitigation required pursuant to
regulatory permits (as required by Mitigation Measure M-BR-
4) and Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP (as required by Mitigation
Measure M-BR-1). As summarized in IS/MND Table EA-17,
Acres of Proposed Mitigation Type and Habitat Per Drainage,
Project compensatory mitigation shall consist of the following:

- enhancement to 0.27 acre of riparian habitat in
Drainage A;

. enhancement to 0.43 acre of riparian transition in
Drainage A and enhancement to 0.29 acre of
riparian transition in Drainage B (for a total of 0.72
acre of riparian transition enhancements);

. enhancement to 0.09 acre of upland habitat within
Drainage A and 0.71 acre of upland habitat in
Drainage B (for a total of 0.80 acre of upland
habitat enhancements);

. creation of 0.07 acre of riparian habitat in Drainage
A and creation of 0.05 acre of riparian habitat in
Drainage B (for a total of 0.12 acre of riparian
habitat creations); and

. creation of 0.64 acre of riparian transition in
Drainage A and creation of 0.03 acre of riparian
transition in Drainage B (for a total of 0.67 acre of

Department shall verify
that the landscape plans do
not contain any plant
species listed in Table 6-2
of the MSHCP.

M-BR-8  Prior to issuance
of grading permits, the
County Building and Safety
Department shall verify
that the required habitat
mitigation and monitoring
plan (HMMP) has been
approved by the Riverside
County Environmental
Programs Department.
Prior to grading permit final
inspection, the Project
Applicant shall provide
evidence to the Riverside
County Environmental
Programs Department
demonstrating that the
required compensatory
mitigation has been
achieved.
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Implementation of the proposed
Project has the potential to impact
sensitive wildlife species, including
the least Bell’s vireo and burrowing
owl. Mitigation Measures M-BR-1,
M-BR-2, M-BR-3, M-BR-5, M-BR-6,
and M-BR-8 have been identified to
ensure that the Project would have
less-than-significant impacts on
sensitive wildlife species.

A total of 0.57 acre of sensitive native
communities would be impacted by
the proposed Project , including 0.48
acre of arroyo willow scrub and 0.09
acre of black willow scrub

Less than Significant

Less than Significant

riparian transition creations);

Area (acres)
Mitigation Type Habitat Type Drainage A Drainage B Total
Enhancement Riparian 0.27 = 027
Riparian-transition 043 0.29 0.72
Upland 0.09 071 0.80
Subtotal 0.79 1.00 .79
Creation Riparian 0.07 0.05 0.12
Riparian Transition 064 003 067

Upland 2 5
Subtotal 0.71 2.08 0.79
Total 1.50 1.08 2.58

As specified for Mitigation Measure M-BR-1, M-BR-2, M-BR-3,
M-BR-5, M-BR-6, and M-BR-8.

M-BR-3  (Condition of Approval 60.EPD.006) Prior to
issuance of grading permits, a habitat mitigation and
monitoring plan (HMMP) for impacts to two sensitive native
communities (arroyo willow scrub and black willow scrub)
shall be prepared. The HMMP shall offset impacts to these
habitats by focusing on the creation, enhancement, and/or
restoration of riparian habitats within disturbed habitat areas
of the Project site and/or off-site. The functions and values of
the mitigation areas shall be equivalent or superior to the
impacted habitat. The HMMP shall provide details as to the
implementation of the mitigation, performance standards,
maintenance, and future monitoring. Prior to grading permit
final inspection, compensatory mitigation for impacts to the
three sensitive native communities shall be provided at a 2:1
ratio for impacts to arroyo willow scrub and black willow scrub
by creating, enhancing and/or restoring riparian habitat.
Mitigation is proposed both on-site and off-site at an agency
approved mitigation bank or land acquired for the purpose of
mitigation. The riparian mitigation shall also satisfy
compensatory mitigation required pursuant to regulatory
permits (as required by Mitigation Measure M-BR-4) and
Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP (as required by Mitigation
Measure M-BR-8).  Mitigation for impacts shall occur in one

Project Applicant/ Riverside
County Environmental
Programs Department,
Riverside County Planning
Department, Riverside County
Building and Safety
Department

As specified for Mitigation
Measure M-BR-1, M-BR-2,
M-BR-3, M-BR-5, M-BR-6,
and M-BR-8.

M-BR-3  Prior to issuance
of grading permits, the
County Building and Safety
Department shall verify
that the required habitat
mitigation and monitoring
plan (HMMP) has been
approved by the Riverside
County Environmental
Programs Department.
Prior to grading permit final
inspection, the Project
Applicant shall provide
evidence to the Riverside
County Environmental
Programs Department
demonstrating that the
required compensatory
mitigation has been
achieved.
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LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE

RESPONSIBLE PARTY/

support songbird and raptor nests
due to the presence of shrubs,
ground cover, and limited trees on-
site. Disturbing or destroying active
nests is a violation of the Migratory
Bird Treaty Act (MBTA, 16 U.S.C. 703

considered a potentially significant
impact for which mitigation would be
required

issuance of any grading permit that would remove potentially
suitable nesting habitat for raptors or songbirds, the Project
applicant shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the County
of Riverside that either of the following have been or will be
accomplished.

nesting season (February 15 to August 31 for
songbirds; January 15 to August 31 for raptors) will
require that all suitable habitat be thoroughly
surveyed for the presence of nesting birds by a
qualified biologist before commencement of
clearing. If any active nests are detected a buffer
of 300 feet (500 feet for raptors) around the nest
adjacent to construction will be delineated,
flagged, and avoided until the nesting cycle is
complete. The buffer may be modified and/or
other recommendations proposed as determined
appropriate by the biological monitor to minimize
impacts.

IMPACTS MITIGATION MEASURES IMPLEMENTATION STAGE
AFTER MITIGATION IMIONITORING PARTY
or more of the following ways:

1.  Transplantation of arroyo willow scrub and black
willow scrub habitat species from impact areas, if
feasible;

2. Seeding of arroyo willow scrub and black willow
scrub species, in addition to species associated
with these habitat types;

3. Planting of container plants and/or stakes of arroyo
willow and black willow species and/or other
species associated with these habitat types; or

4.  Salvage of duff and topsoil from impact areas and
subsequent dispersal into the mitigation areas.

The Project site has the potential to Less than Significant M-BR-5  (Condition of Approval 60.EPD.005) Prior to the M-BR-5  Prior to issuance

of grading permits, the
Riverside County
Environmental Programs
Department shall verify
that either construction
activities have been

et seq.). In addition, nests and eggs 1.  Vegetation removal activities shall be scheduled scheduled outside the

are protected under Fish and Wildlife outside the nesting season (September 1 to nesting season, or that a
Code Section 3503. As such direct February 14 for songbirds; September 1 to January pre-construction survey
impacts to breeding birds (e.g. 14 for raptors) to avoid potential impacts to during the nesting season
through nest removal) or indirect nesting birds. has taken place and that
impacts (e.g. by noise causing appropriate buffers have
abandonment of the nest) are 2. Any construction activities that occur during the been established from any

occupied nests.
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MITIGATION IMIEASURES

RESPONSIBLE PARTY/
IMONITORING PARTY

IMPLEMENTATION STAGE

The Project has the potential to result
in impacts associated with the
movement of wildlife species.
Mitigation Measure M-BR-6 has been
identified to ensure that the Project
would have less-than-significant
impacts on the movement of wildlife
species.

The Project has the potential to
impact California Department of Fish
and Game jurisdictional features.
Mitigation Measure M-BR-3 has been
identified to ensure that the Project
would have less-than-significant
impacts on California Department of
Fish and Game jurisdictional features.

The Project has the potential to
impact federally protected wetlands.
Mitigation Measure M-BR-4 has been
identified to ensure that the Project
would have less-than-significant
impacts on federally protected
wetlands.

Less than Significant

Less than Significant

Less than Significant

M-BR-6  (Condition of Approval 10.Planning.010) Prior to
building permit final inspection, the Project applicant shall
demonstrate that payment of the MSHCP Local Development
Mitigation Fee has occurred pursuant to Riverside County
Ordinance No. 810.

As specified for Mitigation Measure M-BR-6.

As specified for Mitigation Measure M-BR-3.

As specified for Mitigation Measure M-BR-4.

As specified for Mitigation
Measure M-BR-6.

As specified for Mitigation
Measure M-BR-3.

As specified for Mitigation
Measure M-BR-4.

M-BR-6  Prior to building
permit final inspection, the
Riverside County Building
and Safety Department
shall verify payment of the
MSHCP Local Development
Mitigation Fee.

As specified for Mitigation
Measure M-BR-6.

As specified for Mitigation
Measure M-BR-3.

As specified for Mitigation
Measure M-BR-4.

CULTURAL RESOURCES:

9. ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

There is a potential that buried
archaeological materials may be
present. Thus, before mitigation the
proposed project could have a
potentially significant impact to
archeological resources.

Less than Significant

M-CR-1  (Condition of Approval 60.Planning.023) Prior to
issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall
prepare and submit to the County Archaeologist for review
and approval a Cultural Resources Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program (CRMMRP). The CRMMRP shall include,
but not necessarily be limited to, the following actions:

1)  Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the Project
Applicant shall provide written verification that a

Project Applicant, Project
Archaeologist, Construction
Contractor / County
Archaeologist

M-CR-1  Prior to issuance
of any grading permits, the
CRMMRP shall be reviewed
and approved by the
County Archaeologist.
During ground-disturbing
activities, the provisions of
the CRMMRP shall be
implemented. Prior to
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IMPACTS MITIGATION IMIEASURES
AFTER MITIGATION IMONITORING PARTY

certified archaeologist has been retained to implement grading permit final
the monitoring program. This verification shall be inspection, the report
presented in a letter from the Project archaeologist to documenting the field and
the Riverside County Planning Department. analysis results shall be
provided to the Riverside
2)  The Project Applicant shall enter into an agreement County Planning
with the Pechanga Tribe to provide Native American Department.
monitoring during grading. The Native American
monitor shall work in concert with the archaeological
monitor to observe ground disturbances and search for
cultural materials.

IMPLEMENTATION STAGE

3)  The certified archaeologist shall attend the pre-grading
meeting with the contractors to explain and coordinate
the requirements of the monitoring program.

4)  During the original cutting of previously undisturbed
deposits, the archaeological monitor(s) and tribal
representative shall be on-site, as determined by the
consulting archaeologist, to perform periodic
inspections of the excavations. The frequency of
inspections will depend on the rate of excavation, the
materials excavated, and the presence and abundance
of artifacts and features. The consulting archaeologist
shall have the authority to modify the monitoring
program if the potential for cultural resources appears
to be less than anticipated.

5) Isolates and clearly non-significant deposits will be
minimally documented in the field so the monitored
grading can proceed.

6) Inthe event that previously unidentified cultural
resources are discovered, the archaeologist shall have
the authority to divert or temporarily halt ground
disturbance operation in the area of discovery to allow
for the evaluation of potentially significant cultural
resources. The archaeologist shall contact the lead
agency at the time of discovery. The archaeologist, in
consultation with the lead agency, shall determine the
significance of the discovered resources. The lead
agency must concur with the evaluation before
construction activities will be allowed to resume in the
affected area. For significant cultural resources, a
Research Design and Data Recovery Program to mitigate
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impacts shall be prepared by the consulting
archaeologist and approved by the lead agency before
being carried out using professional archaeological
methods. If any human bones are discovered, the
county coroner and lead agency shall be contacted. In
the event that the remains are determined to be of
Native American origin, the Most Likely Descendant
(MLD), as identified by the NAHC, shall be contacted in
order to determine proper treatment and disposition of
the remains.

IMPLEMENTATION STAGE

7)  Before construction activities are allowed to resume in
the affected area, the artifacts shall be recovered and
features recorded using professional archaeological
methods. The archaeological monitor(s) shall
determine the amount of material to be recovered for
an adequate artifact sample for analysis.

8)  All cultural material collected during the grading
monitoring program shall be processed and curated
according to the current professional repository
standards. The collections and associated records shall
be transferred, including title, to an appropriate
curation facility, to be accompanied by payment of the
fees necessary for permanent curation.

9) Areport documenting the field and analysis results and
interpreting the artifact and research data within the
research context shall be completed and submitted to
the satisfaction of the lead agency prior to the issuance
of any building permits. The report will include DPR
Primary and Archaeological Site Forms.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS
16. OTHER GEOLOGIC HAZARDS

The Project site is subject to Less than Significant
inundation due to the failure of the M-GEO-1 (Condition of Approval 80.Planning.022) Prior to M-GEO-1 Prior to building
Lake Mathews Dam, including building permit final inspection, evidence shall be provided to permit final inspection, the
inundation resulting from seismically- the Riverside County Building and Safety Department that all Project Applicant shall
induced seiches. A seismically- home deeds include a disclosure about the Project site’s Project Applicant/ Riverside | provide evidence to
induced seiche within Lake Mathews location within a dam inundation hazard area. Additionally, as | County Building and Safety | Riverside County

when the dam basin is filled to part of future home sale documentation, the Project Applicant | Department demonstrating that the
capacity could cause extensive shall provide each new homeowner a copy of the Federal disclosure has been
flooding within most areas of the Emergency Management Agency’s informational brochure, provided on all deeds, and
Project site. entitled “Living with Dams: Know Your Risks (FEMA P-956).” that the sales

8G¢
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IMPLEMENTATION STAGE

Additionally, each new homeowner shall be provided with
informational materials from the Riverside County Fire
Department’s Community Emergency Response Team (CERT),
including information about CERT’s role in helping
communities address potential impacts due to natural and
man-made hazards, and information relating to how future
residents can become involved and undergo CERT training to
assist the future residents of the community in the event of
failure of the Lake Mathews Dam.

documentation includes the
FEMA and CERT
informational materials.

18. SOILS

Based on the preliminary grading plan
imported soil material may be
required to establish the planned
finished grade elevations. Depending
on the source of the imported soil, it
is possible that expansive soils may be
incorporated into onsite fills and
ultimately be exposed at finished
grades within proposed building pad
areas.

Less than Significant

M-GEO-2 (Condition of Approval 60.Planning.003) In the
event that imported soil material is required to establish the
design finished grades within the site, adequate control shall
be provided prior to and during import operations to ensure
that the imported soil material is compatible with onsite soils
in terms of expansion potential. If, after completion of
grading, it is determined that near-surface soils within building
pad areas exhibit an elevated expansion potential, then
grading plans shall demonstrate that the proper design of
building foundations, floor slabs and exterior improvements
are designed to alleviate the potential uplift forces that can
develop in expansive soils.

Qualified Geotechnical
Consultant/ Riverside County
Building and Safety
Department

M-GEO-2 A qualified
geotechnical consultant
shall be responsible for
monitoring imported soils
materials for their
expansive potential. If soils
are determined to contain
expansive properties, then
the Project’s geologist shall
ensure appropriate
measures are incorporated
to protect building
foundations, floor slabs,
and other exterior

Project has the potential to generate
greenhouse gases that would impact
the environment. Mitigation
measures M-GG-1 through M-GG-2
have been identified to ensure that
the Project would achieve a GHG
reduction of approximately 30.49%
below BAU, which exceeds the
County’s threshold of significant of
30% below BAU; thus, would result in
less-than-significant greenhouse gas
impacts.

the issuance of building permits, the Project Applicant shall
submit energy demand calculations to the County
demonstrating that the increment of the Project for which
building permits are being requested would achieve a
minimum 10% increase in energy efficiencies beyond 2013
California Building Code Title 24 performance standards.
Representative energy efficiency/energy conservation
measures to be incorporated in the Project would include, but
would not be not limited to, those listed below (it being
understood that the items listed below are not all required
and merely present examples; the list is not all-inclusive and
other features that would reduce energy consumption and
promote energy conservation would also be acceptable):

. Increase in insulation such that heat transfer and
thermal bridging is minimized;

County Planning Department

improvements.
GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
21. GREENHOUSE GASES
Implementation of the proposed Less than Significant M-GG-1  (Condition of Approval 80.Planning.019): Prior to Project Applicant/Riverside M-GG-1  Prior to the

issuance of building
permits, the energy
calculations showing the
required energy use
reduction shall be
submitted to the Riverside
County Planning
Department for review and
approval. Compliance with
the energy reduction
measures assumed in the
calculations shall be
verified by Riverside County
prior to building permit
final inspection.
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M-GG-2

Limit air leakage through the structure and/or
within the heating and cooling distribution system;
Use of energy-efficient space heating and cooling
equipment;

Installation of electrical hook-ups at loading dock
areas;

Installation of dual-paned or other energy efficient
windows;

Use of interior and exterior energy efficient lighting
that exceeds then incumbent California Title 24
Energy Efficiency performance standards;
Installation of automatic devices to turn off lights
where they are not needed;

Application of a paint and surface color palette that
emphasizes light and off-white colors that reflect
heat away from buildings;

Design of buildings with “cool roofs” using
products certified by the Cool Roof Rating Council,
and/or exposed roof surfaces using light and off-
white colors;

Design of buildings to accommodate photo-voltaic
solar electricity systems or the installation of
photo-voltaic solar electricity systems;

Installation of ENERGY STAR-qualified energy-
efficient appliances, heating and cooling systems,
office equipment, and/or lighting products.

(Condition of Approval 10.Planning.023): To reduce

water consumption and the associated energy-usage, the
Project will be designed to:

Reduce outdoor water use by 30%, consistent with
Riverside County Ordinance No. 859.

Reduce indoor water use by 20% consistent with
Division 4.3 of the 2013 CalGreen Residential
Mandatory Measures.

Project Applicant/ Riverside
County Building and Safety
Department

M-GG-2  Prior to the
issuance of building
permits, the Project
Applicant shall
demonstrate that the
target reduction in outdoor
water demand has been
accommodated by the
Project’s plans.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

22. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

T&B PLANNING, INC.
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The presence of residual agricultural
chemicals, such as pesticides, may be
a potential concern with respect to
worker exposure during as grading
and foundation excavation work. This
is evaluated as a potentially
significant impact for which
mitigation is required.

Construction of Project
improvements to potential
emergency access roadways would
have the potential to adversely affect
emergency response times in the
local area. Implementation of a
traffic control plan during
construction, as required by M-HM-1,
would ensure that the Project’s
improvements to these roadways do
not significantly affect emergency
service response times.

Less than Significant

Less than Significant

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2 (refer to Issue 6., Air Quality, of
this Initial Study), which requires measures to control fugitive
dust during construction and compliance with SCAQMD Rule
403, shall apply to address potential health impacts to
workers during the Project’s construction phase.

M-HM-1 (Condition of Approval 10.Planning.024) Continued
vehicular access shall be maintained along El Sobrante Road
and/or McAllister Street during construction of improvements
to these roadways. Full lane closures are not permitted.

As specified for Mitigation
Measure M-AQ-2

Project Applicant/ Riverside
County Transportation
Department

As specified for Mitigation
Measure M-AQ-2

M-HM-1  Prior to issuance
of grading permits,
encroachment permits, or
improvement plans
affecting El Sobrante Road
and/or McAllister Street, a
traffic control plan shall be
approved by the Riverside
County Transportation
Department and shall be
implemented throughout
the duration of
construction activities
affecting one or both
roadways.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

26. FLOODPLAINS

The Project site has a high risk of
inundation in the event of failure of
the Lake Mathews Dam. A
seismically-induced failure of the Lake
Mathews Dam facility when the dam
basin is filled to capacity could cause
extensive flooding in the southern
portions of the project.

Less than Significant

Mitigation Measure M-GEO-1 shall apply.

As specified above for M-
GEO-1

As specified above for M-
GEO-1

NOISE

34. NOISE EFFECTS ON OR BY THE PROJ

ECT

Temporary construction-related noise
impacts associated with the Project
are expected to create intermittent
high-level noise at receivers
surrounding the Project site.
Although not required because
construction-related impacts would

Less than Significant

be less than significant assuming

M-N-1 (Condition of Approval 10.HEALTH.002) In order to
reduce construction-related noise affecting nearby noise
sensitive residential land uses to the maximum feasible
extent, the following requirements shall apply:

. Whenever a construction site is located within one-
quarter (1/4) mile of an occupied residence or
residences construction activities shall be limited

Project Applicant/ Riverside
County Building and Safety
Department

M-N-1 Prior to approval
of grading plans and/or
issuance of building
permits, the Riverside
County Building and Safety
Department shall ensure
the Project’s plans include
the required notes. Prior to
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compliance with Section 9.52.020 of between the hours of 6:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., issuance of grading permits,
the County’s Noise Regulation during the months of June through September, and the County shall review and
ordinance, Mitigation Measures M-N- 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., during the months of approve a Noise Abatement
1 has nonetheless been imposed on October through May. Exceptions to these Plan, which shall be
the Project to reduce to the standards shall be allowed only with the written adhered to by construction
maximum feasible extent Project- consent of the building official. contractors during all
related construction noise levels construction activities on-
affecting nearby sensitive receptors. . The location of construction equipment and noise site. Prior to issuance of
from this equipment shall be reduced during grading permits that
construction of the Project through the use of such include hard rock areas, a
methods as: Blasting Noise and
Vibration Monitoring and
. During all Project site construction, the Abatement Plan shall be
construction contractors shall equip all approved by Riverside
construction equipment, fixed or County, and construction
mobile, with properly operating and contractors shall be
maintained mufflers, consistent with required to adhere to the
manufacturers’ standards. The requirements specified
construction contractor shall place all therein during all grading
stationary construction equipment so activities involving hard
that emitted noise is directed away rock blasting.
from the noise sensitive receivers
nearest the Project site.
. The construction contractor shall locate
equipment staging in areas that will
create the greatest distance between
construction-related noise sources and
noise sensitive receivers nearest the
Project site (i.e., to the east) during all
Project construction.
. In order to reduce nighttime noise level
contributions, it is recommended that
outgoing flatbed trailer loading occur
during the daytime or evening hours
before Project site delivery, and that the
loaded trailer be parked near the
driveway to the site. This will reduce the
duration of equipment pick-up activity
noise and increase the distance
between the nearest noise receivers.
. The construction contractor shall limit
haul truck deliveries to the same hours
specified for construction equipment
(between the hours of 6:00 a.m. and
6:00 p.m., during the months of June
T&B PLANNING, INC. Page MMRP-19 March 2016
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through September, and 7:00 a.m. and
6:00 p.m., during the months of October
through May).

. No music or electronically reinforced
speech from construction workers shall
be audible at noise-sensitive properties.

During grading/blasting activities within hard rock
areas, the Project shall adhere to the the following
requirements:

. Pre-blasting inspections shall be offered
to homes within 200 feet of the hard
rock areas.

. Existing damage of each structure shall
be documented.

. Post-blasting inspections shall be
offered to assess new or additional
damage to each residential structure
once blasting activities have ceased.

. Traditional rock blasting methods shall
not occur within 200 feet from any
residential home. In these areas rock
breaking must be performed with
nonexplosive methods.

. Blasting mats shall be used whenever
feasible to further reduce the noise
from blasting activities.

. Nearby residential homes shall be
notified via postings on the construction
site 24 hours before the occurrence of
major construction related noise and
vibration impacts (such as grading and
rock blasting) which may affect them.

. The County may impose conditions and
procedures on the blasting operations
as necessary. The construction
contractor shall comply with these
measures for the duration of the
blasting permit. The County may
inspect the blast site and materials at
any reasonable time (pursuant to
County of Riverside Ordinance No. 787).

T&B PLANNING, INC.
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LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE
AFTER MITIGATION

MITIGATION IMIEASURES

RESPONSIBLE PARTY/
IMONITORING PARTY

IMPLEMENTATION STAGE

The future exterior noise impact
levels on the outdoor living areas
(backyards) are estimated to range
from 58.4 dBA CNEL to 72.5 dBA CNEL
for homes adjacent to El Sobrante
Road and McAllister Street. In order
to meet the County of Riverside 65
dBA CNEL interior noise level
standard, Mitigation Measure M-N-2
has been identified.

Less than Significant

M-N-2 (Condition of Approval 10.HEALTH.002) To satisfy
the County of Riverside 65 dBA CNEL exterior noise level
standards for single-family residential development, 6-foot
high noise barriers for lots adjacent to McAllister Street and El
Sobrante Road are required as depicted on Exhibits ES-A and
ES-B of the Project’s Noise Impact Analysis, prepared by Urban
Crossroads and dated December 11, 2014. Construction of
the required barriers would reduce the future exterior noise
levels to between 52.9 and 64.4 dBA CNEL. The
recommended noise control barriers shall be constructed so
that the top of each wall extends to the recommended height
above the pad elevation of the lot it is shielding. When the
road is elevated above the pad elevation, the barrier shall
extend to the recommended height above the highest point
between the residential home and the road. The barriers shall
provide a weight of at least 4 pounds per square foot of face
area with no decorative cutouts or line-of-sight openings
between shielded areas and the roadways. The noise barrier
may be constructed using one of the following materials:

. Masonry block

. Stucco veneer over wood framing (or foam core),
or 1 inch thick tongue and groove wood of
sufficient weight per square foot

. Glass (1/4 inch thick), or other transparent material
with sufficient weight per square foot

. Earthen berm

. Any combination of these construction materials

The barrier must present a solid face from top to bottom.
Unnecessary openings or decorative cutouts should not be
made. All gaps (except for weep holes) should be filled with
grout or caulking.

Project Applicant/ Riverside
County Building and Safety
Department

M-N-2 Prior to building
permit final inspection, the
Riverside County Building
and Safety Department
shall ensure that the
required noise barriers
have been constructed.

The future first and second floor
interior noise levels at the fagade are
estimated to range from 52.8 dBA
CNEL to 66.9 dBA CNEL for homes
adjacent to El Sobrante Road and
McAllister Street. In order to meet
the County of Riverside 45 dBA CNEL
interior noise level standard,
Mitigation Measure M-N-3 has been
identified.

Less than Significant

M-N-3 (Condition of Approval 10.HEALTH.002) To satisfy
the County of Riverside 45 dBA CNEL interior noise level
criteria, lots facing El Sobrante Road and McAllister Street will
require a Noise Level Reduction (NLR) of up to 27.1 dBA and a
windows closed condition requiring a means of mechanical
ventilation (e.g. air conditioning). In order to meet the County
of Riverside 45 dBA CNEL interior noise standards the Project
shall provide the following or equivalent Project Design
Features:

. Windows:
. All windows and sliding glass doors shall

Project Applicant/ Riverside
County Building and Safety
Department

M-N-3 Prior to issuance
of building permits, the
Riverside County Building
and Safety Department
shall ensure that the
building plans include the
required noise attenuation
measures, and shall verify
the required features have
been constructed prior to
building permit final
inspection.

T&B PLANNING, INC.
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IMPACTS MITIGATION IMIEASURES
AFTER MITIGATION IMONITORING PARTY

be well fitted, well weather-stripped
assemblies and shall have a minimum
sound transmission class (STC) rating of
27.

. Lots 84 to 93 adjacent to El Sobrante
Road will require upgraded second floor
windows with a minimum STC rating of
31.

IMPLEMENTATION STAGE

. Doors: All exterior doors shall be well weather-
stripped solid core assemblies at least one and
three-fourths-inch thick.

. Roof: Roof sheathing of wood construction shall be
well fitted or caulked plywood of at least one-half
inch thick. Ceilings shall be well fitted, well-sealed
gypsum board of at least one-half inch thick.
Insulation with at least a rating of R-19 shall be
used in the attic space.

. Attic: Attic vents should be oriented away from El
Sobrante Road and McAllister Street. If such an
orientation cannot be avoided, then an acoustical
baffle shall be placed in the attic space behind the
vents.

. Ventilation: Arrangements for any habitable room
shall be such that any exterior door or window can
be kept closed when the room is in use. A forced
air circulation system (e.g. air conditioning) shall be
provided which satisfies the requirements of the
Uniform Mechanical Code. Wall mounted air
conditioners shall not be used.

. Furnishings: All bedrooms, when in use, are
expected to contain furniture or other materials
that absorb sound equivalent to the absorption
provided by wall-to-wall carpeting over a
conventional pad.

With the interior Project Design Features provided in this
study, the proposed Lake Ranch (Tract No. 36730) is expected
to meet the County of Riverside 45 dBA CNEL interior noise
level standards for residential development. A final noise
study shall be prepared prior to obtaining building permits for

T&B PLANNING, INC. Page MMRP-22 March 2016
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LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE

RESPONSIBLE PARTY/

the following impacts to study area
intersections.

Existing Plus Project Conditions:
Cumulatively Significant Impacts
= |aSierra Avenue / El Sobrante
Road

Existing Plus Ambient Plus Project
Plus Cumulative (2016) Conditions:
Cumulatively Significant Impacts
= LaSierra Avenue / Indiana
Avenue (City of Riverside)
= |LaSierra Avenue / Arizona
Avenue (City of Riverside)
= McAllister Street / El Sobrante
Road (County of Riverside)

Cumulative Traffic Signal Impacts
= MecAllister Street/ El Sobrante
Road

Horizon Year (2035) Traffic
Conditions:
Cumulatively Significant Impacts
= LaSierra Avenue / Indiana
Avenue (City of Riverside)
= |a Sierra Avenue / Victoria
Avenue (City and County of
Riverside)
= McAllister Street/”A” Street
(County of Riverside)

Mitigation Measures M-TR-1 through
M-TR-3 have been identified to

ensure that the Project would not

issuance of any building permits, the Project Proponent shall
make required per-unit fee payments associated with the
Western Riverside County Transportation Uniform Mitigation
Fees (TUMF), and the County of Riverside Development
Impact Fee (DIF).

M-TR-2 (Condition of Approval 80.TRANS.3) The Project
Applicant shall use all reasonable efforts to enter into an
agreement with the City of Riverside to pay the standard
Traffic and Railroad Signal Mitigation Fee of $190 per detached
single family residential unit and the Transportation Impact Fee
of $525 per detached single family residential unit to offset
and fully mitigate Project impacts to intersections with the City
of Riverside limits. Prior to issuance of building permits, the
Project Applicant shall provide the Riverside County Building
and Safety Department with evidence of the agreement
entered into with the City of Riverside.

M-TR-3  (Condition of Approval 80.TRANS.11) Prior to the
first building permit final inspection, the Project Applicant
shall work with the County of Riverside to establish
improvement fair-share fee program for improvements to the
intersection of McAllister Steet/Street “A” that ensures the
construction of the following improvement, or comparable
improvement that would allow the intersection to operate an
acceptable LOS. The Project Proponent shall contribute a fair-

County Building and Safety
Department

Project Applicant/ Riverside
County Building and Safety
Department

Project Applicant/ Riverside
County Building and Safety
Department

IMPACTS MITIGATION MEASURES IMPLEMENTATION STAGE
AFTER MITIGATION IMIONITORING PARTY

the Project. This report would finalize the Project Design
Features proposed in this study using the precise grading
plans and actual building design specifications, and may
include additional abatement, if necessary, to meet the
County of Riverside 45 dBA CNEL interior noise level standard.

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC

43.CIRCULATION

The proposed Project would result in Less than Significant M-TR-1  (Condition of Approval 90.TRANS.1) Prior to the Project Applicant/ Riverside M-TR-1  Prior to issuance

of the first building permit,
the Riverside County
Building and Safety
Department shall ensure
that appropriate fees have
been paid in accordance
with the Western Riverside
County Transportation
Uniform Mitigation Fees
(TUMF) and the County of
Riverside Development
Impact Fee (DIF) programs.

M-TR-2  Prior to the
issuance of building
permits, the Riverside
County Building and Safety
Department shall verify
that the standard Traffic
and Railroad Signal
Mitigation Fee of $190 per
detached single family
residential unit and the
Transportation Impact Fee
of $525 per detached single
family residential unit has
been paid to the City of
Riverside.

M-TR-3  Prior to the
issuance of the first
building permit final
inspection, the Project
Applicant shall provide
evidence to the Riverside
County Building and Safety
Department that

T&B PLANNING, INC.
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conflict with any applicable plans, share fee payment to the County of Riverside (Project’s fair- appropriate fees have been
ordinances or policies establishing a share contribution is 8.6%) for the identified improvement. paid or bonding for
measure of effectiveness for the construction has been
performance. . Provide space for a westbound defacto right turn posted.

movement by implementing signage disallowing
on-street parking; and

. Provide space on McAllister Street in the
intersection for westbound left-turning vehicles to
cross northbound and southbound traffic in two
stages.

T&B PLANNING, INC. Page MMRP-24 March 2016
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Permanent Easement Provisions

®* Mutually compatible use between two public entities with prior
rights reserved for Metropolitan

®* Easement is outside the MWD operational area

®* Grantee will be County of Riverside Flood Control and Water
Conservation District

* The fair market value of the easement is $1,000 as determined by
an appraisal

* Metropolitan will receive a one-time processing fee of $7,000
* All plans must be reviewed and approved by Metropolitan
®* Grantee will be responsible for maintenance and weed abatement
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Board Options

® Option #1
* Review and consider County of Riverside’s adopted Mitigated
Negative Declaration and take related CEQA actions and

authorize the granting of a permanent easement for drainage
purposes to County of Riverside Flood Control and Water

Conservation District.
* Option #2

* Do not authorize the permanent easement. The County of
Riverside could elect to use its power of eminent domain if this

option is chosen.
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7-5
Subject

Authorize the execution of an amendment to a license agreement with Fountains La Verne MHP Associates, L.P.
for recreational vehicle parking on Metropolitan fee-owned property in the City of La Verne; the General
Manager has determined that this proposed action is exempt or otherwise not subject to CEQA

Executive Summary

This action authorizes the General Manager to amend an existing license agreement with Fountains La Verne MHP
Associates, L.P. The proposed amendment to the existing license will allow Fountains La Verne MHP Associates,
L.P. to expand the license area by 0.46 acre for additional recreational vehicle parking on Metropolitan’s fee-owned
property with a corresponding increase in the annual license fee. The subject property is located west of the
Weymouth Treatment Plant (Attachment 1).

Details

Background

Metropolitan acquired the subject property in 1968 for the construction, operation and maintenance of
Metropolitan’s Foothill Feeder La Verne Pipeline. The pipeline is a 150-inch inside-diameter pre-stressed
concrete pipeline with approximately 8 to 10 feet of cover.

The current board-authorized license allows Fountains La Verne MHP Associates, L.P (licensee) to operate their
mobile home and recreational vehicle parking business at this subject location as they had prior to Metropolitan’s
acquisition of the fee property. The license term for the use of 2.25 acres started on January 1, 2020, and expires
December 31, 2029, and includes an option to extend through December 31, 2034. The licensee maintains
landscaping and uses the property for visitor parking and recreational vehicle parking purposes. The proposed
license requests the expansion area of 0.46 acre for the same purposes. The license will encompass a new total of
2.71 acres and an expiration date of December 31, 2029. The use of the subject property has not interfered with
Metropolitan’s operations.

The proposed amendment to the existing license agreement will have the following key provisions:

e Revocable license right and subject to Metropolitan’s paramount rights reservation.
e The license area will be expanded by 0.46 acres for a total of 2.71 acres, as reflected in updated License
Exhibits.

e Annual license fee to increase by $3,715 for a total annual amount of $15,364.
e License term expires December 31, 2029, and includes an option to extend to December 31, 2034.

e Annual license fee is subject to annual three percent increases, and the license fee will be reappraised in
2025 and 2030.
e All of the other terms of the license agreement to remain unchanged.

Metropolitan will receive rent consistent with the appraised value. Board authorization to grant this license is
required because the license term will exceed five years.
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Policy

Metropolitan Water District Administrative Code Section 8230: Grants Real Property Interests
Metropolitan Water District Administrative Code Section 8231: Appraisal of Real Property Interests
Metropolitan Water District Administrative Code Section 8232: Terms and Conditions of Management

Metropolitan Water District Administrative Code Section 11104: Delegation of Responsibilities By Minute Item
48766, dated August 16, 2011, the Board adopted the proposed policy principles for managing Metropolitan’s real
property assets.

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

CEQA determination for Option #1:

The proposed action is categorically exempt under the provisions of CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines. The
proposed action consists of the leasing, licensing, maintenance, and operating of existing equipment and facilities
with negligible or no expansion of use beyond that existing at the time of the lead agency's determination. In
addition, it will not have a significant effect on the environment. Accordingly, this proposed action qualifies as a
Class 1 Categorical Exemption (Section 15301 of the State CEQA Guidelines).

CEQA determination for Option #2:
None required

Board Options

Option #1

Authorize the execution of an amendment to the existing license with Fountains La Verne MHP Associates,
L.P. for additional recreational vehicle parking.

Fiscal Impact: Metropolitan will receive a one-time processing fee of $7,500 and additional annual revenue
of $3,715.
Business Analysis: This option will allow the use of Metropolitan’s fee-owned parcel to generate monthly
revenue and avoid maintenance costs for weed abatement, trash removal, trespassing, security issues, and
illegal dumping.

Option #2
Do not authorize the amendment to the license.
Fiscal Impact: Metropolitan will forgo additional annual revenue of $3,715.
Business Analysis: This option would forgo an opportunity to generate income and will increase
Metropolitan’s maintenance costs.
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Option # 1

Attachment 1 — Site Map
Ref# rpdm12687105

W 12/17/2021

Lilly L. Shrgjbati Date
Group Madager
Real Property Group
L ]
12/21/2021
Adel Magekhalil Date

General Manager
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Fountains La Verne MHP Associates, L.P.
Amendment No. 1 to License

Real Property & Asset Management Committee
tem /-5
January 10, 2022
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Key Provisions

®* The Amendment will be subject to Metropolitan’s Paramount
rights

®* The License area will be expanded by 0.46 acre

®* The term of this amendment will expire December 31, 2029

* The Licensee has the option to extend thru December 31, 2034

* Metropolitan will receive a one-time processing fee of $7,500
with an increase in annual revenue of $3,715

* The License fee is subject to 3 percent annual increase, and re-
appraisal every 5 years

®* Licensee will continue to be responsible for the upkeep of the
property




Board Options

® Option #1

* Authorize the granting of this amendment to the existing
license with Fountains La Verne MHP Associates, L.P. for
additional recreational vehicle parking

* Option #2
* Do not authorize the amendment to the existing license



~ Staff Recommendations
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Property Portfolio

®* Metropolitan has acquired over 211,000 acres in California
* Located on 11 counties

* Land Uses
* ~128,000 operational acres
* ~49 000 agricultural acres
* ~16,000 environmental reserves acres
* ~18,000 PVID fallowing easement acres

* Taxes or Assessments

®* Paid if outside service area
®* Paid if not used for District purposes



Property Life Cycle

ID Asset
Need

Dispose Plan Use
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Key Contributions
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Ac_qu|5|‘F|9n & CIP Support | Land. Housing &
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Recreation
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Headquarters .; Recreation &
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Management



Real Property Management Team

Office of the Group Manager

Business & Administration

Acquisition, Planning &
Disposition

Land Management &
Development

Property Maintenance &
Management




Desert
Housing &
Recreation

Acquisition & Land
Dispositions Protection

7

Lease /

Management

Recreation &
Development
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New Acquisition

®* Multiphase acquisition
negotiated in 2021

® Escrow closings
scheduled in 2022

* Adds 702 acres to the ‘3 |
Agricultural portfolio

* 605 acres with water
right

* Includes lease back
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Land Management

* Land Protection Goals
®* Protect and secure Metropolitan’s property rights and assets

* Collaborative management efforts
® Internal PRC, local law enforcement and the public

* Seek secondary uses to assist with property maintenance, security
and income

* Trespassing Examples

* Private owners' costly improvements
®* Pools, foundations, landscaping

* Temporary encampments and trash dumping



Land Management

® 2021

* |dentified over 500 encroachment issues

* Developed resolution priority, procedures and budget
* 2022

* Detailed encroachment report scheduled in March 2022
* Continue to collaborate with WSO/ESG/Legal to address
District-wide issues
®* Assist resolution efforts on emerging trespassing issues
®* Weed abatement
®* Ensure regulatory compliance



Lease Management

® 2021
* 260 lease agreements Private/Business,
* $6,859,719 total income &

® 2022

* 20 to Renegotiate

* New CPUC Ordinances .

Public, 15
* Update 12 Telecom Leases
®* Develop Telecom sites
Master Plan |
Utility, 39
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practices
* Focus on measurable efforts
< Development areas

| t Iand management
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2021 DISpOSItIOnS

LAND FOR J LAND FOR SAI.J LAND FOR SALE

Jtd

PARCEL 2

City of Hemet
Riverside County, California

PARCEL 1

Property ~Acreage Prlce Buyer
Chipps Island 243 $972,000 DWR
Gilman Springs 132 $11,000,000 Private
DVL 12 223 $4,600,000 Private
DVL North EMWD 1 $25,858 EMWD
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Capital Improvement Project Support

Secure short term and long term ROW

Perform property research, inspection and use viability
* Conduct appraisals

Negotiate, present offers, develop agreements
Condemnation proceedings initiated at impasse

.

.

= Perris Valley I-215 Connection ® Orange County Feeder Relining = Etiwanda Pipeline N Liner Repair

Project = Lakeview Pipeline Relining = Headquarters Security Project
= Right-of-Way and Infrastructure Project - Phase 2 = Recycled Water Program :
Protection Program (RWIPP) = | gke Perris Seepage Conveyance  Alignment Investigations
= Prestressed Concrete Cylinder Pipeline = Various Drought-Related
Pipeline Rehabilitation Program =  Garvey Reservoir Drainage & Projects

(PCCP) Erosion Improvements Project



Housing Maintenance & Management

Preparing employee housing for occupancy

* Scheduled and preventative maintenance

* Operational annual budget $S2.5M

* Dedicated staff — 1 Mgr; 1 Contract admin; 2 Property techs
* 35 Agreements at ~S1.25M

Install new transition trailers (Eagle Mt.) January 2021

Replace flooring on 6 houses January 2021
Replace 20 AC units February 2021
Replace egress windows at 23 houses September 2021
Eagle Mt. Domestic water temperature issue January 2022
Resident Portal October 2021




Housing Maintenance & Management

®* Prepared 14 houses for Desert staff occupancy in 2021

446 Work Orders Completed

L 32%

Resident

%ﬂests

56%

T

nce

\ " : \_12%

= Resident Requested ® Preventive Maintenance

® Corrective Maintenance
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2022 Housing Maintenance & Management

District Housing

* Address resident requests

* Continue PM & CM

* |nitiate Condition Based Maintenance

* HR/RPG to negotiate Lease with BU

Implement Desert Recreation Mgmt Plan
* April Report on recreational facilities

* Administration/management approach,

resources/responsibility matrix, transition and
budget

.

.




2021 Desert Housing Program

®* Completed at all four pumping plants

* Study Phase for employee housing, village enhancements,
lodging and kitchen

* Topographic surveys
* Geotechnical investigations
* Completed at Hinds and Eagle Plant pumping plants

* Preliminary Designh for employee housing, village
enhancements, lodging and kitchen

® Initiated the CEQA process at all four pumping plants
* 18 to 24 month effort



2022 District Housing Program

®* Complete Preliminary Design for housing, village enhancements and lodging
& kitchen facilities for Gene & Iron Mountain pumping plants

* Perform Value Engineering (VE)

®* Final design Board action request
* 78 New employee houses

-

Village enhancements and recreational components
Landscaping design
* Lodging & kitchen

* Initiate County permitting process




2021 DVL Recreation

® Executed a new ten-year concession agreement with Urban
Park Concessionaires

* Secured $750,000 Private Capital Investment
* Expanded Recreation Amenities




2021 DVL Recreation Improvements

* Marina
* Refurbished Boat Docks
* Rehabilitated Floating Wave Attenuator

ol \TT AT r»’r‘- ~ br'-'-"‘.a“
Floating Attenuator — Before Repait




2022 DVL Recreation Improvements

L

Complete San Diego Canal Trail final design

Complete DVL Marina Utilities preliminary design

Complete wave attenuation system design and construction
Replace floating restrooms

L

8
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2022 DVL — Identify Opportunities

e

.

.

Repurpose DVL Visitor Center campus as the new Metropolitan

apprentice training center

* Decreasing number of annual visitors

* Closed due to COVID

* On-line education program

* Apprentice Training Center trailer end of life

Classrooms and admin office move-in
CIP design funding request

-
-

>

N et
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Headquarters
®* 2021 Partnerships il

1L 11111
PERE

* Continued to implement CDC guidelines gt e
* Low occupancy ! '.‘--- i i
2022 Partnerships, Plans & Improvements #  Fi

* Adjust to evolving CDC guidelines
* Develop HQ re-population logistics

* Develop long term space use and furniture replacement plans
* Complete UV system installation

* Complete perimeter security fencing

.




Headquarters Improvements

® Carpet replaced
® Conference tables and chairs replaced or refurbished
®* Technology accessories

. o
\

Board Committee Rooms

Executive Dining Room
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Water Conservat

Five-Year Indoor & Irrigation Water Use

HQ Improvements
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HQ Improvements : Water Conservation

ET, Rain & Water Usage
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New irrigation controller and updated software to reduce
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HQ Improvements : Electrical Conservation

5-Year Electrical Usage
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New for 2022

* Waste Divergence Program

‘0 educate employees, patrons, partners and stakeholders
‘0 provide appropriate type and size waste receptacles

‘0 ensure proper waste disposal
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Key Contributions
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