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General Plan as “areas where the available geologic information indicates that mineral deposits are
likely to exist, however, the significance of the deposit is undetermined.” The County of Riverside
2020 General Plan provides no specific policies regarding property identified as “MRZ-3” and does
not designate the project site for mineral resource-related uses (for example, MRZ-2b, which
comprises areas where the available geologic information indicates that there is a likelihood of
significant mineral deposits). Similarly, the City of Corona 2020-2040 General Plan designates
Planning Area 6 as MRZ-4 for industrial minerals and MRZ-3 for aggregate resources. These
designations indicate that the Planning Area 6 site is within the classification of “areas where
available information is inadequate for assignment to any other zone” and “areas containing mineral
deposits whose significance cannot be evaluated from available data,” respectively. There is no
indication that the project site contains any mineral resources that would be of value to the region
or residents of the State. Additionally, the proposed project would not be an incompatible land use
located adjacent to a State-classified or designated area or existing surface mine, nor would it
expose people or property to hazards from proposed, existing, or abandoned quarries or mines.
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in the loss of availability of a locally important
mineral resource recovery site.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Less than significant impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation required.

Level of Significance After Mitigation
Less than significant impact.

Impact MIN-3: Potentially expose people or property to hazards from proposed, existing, or
abandoned quarries or mines?

Source(s): Riverside County 2020 General Plan, including Figure OS-6 “Mineral Resources Area,” and
the City of Corona 2020-2040 General Plan.

Impact Analysis

The project site does not contain any known mineral resources, and the project site does not contain
existing or abandoned quarries or mines. Furthermore, the project does not propose quarries,
mines, or mining activity on the site. The County of Riverside 2020 General Plan’s Multipurpose
Open Space Element (Figure OS-6) identifies the project site, as well as most of western Riverside
County, as being within MRZ-3 (significance of mineral deposits undetermined). Areas with this
designation are described in the General Plan as “areas where the available geologic information
indicates that mineral deposits are likely to exist, however, the significance of the deposit is
undetermined.”

Similarly, the City of Corona 2020-2040 General Plan designates Planning Area 6 as MRZ-4 for
industrial minerals and MRZ-3 for aggregate resources. These designations indicate that the Planning
Area 6 site is within the classification of “areas where available information is inadequate for
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assignment to any other zone” and “areas containing mineral deposits whose significance cannot be

evaluated from available data,” respectively. The proposed project site is also not located adjacent to
a State-classified or designated area or existing surface mine. Because there are no existing quarries

or mines on-site, and no such activity is proposed for the site, there would be no impact.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
No impact.

Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required.

Level of Significance After Mitigation
No impact.
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3.13 - Noise

3.13.1 - Introduction

This section describes the existing noise setting and potential effects from project implementation
on the site and its surrounding area. Descriptions and analysis in this section are based on noise
modeling performed by FirstCarbon Solutions (FCS). The noise modeling output is included in this
Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) as Appendix H.

3.13.2 - Environmental Setting
Characteristics of Noise

Noise is defined as unwanted sound. Sound becomes unwanted when it interferes with normal
activities, when it causes actual physical harm or when it has adverse effects on health. Sound is
produced by the vibration of sound pressure waves in the air. Sound pressure levels are used to
measure the intensity of sound and are described in terms of decibels. The decibel (dB) is a
logarithmic unit, which expresses the ratio of the sound pressure level being measured to a standard
reference level. The 0 point on the dB scale is based on the lowest sound level that the healthy,
unimpaired human ear can detect. Changes of 3 dB or less are only perceptible in laboratory
environments. Audible increases in noise levels generally refer to a change of 3 dB or more, as this
level has been found to be barely perceptible to the human ear in outdoor environments. Only
audible changes in existing ambient or background noise levels are considered potentially significant.

A-weighted decibels (dBA) approximate the subjective response of the human ear to a broad
frequency noise source by discriminating against very low and very high frequencies of the audible
spectrum. They are adjusted to reflect only those frequencies that are audible to the human ear.

Because decibels are logarithmic units, they cannot be added or subtracted by ordinary arithmetic
means. For example, if one noise source produces a noise level of 70 dB, the addition of another
noise source with the same noise level would not produce 140 dB; rather, they would combine to
produce a noise level of 73 dB.

Noise Descriptors

There are many ways to rate noise for various time periods, but an appropriate rating of ambient
noise affecting humans also accounts for the annoying effects of sound. Equivalent continuous
sound level (Leg) is the total sound energy of time-varying noise over a sample period. However, the
predominant rating scales for human communities in the State of California are the Leq and
Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) or the day-night average level (L4n) based on A-weighted
decibels (dBA). CNEL is the time-varying noise over a 24-hour period, with a 5 dBA weighting factor
applied to the hourly Leq for noises occurring from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. (defined as relaxation
hours) and a 10 dBA weighting factor applied to noise occurring from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.
(defined as sleeping hours). Lgn is similar to the CNEL scale but without the adjustment for events
occurring during the evening hours. CNEL and Ly, are within one dBA of each other and are normally
exchangeable. The noise adjustments are added to the noise events occurring during the more
sensitive hours.
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Other noise rating scales of importance when assessing the annoyance factor include the maximum
noise level (Lmax), Which is the highest exponential time-averaged sound level that occurs during a
stated time period. The noise environments discussed in this analysis are specified in terms of
maximum levels denoted by Lmax for short-term noise impacts. Lmax reflects peak operating
conditions and addresses the annoying aspects of intermittent noise.

Noise Propagation

From the noise source to the receiver, noise changes both in level and frequency spectrum. The most
obvious is the decrease in noise as the distance from the source increases. The manner in which
noise reduces with distance depends on whether the source is a point or line source, as well as
ground absorption, atmospheric conditions (wind, temperature gradients, and humidity) and
refraction, and shielding by natural and manmade features. Sound from point sources, such as an air
conditioning condenser, a piece of construction equipment, or an idling truck, radiates uniformly
outward as it travels away from the source in a spherical pattern.

The attenuation or sound drop-off rate is dependent on the conditions of the land between the
noise source and receiver. To account for this ground-effect attenuation (absorption), two types of
site conditions are commonly used in noise models: soft-site and hard-site conditions. Soft-site
conditions account for the sound propagation loss over natural surfaces such as normal earth and
ground vegetation. For point sources, a drop-off rate of 7.5 dBA per each doubling of the distance
(dBA/DD) is typically observed over soft ground with landscaping, as compared with a 6 dBA/DD
drop-off rate over hard ground such as asphalt, concrete, stone, and very hard packed earth. For line
sources, such as traffic noise on a roadway, a 4.5 dBA/DD is typically observed for soft-site conditions
compared to the 3 dBA/DD drop-off rate for hard-site conditions.

Traffic Noise

The level of traffic noise depends on the three primary factors: (1) the volume of the traffic, (2) the
speed of the traffic, and (3) the number of trucks in the flow of traffic. Generally, the loudness of
traffic noise is increased by heavier traffic volumes, higher speeds, and greater number of trucks.
Vehicle noise is a combination of the noise produced by the engine, exhaust, and tires. Because of
the logarithmic nature of noise levels, a doubling of the traffic volume (assuming that the speed and
truck mix do not change) results in a noise level increase of 3 dBA. Based on the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) community noise assessment criteria, this change is “barely perceptible.” For
reference, a doubling of perceived noise levels would require an increase of approximately 10 dBA.
The truck mix on a given roadway also has an effect on community noise levels. As the number of
heavy trucks increases and becomes a larger percentage of the vehicle mix, adjacent noise levels
increase.

Stationary Noise

A stationary noise producer is any entity in a fixed location that emits noise. Examples of stationary
noise sources include machinery, engines, energy production, and other mechanical or powered
equipment and activities such as loading and unloading or public assembly that may occur at
commercial, industrial, manufacturing, or institutional facilities. Furthermore, while noise generated
by the use of motor vehicles over public roads is preempted from local regulation, the County
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considers the use of these vehicles to be a stationary noise source when operated on private
property such as at a truck terminal or warehousing facility. The emitted noise from the producer
can be mitigated to acceptable levels either at the source or on the adjacent property through the
use of proper planning, setbacks, block walls, acoustic-rated windows, dense landscaping, or by
changing the location of the noise producer.

The effects of stationary noise depend on factors such as characteristics of the equipment and
operations, distance and pathway between the generator and receptor, and weather. Stationary
noise sources may be regulated at the point of manufacture (e.g., equipment or engines), with
limitations on the hours of operation, or with provision of intervening structures, barriers, or
topography.

Construction activities are a common source of stationary noise. Construction-period noise levels are
higher than background ambient noise levels but eventually cease once construction is complete.
Construction is performed in discrete steps, each of which has its own mix of equipment and,
consequently, its own noise characteristics. These various sequential phases would change the
character of the noise generated on each construction site, and therefore, would change the noise
levels as construction progresses. Despite the variety in the type and size of construction equipment,
similarities in the dominant noise sources and patterns of operation allow construction-related noise
ranges to be categorized by work phase. Table 3.13-1 shows typical noise levels of construction
equipment as measured at a distance of 50 feet from the operating equipment.

Table 3.13-1: Typical Construction Equipment Maximum Noise Levels, Lmax

Specification Maximum Sound Levels for

Type of Equipment Analysis (dBA at 50 feet)
Impact Pile Driver 95
Auger Drill Rig 85
Vibratory Pile Driver 95
Jackhammers 85
Pneumatic Tools 85
Pumps 77
Scrapers 85
Cranes 85
Portable Generators 82
Rollers 85
Dozers 85
Tractors 84
Front-End Loaders 80
Backhoe 80
Excavators 85
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Specification Maximum Sound Levels for

Type of Equipment Analysis (dBA at 50 feet)
Graders 85
Air Compressors 80
Dump Truck 84
Concrete Mixer Truck 85
Pickup Truck 55

Source: FHWA 2006. Highway Construction Noise Handbook, August.

Characteristics of Vibration

Groundborne vibrations consist of rapidly fluctuating motions within the ground that have an
average motion of zero. The effects of groundborne vibrations typically only cause a nuisance to
people, but in extreme cases, excessive groundborne vibration has the potential to cause structural
damage to buildings. Although groundborne vibration can be felt outdoors, it is typically only an
annoyance to people indoors where the associated effects of the shaking of a building can be
notable. Groundborne noise is an effect of groundborne vibration and only exists indoors, since it is
produced from noise radiated from the motion of the walls and floors of a room, and may also
consist of the rattling of windows or dishes on shelves.

Several different methods are used to quantify vibration amplitude such as the maximum
instantaneous peak in the vibrations velocity, which is known as the peak particle velocity (PPV) or
the root mean square (rms) amplitude of the vibration velocity. Because of the typically small
amplitudes of vibrations, vibration velocity is often expressed in decibels—denoted as LV—and is
based on the reference quantity of 1 microinch per second. To distinguish vibration levels from noise
levels, the unit is written as “VdB.”

Although groundborne vibration can be felt outdoors, it is typically only an annoyance to people
indoors where the associated effects of the shaking of a building can be notable. When assessing
annoyance from groundborne vibration, vibration is typically expressed as rms velocity in units of
decibels of 1 microinch per second, with the unit written in VdB. Typically, developed areas are
continuously affected by vibration velocities of 50 VdB or lower. Human perception of vibration
starts at levels as low as 67 VdB. Annoyance due to vibration in residential settings starts at
approximately 70 VdB.

Off-site sources that may produce perceptible vibrations are usually caused by construction
equipment, steel-wheeled trains, and traffic on rough roads, while smooth roads rarely produce
perceptible groundborne noise or vibration. Construction activities, such as blasting, pile driving and
operating heavy earthmoving equipment, are common sources of groundborne vibration.
Construction vibration impacts on building structures are generally assessed in terms of PPV. Typical
vibration source levels from construction equipment are shown in Table 3.13-2.
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Table 3.13-2: Vibration Levels of Construction Equipment
rms Velocity in Decibels (VdB)
Construction Equipment PPV at 25 Feet (inches/second) at 25 Feet
Water Trucks 0.001 57
Scraper 0.002 58
Bulldozer—Small 0.003 58
Jackhammer 0.035 79
Concrete Mixer 0.046 81
Concrete Pump 0.046 81
Paver 0.046 81
Pickup Truck 0.046 81
Auger Drill Rig 0.051 82
Backhoe 0.051 82
Crane (Mobile) 0.051 82
Excavator 0.051 82
Grader 0.051 82
Loader 0.051 82
Loaded Trucks 0.076 86
Bulldozer—Large 0.089 87
Caisson drilling 0.089 87
Vibratory Roller—Small 0.101 88
Compactor 0.138 90
Clam shovel drop 0.202 94
Vibratory Roller-Large 0.210 94
Pile Driver—Impact Typical 0.644 104
Pile Driver—Impact Upper Range 1.518 112

Notes:

PPV = peak particle velocity
rms = root mean square

Source: Compilation of scientific and academic literature, generated by Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA).

The propagation of groundborne vibration is not as simple to model as airborne noise. This is

because noise in the air travels through a relatively uniform medium, while groundborne vibrations

travel through the earth, which may contain significant geological differences. Factors that influence
groundborne vibration include:
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e Vibration source: Type of activity or equipment, such as impact or mobile, and depth of
vibration source.

¢ Vibration path: Soil type, rock layers, soil layering, depth to water table, and frost depth.

e Vibration receiver: Foundation type, building construction, and acoustical absorption.

Among these factors that influence groundborne vibration, there are significant differences in the
vibration characteristics when the source is underground compared to at the ground surface. In
addition, soil conditions are known to have a strong influence on the levels of groundborne
vibration. Among the most important factors are the stiffness and internal damping of the soil and
the depth to bedrock. Vibration propagation is more efficient in stiff clay soils than in loose sandy
soils, and shallow rock seems to concentrate the vibration energy close to the surface and can result
in groundborne vibration problems at a large distance from the source. Factors such as layering of
the soil and depth to the water table can have significant effects on the propagation of groundborne
vibration. Soft, loose, sandy soils tend to attenuate more vibration energy than hard, rocky materials.
Vibration propagation through groundwater is more efficient than through sandy soils. There are
three main types of vibration propagation: surface, compression, and shear waves. Surface waves, or
Rayleigh waves, travel along the ground’s surface. These waves carry most of their energy along an
expanding circular wave front, similar to ripples produced by throwing a rock into a pool of water. P-
waves, or compression waves, are body waves that carry their energy along an expanding spherical
wave front. The particle motion in these waves is longitudinal (i.e., in a “push-pull” fashion). P-waves
are analogous to airborne sound waves. S-waves, or shear waves, are also body waves that carry
energy along an expanding spherical wave front. However, unlike P-waves, the particle motion is
transverse, or side-to-side and perpendicular to the direction of propagation.

As vibration waves propagate from a source, the vibration energy decreases in a logarithmic nature
and the vibration levels typically decrease by 6 VdB per doubling of the distance from the vibration
source. As stated above, this drop-off rate can vary greatly depending on the soil type, but it has
been shown to be effective enough for screening purposes, in order to identify potential vibration
impacts that may need to be studied through actual field tests. The vibration level (PPV) at a
distance from a point source can generally be calculated using the vibration reference equation:

PPV= PPVt * (25/D)"n (in/sec)
Where:

PPV, = reference measurement at 25 feet from vibration source
D = distance from equipment to the receptor
n = vibration attenuation rate through ground

According to Chapter 12 of the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Transit Noise and Vibration

Impact Assessment Manual, an “n” value of 1.5 is recommended to calculate vibration propagation
through typical soil conditions.
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Existing Ambient Noise Levels

To understand the current ambient noise environment at the project site and in the proposed
project vicinity, a total of three short-term noise measurements and one long-term noise
measurement were taken in the general project vicinity. These measurements provide a baseline for
any potential noise impacts that may be created by development of the proposed project. The
results of these measurements are described below, and the noise survey sheets are provided in
Appendix H of this Draft EIR.

Short-Term Noise Measurements

Short-term noise monitoring was conducted on June 14, 2018, between 10:33 a.m. and 11:57 a.m.
The noise measurements were taken during the midday hours, which typically have the highest
daytime noise levels in urban environments. At the start of the noise monitoring, the sky was clear
with average wind conditions ranging between 1 and 5 miles per hour (mph). The field survey noted
that noise within the project area is generally characterized by local roadway traffic. The short-term
measurement results are summarized in Table 3.13-3. The noise measurement locations are shown
in Exhibit 3.13-1.

Table 3.13-3: Existing Noise Level Measurements

Site ID # Description Leq et L

In Planning Area 3, between Frontage Road and Pine Crest

ST-1 68.8 64.5 80.9
Drive, approximately 250 feet east of Serfas Club Drive.
In Planning Area 4, between Pine Crest Drive and

ST-2 Monterey Peninsula, approximately 100 feet east of Serfas 56.7 52.2 68.2
Club Drive.
In Planning Area 3.2, between Frontage Road and Via

ST-3 Santiago, approximately 250 feet south of Ridgeview 58.1 55.0 62.3
Terrace.

Notes:

Leq = equivalent continuous sound level

Lmin = minimum noise/sound level

Lmax = maximum noise/sound level

The Site ID corresponds to locations shown in Exhibit 3.13-1.
Source: FirstCarbon Solutions (FCS) 2018.

Long-Term Noise Measurement

A long-term ambient noise measurement was conducted on Thursday, June 14, 2018, from 12:34
p.m. to 1:40 p.m., on Thursday, June 15, 2018. The long-term measurement was taken in Planning
Area 1 approximately 200 feet south of the State Route (SR) 91 eastbound off-ramp. The long-term
noise measurement location is shown in Exhibit 3.13-1 and the long-term noise measurement data is
provided in Appendix H. The results show that weekday, 24-hour average day/night noise levels at
this location ranged up to 69.7 dBA CNEL. The documented daytime hourly average noise level was
64.7 Leq with a nighttime hourly average noise level of 62.2 L.
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The FTA has established industry accepted standards for groundborne vibration impact criteria and
impact assessment. These guidelines are published in its Transit Noise and Vibration Impact
Assessment document.? The FTA guidelines include thresholds for construction vibration impacts for
various structural categories as shown in Table 3.13-5.

Table 3.13-5: Federal Transit Administration Construction Vibration Impact Criteria

Building Category PPV (in/sec) Approximate VdB
. Reinforced Concrete, Steel, or Timber (no plaster) 0.5 102
Il Engineered Concrete and Masonry (no plaster) 0.3 98
1. Nonengineered Timber and Masonry Buildings 0.2 94
V. Buildings Extremely Susceptible to Vibration Damage 0.12 90

Notes:

PPV = peak particle velocity

VdB = velocity in decibels

Source: Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 2006. Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment.

State Regulations

Established in 1973, the California Department of Health Services Office of Noise Control was
instrumental in developing regularity tools to control and abate noise for use by local agencies. One
significant model is the “Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise Environments Matrix,” which
allows the local jurisdiction to delineate compatibility of sensitive uses with various incremental
levels of noise.

Title 24, Chapter 1, Article 4 of the California Administrative Code (California Noise Insulation
Standards) requires noise insulation in new hotels, motels, apartment houses, and dwellings (other
than single-family detached housing) that provides an annual average noise level of no more than 45
dBA CNEL as measured from within the structure’s interior. When such structures are located within
a 60 dBA CNEL (or greater) exterior noise contour associated with a traffic noise along a roadway, an
acoustical analysis is required to ensure that interior levels do not exceed the 45 dBA CNEL annual
threshold. In addition, Title 21, Chapter 6, Article 1 of the California Administrative Code requires
that all habitable rooms, hospitals, convalescent homes, and places of worship shall have an interior
CNEL of 45 dB or less due to aircraft noise.

Government Code Section 65302 mandates that the legislative body of each county and city in
California adopt a noise element as part of its comprehensive general plan. The local noise element
must recognize the land use compatibility guidelines published by the State Department of Health
Services. The guidelines rank noise/land use compatibility in terms of normally acceptable,
conditionally acceptable, normally unacceptable, and clearly unacceptable.

2 Federal Transit Administration (FTA). 2006. Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment. May.
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Project Noise Impacts

Impact NOI-3: Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local
general plan, noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

Source(s): Riverside County 2020 General Plan, Table N-1 (“Land Use Compatibility for Community
Noise Exposure”), Project Application Materials

Impact Analysis
Short-term Construction Impacts

A significant impact would result if project-related noise producing construction activities would
result in a substantial temporary increase in ambient noise levels outside of the hours permitted by
the County of Riverside. The combined most restrictive hours for these two jurisdictions permits
construction activities between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on non-holiday weekdays and Saturdays,
and between 10:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on Sundays and federal holidays. If project construction
occurs outside of these hours, construction activities will need to comply with the noise level limits
that apply to the adjacent occupied properties.

Noise impacts from construction activities associated with the proposed project would be a function
of the noise generated by construction equipment, equipment location, sensitivity of nearby land
uses, and the timing and duration of the construction activities.

Two types of short-term noise impacts would occur during site preparation and project construction.
The first type would result from the increase in traffic flow on local streets, associated with the
transport of workers, equipment, and materials to and from the project site. The transport of
workers and construction equipment and materials to the project site would incrementally increase
noise levels on access roads leading to the site. Because workers and construction equipment would
use existing routes, noise from passing trucks would be similar to existing vehicle-generated noise on
these local roadways. For this reason, short-term intermittent noise from trucks would be minor
when averaged over a longer time and would not be expected to exceed existing peak noise levels in
the project vicinity. Therefore, short-term construction-related noise impacts associated with worker
and equipment transport to the project site would be less than significant.

The second type of short-term noise impact is related to noise generated during site preparation,
grading, and construction activities. Construction is performed in discrete steps, each of which has
its own mix of equipment, and consequently, its own noise characteristics. These various sequential
phases would change the character of the noise generated on-site. Thus, the noise levels vary as
construction progresses. Despite the variety in the types and sizes of construction equipment,
similarities in the dominant noise sources and patterns of operation allow construction noise ranges
to be categorized by work phase. Table 3.13-1 shows typical noise levels of construction equipment
as measured at a distance of 50 feet from the operating equipment.

The site preparation phase, which includes excavation and grading activities, generate the highest
noise levels because the noisiest construction equipment is earthmoving equipment. Earthmoving
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equipment includes excavating machinery and compacting equipment, such as bulldozers, draglines,
backhoes, front loaders, roller compactors, scrapers, and graders. Typical operating cycles for these
types of construction equipment may involve 1 or 2 minutes of full power operation followed by 3 or
4 minutes at lower power settings. Operating cycles for these types of construction equipment may
involve 1 or 2 minutes of full power operation followed by 3 or 4 minutes at lower power settings.

The proposed project is expected to require the use of scrapers, rubber-tired dozers, loaders,
backhoes, excavators, water trucks, haul trucks, and pickup trucks during the site preparation phase
of construction. Based on the information provided in Table 3.13-1, the maximum noise level
generated by each scraper is assumed to be 85 dBA Lmax at 50 feet from this equipment. Each
bulldozer would generate 85 dBA Lyax at 50 feet. The maximum noise level generated by graders is
approximately 85 dBA Lnax at 50 feet. Similarly, all other pieces of heavy construction equipment
would generate maximum noise levels of 85 dBA Lmax Or lower as measured at 50 feet. Each doubling
of sound sources with equal strength increases the noise level by 3 dBA. Assuming that each piece of
construction equipment operates at some distance from the other equipment, a reasonable worst-
case combined noise level during this phase of construction would be 90 dBA Lmax at a distance of 50
feet from the acoustical center of a construction area. This would result in a reasonable worst-case
hourly average of 86 dBA Leq. The acoustical center reference is used because construction
equipment must operate at some distance from one another on a project site, and the combined
noise level as measured at a point equidistant from multiple sources operating simultaneously would
represent the worst-case noise levels.

Existing noise-sensitive receptors could be located as close as 50 feet from the project site’s
proposed construction areas where multiple pieces of heavy construction equipment would operate
simultaneously. At this distance, worst-case construction noise levels could range up to
approximately 90 dBA Lmax, intermittently, and could have an hourly average of up to 86 dBA Leg, at
the facade of the closest single-family residential homes.

Although there could be a relatively high single event noise exposure potential causing an
intermittent noise nuisance, the effect on longer-term (hourly or daily) ambient noise levels would
be small but could result in annoyance or sleep disturbances at nearby sensitive receptors.
Therefore, noise producing construction activities shall be restricted to the hours established by the
City of Corona and the County of Riverside Municipal Code. These ordinances limit construction
noise to the hours between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on non-holiday weekdays and Saturdays, and
between 10:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on Sundays and federal holidays. Limiting construction activities
to these stated permissible time periods, as well as implementing the best management noise
reduction techniques (both outlined in Mitigation Measure [MM] NOI-1a), would ensure that
construction noise would not result in a substantial temporary increase in ambient noise levels that
would result in annoyance or sleep disturbance of nearby sensitive receptors. Therefore, the
potential short-term construction noise impacts to noise-sensitive receptors in the project vicinity
would be reduced to a less than significant level.

Traffic Noise Impacts

A significant impact would occur if the project would result in a substantial increase in traffic noise
levels above levels that would exist without the project, or if the project would expose proposed
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residential noise-sensitive land uses to traffic noise levels in excess of 60 dBA CNEL. For purposes of
this analysis, a 3 dBA increase is conservatively considered a substantial increase in traffic noise
levels compared to noise levels that would exist without the project.

The FHWA highway traffic noise prediction model (FHWA-RD-77-108) was used to evaluate existing
and future project-related traffic noise conditions along modeled roadway segments in the vicinity of
the project site. The projected future traffic noise levels on roadways adjacent to the site were
analyzed to determine compliance with the City’s noise and land use compatibility standards. Traffic
modeling was performed using the data obtained from the project-specific TIS conducted by Urban
Crossroads (2018). The resultant noise levels were weighed and summed over a 24-hour period to
determine the CNEL values. The traffic noise modeling input and output files—including the 60 dBA,
65 dBA, and 70 dBA CNEL noise contour distances—are included in Appendix H. Table 3.13-7 shows a
summary of the traffic noise levels for Existing Plus Project conditions, Existing Plus Ambient Growth
Plus Project conditions (EAP) (2022), Existing Plus Ambient Growth Plus Project Plus Cumulative
conditions (EAPC) (2022), Horizon Year (2040) with project conditions, and Horizon Year (2040)
without project conditions, as measured at 50 feet from the centerline of the outermost travel lane.
These traffic scenarios are defined in the TIS prepared for the proposed project by Urban Crossroads.

As shown in Table 3.13-7, the highest increase in traffic noise levels with implementation of the
project would be a less than 1 dBA increase compared to noise levels that would exist without the
project. Therefore, traffic noise increases with implementation of the project would be less than
significant.

Table 3.13-7: Without and With Project Modeled Roadway Noise Levels

CNEL (dBA) 50 feet from Centerline of Outermost Lane

Increase
over
Increase Increase = Horizon Horizon Horizon
over over EAP Year Year Year
Existing Existing No No (2040) (2040) | (2040) No
Plus Project EAP EAPC Project = Without Plus Project
Roadway Segment Project (dBA) (2022) (2022) (dBA) Project = Project (dBA)
Serfas Club Drive—SR-91 64.9 0.1 65.2 65.3 0.1 68.0 68.0 0.0
Eastbound Ramps to
Frontage Road
Serfas Club Drive— 64.8 0.0 65.0 65.1 0.1 68.0 68.0 0.0
Frontage Road to Pine
Crest Drive
Serfas Club Drive—Pine 64.5 0.0 64.8 65.1 0.3 65.5 65.6 0.1
Crest Drive to Monterey
Peninsula Drive
Serfas Club Drive— 64.3 0.1 64.6 64.8 0.2 65.5 65.6 0.1

Monterey Peninsula Drive
to Palisades Drive
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CNEL (dBA) 50 feet from Centerline of Outermost Lane

Increase
over
Increase Increase | Horizon | Horizon Horizon
over over EAP Year Year Year
Existing Existing No No (2040) (2040) | (2040) No
Plus Project EAP EAPC Project = Without Plus Project
Roadway Segment Project (dBA) (2022) (2022) (dBA) Project = Project (dBA)
Serfas Club Drive— 62.8 0.1 63.1 63.3 0.2 65.0 65.1 0.1
Palisades Drive to Green
River Road
Pine Crest Drive—Serfas 53.7 0.2 54.1 54.1 0.0 58.0 58.0 0.0
Club Drive to Paseo
Grande
Paseo Grande—Via 65.3 0.3 65.7 66.3 0.6 66.5 66.7 0.2
Santiago to Via Del Rio
Paseo Grande-Via Del Rio 65.2 0.3 65.5 66.2 0.7 66.8 67.0 0.2
to Pine Crest Drive
Paseo Grande—Pine Crest 62.3 0.2 62.6 63.8 1.2 66.8 66.9 0.1
Drive to Ontario Avenue
Paseo Grande—Ontario 63.4 0.1 63.7 64.1 0.4 65.9 65.9 0.0
Avenue to Green River
Road
SR-91-East of Serfas Club 80.9 0.0 81.0 81.0 0.0 81.3 81.3 0.0
Drive
SR-91-West of Serfas Club = 80.9 0.0 81.0 81.0 0.0 81.3 81.3 0.0
Drive
Notes:

CNEL = Community Noise Equivalent Level

dBA = A-weighted decibel

EAP = Existing Plus Ambient Growth Plus Project

EAPC = Existing Plus Ambient Growth Plus Project Plus Cumulative
Source: FirstCarbon Solutions (FCS) 2021.

As shown in Table 3.13-7, projected traffic noise levels along SR-91, west of Serfas Club Drive, would
range up to 81.3 dBA CNEL as measured at 50 feet from the centerline of the outermost travel lane
under year 2040 conditions. The outdoor active use areas of the nearest proposed residential home,
in Planning Area 1, would be setback approximately 270 feet from the centerline of SR-91.
Additionally, there is an existing sound wall along the proposed project’s northern boundary that
would block the line of sight to the nearest proposed residential receptor in the proposed planning
areas. At this distance and assuming a conservative minimal noise reduction shielding provided by
the existing 14-foot high sound wall, calculated traffic noise levels from SR-91 would attenuate to
approximately 69 dBA CNEL at the sensitive outdoor areas of this nearest residence. These
calculated traffic noise levels are confirmed by the long-term weekday 24-hour average day/night
noise measurement results of 69.7 dBA CNEL. These noise levels are in excess of the County’s
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normally acceptable land use compatibility standard of 60 dBA CNEL. Therefore, design measures
must be incorporated into the proposed project to ensure that the interior noise level standard of 45
dBA CNEL is maintained.

Based on the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Protective Noise Levels, with a
combination of walls, doors, and windows, standard construction in accordance with building code
requirements for residential developments would provide 25 dBA in exterior-to-interior noise
reduction with windows closed and 15 dBA or more with windows open. With windows open, the
interior noise levels of the proposed units nearest to SR-91 would not meet the County’s interior
noise standard of 45 dBA CNEL (69 dBA-15 dBA = 54 dBA). However, with implementation of air
conditioning systems that would allow windows to remain closed for prolonged periods, the
proposed units nearest to SR-91 would meet the County’s interior noise standard of 45 dBA CNEL (69
dBA-25 dBA =44 dBA). It should be noted that at a distance of 1,800 feet from the centerline of SR-
91, traffic noise levels would attenuate to below 60 dBA CNEL at which point standard construction
with windows open would suffice to meet the interior noise standard of 45 dBA CNEL (60 dBA-15
dBA = 45 dBA).

Therefore, implementation of MM NOI-1b, requiring proposed residences located within 1,800 feet
of the centerline of SR-91 to implement air conditioning systems that would allow windows to
remain closed for prolonged periods, would reduce traffic noise impacts to less than significant.

The highest projected traffic noise levels along modeled surface roadway segments in the proposed
project vicinity would occur along Serfas Club Drive. Projected traffic noise levels along Serfas Club
Drive, between Frontage Road and Pine Crest Drive, would range up to 68 dBA CNEL as measured at
50 feet from the centerline of the outermost travel lane under Horizon Year (2040) plus project
conditions. The outdoor activity area of the nearest proposed residential home in Planning Area 1,
would be setback approximately 400 feet from the centerline of this roadway. At this distance, traffic
noise levels from Serfas Club Drive would attenuate to approximately 54 dBA CNEL at the outdoor
active use areas of this nearest residence.

Traffic noise levels along Paseo Grande adjacent to the project site would range up to 67 dBA CNEL
as measured at 50 feet from the centerline of the outermost travel lane under Horizon Year (2040)
plus project conditions. The nearest proposed residential lot would be located over 220 feet from
the centerline of this roadway. At this distance, traffic noise levels would attenuate to below 54 dBA
CNEL.

Therefore, the resulting traffic noise levels along surface roadways in the project vicinity would not
exceed the County’s threshold of 60 dBA CNEL when measured from the sensitive outdoor areas of
any of the proposed project’s proposed noise-sensitive land use developments.

However, implementation of MM NOI-1b would be required to ensure traffic noise impacts from SR-
19 would be reduced to less than significant and would ensure receptors are not exposed to noise
levels in excess of acceptable standards.
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Stationary Operational Noise Impacts

The City of Corona has more restrictive performance standards for operational noise levels produced
by stationary noise sources than the County of Riverside. As such, the City of Corona’s stationary
operational noise standards were utilized for the entire proposed project. According to the City of
Corona, a significant impact would occur if operational noise levels generated by stationary noise
sources at the project site would exceed the following noise levels at the property line of any
residential land use in the proposed project vicinity:

e 55 dBA Leq (30 minutes) between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m.; or
e 50 dBA Leq (30 minutes) between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.

However, the City of Corona’s standard indicates that if the ambient noise level exceeds these
standards, the ambient noise level shall be the base standard. Based on the noise monitoring results,
the documented existing ambient noise level in the project vicinity is 69.7 dBA CNEL; with AM
average noise levels of 64.7 dBA L.q; PM average noise levels of 62.2 dBA Leq; and maximum noise
levels ranging up to 78.5 dBA Lmax. Therefore, because the documented existing ambient noise levels
exceed the City’s exterior noise performance thresholds, the measured ambient noise levels shall be
the base standard to which noise levels from project stationary noise sources are compared.

Furthermore, the City of Corona has established design standards for new mechanical equipment,
such as air conditioners or pool equipment, to reduce potential operational noise impacts.

The proposed project would include new stationary noise sources such as parking lot activities, and
mechanical ventilation system equipment. These would be potential point sources of noise that
could affect noise-sensitive receptors in the proposed project vicinity.

Parking Lot Activities

Customer and employee parking activities including vehicles cruising at slow speeds, doors shutting,
or cars starting, would generate noise levels of approximately 60 dBA to 70 dBA Lnax at 50 feet.
Conversation between two persons at a distance of 3 to 5 feet apart would generate a noise level of
60 dBA Leq at 5 feet, or approximately 40 dBA Leq as measured at 50 feet.

The proposed project would include a small commercial development (coffee and bagel shop) with
an associated parking area. The nearest noise-sensitive receptor to the proposed commercial
development’s parking area would be a proposed single-family residence located west of Serfas Club
Drive between Pine Crest Drive and Frontage Road. This proposed residence would be located
approximately 200 feet from the proposed project’s commercial parking area. At this distance, noise
levels from parking lot activities would attenuate to below 58 dBA L. at the property line of the
nearest proposed residential receptor. As a result, noise from these activities, when averaged over a
period of time such as minutes or hours would not exceed documented existing daytime (64.7 dBA
Leg) Or nighttime (62.2 dBA Leq) background ambient noise levels at any off-site noise-sensitive
receptor. Therefore, noise levels generated by project-related parking lot activities would have a less
than significant impact to off-site noise-sensitive receptors in the proposed project vicinity.
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Mechanical Equipment Operations

At the time of this analysis, details were not available pertaining to proposed mechanical ventilation
systems for the project; therefore, a reference noise level for typical mechanical ventilation systems
was used. Noise levels from typical residential mechanical ventilation equipment range from 50 dBA
to 70 dBA Leq at a distance of approximately 3 feet.

Proposed mechanical ventilation systems could be located as close as approximately 10 feet from
the nearest off-site receptors. At this distance, noise generated by proposed mechanical ventilation
equipment would attenuate to below 60 dBA L.,. These noise levels would not exceed the
documented existing daytime (64.7 dBA Leg) or nighttime (62.2 dBA Leq) background ambient noise
levels.

However, the City of Corona has also established design requirements for new mechanical
equipment, such as air conditioners or pool equipment, to reduce potential operational noise
impacts. The City requires that, upon application for a building permit to install mechanical equipment
such as air conditioners in a residential zone, such equipment shall be setback at least 10 feet from an
adjoining property line except where a 5-foot block sound wall is maintained extending a distance of 2
feet on each side of such equipment and situated either between such equipment and the property
line or on said property line.

Therefore, operational noise levels generated by stationary noise sources at the project site would
have a less than significant impact to off-site receptors in the proposed project vicinity.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation Potentially significant impact.

Mitigation Measures

MM NOI-1a To reduce potential construction noise impacts, the following best management
practices, standard to all grading permits, shall be implemented:

e The construction contractor shall ensure that all internal combustion engine-
driven equipment is equipped with mufflers that are in good condition and
appropriate for the equipment.

e The construction contractor shall locate stationary noise-generating equipment as
far as possible from sensitive receptors when sensitive receptors adjoin or are
near a construction project area. In addition, the project contractor shall place
such stationary construction equipment so that emitted noise is directed away
from sensitive receptors nearest the project site.

e The construction contractor shall prohibit unnecessary idling of internal
combustion engines.

e The construction contractor shall, to the maximum extent practical, locate on-site
equipment staging areas to maximize the distance between construction-related
noise sources and noise-sensitive receptors nearest the project site during all
project construction.
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e The construction contractor shall limit construction activities to hours between
7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. during non-holiday weekdays and Saturdays, and
between 10:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on Sundays and federal holidays.

MM NOI-1b To ensure that the project will meet the interior noise level standard of 45 dBA CNEL,
the proposed project shall ensure all habitable rooms located within 350 feet of the
centerline of SR-91 are supplied with a mechanical ventilation system (heating,
ventilation, and air conditioning [HVAC] system) to allow the windows to remain
closed for prolonged periods of time.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated.

Groundborne Vibration Impacts

Impact NOI-4: Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

Source(s): Riverside County 2020 General Plan, Table N-1 (“Land Use Compatibility for Community
Noise Exposure”), Project Application Materials

Impact Analysis

This section analyzes both construction and operational groundborne vibration impacts. The City of
Corona and Riverside County have not adopted criteria for construction groundborne vibration
impacts. Therefore, for purposes of this analysis, the FTA’s vibration impact criteria are utilized. The
FTA has established industry accepted standards for vibration impact criteria and impact assessment.
These guidelines are published in its Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment document and
are summarized in Table 3.13-5 in the regulatory section above.®

According to the City’s Municipal Code, a threshold of 0.05 inches per second (in/sec) PPV is used to
evaluate the significance of operational groundborne vibration impacts. According to the Noise
Element of the County’s General Plan, the County considers vibration levels of 0.0059-0.0188 in/sec
PPV to correspond with the threshold of perception, and levels of 0.0787 in/sec PPV to correspond
with vibration that is considered readily perceptible. For purposes of this analysis, the more
restrictive threshold of 0.05 in/sec PPV is used to evaluate the significance of operational
groundborne vibration impacts.

Short-term Construction Vibration Impacts to Off-site Receptors

Construction activity can result in varying degrees of ground vibration, depending on the equipment
used on the site. Operation of construction equipment causes ground vibrations that spread through
the ground and diminish in strength with distance. Buildings in the vicinity of a construction site
respond to these vibrations with varying results ranging from no perceptible effects at the low levels,

5 Federal Transit Administration (FTA). 2006. Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment. May.
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to slight damage at the highest levels. As shown in Section 3.13.2, Environmental Setting, Table
3.13-2 provides approximate vibration levels for particular construction activities.

Of the variety of equipment used during construction, the small vibratory rollers that would be used
in the site preparation phase of construction would produce the greatest groundborne vibration
levels. Small vibratory rollers produce groundborne vibration levels ranging up to 0.101 in/sec PPV at
25 feet from the operating equipment.

Existing off-site receptors could be located as close as 25 feet from the nearest construction
footprint where heavy equipment would operate at the project site. At this distance, operation of a
small vibratory roller could result in groundborne vibration levels up to 0.101 in/sec PPV. This is well
below the FTA’s damage threshold criteria of 0.12 in/sec PPV for even the most fragile structures.
Therefore, the impact of short-term groundborne vibration associated with construction to off-site
receptors would be less than significant.

Operational Vibration Impacts

Implementation of the proposed project would not include any permanent sources of vibration that
would expose persons in the project vicinity to groundborne vibration levels that would exceed the
City’s operational groundborne vibration threshold of 0.05 in/sec PPV at any existing sensitive land
use in the vicinity of the project site. In addition, there are no existing significant permanent sources
of groundborne vibration in the vicinity of the site to which the proposed project would be exposed.
Therefore, project operational groundborne vibration level impacts would be considered less than
significant.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation Less than significant impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less than significant impact.
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3.14 - Paleontological Resources

3.14.1 - Introduction

This section describes existing conditions related to paleontological resources in the region and
project area as well as the relevant regulatory framework. This section also evaluates the possible
impacts related to paleontological resources that could result from implementation of the project.
Information included in this section is based on the Phase | Cultural Resources Assessment (Phase |
CRA) (Appendix D) and a paleontological records search at the Los Angeles County Museum of
Natural History, which is included in Appendix | as well as Riverside County General Plan and the
United States Geological Survey (USGS).

3.14.2 - Environmental Setting

Based on Figure 0S-8 Paleontological Sensitivity identifies the project site as containing a high potential
to contain paleontological resources. Based on the Paleontological Records Search the project site
surface deposits are composed of younger Quaternary Alluvium, derived as alluvial fan deposits from
the surrounding more elevated terrain. In the slightly more elevated terrain in the remainder of the
proposed project area, particularly in the south and southwest, the surface deposits are composed of
older Quaternary Alluvium, derived as alluvial fan deposits from the hills to the south. The closest
vertebrate fossil locality from the project area is LACM 1207, east-northeast of the proposed project
area north of the Riverside Freeway (State Route [SR] 91) on the west side of Cota Street in the
Temescal Wash area that produced a fossil specimen of deer, Odocoileus, at unknown depth.

3.14.3 - Regulatory Framework
Federal

Society of Vertebrate Paleontology Guidelines

The Society of Vertebrate Paleontology, a national scientific organization of professional vertebrate
paleontologists, has established standard guidelines that outline acceptable professional practices in
the conduct of paleontological resource assessments and surveys, monitoring and mitigation, data
and fossil recovery, sampling procedures, specimen preparation, analysis, and curation. Most
practicing professional paleontologists in the nation adhere to the Society of Vertebrate
Paleontology’s assessment, mitigation, and monitoring requirements, as specifically spelled out in its
standard guidelines.

Local

Riverside County General Plan: Open Space Element

The following General Plan Policies relate to paleontological resources in Riverside County:

0S 19.6 Whenever existing information indicates that a site proposed for development has
high paleontological sensitivity as shown on Figure 0S-8, a Paleontological Resource
Impact Mitigation Program (PRIMP) shall be filed with the County Geologist prior to
site grading. The PRIMP shall specify the steps to be taken to mitigate impacts to
paleontological resources.
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0S19.7 Whenever existing information indicates that a site proposed for development has
low paleontological sensitivity as shown on Figure 0S-8, no direct mitigation is
required unless a fossil is encountered during site development. Should a fossil be
encountered, the County Geologist shall be notified and a Paleontologist shall be
retained by the project proponent. The Paleontologist shall document the extent
and potential significance of the paleontological resources on the site and establish
appropriate mitigation measures for further site development.

0S5 19.8 Whenever existing information indicates that a site proposed for development has
undetermined paleontological sensitivity as shown on Figure 0S-8, a report shall be
filed with the County Geologist documenting the extent and potential significance of
the paleontological resources on-site and identifying mitigation measures for the
fossil and for impacts to significant paleontological resources prior to approval of
that department.

0Ss19.9 Whenever paleontological resources are found, the County Geologist shall direct
them to a facility within Riverside County for their curation, including the Western
Science Center in the City of Hemet.

3.14.4 - Methodology

Phase | Cultural Resources Assessment (Appendix D) and a paleontological records search at the Los
Angeles County Museum of Natural History, which is included in Appendix | as well as Riverside
County General Plan and the USGS. Impacts to paleontological resources were determined by
reviewing the Paleontological Records Search prepared for the project site.

3.14.5 - Thresholds of Significance

This section has been included to be consistent with Appendix G, Environmental Checklist of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, as well as Riverside County’s environmental
checklist. For purposes of this analysis, the following thresholds are used to evaluate the significance
of geology and soils impacts resulting from implementation of the project.

Paleontological Resources

a) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource, site, or unique geologic
feature.

3.14.6 - Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures

This section discusses potential impacts associated with the proposed project and provides
mitigation measures where necessary.

At the time of this analysis, the project applicant proposed the development of a 0.78-acre
neighborhood commercial space with approximately 10,000 square feet of quick service food retail
use on Planning Area 2 and 56 single-family detached residences and a new trail system on Planning
Area 6. However, the development of Planning Area 2 and 6 is no longer contemplated and this
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acreage would remain undeveloped. Consistent with the Notice of Preparation (NOP) and the
original project proposal, this Draft EIR analyzes the full development of Planning Area 2 and 6.

Paleontological Resources

Impact PALEO-1 Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource, site, or unique
geologic feature?

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan Figure OS-8 “Paleontological Sensitivity,” Paleontological
Resource Impact Mitigation Program (PRIMP) Report

Impact Analysis

The project-specific paleontological report (Appendix I) concluded that shallow excavations on the
project site would expose Quaternary Alluvium soil formations, which are unlikely to uncover
significant fossil vertebrae. Deeper excavations on the project site that extend down into older
Quaternary deposits, and any excavations in the older Quaternary deposits exposed in slightly more
elevated terrain of the proposed project area, however, may well encounter significant vertebrate
fossils. This represents a potentially significant impact. The project would implement Mitigation
Measure (MM) PALEO-1a through MM PALEO-1c which would ensure excavations are monitored by
a qualified Paleontologist and if fossils or fossil-bearing deposits are discovered during construction
all excavation activity would cease within a 100-foot radius until a qualified Paleontologist can
determine the nature of the find and identify appropriate actions to be taken for excavation and/or
documentation of the find. In addition, consistent with Riverside County General Plan Policy )S 19.6,
the project would submit a PRIMP that would be filed to the County Geologist prior to site grading
activity. The PRIMP shall specify the steps to be taken to mitigate impacts to paleontological
resources. This mitigation measure would reduce potential impacts to paleontological resources that
may be discovered during project construction. Therefore, impacts related to destruction of
paleontological resources or unique geologic features would be less than significant with mitigation.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation

Potentially significant impact.

Mitigation Measures
MM PAELO-1a Stop Construction Upon Encountering Paleontological Materials

A qualified Paleontological Monitor shall be present during all phases of ground
disturbance in excess of 10 feet in order to check for the inadvertent exposure of
fossils or other resources of paleontological value. This may be followed by regular
periodic or “spot-check” paleontological monitoring during ground disturbance as
needed. In the event that fossils or fossil-bearing deposits are discovered during
construction activities, excavations within a 100-foot radius of the find shall be
temporarily halted or diverted. The applicant’s construction contractor shall notify a
qualified Paleontologist to examine the discovery. The applicant shall include a
standard inadvertent discovery clause in every construction contract to inform
contractors of this requirement. The Paleontologist shall document the discovery as
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MM PALEO-1b

MM PALEO-1c

needed in accordance with Society of Vertebrate Paleontology standards and assess
the significance of the find under the criteria set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.5. The Paleontologist shall notify the appropriate agencies to determine
procedures that would be followed before construction activities are allowed to
resume at the location of the find. If the applicant determines that avoidance is not
feasible, the Paleontologist shall prepare an excavation plan for mitigating the effect
of construction activities on the discovery. The plan shall be submitted to Riverside
County for review and approval prior to implementation, and the applicant shall
adhere to the recommendations in the plan.

Prepare a Paleontological Resource Impact Mitigation Program

The applicant shall provide the County Geologist a Paleontological Resource Impact
Mitigation Program (PRIMP) prior to grading activity. The PRIMP shall include
specific steps to be taken that would mitigate impacts to paleontological resources
consistent with the Riverside County General Plan: Multipurpose Open Space
Element.

Monitoring

A qualified Paleontological Monitor shall be present during all phases of ground
disturbance in excess of 10 feet in order to check for the inadvertent exposure of
fossils or other resources of paleontological value. This may be followed by regular
periodic or “spot-check” paleontological monitoring during ground disturbance as
needed.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated.
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3.15 - Population and Housing

This section addresses potential impacts to population and housing resulting from the proposed
project. The purpose of this section is to evaluate current housing needs, growth projections, and
project characteristics as a basis for evaluating potential impacts of the proposed project, and to
identify any measures necessary to mitigate potential impacts. Descriptions and analysis in this
section are based on information from the United States Census Bureau, the County of Riverside
2020 General Plan and 2020 General Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR), the City of Corona
2020-2040 General Plan, the California Department of Finance, and the Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG) 2020-2045 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS).

3.15.1 - Existing Conditions
County of Riverside (Planning Area 1 Through Planning Area 5)

Current Population and Housing Characteristics

Unincorporated Riverside County’s population was estimated to be 401,693 as of January 1, 2023 by
the California Department of Finance. Table 3.15-1 summarizes the current population and housing
characteristics for Unincorporated Riverside County.

Table 3.15-1: Unincorporated Riverside County Population and Housing Summary (2023)

Population Housing Units Persons Per Household
401,693 143,425 3.12

Notes:
Housing unit count includes vacant/unoccupied units.
Source: California Department of Finance 2023.

Historic Population Growth

Unincorporated Riverside County’s population has increased by 16,309 persons between 1990 and
2023. Fluctuations in population at the unincorporated County level can include, but not be limited
to annexations of unincorporated areas by cities, incorporation of unincorporated areas into new
cities, economic fluctuations, etc.

Table 3.15-2 summarizes the population fluctuations that occurred between 1990 and 2023.

Table 3.15-2: Unincorporated Riverside County Population, 1990-2023

Year Population Change from Previous
1990 385,384 —

1995 385,452 +.002%

2000 420,721 +9.2%
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Year Population Change from Previous

2005 523,318 +24.4%

2010 504,392 -3.6%

2015 364,423 -27.8%

2020 392,111 +7.6%

2021 394,680 +0.6%

2022 398,404 +0.09%

2023 401,693 +0.08%

Source: California Department of Finance 2023.

City of Corona (Planning Area 6)

Current Population and Housing Characteristics

The City of Corona’s population was estimated to be 157,005 as of January 1, 2023, by the California
Department of Finance. Table 3.15-3 summarizes the current population and housing characteristics
for the City of Corona.

Table 3.15-3: City of Corona Population and Housing Summary (2023)

Population Housing Units Persons Per Household
157,182 49,893 3.24

Notes:
Housing unit count includes vacant/unoccupied units.
Source: California Department of Finance 2023.

Historic Population Growth

The City of Corona’s population has increased by 93,511 persons between 1990 and 2023, although
it has experienced declines since 2021. Fluctuations in population at the City level can include but
not be limited to annexations of unincorporated areas, the construction of new housing, economic
fluctuations, etc.

Table 3.15-4 summarizes the population fluctuations that occurred between 1990 and 2023.

Table 3.15-4: City of Corona Population, 1990-2023

Year Population Change from Previous
1990 75,943 —

1995 96,099 +26.5%

2000 123,757 +28.8%

2005 144,719 +16.9%
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Year Population Change from Previous
2010 151,858 +4.9%
2015 154,533 +5.7%
2020 156,413 +4.9%
2021 157,182 -3.7%
2022 157,139 -0.32%
2023 157,005 -0.09%

Source: California Department of Finance 2023.

3.15.2 - Regulations
County of Riverside Housing Element 2021-2029

The Housing Element is one of the seven General Plan elements mandated by the State of California,
as articulated in Sections 65580 to 65589.8 of the Government Code. State law requires that the
Housing Element consist of “an identification and analysis of existing and projected housing needs
and a statement of goals, policies, quantified objectives, and scheduled programs for the
preservation, improvement and development of housing.” The residential character of the County is
largely determined by the variety, location, and maintenance of its housing. The Housing Element is
an official response to the need to provide housing for all economic segments of the population. It
establishes policies that will guide County decision-making and sets forth an action program to
implement housing goals through 2029.

An important component of the Housing Element is the County's description of what it hopes to
achieve during the current planning period through implementation of goals, policies, actions, and
quantified objectives relative to the maintenance, preservation, improvement, and development of
housing to meet the present and future needs of all economic segments of the population, as well as
ongoing coordination and program implementation. This analysis includes an 8-year schedule of
actions that the County is undertaking or intends to undertake. The applicable policies are included
below:

Eight-Year Action Plan Summary

Goals and Policies

Policy H3.1 Encourage housing developers to produce affordable units by providing assistance
and incentives for projects that include new affordable units available to
lower/moderate income households or special needs housing.

Policy H 3.6 The County should evaluate the availability of publicly owned land for the
development of affordable housing, in cooperation with the County’s Housing
Authority and coordination with affected communities and non-profit and for-profit
developers.
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Policy H 5.2 Provide housing information and counseling to low-income households and
households with special housing needs.

The proposed project complies with the policies, as the proposed project includes 100 percent age-
restricted (60+) dwelling units; therefore, providing housing for different income levels and
populations.

City of Corona Housing Element 2021-2029

State law requires housing elements to be updated at least every 5 years to reflect a community’s
changing housing needs. The City of Corona Housing Element was last updated in 2021; however,
special legislation extended the update cycle for jurisdictions within SCAG to coincide with the 2012
update of baseline population, employment, and other shared data for the RTP/SCS. Therefore, the
Housing Element is updated for the years 2021-2029 for the updated cycle for jurisdictions in the
SCAG region and is consistent with other regional and local plans. The City of Corona Final Housing
Element 2021-2029 consists of the following major components:

e An analysis of Corona’s population, household, and employment base, and the characteristics
of the City’s housing stock to define the nature and extent of unmet housing needs.
e A review of potential constraints to meeting the City’s identified housing needs.

e An evaluation of resources and opportunities that will further the development of new
housing and advance energy conservation in the community.

e A statement of the Housing Plan to address Corona’s identified housing needs, including
housing goals, policies, and programs.

The goals and policies that the City of Corona intends to implement within this housing element
cycle address the following five major issue areas:

Conserving and improving the existing stock of affordable housing
Providing adequate sites to achieve a variety and diversity of housing
Assisting in the development of affordable housing

e Removing governmental constraints as necessary

Promoting equal housing opportunity

The following goals and policies are applicable to the proposed project:

Goals and Policies

Goal H-1 Promote and maintain a balance of housing types and corresponding affordability
levels to provide for the community’s needs for housing within all economic
segments of the City.

Policy H-1.5 Create or expand zoning designations and commensurate development standards to
encourage flexibility in permitted land use types that respond to changing market
forces and provide opportunities for higher density residential development, mixed-

3.15-4 FirstCarbon Solutions
https://adecinnovations.sharepoint.com/sites/PublicationsSite/Shared Documents/Publications/Client (PN-JN)/5082/50820001.1/EIR/4 - Draft EIR/50820001.1 Sec03-15 Pop and Housing.docx



Riverside County Planning Department—Trails at Corona
Draft EIR Population and Housing

use residential/commercial development, and transit oriented residential
development in appropriate areas of the City.

Goal H-2 Promote and preserve suitable and affordable housing for persons with special
needs, including large families, single-parent households, the disabled and seniors,
and shelter for the homeless.

Policy H-2.2 Work with nonprofit agencies and private sector developers to encourage
development of senior housing.

Goal H-4 Ensure that housing opportunities are available to all persons without regard to
race, color, ancestry or national origin, religion, marital status, familial status, age,
gender, disability, source of income, sexual orientation, or any other arbitrary
factors.

Planning Area 6 provides 100 percent age-restricted (60+) dwelling units; therefore, providing
housing for different income levels and populations. Planning Areas 1- 5 fully comply with the
policies. Planning Area 6, if developed, would require a zone change to residential uses, a permitted
land use under the City of Corona 2020-2040 General Plan.

3.15.3 - Accordingly, the proposed project complies with the policies. Thresholds
of Significance

According to Appendix G, Environmental Checklist of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Guidelines, as well as Riverside County’s environmental checklist, population and housing
impacts resulting from the implementation of the proposed project would be considered significant
if the project would:

a) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

b) Create a demand for additional housing, particularly housing affordable to households
earning 80 percent or less of the County’s median income?

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

3.15.4 - Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures

This section discusses potential impacts associated with the proposed project and provides
mitigation measures where necessary.

At the time of this analysis, the project applicant proposed the development of a 0.78-acre
neighborhood commercial space with approximately 10,000 square feet of quick service food retail
use on Planning Areas 2 and 56 single-family detached residences and a new trail system on Planning
Area 6. However, the development of Planning Areas 2 and 6 are no longer contemplated and this
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acreage would remain undeveloped. Consistent with the Notice of Preparation (NOP) and the
original project proposal, this Draft EIR analyzes the full development of Planning Areas 2 and 6.

Population Displacement/Replacement Housing

Impact POP-1: Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

Source(s): Project Application Materials, GIS database, Riverside County Housing Element 2017-
2021, and City of Corona Housing Element 2013-2021.

Impact Analysis

The proposed project is located at the former Mountain View Golf Course, which has been vacant
since its closure in 2009. No existing housing units or permanent residents occur on the proposed
project site. As such, no impacts would result from the proposed project and would not displace

substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation

No impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

No impact.

Housing Demand

Impact POP-2: Create a demand for additional housing, particularly housing affordable to
households earning 80 percent or less of the County’s median income?

Source(s): Project Application Materials, GIS database, Riverside County Housing Element 2017-
2021, and City of Corona Housing Element 2013-2021.

Impact Analysis

The entirety of the project site, both the County of Riverside and City of Corona portions, is currently
vacant and has been vacant since the closing of the Mountain View Golf Course in 2009. There is no
existing housing on the proposed project site. Because there is no housing on-site that would be
removed and the proposed project would develop new housing options, the proposed project would
not create a demand for additional housing, particularly affordable housing to households earning
80 percent or less than the County’s median income. Rather the proposed project would increase
housing options in the area.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation

No impact.
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Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

No impact.

Population Growth

Impact POP-3: Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for
example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example,
through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

Source(s): Project Application Materials, GIS database, Riverside County Housing Element 2017-
2021, and City of Corona Housing Element 2013-2021.

Impact Analysis

Construction

The proposed project would develop up to 365 dwelling units, which would be 100 percent active
adult and age-restricted to 60 years old and older. The proposed project is divided into six planning
areas.

During the construction phase, the proposed project is estimated to create approximately 236
temporary on-site construction jobs in both unincorporated County of Riverside and the City of
Corona. Per the State of California Employment Development Department, as of August 2021,
Riverside County has 84,700 unemployed residents?, and the City of Corona has 4,900 unemployed
residents. As such, the 236 total temporary on-site jobs that construction of the proposed project
would generate would be able to be filled from the existing regional workforce and would not induce
substantial population growth, due to the current economic climate of the region.

As such, construction of the proposed project would have a less than significant impact to direct and
indirect population growth to Riverside County and the City of Corona.

Operation

County of Riverside (Planning Area 1 Through 5)

In Planning Area 1 through 5, the proposed project would construct 309 new age-restricted (60+)
single-family and paired-housing residential dwelling units. In addition, Planning Area 2 will include
one retail/commercial space.

Residential (Planning Area 1, 3, 4, and 5)

The proposed project has the potential to directly increase population growth in the area; however,
the population growth would not be a substantial increase to the current population. Table 3.15-5
summarizes the attributable growth to the proposed project.

1 California Employment Development Department. 2021. County Profiles. Website:

https://labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/cgi/databrowsing/localAreaProQSSelection.asp?menuChoice=localAreaPro. Accessed October
13, 2021.
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Table 3.15-5: Population Growth, Planning Area 1, 3,4, and 5

Project Population
Growth as a Percentage

Unincorporated of Unincorporated
Potential Persons Per Project Population Riverside County’s Riverside County
Dwelling Units Dwelling Unit Growth Population Population
309 2.11 652 401,693 .16%

Notes:

Planning Areas 3, 4, and 5 are to be designed to accommodate age-restricted (60+) homes; age-restricted homes typically
have a lower Persons Per Dwelling Unit count than non-age-restricted dwelling units. Therefore, the Population Density
Factor was obtained from the National Association of Home Builders (NAHB) Approving 55+ Housing: Facts That Matter
(see Figure I-2, Age of Household Head 55 to 64, Page 8).

Source: California Department of Finance.

As shown in Table 3.15-6, the proposed project would have the potential to increase Unincorporated
Riverside County’s population by 652, which would represent a less than 1 percent increase relative
to Unincorporated Riverside County’s 2021 population estimate of 401,693. This would not be
considered a significant population increase. As such, the proposed project’s residential component
would have a less than significant impact to direct and indirect population growth to Riverside
County.

Retail/Commercial (Planning Area 2)

At the time of this analysis, the project applicant proposed the development of a 0.78-acre
neighborhood commercial space with approximately 10,000 square feet of quick service food retail
use on Planning Area 2. However, the development of Planning Area 2 is no longer contemplated,
and this acreage would remain undeveloped as open space. Consistent with the Notice of
Preparation (NOP) and the original project proposal, this Draft EIR analyzes the full development of
Planning Areas 2.

The following uses were proposed in the NOP for Planning Area 2:

Planning Area 2 is a retail/commercial component of the proposed project. Table 3.15-6 provides the
potential employment generation of the retail/commercial component.

Table 3.15-6: Employment Generation, Planning Area 2

Proposed Project Commercial

Retail
Land Use Designation Square Feet Per Employee Square Feet Employment Generation
Commercial Retail (CR) 500 10,000 20

Source: County of Riverside 2015 General Plan, Appendix E-1.

As shown in Table 3.15-7, Planning Area 2, the retail/commercial component of the proposed
project, would have the potential to generate 20 total jobs. Per the State of California Employment
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Development Department, as of August 2021, Riverside County has 84,700 unemployed residents;
the City of Corona, immediately adjacent to the proposed project site, has 4,900 unemployed
residents. As such, the 20 total permanent jobs that the proposed project would generate would be
able to be filled from the existing regional workforce and would not induce substantial population
growth, due to the current economic climate of the region. As such, the proposed project’s
retail/commercial component would have a less than significant impact to direct and indirect
population growth to Riverside County.

Planned Infrastructure

All planned infrastructure, including roads, drainage, domestic and reclaimed water, sewer, and
grading improvements, would be privately funded and would only serve the project site, therefore,
the improvements would not indirectly induce population growth that is not already projected. As
such, the proposed project’s planned infrastructure would have a less than significant impact to
direct and indirect population growth to Riverside County.

City of Corona (Planning Area 6)

At the time of this analysis, the project applicant proposed the development of 56 single-family
detached residences and a new trail system on Planning Area 6. However, the development of
Planning Area 6 is no longer contemplated and this acreage would remain undeveloped. Consistent
with the NOP and the original project proposal, this Draft EIR analyzes the full development of
Planning Area 6.

Proposed Uses

The following uses were proposed in the NOP for Planning Area 6:

¢ Planning Area 6 (City of Corona): 56 single-family, detached residences and a new trail system

In Planning Area 6, the proposed project would construct 56 new single-family, detached residential
dwellings that would be designated active adult and age-restricted to 60 years old or older.

Residential Area

The proposed project has the potential to directly increase population growth in the area; however,
the population growth would not be a substantial increase to the current population. Table 3.15-7
summarizes the attributable growth to the proposed project.

Table 3.15-7: Population Growth, Planning Area 6

Project Population

Growth as a
Potential Persons Per ~ Project Population City of Corona’s Percentage of City of
Dwelling Units Dwelling Unit Growth Population Corona’s Population
56 2.11 119 157,182 .08%

Notes:
Planning Area 6 is to be designed to accommodate age-restricted (60+) homes; age-restricted homes typically have a
lower Persons Per Dwelling Unit count than non-age-restricted dwelling units. Therefore, the Population Density Factor
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Project Population

Growth as a
Potential Persons Per ~ Project Population City of Corona’s Percentage of City of
Dwelling Units Dwelling Unit Growth Population Corona’s Population

was obtained from the National Association of Home Builders (NAHB) Approving 55+ Housing: Facts That Matter (see
Figure 1-2, Age of Household Head 55 to 64, Page 8).
Source: California Department of Finance.

As shown in Table 3.15-7, the proposed project would have the potential to increase the City of
Corona’s population by 119, which would represent a less than 1 percent increase relative to the City
of Corona’s 2021 population estimate of 157,182. This would not be considered a significant
population increase. As such, the proposed project’s residential component would have a less than
significant impact to direct and indirect population growth to the City of Corona.

Planned Infrastructure

All planned infrastructure, including roads, drainage, domestic and reclaimed water, sewer, and
grading improvements, would be privately funded and would only serve the project site, therefore,
the improvements would not indirectly induce population growth that is not already projected. As
such, the proposed project’s planned infrastructure would have a less than significant impact to
direct and indirect population growth to the City of Corona.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation

Less than significant impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less than significant impact.
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3.16 - Public Services

This section describes the existing public services and potential effects from project implementation.
Information in this section is based in part on the County of Riverside 2020 General Plan, County of
Riverside 2020 General Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR), the Riverside County Fire
Department 2009-2029 Strategic Plan, and City of Corona 2020-2040 General Plan.

3.16.1 - Existing Conditions
County of Riverside

Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services

The County of Riverside contracts with the State (i.e., California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection [CAL FIRE]) for fire protection. Under CAL FIRE management, the Riverside County Fire
Department (RCFD) operates 94 fire stations in 10 battalions.? Of these stations, 22 of them are
located in the unincorporated portion of Riverside County.? During the peak staffing period, RCFD’s
94 stations are staffed with 1,150 CAL FIRE career personnel, 240 Riverside County and Office of
Emergency Services (OES) personnel, and 150 volunteer/reserve firefighters.? Fire prevention, fire
protection, and emergency medical assistance are provided by the RCFD. In addition to providing fire
protection services to unincorporated areas, the RCFD provides fire protection services to 24 cities
on a contractual basis.* RCFD also responds into eight cities through mutual and automatic aid
agreements.

According to the RCFD 2009-2029 Strategic Plan, the County is divided into four land use designation
areas for fire protection purposes: (1) Urban, (2) Suburban, (3) Rural and (4) Outlying. Each land use
designation is broken into individual categories relating to fire control goals: (1) Fire station location;
(2) Suppression initiated; (3) Full assignment in operation; and (4) Initial attack fire control. There are
minute values assigned to each land use designator. The values are currently in place through
adoption; however, there have been internal adjustments based on new information, operational
needs, and technologies. While the adopted Fire Protection Master Plan created standardized
guidelines for response and station locations, the information was largely based on available
documents and references from the 1980s and prior. Current technology, equipment, and dispatch
policies have advanced and created the ability to extend spatial distance between facilities.> Based
on the Addendum to the Strategic Plan and confirmation by the RCFD, the project area would be
considered within the suburban category. Suburban is described as medium to medium-high density

Riverside County Fire Department (RCFD). 2021. Riverside County Fire Department Service Area web page. Website:
http://www.rvcfire.org/ourDepartment/ServiceArea/Pages/default.aspx. Accessed October 14, 2021.

Riverside County Fire Department (RCFD). 2021. Fire Stations web page. Website:
http://www.rvcfire.org/stationsAndFunctions/FireStations/Pages/default.aspx. Accessed October 14, 2021.

3 Riverside County Fire Department (RCFD). 2021. Unit Strategic Fire Plan: CAL FIRE/Riverside County Fire. Website:
https://osfm.fire.ca.gov/media/swOkltgm/2021_rru_fireplan.pdf#:~:text=The%20purpose%200f%20the%20Riverside%20County%2
OFire%20Plan,Pre%E2%80%90Fire%20management%20strategies%2C%20and%20articulate%20Pre%E2%80%90fire%20Manageme
nt%20tactics. Accessed October 14, 2021.

Riverside County Fire Department (RCFD). 2021. Fire Stations web page. Website:
http://www.rvcfire.org/stationsAndFunctions/FireStations/Pages/default.aspx. Accessed October 14, 2021.

> Riverside County Fire Department (RCFD). 2009. Strategic Plan 2009-2029. Website:
https://rvcfire.org/stationsAndFunctions/AdminSppt/StrategicPlanning/Documents/StrategicPlan2009.pdf. Accessed October 14,
2021.
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residential, light industrial and/or light commercial. As a mixed-use community with open space and
retail/commercial, the proposed project would align with the aforementioned characterization.

Fire response for the County is part of a mutual aid program with all of the cities in the County. Upon
receipt of the call for services, the RCFD will dispatch the closest resources in the area to respond to
the call. The Emergency Command Center (ECC) is a combined County, State, and local agency
dispatch center, which is responsible for alerting and handling incidents over a 7,200-square-mile
area.®

Fire stations can be staffed by a mixture of State (CAL FIRE), Riverside County (RCFD), contract city (if
applicable), and volunteer firefighters. Each fire station engine unit is staffed with three personnel.
Depending upon the service area (Riverside County is divided into six service areas), the staffing
configurations are either: Fire Captain, Fire Apparatus Engineer, and Firefighter or Company Officer
(Fire Captain or Fire Apparatus Engineer) and two Firefighters. The RCFD engine companies are also
advanced life support paramedic assessment units.

There are three fire stations within a 5 mile radius of the project site. The fire stations are:

e Riverside County Fire Department Station No. 57, 3367 Corydon Avenue, Norco, CA 92860
(approximately 3.94 miles away).

e Riverside County Fire Department Station No. 13, 3777 South Neece Street, Corona, CA 92879
(approximately 4.61 miles away).

e Riverside County Fire Department Station No. 14, 1511 Hamner Avenue, Norco, CA 92860
(approximately 3.19 miles away).

Because of the proximity of Fire Station 14, Battalion 4 would serve the project site. According to the
RCFD website, Battalion 4 is served by two Battalion Chiefs: Chief Jeff Burrow and Chief Will Bryant.”

Police Protection and Law Enforcement Services

Riverside County Sheriff’s Department provides community policing and operates and maintains
correctional facilities. The Riverside County Sheriff’s Department has approximately 3,600
established positions to provide for community policing services.® The Sheriff’s Department is a
“demand response” agency that maintains limited patrol services. Ten Sheriff Department stations
are located throughout Riverside County to provide area-level community service.® In addition, the
Sheriff’s Department operates the Moreno Valley Police Department station in the City of Moreno
Valley, providing law enforcement services to that city under contract.®

& Riverside County Fire Department (RCFD). 2003. Riverside County Integrated Project 2003 General Plan Final Program
Environmental Impact Report, Volume I.

7 Riverside County Fire Department (RCFD). 2021. Riverside County Fire Department Battalion Chiefs web page. Website:
http://www.rvcfire.org/ourDepartment/AdminOps/OrgCharts/Pages/BCs.aspx. Accessed October 14, 2021.

8 Riverside County Sheriff’s Department. 2021. About Us web page. Website: https://www.riversidesheriff.org/27/About-Us. Accessed
October 14, 2021.

°® Riverside County Sheriff’s Department. 2021. Patrol Stations web page. Website: https://www.riversidesheriff.org/168/Patrol-
Stations. Accessed October 14, 2021.

10 County of Riverside. 2014. County of Riverside Environmental Impact Report No. 521. Accessed October 14, 2021.
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According to the Riverside County 2015 General Plan EIR, for future planning purposes the Riverside
County Sheriff’s Department has established the following criteria for its staffing requirements in
unincorporated areas of Riverside County:

One sworn officer per 1,000 population

e One supervisor and one support staff employee per seven officers
One patrol vehicle per three sworn officers

One school resource officer per school

The County of Riverside has existing programs in place that ensure applicable policies are imposed
once a development proposal triggers a specific policy or policies. The need for specific policies is
determined through subsequent California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) analysis performed for
site-specific projects. These measures are implemented, enforced, and verified through their
inclusion into project Conditions of Approval.

City of Corona

Fire and Emergency Medical Services

The Corona Fire Department provides fire protection and emergency medical services (fire
prevention, fire operations, emergency medical services, and emergency management) in the City.
The Corona Fire Department also serves the communities of El Cerrito, Coronita, and Home Gardens
through a service agreement with the County of Riverside. It provides secondary backup for areas
covered by Riverside County Fire. The Corona Fire Department has a daily total of 24 firefighters who
provide a constant state of readiness from the seven fire stations, 24/7, and 107 sworn fire
personnel. The Corona Fire Department has a total of 111 full-time staff members, which includes
administrative and firefighting staff. The Corona Fire Department deploys seven fire stations, each of
which is assigned a defined fire response zone.! The Department consists of two divisions; the
Administration Division and the Operations Division.*?

The Fire Department Administration Division consists of the Fire Chief, Deputy Fire Chief, Public
Safety Administrative Supervisor, Executive Assistant, and clerical support staff. This division provides
developmental oversight and planning, sets direction and policy, controls and evaluates the
Department, and provides direction and oversight for all personnel matters. The Administration
Division provides clerical support services and customer service for all divisions of the Department
and coordinates the development and administration of the Department’s annual operating and
capital improvement budgets.!?

The Fire Department Operations Division provides protection for citizens and visitors with a full-
service response force. This includes protection of life and property from the destructive forces of
fire and the protection of life, environment, and property from hazardous materials releases. It also
provides advanced and basic life support at medical emergencies, participates in search and rescue

11 City of Corona. 2019. Draft Environmental Impact Report State Clearinghouse No. 2018081039. Website:
https://www.coronaca.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/17290/637122799157100000. Accessed October 14, 2021.

City of Corona. 2021. About Our Fire Department web page. Website: https://www.coronaca.gov/government/departments-
divisions/fire-department/about-our-fire-department. Accessed October 14, 2021.

B3 Ibid.
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operations, responds to catastrophic events, and provides other life-saving measures as needed. This
division also provides mutual aid throughout the State and automatic aid and contractual aid with
surrounding communities.'*

There are seven City of Corona fire stations within a 5-mile radius of the project site. These fire stations
are:

e Corona Fire Station No. 1, 540 Magnolia Avenue, Corona, CA 92882 (approximately 2.73 miles
away).

e Corona Fire Station No. 2, 225 East Harrison Street, Corona, CA 92879 (approximately 2.51 miles
away).

e Corona Fire Station No. 3, 790 South Smith Avenue, Corona, CA 92882 (approximately 0.74 mile
away).

e Corona Fire Station No. 4, 915 North McKinley Street, Corona, CA 92879 (approximately 4.69
miles away).

e Corona Fire Station No. 5, 1200 Canyon Crest Drive, Corona, CA 92882 (approximately 1.24 miles
away).

e Corona Fire Station No. 6, 110 West Upper Drive, Corona, CA 92882 (approximately 2.72 miles
away).

e Corona Fire Station No. 7, 3777 Beford Canyon, Corona CA 92882.

Police Protection and Law Enforcement Services

Police and law enforcement services for the City of Corona is provided by the Corona Police
Department (CPD). The CPD provides 24-hour patrol services, an Investigations Division that
investigates all types of crimes, a crime scene forensics unit, a highly trained Special Response Team
(SWAT) for high risk incidents, mounted officers for crowd control, K-9 teams, School Resource
Officers assigned to high schools, a Youth Diversion Team, a Traffic Bureau with motor officer
enforcement, the Homeless Outreach Psychological and Evaluation Team (HOPE), an Air Unit, and
other law enforcement functions. The Department is supported by civilian staff, such as a Records
Unit that maintains all criminal and civil reports, a Communications Center that takes calls from the
public and dispatches police and fire personnel, Animal Control Services and Enforcement, and non-
sworn personnel that handle non in-progress calls and jail bookings. °

Community Services

The City of Corona Library and Recreation Service Department is charged with providing community
services and recreational opportunities. The City maintains three community centers, multipurpose
recreation centers, a senior center, tennis courts, two skate parks, a gymnasium, and an auditorium
in the Civic Center (which provides space for active arts, music, and drama organizations). The City

4 City of Corona. 2023. About Our Fire Department web page. Website: https://www.coronaca.gov/government/departments-
divisions/fire-department/about-our-fire-department. Accessed April 26, 2023.

15 Corona Police Department (CPD). 2020. Corona Police Department 2022-2025 Strategic Plan. Website:
https://www.coronaca.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/22664/637950237273830000. Accessed April 26, 2023.
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does not own or maintain any municipal golf courses. Additionally, Heritage Park is a 4.5 acre special
use park that contains gardens, a museum, a visitor center, and an art center showcasing Corona’s
agricultural history. The City acquired the park and ownership was transferred to the Corona
Heritage Foundation, a nonprofit foundation, which now operates and maintains the park.

3.16.2 - Regulatory Framework
State Regulations

California Building Standards Code

The current California Building Standards Code (CBC), contained in Part 2 of Title 24 of the California
Code of Regulations, identifies building design standards, including those for fire safety. The CBC is
based on the most recent International Building Code but has been modified for California
conditions. It is generally adopted on a jurisdiction-by-jurisdiction basis, subject to further
modification based on local conditions. Commercial and residential buildings are plan-checked by
local city and county building officials for compliance with the CBC. Typical fire safety requirements
of the CBC include the installation of sprinklers in multi-family buildings; the establishment of fire
resistance standards for fire doors, building materials, and particular types of construction; and
clearance of debris and vegetation within a prescribed distance from occupied structures in wildfire
hazard areas.

California Fire Code

The California Fire Code, contained in Part 9 of California Code of Regulations, Title 24, incorporates
by adoption the International Fire Code of the International Code Council, with California
amendments. The California Fire Code regulates building standards set forth in the CBC, fire
department access, fire protection systems and devices, fire and explosion hazards safety, hazardous
materials storage and use, and standards for building inspection. The California Fire Code is updated
and published every 3 years by the California Building Standards Commission.

Senate Bill 50

Senate Bill (SB) 50 (funded by Proposition 1A and approved in 1998) limits the power of cities and
counties to require mitigation of school facilities impacts as a condition of approving new
development and provides instead for a standardized developer fee. SB 50 generally provides for a
50/50 State and local school facilities funding match. SB 50 also provides for three levels of statutory
impact fees. The application level depends on whether State funding is available, whether the school
district is eligible for State funding, and whether the school district meets certain additional criteria
involving bonding capacity, year-round school, and the percentage of movable classrooms in use.

California Government Code, Section 65995(b) and Education Code, Section 17620

SB 50 amended Section 65995 of the California Government Code, which contains limitations on
Section 17620 of the Education Code, the statute that authorizes school districts to assess
development fees within school district boundaries. Section 65995(b)(3) of the Government Code
requires the maximum square footage assessment for development to be increased every two years,
according to inflation adjustments. School districts may levy higher fees if they apply to the State
Allocation Board and meet certain conditions.
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Mitigation Fee Act

Enacted as Assembly Bill (AB) 1600 on January 1, 1989, the Mitigation Fee Act (California
Government Code 66000-66008) requires a local agency that is establishing, increasing, or imposing
an impact fee as a condition of development to identify the purpose and proposed use of the fee.
The agency also must demonstrate a reasonable relationship between the fee and the purpose for
which it is charged, and between the fee and the type of development project on which it is to be
levied.

Local Regulations

County of Riverside Fire Services

The RCFD is the Operational Area Coordinator for the California Fire and Rescue Mutual Aid System
for all fire service jurisdictions in Riverside County. The RCFD also has several automatic aid
agreements with other city jurisdictions as well as the adjacent National Forests. The County of
Riverside contracts with the State of California for fire protection. Public Resources Code 4142
affords legal authority for CAL FIRE to enter into agreements with local government entities to
provide fire protection services with the approval of the Department of General Services. By virtue
of this authority, CAL FIRE administers the RCFD.®

CAL FIRE’s Fire Hazard Severity Zones in the State Responsibility Area (SRA) Map shows that the project
site is not located in a high fire hazard severity zone. Additionally, the area is also not listed as a Very
High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ) for a Local Responsibility Area (LRA) by CAL FIRE. However,
the project site is located approximately 0.5 mile east from an area designated as a VVHFHSZ for an
LRA.Y

Fire policies and regulations governing the unincorporated areas of Riverside County include
Riverside County Ordinance No. 787, Riverside County Fire Protection Master Plan, California Public
Resources Code No. 4290, the Uniform Fire Code, and the Uniform Building Code.

Riverside County Ordinance No. 787 (as amended through Ordinance No. 787.7)® is based on the
CBC, and outlines fire protection standards for the safety, health, and welfare of the citizens of the
County. Items regulated by Ordinance No. 787 include, but are not limited to storage of hazardous
materials, water supply, and brush clearance.

Fire Mitigation Fee

The fire mitigation fee was authorized by the Riverside County Board of Supervisors to fund the
acquisition of land, buildings, furnishings, and apparatus necessary to mitigate fire risks. The
mitigation fee requirement is identified during the land development review process by the RCFD
Emergency Services Engineering and Planning Staff located at Riverside County Transportation and
Land Management Agency Permit Assistance Centers. Current fee amounts are $400 per single-
family dwelling unit and $0.25 per square-foot for all other types of developments. The fee typically

6 Riverside County Sheriff’s Department. 2021. About Us web page. Website: https://www.riversidesheriff.org/27/About-Us. Accessed

October 14, 2021.

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE). 2021. Fire Hazard Severity Zone Viewer. Website:
https://egis.fire.ca.gov/FHSZ/. Accessed October 14, 2021.

8 Riverside County. Riverside County Ordinance No. 787. Website: www.rivcocob.org/ords/700/787.pdf. Accessed October 2021.
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is due prior to the recordation of land divisions; however, there are provisions for deferral of the fee
to the building permit stage. Payment of the fee shall be made directly to the Fire Department. In
addition to the application fees for planning approvals and building permits, a property owner or
developer may be required to pay other types of development fees. These may include developer
mitigation fees and/or fire mitigation fees as described above.?®

County of Riverside Sheriff Services

Riverside County Sheriff’s Department has established the following criteria for its staffing
requirements in unincorporated areas of the County:

e One sworn officer per 1,000 population

e One supervisor and one support staff employee per seven officers
e One patrol vehicle per three sworn officers

e One school resource officer per school

County of Riverside 2020 General Plan

One of the challenges associated with the population increase is to ensure that new growth pays for
its share of public services and infrastructure, and that existing residents are not burdened with the
costs of that new growth. Constant diligence is necessary to monitor the level of existing services,
such as police and fire, the operation and maintenance of various facilities, and staffing levels, so
that the County can respond to potential changes. The County or Riverside 2020 General Plan
establishes the following policies regarding public services:

Land Use Element

LU 5.1 Ensure that development does not exceed the ability to adequately provide
supporting infrastructure and services, such as libraries, recreational facilities,
educational and day care centers transportation systems, and fire/police/medical
services.

LU7.38 Require new developments in Fire Hazard Severity Zones to provide for a fuel
clearance/modification zone, as required by the Fire Department.

LU 10.1 Require that new development contribute their fair share to fund infrastructure and
public facilities such as police and fire facilities.

LU 10.2 Require a fiscal impact analysis for specific plans and major development proposals
so as not to have a negative fiscal impact on the County.

LU 25.2 Provide for a balanced distribution of recreational amenities.

LU 28.9 Require residential projects to be designed to maximize integration with and
connectivity to nearby community centers, rural villages, and neighborhood centers.

9 County of Riverside Planning Department. 2023. FAQ web page. Website: https://planning.rctima.org/General-
Information/Frequently-Asked-Questions#no38. Accessed April 27, 2023.
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LU 32.1 Accommodate the development of structures and sites that integrate a mix of
housing, retail, commercial office, business park, public/quasi-public, and
recreational open space uses in areas designated for Community Center on the area
plan land use maps.

LU 32.2 Require that areas designated as community center be planned and designed with a
specific plan of land use.

City of Corona 2020-2040 General Plan

The City of Corona 2020-2040 General Plan establishes the following policies regarding public
services:

Environmental Resources

ER-12.11 Require that large-scale master-planned residential communities incorporate
pedestrian and cycling paths/trails that link with adjacent neighborhoods, schools,
areas of shopping and employment, community centers, other places of activity, and
transit access points.

Healthy Communities

HC-5.1 Locate and distribute, where feasible, a generally equivalent type and amount of
public facilities, services, and amenities (parks, schools, police and fire services, etc.)
to all areas throughout Corona. Seek to improve facilities, services, and amenities in
areas deemed deficient.

Parks, Recreation, Cultural Arts, and Education

PR-1.8 Enhance options to access parks, community centers, and other recreational
facilities through transit, bikeways, and walking paths that are usable for people of
all ages and abilities.

PR-2.1 Provide recreational and educational services, programs, and activities that are
responsive to the interests of the community; adjust services to reflect trends and
needs.

PR-2.4 Provide and support senior programs and seek opportunities to expand, where

feasible, programs promoting health, lifelong learning, recreation, arts, and culture
for Corona’s older adults.

PR-2.7 Ensure recreational service fees, to the extent feasible and appropriate, and balance
the need to recover costs while offering opportunities for residents to participate
regardless of income.

Public Safety

PS-5.3 Assess the impacts of incremental increases in community development and
resulting impacts on traffic congestion, municipal infrastructure capacity, and
emergency response times. Ensure through the design review process that proposed
projects provide mitigation to maintain law enforcement services at acceptable, safe
levels.
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PS-5.5 Require new and expanded development projects or those in which change
operations to contribute an appropriate amount of impact fees based on their
proportional impact and demand for police services.

PS-8.8 Ensure that revenues are collected from new development, existing developments,
and other land uses in an amount that is commensurate with their respective impact
on overall City fire operations.

PS-10.2 Require all improved and new homes, structures, and facilities in the Very High Fire
Hazard Severity Zones [VHFHSZ] to adhere to additional fire safe design standards
consistent with State law and local practice.

PS-10.3 Require all improved and new developments to be thoroughly reviewed for their
impact on safety and the provision of fire protection services as part of the
development review process.

PS-10.4 Require new and rehabilitated homes and structures to meet or exceed City fire
prevention standards and State law, including building access, construction design,
sprinklers, and others as required by Corona Fire.

PS-10.6 Require fuel modification plans and vegetation clearance standards for development
in VHFHSZs to protect structures from wildfire, protect wildlands from structure
fires, and provide safe access routes for the community and firefighters within the
project boundary, which may be extended pursuant to required findings when in
accordance with State law, local ordinance, rule or regulation and no feasible
mitigation measures are possible.

PS-10.7 Condition approval of parcel maps and tentative maps in VHFHSZs based on meeting
or exceeding the SRA Fire Safe Regulations and the fire hazard reduction around
buildings and structures regulations within the project boundary, which may be
extended pursuant to required findings when in accordance with State law, local
ordinance, rule or regulation and no feasible mitigation measures are possible.

School Services

The Corona-Norco Unified School District (CNUSD) provides public school facilities for the project
area. The School District serves more than 53,000 students in Corona, Norco, Eastvale, and Temescal
Valley and provides traditional K-12 educational facilities and programs, alternative education, and
adult education programs. CNUSD currently has 31elementary schools, eight e intermediate (K-8)
/middle schools, five comprehensive high schools, a middle college high school, and three
alternative schools.?°

20 Corona-Norco Unified School District. 2023. About Us. Website: https://www.cnusd.k12.ca.us/cms/one.aspx?pageld=921287.
Accessed April 27, 2023.
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The project site is within the attendance boundary of Cesar Chavez Academy (K-8), Coronita
Elementary School, Raney Intermediate School, and Corona High School.? Table 3.16-1 identifies
school location, grades served, and enrollment figures.

Table 3.16-1: 2018-2019 Corona-Norco Unified School District Local School Facilities

Enrollment
(2018-2019

School Grades School Year)  Total Capacity Address
Elementary Schools
Ben Franklin Elementary K-6 810 1,045 2650 Oak Avenue
Corona Ranch Elementary K-5 993 1,129 785 Village Loop Drive
Coronita Elementary K-5 547 985 1757 Via Del Rio
Dwight D. Eisenhower K=5 887 1,126 3355 Mountain Gate Drive
Elementary
Foothill Elementary K-6 908 1,503 2601 South Buena Vista Avenue
Garretson Elementary K—6 985 1,382 1650 Garretson Avenue
Jefferson Elementary K-6 687 828 1040 South Vicentia Avenue
John Adams Elementary K-6 673 810 2350 Border Avenue
John Stallings Elementary K-6 568 868 1980 Fullerton Avenue
Lincoln Fundamental K-6 826 1,100 1041 Fullerton Avenue
Elementary
Orange Elementary K-6 670 1,181 1350 Valencia Road
Parkridge Elementary K-6 808 1,017 750 Corona Avenue
Prado View Elementary K-6 721 1,016 2800 Ridgeline Drive
Promenade Elementary K-5 698 698 550 Hamilton Street
Susan B. Anthony Elementary K-6 842 1,109 2665 Gilbert Avenue
Temescal Valley Elementary K-6 967 1,084 22950 Claystone Avenue
Vicentia Elementary K-6 619 969 2005 South Vicentia Avenue
William McKinley Elementary K-6 640 848 2050 Aztec Lane
Woodrow Wilson Elementary K-6 830 1,136 1750 Spyglass Drive
Academies
Cesar Chavez Academy K-8 913 1,334 1150 Paseo Grande
Dr. Bernice Todd Academy K-8 1,177 1,503 25105 Mayhew Canyon Road
Home Gardens Academy K-8 1,001 891 13550 Tolton Avenue
Intermediate/Middle Schools
Auburndale Intermediate 7-8 677 1,250 1255 River Road

21 Vondriska, John. Administrative Director, Corona-Norco Unified School District. Personal Communication: email. October 18, 2018.
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Enrollment

(2018-2019

School Grades School Year) Total Capacity

Citrus Hills Intermediate 7-8 1,086 2,072
Corona Fundamental 7-8 838 920
Intermediate
El Cerrito Middle 7-8 1,163 1,424
Letha Raney Intermediate 6-8 745 1,273
High Schools
Centennial High School 9-12 3,055 3,750
Corona High School 9-12 2,595 3,646
Lee Pollard High School 9-12 595 1,040
Orange Grove High School 9-12 125 174
Santiago High School 9-12 3,751 4,204

Notes:

Sources: Corona General Plan Technical Update Draft EIR 2019

FirstCarbon Solutions (FCS). 2021.

Address
3211 South Main Street
1230 South Main Street

7610 El Cerrito Road
1010 West Citron Street

1820 Rimpau Avenue

1150 West Tenth Street

185 Magnolia Avenue

300 South Buena Vista Avenue

1395 Foothill Parkway

As shown in Table 3.16-2, the proposed project is within the attendance boundaries of the following

schools.

Name of School

Enrollment

(2018-2019 School Year)

Table 3.16-2: Impacted School Sites

Total Capacity

Cesar Chavez Academy (K-6) 667
Cesar Chavez Academy (7-8) 667
Corona High School 2,595 3,646

Capacity Remaining
(percentage)

43%
20%
29%

Sources: Corona General Plan Technical Update Draft EIR 2019.
FirstCarbon Solutions (FCS). 2021.

3.16.3 - Thresholds of Significance

According to Appendix G, Environmental Checklist of the CEQA Guidelines, as well as Riverside
County’s environmental checklist, public services impacts resulting from the implementation of the
proposed project would be considered significant if the project would 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 following public services:
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a) Fire services

b) Sheriff services
c) Schools

d) Libraries

e) Health Services

3.16.4 - Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures

This section discusses potential impacts associated with the proposed project and provides
mitigation measures where necessary.

At the time of this analysis, the project applicant proposed the development of a 0.78-acre
neighborhood commercial space with approximately 10,000 square feet of quick service food retail
use on Planning Area 2 and 56 single-family detached residences and a new trail system on Planning
Area 6. However, the development of Planning Area 2 and 6 is no longer contemplated and this
acreage would remain undeveloped. Consistent with the Notice of Preparation (NOP) and the
original project proposal, this Draft EIR analyzes the full development of Planning Area 2 and 6.

Fire Services

Impact PS-1a: 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 fire protection?

Source(s): Personal correspondence, Riverside County 2020 General Plan and City of Corona 2020-
2040 General Plan.

Impact Analysis

Riverside County Fire Department, CAL FIRE-Riverside Unit

Because of the Automatic Aid Agreement with the RCFD, the CAL FIRE-Riverside Unit would provide
County resources when needed. Therefore, RCFD would be the main provider for fire and emergency
services to the project site.?? In the event of an emergency where County resources are needed, the
following fire stations would respond to the project site:

1. Station No. 14, 1511 Hamner Avenue, Norco, California will respond with one State Type 3
Fire Engine. The distance from Station No. 14 to the proposed project location is
approximately 4.5 miles with an average drive time of 7.5 minutes (not including turn out
time). This station responded to 1,073 calls in 2017.

2. Station No. 13, 3777 Neece Street, Corona, California will respond with one Type 1 Fire
Engine providing paramedic service. The distance from Station No. 13 to the proposed
project location is approximately 5.6 miles with an average drive time of 9 minutes (not
including turn out time). This station responded to 1,137 calls in 2017.

22 Dexter Galang. 2018. Personal Correspondence with CAL FIRE Facilities Planner.
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3. Station No. 57, 3367 Corydon Avenue, Norco, California will respond with one Type 1 Fire
Engine providing paramedic service. The distance from Station No. 57 to the proposed
project location is approximately 5.4 miles and an average drive time of 9.5 minutes (not
including turn out time). This station responded to 575 calls in 2017.

Staffing Levels and Response Times

The fire stations are each staffed 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, with a 3-person crew. Additionally,
Fire Station No. 13 and No. 57 provide paramedic services. Because of the travel distance of the fire
stations in relation to the proposed project site, the response times from all County Fire Stations are
longer than the Riverside County standard of 4 minutes.

Proposed Project Impacts on CAL FIRE-Riverside Unit

The proposed project would contribute to a cumulative adverse impact on the Fire Department’s
ability to provide an acceptable level of service. These impacts include an increased number of
emergency and public service calls due to the increased presence of structures, traffic, and
population. Property owners, project proponents or developers would be subject to fees to mitigate
impacts via capital improvements and/or impact fees.

According to County of Riverside Ordinance No. 659 Fee Schedule for the Temescal Canyon Area Plan
(Area Plan 6), where the proposed project site is located, the impact fees associated with fire
protection services is $694 per single-family residential dwelling unit, $481 per multi-family dwelling
unit, and $8,191 per acre of commercial uses.?3

The proposed development is not located in a High Fire Hazard Severity Zone of the SRA. Buildings
constructed in these areas are required to comply with the special construction provisions contained
in current local, State, and federal applicable codes. Plans must be submitted to the Riverside County
Office of the Fire Marshal for review and approval prior to building permit issuance in accordance
with applicable standards.

City of Corona Fire Department

The City of Corona requires new development within the City to follow specific policies to reduce
impacts to fire services. The proposed project would introduce new development and additional
people within the City of Corona and the City’s Sphere of Influence (SOI). The proposed project
would result in additional fire and emergency response from existing facilities.?* Currently, the
Corona Fire Department has in place a contract with the RCFD to handle fire and medical calls within
the unincorporated area of Coronita. This agreement does not cover wildland fires, hazardous
material responses, fire investigations or fire prevention services, which are still handled by the
RCFD. Therefore, this contract allows for Corona Fire Department resources to respond to both the
City of Corona and County of Riverside portions (Planning Areas 1 through 6) of the proposed
project. The Corona Fire Department would provide fire protection and emergency services for the
project site.

23 County of Riverside. 2010. Ordinance No. 659 Establishing a Development Impact Fee Program.
24 Dexter Galang. 2018. Personal Correspondence with Deputy Fire Chief Cox.
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There are five Corona Fire Department stations that would provide services to the project site.

Fire Station No. 3, 790 South Smith Street (approximately 0.96 mile east)

Fire Station No. 5, 1200 Canyon Crest Drive (approximately 1.5 miles west)
Fire Station No. 2, 225 East Harrison Street (approximately 2.68 miles east)
Fire Station No. 1, 540 Magnolia Avenue (approximately 3.20 miles southeast)
Fire Station No. 6, 110 West Upper Drive (approximately 3.56 miles south)

e wnN e

Staffing Levels and Response Times

The current levels of staffing for all Corona Fire Department stations are four personnel staffing a
paramedic engine company; however, Fire Station No. 1 has four personnel staffing a paramedic
ladder truck. All other Corona Fire Department stations are located at greater distances from the site
and would have longer response times. The Corona Fire Department engines/truck(s) maintain a
goal of 5 minutes and 50 seconds for Emergency Medical Services (EMS) response times, and a goal
of 6 minutes and 25 seconds for Fire and Special Operation response times 90 percent of the time.
Average fire response times for the project area are currently 6 minutes and 21 seconds, and the
goal response time is met 93.75 percent of the time.

Proposed Project Impacts

The proposed project would increase the call volume by approximately 50 calls per year based on
Corona Fire Department’s per capita response projections. Additionally, due to projected increases
for multiple calls for services at a time, the Corona Fire Department response times would also
increase at a rate that is difficult to project but would be tracked over time.?*

No new fire protection facilities would be necessary as a result of project implementation. The
Corona Fire Department anticipates the ability to respond to the increase of calls for services due to
the proposed project. However, with the increase in calls for service, Corona Fire Department
projects that operating costs would also increase at the same time, which could cause potential
delays in response times overall. If response times overall increase due to simultaneous calls for
service in the City, existing resources would need to travel further to reach potential fire
emergencies.?®

To ensure that fire and emergency services would not diminish to unacceptable response times by
the proposed project, prior to the issuance of a building permit for construction, the project
applicant shall pay the required service and development fees pursuant to the “Fire Facilities Fund”
as amended in the Chapter 3.36 of the Municipal Code. This fee is paid to the City for public
improvements and facilities associated with the Corona Fire Department. The fees would be utilized
to fund capital costs associated with acquiring land for new fire stations, constructing new fires
stations, purchasing fire equipment for new fires stations, and providing for additional staff as
needed and as identified by the City and the Corona Fire Department. As such, the Corona Fire

% Dexter Galang. 2018. Personal Correspondence with Deputy Fire Chief Cox.
% Ibid.
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Department’s ability to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times and other performance
objectives to fire service would be less than significant.

In summary, CAL FIRE and the Corona Fire Department’s ability to maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times and other performance objectives to fire service are potentially significant impacts.
However, with the Automatic Aid Agreement in place with the Corona Fire Department, building
compliance provisions are required by the County of Riverside and City of Corona prior to the
issuance of building permits. Capital improvements/impact fees would be required to be paid by the
applicant prior to operation, as is standard with all new development projects. Impacts to CAL FIRE
and the Corona Fire Department would be less than significant upon the required standard
payments of capital improvement/impact fees by the applicant.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation

Less than significant impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less than significant impact.

Sheriff Services

Impact PS-1b: 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 Sheriff services?

Source(s): Personal correspondence, Riverside County 2015 General Plan Draft EIR, County of
Riverside 2020 General Plan, and City of Corona 2020-2040 General Plan.

Impact Analysis

County of Riverside (Planning Areas 1 Through 5)

At the time of this analysis, the project applicant proposed the development of a 0.78-acre
neighborhood commercial space with approximately 10,000 square feet of quick service food retail
use on Planning Areas. However, the development of Planning Area 2 is no longer contemplated and
this acreage would remain undeveloped as open space. Consistent with the NOP and the original
project proposal, this Draft EIR analyzes the full development of Planning Areas 2.

The project proposes to develop 365 single-family and paired-housing residential dwelling units
along with open space, parks, and trail amenities within the County of Riverside on a former golf
course. Of the 365 new residential units, 309 residential units would be located in Planning Areas 1
through 5. This would increase the population of the County of Riverside by approximately 652 new
residents for these planning areas.
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Riverside County Sheriff’s Department

The Riverside County Sheriff’s Department consists of 11 Sheriff Department stations. The Riverside
County Sheriff’s Department station that would provide law enforcement services to the proposed
project is the Jurupa Valley Station (JVS) located at 7477 Mission Boulevard in Riverside, California,
which is approximately 13 miles from the project site. The JVS serves the unincorporated
communities of Coronita, El Cerrito, Highgrove, Home Gardens, and Lake Hills in addition to
providing contract law enforcement services to the cities of Eastvale, Jurupa Valley, and Norco; three
school districts, and one community services district. The JVS is commanded by a Captain and is
divided into two divisions: a Patrol Division and an Investigative Division.?’

Staffing Levels

There are currently 129 sworn Deputies of all ranks within the JVS. For all unincorporated areas, six
Patrol Deputies are staffed per day, with two Deputies per shift. The current emergency response
times in the unincorporated areas served by the JVS are 12 minutes 28 seconds from calls to service,
and 11 minutes 43 seconds for calls from dispatch. For contract cities, the JVS emergency response
times are 5 to 7 minutes from calls to service and from dispatch.?®

The target staffing ratio at the Riverside Sheriff’s Department is one sworn officer per 1,000 people.
Based on the current population of 28,500 people served by JVS, the current staff ratio is 4.5
Deputies per 1,000 people.?® The Riverside County Sheriff’s Department does not have any specific
mutual aid agreements. Additionally, the County of Riverside Sherriff’s Department has a target
response time of less than 5 minutes for Priority 1 calls, which are calls that involve circumstances
that pose, or did pose in the immediate past, a clearly defined threat to human life or property and
which involve a high level of violence, or which have the potential for serious injury. However,
between October 2020 through December 2020, the average response time for Priority 1 calls was
7.96 minutes. Priority 4 calls represent the majority of calls received by the Sherriff’s Department,
which on average, were responded to in 34.21 minutes during the same time period. ¥

Proposed Project Impacts on Riverside County Sheriff’s Department

The proposed project would generate approximately 4 to 5 calls for service per day, resulting in
approximately 1,460 to 1,825 calls for service annually. Given that the proposed project would
increase the population in the JVS service area by 652 new residents, the sworn officers to resident
ratio would be 4.4 officers per 1,000 residents after the proposed project is completed. Therefore,
the 2.3 percent increase in the JVS service area population would not be considered significant
because the sworn officer to resident ratio still exceeds the one officer per 1,000 residents standard.
The proposed project would have impacts to the overall response times in their JVS service area. The
projected drive times for calls for service is approximately 15 to 45 minutes, one way, while the time

27 Riverside County Sheriff Department. 2021. Jurupa Valley Station web page. Website: https://www.riversidesheriff.org/610/Jurupa-

Valley-Station. Accessed October 18, 2021.

Personal Correspondence. 2018. Person Correspondence with Lieutenant Robert Rose. Riverside County Sheriff’s Department.

County of Riverside, 2015. Draft Environmental Impact Report. Public Facilities.

30 County of Riverside. 2020. Sheriff’s Department Quarterly Report October 1, 2020 — December 31, 2020. Website:
https://mccmeetingspublic.blob.core.usgovcloudapi.net/coachelaca-meet-658b771e1f364b1d887ad8bal1al3677/ITEM-
Attachment-001-
41145caa782f454991562de041eec7ch.pdftt:~:text=%EF%82%B7%20The%20Riverside%20County%20Sheriff%E2%80%995%20Depar
tment%20strives%20to,five%20minutes%20for%20Priority%201%20calls%20for%20service. Accessed October 25, 2021.
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taken by Deputies to address each call could vary from a few minutes to several hours. As such, due
to the distance from other unincorporated areas served by the JVS, in addition to high volume traffic
considerations on Interstate 15 and State Route 91, average response times could increase during
peak commute times. Therefore, impacts to the JVS service response times is potentially
significant.3!
which would require the project applicant to pay the established development mitigation fee prior to

However, the County has implemented the Development Impact Fee (DIF) Program,

issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the proposed project buildings in order to maintain
adequate funding for law enforcement facilities. This fee can be used to pay for one-time capital
improvements, such as the purchase of land and equipment or the construction of new facilities and
can be used to obtain additional staffing and/or equipment in order to offset any of the potential
increases in enforcement service calls. The project applicant would be required to pay the current
County DIF rate for Criminal Justice to offset incremental impacts to police protection services.3?
Payment of these fees is mandatory and is therefore not included as mitigation. The portions of the
proposed project that would be served by the County of Riverside Sherriff’s Department will not require
new construction or physical alteration of existing law enforcement facilities and impacts to Sheriff
services are anticipated to be less than significant.

City of Corona (Planning Area 6)

As originally discussed in the NOP, the project proposes to develop 56 single-family residential
dwelling units along with open space, parks, and trail amenities within the City of Corona on a
former golf course. Planning Area 6 would increase the population of the City of Corona by
approximately 118 residents. However, the development of Planning Area 6 is no longer
contemplated and would remain undeveloped. Consistent with the NOP and the original project
proposal, this Draft EIR analyzes the full development of Planning Area 6.

Corona Police Department

The CPD is divided into three divisions: Field Services, Investigation Services, and Support Services.
The CPD provides emergency police response, non-emergency police response, routine police patrol,
crime investigation, offender apprehension, special response teams (i.e., SWAT), hostage
negotiators, crime suppression teams, K9 teams trained in explosives/narcotics/missing persons, a
traffic enforcement bureau, school resource officers, mounted patrol for special events, community
awareness programs, and animal control.

The proposed project would have minimal impact on the response times for the CPD. Most of the
impact would come in the morning and late afternoon hours during commuter traffic, which could
delay non-emergency response times. Currently, the station for the CPD is located at 730 Public
Safety Way in Corona, which is approximately 2 miles from the project site. The CPD operates using
policing zones. Zones are created to provide service coverage based on categories such as
population, geographic area, calls of service volume, etc. Calls are dispatched out of the main facility
to the officers in the zones. The proposed project would be located under Zone 4.33

31 personal Correspondence. 2018. Lieutenant Robert Rose. Riverside County Sheriff’s Department.
32 County of Riverside. 2013. San Gorgonio Crossing Recirculated Draft EIR no. 534. Accessed October 25, 2021.
3 Ppersonal Correspondence, 2018. Sargent Chad Fountain. CPD, Public Information Officer.
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Staffing Levels

Staffing levels vary depending on the day and hours of service; however, the CPD has more than 250
sworn officers. The minimum staffing of sworn patrol officers is two officers per zone; however, at
times this may go down to one during early morning hours in certain situations. Civilian employees
working patrol in the area include one Community Service Officer for the entire City. The CPD also
has a traffic enforcement unit consisting of six motor officers, two collision investigators, one
commercial enforcement officer, and one parking enforcement civilian employee. Traffic officers are
not designated to one location, and their activity is directed based on the need of the Department.
According to the Corona Police 2020 Annual Report, service calls made to the CPD were responded
to in 4 minutes and 51 seconds approximately 90 percent of the time. The CPD target is 5 minutes.3*

The target staffing ratio for the CPD is one officer per 1,000 residents. Given the City’s estimated
current population of 168,382 residents, based on the California Department of Finance estimates
and the current staffing of 250 sworn officers, the current ratio is approximately 1.49 officers per
1,000 residents, which exceeds the one officer per 1,000 residents ratio.

Existing Mutual Aid Agreements

The CPD has a contract for helicopter services with the City of Riverside for air support. Additionally,
the City has many other agreements with other governmental or law enforcement agencies. The
ones that could be specifically, although minimally, impacted based on the proposed project, would
be the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) fees associated with the regional hospitals for sexual
assault testing and chain of evidence processing for the District Attorney’s office as well as polygraph
services with the Riverside Sherriff’s Office. The CPD may have cost impacts to any traffic-related
crossing guard needs within the city limits of this development, as these costs are shared with the
CNUSD.

Proposed Project Impacts on the Corona Police Department

Based on analysis of the areas around the proposed development (RD 5B), there were a total of 23
emergency calls for service and 565 total calls for services. In RD 5B there are 964 parcels, making
the total calls for service per parcel at about 0.59. Adding 56 parcels would potentially add
approximately 33 total calls for service as a result of the proposed project. Given that the proposed
project would increase the population in the Corona Police service area by 118 new residents, the
sworn officers to resident ratio would be 1.4 officers per 1,000 residents after the proposed project
is completed. Therefore, the 0.07 percent increase in the Corona Police service area population
would not be considered significant because the sworn officer to resident ratio still exceeds the one
officer per 1,000 residents standard.

Additionally, the CPD may be required to assist the Riverside County Sheriff’s Department due to the
sometimes extended response times and/or lack of personnel of the Riverside County Sheriff’s
Department from Jurupa or Norco. However, the CPD anticipates the use of existing facilities to serve
the proposed project, and no new facilities would be needed. As such, the proposed project would

34 Corona Police Department (CPD). 2020. Corona Police 2020 Annual Report. Website:
https://www.coronaca.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/19898/637510489106870000. Accessed October 19, 2021.
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not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities. Impacts would be less than significant.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Less than significant impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less than significant impact.

Schools

Impact PS-1c: 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 schools?

Source(s): School District correspondence, GIS database, County of Riverside 2020 General Plan, and
City of Corona 2020-2040 General Plan.

Impact Analysis
Planning Areas 1 Through 6

The entire proposed project, Planning Areas 1 through 6, is located within the jurisdiction of the
CNUSD; however, the proposed project would not directly generate new student enroliment at
existing schools because all proposed new residential dwelling units proposed would be 100 percent
age restricted to 60 years old and older. Because of the age restriction, no new residents would be
school age children, and therefore, would not create an impact on CNUSD.

As such, the applicant would not be required to pay developer fees to the CNUSD pursuant to the
Leroy F. Green School Facilities Act (AB 2926), as a condition of approval for the proposed project.
There would be no impact to school facilities as a result of the proposed project.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation

No impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

No impact.
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Libraries
Impact PS-1d: 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 libraries?

Source(s): Riverside County 2015 General Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report, County of
Riverside 2020 General Plan, City of Corona 2019 Corona General Plan Technical Update Draft EIR,
and City of Corona 2020-2040 General Plan.

Impact Analysis

County of Riverside (Planning Areas 1 Through 5)

At the time of this analysis, the project applicant proposed the development of a 0.78-acre
neighborhood commercial space with approximately 10,000 square feet of quick service food retail
use on Planning Areas. However, the development of Planning Area 2 is no longer contemplated and
this acreage would remain undeveloped as open space. Consistent with the NOP and the original
project proposal, this Draft EIR analyzes the full development of Planning Areas 2.

The County of Riverside operates a system of 38 library branches and two book mobiles (one serving
Coachella Valley and one serving western Riverside County) to serve unincorporated populations.>®
The nearest County of Riverside library to the project site is the Home Gardens Library located
approximately 4.7 miles east of the project site. The second nearest library is the El Cerrito Library
located approximately 5.18 miles southeast of the project site.

The Riverside County Library System operates an automated network that deploys over 350
computer/terminal workstations in the library branches of the Riverside County Library System:
Riverside Public Library, Moreno Valley Library, Murrieta Public Library, Murrieta Valley High School
and College of the Desert. The network can also be accessed by Riverside County residents via the
internet. The library system manages the library catalog of the 1.3 million items in the library system
and the annual checkout of over 3.5 million books, audios, and videos.3®

Additionally, the American Library Association suggests that an appropriate service criterion would
be the availability of convenient library facilities and book reserves at a rate of 0.5 square-foot of
library space and 2.5 volumes per capita. The County’s ability to support the needs of future growth
is dependent upon its ability to secure sites for, construct and stock new libraries on a timely basis.
At present, there is no specific funding mechanism for expansion of library facilities. Based on 2010
reported registered borrowers (681,117) and current square footage of library facilities available
(333,884), at present, facilities provide approximately 0.49 square feet of space per registered
borrower (not the Riverside County population as a whole).?’

3 County of Riverside. 2015. General Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report.
* Ibid.
37 County of Riverside. 2020. General Plan.
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However, the County of Riverside policies and regulations in regard to development impacts to
library services include the Ordinance 659 DIF Program. This Ordinance establishes the need for
addressing impacts caused by new development of residential, commercial, and industrial uses.
Thus, the Ordinance establishes a DIF Program by which new development is charged fees to address
the increased need for additional facilities, services, and also open space. For each category of land
use (single-family residential, multiple-family residential, commercial, and industrial), DIF charges are
determined based on the location of the property to be developed (fees vary by Area Plan), as well
as the density/intensity of the proposed use. Therefore, the project applicant would be required to
pay the current DIF for library services to offset any impact on the current County library branches
before receiving the building permit. Payment of these fees is mandatory and is therefore not
included as mitigation.

As such, due to the relatively close proximity of the two County libraries in addition to the
implementation of Ordinance 659, the proposed project would not result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered library facilities or result
in the need for new or physically altered library facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts in order to maintain acceptable service ratios or other
performance objectives for libraries.

City of Corona (Planning Area 6)

The City of Corona operates one public library for the existing approximately 168,382 residents. The
Corona Public Library is located at 605 South Main Street and is a 62,000-square-foot facility. The
library has a total of 122,500 registered members, 38,500 of which are children. The library’s
collections consist of 152,500 items, including books, videos, CDs, CD-ROM software, audio
cassettes, books on tape, and pamphlets. The Corona Public Library also contains 50 internet
terminals.®® The proposed project would increase Corona’s current population by 118 new residents,
which represents an approximately 0.07 percent increase in population, resulting in a minimal
increase in demand to existing resources and programming. The City of Corona uses development
impact fees from residential uses to fund library facilities within the City. Payment of these fees is
mandatory and is therefore not included as mitigation. Therefore, impacts to library services in the
City of Corona are less than significant.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation

Less than significant impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

Level of Significance After Mitigation
Less than significant impact.

3 City of Corona. 2019. Corona General Plan Technical Update Draft EIR. Accessed October 25, 2021.
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Health Services

Impact PS-1e: 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 health services?

Source(s): Riverside County 2020 General Plan and City of Corona 2020-2040 General Plan.

Impact Analysis

There are approximately 18 hospitals in the overall County area and two hospitals are in the City of
Corona—Corona Regional Medical Center-Main at 800 South Main Street, and Corona Regional
Medical Center-Magnolia at 730 Magnolia Avenue.3**° The nearest hospital to the project site is
Corona Regional Medical Center, which is approximately 2.18 miles east of the site. In addition,
Kaiser Permanente Corona Medical Offices are located approximately 3.31 miles east of the site. It is
anticipated that the existing hospitals have capacity for the additional population expected from the
proposed project, approximately 770 total residents. According to the County of Riverside General
Plan EIR, Riverside County has 2,880 licensed beds, a rate of 1.47 beds per 1,000 residents. No
specific adopted criteria are maintained for determining future needs for public hospital or medical
clinics. Based on the current ratio of residents to hospitals, the proposed project’s increase in new
residential population will represent only a nominal shift in hospital facilities per capita in the
County. In addition, due to the proximity of existing medical centers to the project site, existing
facilities have the capacity to serve the proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project is
anticipated to have a less than significant impact with regard to health services.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Less than significant impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less than significant impact.

39 City of Corona. 2019. Corona General Plan Technical Update Draft EIR. Accessed October 25, 2021.
40 County of Riverside. 2015. Riverside County 2015 General Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report. Accessed October 25, 2021.
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Transit Service

The surrounding area is currently served by the Riverside Transit Agency (RTA) with bus services
along SR-91 Freeway, however, there does not appear to be an existing transit route that could
potentially serve the proposed project. Transit service is reviewed and updated by the RTA
periodically to address ridership, budget, and community demand needs. Changes in land use can
affect these periodic adjustments which may lead to either enhanced or reduced service where
appropriate. The project does not propose to alter any transit routes or services. Impacts would be
less than significant.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities

Field observations conducted in 2023 indicate nominal pedestrian and bicycle activity within the
study area. Existing pedestrian facilities currently exist along portions Serfas Club Drive, Paseo
Grande, Via Del Rio, Kirkwood Drive, Frontage Road, and 6th Street. There is an existing historic trail
that runs along the 6th Street alignment within the study area. There are existing Class Il bike lanes
along Serfas Club Drive south of the SR-91 Freeway and also along Palisades Drive.

Level of Significance

Less than significant impact.

Conditions of Approval

COA TRANS-1 The project applicant’s responsibility for the project’s contributions toward deficient
intersections is fulfilled through payment of fair share or payment of fees (if
applicable) that would be assigned to construction of the identified recommended
improvements. The project applicant shall be required to pay fair share fees and
participate in pre-existing fee programs consistent with the County’s requirements.

The recommended improvements needed to address the deficiencies identified
under EAP (2027), EAPC (2027), Horizon Year (2040), and City of Corona General Plan
Buildout (GPBO) traffic conditions are as follows:

Existing
e Improvement—Paseo Grande and Via Del Rio (No. 21)
- Traffic signal.

e Improvement—Paseo Grande and Pine Crest Drive (No. 24)
- Traffic signal.

e Improvement—Paseo Grande and Ontario Avenue (No. 25)
- Traffic signal.

EAP (2027)

Same as Existing.
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EAPC (2027)

e Improvement—Paseo Grande and Via Santiago (No. 20)
- Traffic signal.

Horizon Year (2040)
e Improvement-Serfas Club Drive and Green River Road (No. 13)
- Westbound right turn lane.
- Strip a crosswalk on the west leg and remove the crosswalk on the east leg, in order to
provide additional green time to the other approaches.

e Improvement-Serfas Club Drive and Green River Road (No. 18)
- Eastbound right turn lane

e Improvement—Paseo Grande and Frontage Road (No. 19)
- Traffic signal.
- Restripe the northbound approach to provide a northbound left turn lane and a through
lane.

e Improvement—Avenida Del Vista and Via Santiago (No. 33)
- Traffic signal.

Impact TRANS-2:  The project would not conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.3, subdivision (b)?

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan, Project Application Materials, Traffic Study, VMT Analysis

Impact Analysis

Project-Generated Vehicle Miles Traveled

RivTAM is a useful tool to estimate VMT as it considers interaction between different land uses
based on socioeconomic data such as population, households, and employment. RivTAM is a travel
forecasting model that represents a sub-area (Riverside County) of the Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG) regional traffic model. RivTAM was designed to provide a greater
level of detail and sensitivity in the Riverside County area as compared to the regional SCAG model.
County Guidelines identifies RivTAM as the appropriate tool for conducting VMT modeling for land
use projects within the County of Riverside.

Project VMT has been calculated using the most current version of RivTAM. Adjustments in
socioeconomic data (SED) (i.e., population, households, and employment) have been made to
separate Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs) within the RivTAM model to reflect the project’s proposed land
uses (i.e., age restricted (60+) housing and retail). Consistent with County Guidelines the VMT
analysis was conducted for existing and cumulative scenarios that include the following:

e Existing Conditions—RivTAM base year (2012) traffic model conditions.

¢ Existing Plus Project Conditions—RivTAM base year (2012) traffic model plus the proposed
project land uses.
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e Cumulative No Project Conditions—RivTAM cumulative model (2040) without the proposed
project land use changes (i.e., adopted land use assumptions).

e Cumulative Plus Project Conditions—RivTAM cumulative model (2040) plus the proposed
project land use changes.

Project Land Use Conversion

At the time of this analysis, the project applicant proposed the development of a 0.78-acre
neighborhood commercial space with approximately 10,000 square feet of quick service food retail
use on Planning Area 2 and 56 single-family detached residences and a new trail system on Planning
Area 6. However, the development of Planning Areas 2 and 6 is no longer contemplated and this
acreage would remain undeveloped. Consistent with the NOP and the original project proposal, this
following VMT analysis evaluates the full development of Planning Area 2 and 6. Although the retail
component of the proposed project meets screening criteria, the inclusion of the retail is still
important when considering the potential VMT generated for the age restricted (60+) housing
component. As such, the retail component is modeled in RivTAM based on conversion factors used
for the County of Riverside’s General Plan Update, which are contained in Appendix E-2:
Socioeconomic Buildout Assumptions and Methodology of the County’s General Plan. The age
restricted (60+) housing component was modeled based on the average persons per household,
which was obtained from the National Association of Home Builders (NAHB) Approving 55+ Housing:
Facts That Matter. Table 3.18-3 summarizes the resulting conversion of land use information to SED
needed to adjust RivTAM to reflect the proposed project. As shown, the proposed project is
estimated to generate a population of 770 and an employment of 20.

Table 3.18-3: Socioeconomic Data Summary

Residential Retail
Units 365 dwelling units 10,000 square feet
Density Factor 2.11 persons per household?! 1 employee/500 square feet?
SED 770 population 20 employees

Notes:

SED = socioeconomic data

1 Population Density Factor was obtained from the National Association of Home Builders (NAHB)
Approving 55+ Housing: Facts That Matter (see Figure I-2, Age of Household Head 55 to 64, Page 8).

2 Employee Density Factor was obtained from the County of Riverside General Plan Appendix E-2:
Socioeconomic Buildout Assumptions and Methodology (see Table E-5, Commercial Employment Factors,
Page 3).

VMT Assessment

Adjustments to employment for the proposed project’s TAZ were made to the RivTAM base year
model and cumulative year model. Project-generated home-based VMT was then calculated for the
base year model following the VMT calculation procedures identified in Appendix E of the County
Guidelines and includes home-based trips that are both internal and external to the RivTAM model
boundaries. The home-based VMT value is then normalized by dividing by the proposed project’s
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population (also referred to as capita). As noted in the County Guidelines, the project may resultin a
significant VMT impact if the base model year project-generated VMT per capita exceeds the existing
Countywide average VMT per capita (i.e., County threshold). As noted previously, the existing
Countywide average VMT per capita is 15.2 for residential uses.? Table 3 provides a comparison of
the VMT analysis conducted for existing and cumulative scenarios. As shown in Table 3.18-4, for
Baseline Plus Project conditions, the project-generated VMT per capita is 9.69, which falls below the
County’s adopted threshold of 15.2. The transportation impact based on the assessment of project-
generated VMT as compared to the County’s adopted threshold is less than significant.

Table 3.18-4: Project VMT per Employee

VMT per Employee Percent Change
Baseline (2012)
County Threshold 15.2 -

Baseline + Project

Trails at Corona Specific Plan 9.69 -36.21%
Cumulative No Project
Trails at Corona Specific Plan Not Applicable
Riverside County 18.74 +23.37%
Cumulative + Project
Trails at Corona Specific Plan 11.57 -23.83%
Riverside County 18.73 +23.30%

Notes:

VMT = Vehicle Miles Traveled

1 The adopted Specific Plan consists entirely of Open Space—Recreation land uses. The efficiency metric of VMT per
population is not applicable for the No Project condition.

Appendix E of the County Guidelines states the following: “For Specific Plans and Community Plans,
Riverside County requires that Cumulative analysis be completed irrespective of the findings of
Baseline Plus Project conditions. Additionally, No Project and Plus Project conditions under both the
Baseline and Cumulative must provide total Regional VMT values. Note that the Regional VMT values
are for informational purposes and are note used as the basis for the determination of a significant
impact.” Table 3.18-4 provides a comparison of VMT per capita for cumulative No Project and With
Project scenarios. The adopted land use assumptions for the cumulative No Project conditions consist
primarily of open space uses. In addition, consistent with County Guidelines the total link-level VMT
was also extracted from RivTAM for the “No Project” and “Plus Project” base year (2012) and
cumulative year (2040) models (see Table 3.18-5). This is provided for informational purposes only.

2 County Guidelines: Figure 6~VMT Threshold of Significance
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Table 3.18-5: Riverside County Total VMT

Riverside County

Base Year (2012) No Project 43,867,883
Base Year (2012) With Project 53,667,369
Cumulative Year (2040) No Project 92,508,071
Cumulative Year (2040) With Project 92,511,525

In summary, the proposed project’s retail component of approximately 10,000 square feet is
considered local serving and is presumed to have a less than significant VMT impact. In addition, the
proposed project’s age restricted (60+) housing component was evaluated using RivTAM to estimate
project-generated VMT per capita as compared to the County adopted threshold of existing
Countywide average VMT per capita. The proposed project-generated VMT per capita of 9.69 was
found to be below the County’s impact threshold of 15.2; therefore, the proposed project’s VMT
impact is less than significant.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation

Less than significant impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation required.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less than significant impact.

Impact TRANS-3:  Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan, Project Application Materials, Traffic Study, Trails at Corona
Specific Plan

Impact Analysis

At the time of this analysis, the project applicant proposed the development of a 0.78-acre
neighborhood commercial space with approximately 10,000 square feet of quick service food retail
use on Planning Area 2 and 56 single-family detached residences and a new trail system on Planning
Area 6. However, the development of Planning Areas 2 and 6 are no longer contemplated and this
acreage would remain undeveloped. The following analysis evaluates the full development of
Planning Area 2 consistent with the NOP and the original project proposal. The lead agency has
determined that it is reasonably foreseeable that Planning Area 6, while included in the original
proposal, will remain undeveloped. Therefore, for assessment of project-specific impacts and
mitigation, the development of Planning Area 6 has been removed from the following analysis.

3.18-20 FirstCarbon Solutions

https://adecinnovations.sharepoint.com/sites/PublicationsSite/Shared Documents/Publications/Client (PN-JN)/5082/50820001.1/EIR/4 - Draft EIR/50820001.1 Sec03-18 Transportation.docx



Riverside County Planning Department—Trails at Corona
Draft EIR Transportation and Traffic

The proposed project involves the conversion of undeveloped land to senior adult housing and
shopping center. The proposed project would provide street improvements in accordance with
Ordinance 460 and 461.

The proposed project is proposed to have access onto, Frontage Road, Pine Crest Drive, and Paseo
Grande. All proposed project driveways are proposed to be stop-controlled on the minor street with
free-flow along the major streets and are proposed to allow for full access, with the exception of
Driveway 3 and Frontage Road being a right-in right-out only driveway. Regional access to the
proposed project site will be provided by the SR-91 (via Serfas Club Drive and Maple Street). All of
the project site adjacent roadways appear to currently be built to their ultimate General Plan
roadway cross section.

The roads in the proposed project vicinity are generally straight or include gentle vertical and
horizontal curves and do not have design feature hazards, such as sharp curves, such that the
proposed project would substantially increase these hazards.

Furthermore, Section II.B (Page 11-16) of the Trails at Corona Specific Plan lists Circulation Master Plan
Development Standards. These development standards are related to landscaping of roadways,
street lighting, construction phasing of off-site traffic signals, on-site traffic signage, sight distances,
Emergency Vehicle Access (EVA), bikeways, and on-site auxiliary road facility improvements. The
project applicant would be required to implement these development standards. Therefore, impacts
would be less than significant.

Level of Significance

Less than significant impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation required.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less than significant impact.

Impact TRANS-4:  Cause an effect upon, or a need for new or altered maintenance of roads?

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan, Project Application Materials, Traffic Study, Trails at Corona
Specific Plan

Impact Analysis

The proposed project includes the construction of approximately 20 acres of roadways. The Trails at
Corona Specific Plan provides for development of the site as a private, gated community with
restricted public access and private roads. Private roads shall be built to the standards shown in
Exhibit 1I-4—Roadway Cross Sections A and Exhibit II-5-Roadway Cross Sections B of the Trails at
Corona Specific Plan. The Circulation Master Plan includes major and minor roadways with sizes and
classifications described below and shown on Exhibit 11-3—Circulation Master Plan of the Trails at
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Corona Specific Plan. The classifications are based on the County standards of roadways unless
shown as modified and shown herein for reference.

e Tract 37504 (PA 1):
- Street “C” (modified 55-foot right-of-way) with center median (privately maintained):

Provides the only ingress/egress into the gated access community via Frontage Road. The
modified 55-foot roadway consists of a raised centered 12-foot median with landscaping
between the concrete curbing on both sides. The traveled way is 21.5 feet in both
directions on both sides of the median slopes to the adjacent concrete curb and gutter
located at the outer edges of the right-of-way.

- Street “A” and “B” (26-foot right-of-way) (privately maintained):

Typical local streets per the County of Riverside Standards inclusive of a 13-foot traveled
lane on both sides of the centerline abutting to the concrete curb and gutter on both sides
of the right-of-way. Adjacent to and located outside of the 26-foot right-of-way, both sides,
shall be a 3-foot Public Utilities Easement for use by the public utility agencies with
approval from the County of Riverside.

o Tract 37501 (PA 3):
- Street “A” and “D” (Modified 37-foot right-of-way) (privately maintained):

Local modified street inclusive of an offset centerline with a 13-foot traveled lane on one
side (abutting a 3-foot Public Utilities Easement outside of the right-of-way, for use by the
public utility agencies with approval from the County of Riverside) and an 11-foot traveled
lane on the opposite side with 8-foot street parking abutting a concrete curb and gutter
with a 5-foot concrete sidewalk.

- Street “B” (Modified 37-foot right-of-way) (privately maintained):

Local modified street inclusive of an offset centerline with a 13-foot traveled lane on one
side adjacent to a 5-foot concrete sidewalk and an 11-foot traveled lane on the opposite
side with 8-foot street parking abutting a concrete curb and gutter (abutting a 3-foot Public
Utilities Easement outside of the right-of-way, for use by the public utility agencies with
approval from the County of Riverside).

- Street “C” (26-foot right-of-way) (privately maintained):

Typical local streets per the County of Riverside Standards inclusive of a 13-foot traveled
lane on both sides of the centerline abutting to the curb and gutter on both sides of the
right-of-way. Adjacent to and located outside of the 26-foot right-of-way, both sides, shall
be a 3-foot Public Utilities Easement for use by the public utility agencies with approval
from the County of Riverside.

e Tract 37502 (PA 4):
- Street “A” and “B” (Modified 37-foot right-of-way) (privately maintained):
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Local modified street inclusive of an offset centerline with a 13-foot traveled lane on one
side (abutting a 3-foot Public Utilities Easement outside of the right-of-way, for use by the
public utility agencies with approval from the County of Riverside) and an 11-foot traveled
lane on the opposite side with 8-foot street parking abutting a concrete curb and gutter
with a 5-foot concrete sidewalk.

- Street “B” right-of-way changes to the standard 26-foot right-of-way after the intersection
with Street “A”

- Street “B” (26-foot right-of-way) (privately maintained):

Typical local streets per the County of Riverside Standards inclusive of a 13-foot traveled
lane on both sides of the centerline abutting to the curb and gutter on both sides of the
right-of-way. Adjacent to and located outside of the 26-foot right-of-way, one side only, shall
be a 3-foot Public Utilities Easement for use by the public utility agencies with approval
from the County of Riverside.

o Tract 37502 (PA 5):
- Street “A” and “B” (Modified 37-foot right-of-way) (privately maintained):

Local modified street inclusive of an offset centerline with a 13-foot traveled lane on one
side (abutting a 3-foot Public Utilities Easement outside of the right-of-way, for use by the
public utility agencies with approval from the County of Riverside) and an 11-foot traveled
lane on the opposite side with 8-foot street parking abutting a concrete curb and gutter
with a 5-foot concrete sidewalk.

No additional new or altered maintenance of roads would be required. Therefore, impacts would be
less than significant.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation

Less than significant impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation required.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less than significant impact.

Impact TRANS-5:  Cause an effect upon circulation during the project’s construction?

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan, Project Application Materials, Traffic Study, Trails at Corona
Specific Plan

Impact Analysis

Construction of the proposed project may cause temporary delays along Frontage Road, Pine Crest
Drive and Paseo Grande; however, the County requires temporary road construction and traffic
control plans during construction to minimize delay. The proposed project on-site traffic signing and
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striping to be implemented in conjunction with detailed construction plans for the project site. With
the proposed project’s required preparation of a traffic congestion management plan, the proposed
project is anticipated to have a less than significant impact regarding circulation during construction.

Level of Significance

Less than significant impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation required.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less than significant impact.

Emergency Access

Impact TRANS-6: Result in inadequate emergency access or access to nearby uses?

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan, Project Application Materials, Traffic Study

Impact Analysis

The proposed project would include four access points for the project site. In order to ensure that
such plan properly addresses potential environmental impacts, the County requires the preparation
of a traffic control plan, which would reduce impacts to less than significant. A construction traffic
control plan would be required to be prepared for all aspects of project construction, including
physical improvements on the site itself as well as any off-site traffic improvements required to be
completed directly by the project applicant. The construction traffic control plan would describe in
detail the location of equipment staging areas, stockpiling/storage areas, construction worker and
equipment parking areas, roadways that would be potentially affected, and safe detours around the
proposed project and/or roadway construction site, as well as provide temporary traffic control (e.g.,
flag person) and appropriate signage during construction-related truck hauling activities. The traffic
control plan would ensure adequate and uninterrupted access to all nearby residences throughout
the construction period. The purpose of the traffic control plan is to safely guide motorists, cyclists,
and pedestrians, minimize traffic impacts, and ensure the safe and even flow of traffic during
construction, consistent with County standards and requirements.

Considering the temporary nature of project construction, and established County and City
requirements for traffic control on public roadways during construction, the proposed project is
expected to have a less than significant impact on emergency access during construction. Emergency
access to serve the operational project site will be developed in accordance with applicable
ordinances, standard conditions of approval, and permits related to emergency access.

Emergency vehicular access is provided to each Planning Area maintaining manageable distances to
public right-of-way connections. Planning Area 1 includes a main entry way off the Frontage Road
connection to the existing commercial properties along the 91 Freeway with an EVA to Serfas Club.
PA 3 includes a main access off Frontage Road looping directly to Paseo Grande via a full access point
and an EVA. Planning Area 4 is directly accessed from Serfas Club within EVA along Pine Crest.
Planning Area 5 is accessed adjacent to the Planning Area 3 connection point on Paseo Grande with
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an accompanying EVA also along Paseo Grande. Emergency access points shall include a Knox box for
use by authorized emergency vehicles and are not directly open to the public. The proposed project
would also provide access, as appropriate, for homes off-site to the east, as indicated in Exhibit 11-3—
Circulation Master Plan of the Trails at Corona Specific Plan, for private access. The access would be
constructed on-site pursuant to the applicable standards of County Ordinance 461 or as approved by
the Transportation Department. Cross-sections for proposed project roadways. Transportation
infrastructure funding may be provided through a combination of developer financing, Community
Facilities District funding, assessment district funding, Road and Bridge Benefit District (RBBD) fees,
TUMF, Ordinance 659 (DIF Program) fees, or other similar mechanisms. The type of funding for
specific facilities will be determined in conjunction with the participating agencies, including
Riverside County.

A Focused Traffic Assessment (Appendix J) was prepared to evaluate queueing along Frontage Road
and select locations along Serfas Club Drive based on the updated site plan (removal of Planning
Areas 2 and 6). Based on the intersection operations and queueing analyses performed for the
Focused Traffic Assessment, there are no anticipated traffic deficiencies along Frontage Road under
any future analysis scenario. There are no queueing issues anticipated with the back-to-back left turn
lanes into Driveway 1 with the left at Serfas Club Drive along Frontage Road. Although a residential
portion of the proposed project would take access off the existing Frontage Road, the effects along
with the existing commercial traffic on Frontage Road are nominal and would not result in any
gueueing issues along Frontage Road. The intersection operations and queueing analyses results
improve compared to the 2024 Traffic Study, which is likely due to the reduction in trips compared to
the 2024 Traffic Study.

There are deficiencies anticipated along Serfas Club Drive, however, these deficiencies are
attributable to the background growth in the area, as the deficiencies occur under both No Project
and With Project traffic conditions. Additionally, the deficiencies are identified along through
movements on Serfas Club Drive, which is associated with vehicles using Serfas Club Drive as an
alternate route to bypass the peak-hour congestion along the SR-91 Freeway.

Since the queueing issues on the arterial streets are due to freeway congestion, no roadway
widening has been identified along Serfas Club Drive. Additionally, due to the existing residential
uses along Serfas Club Drive, there is not sufficient right-of-way to widen the existing roadways to
accommodate additional capacity. Such roadway widening would likely not alleviate the queueing
issues along Serfas Club Drive caused by the SR-91 Freeway itself. Therefore, no improvements have
been identified for the queueing deficiencies identified under the analysis scenarios.

Level of Significance
Less than significant impact.
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3.19 - Tribal Cultural Resources

3.19.1 - Introduction

Tribal Cultural Resources (TCRs) are either: sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places,
and objects with cultural value to a tribe that are either: included or determined to be eligible for
inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) included in a local register of
historical resources; OR: A resource determined by the lead agency, at its discretion and supported
by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 5024.1—taking into account the
significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe.

Descriptions and analysis in this section are based upon existing site conditions, project site
plans/exhibits, the County of Riverside 2015 General Plan, the City of Corona 2004 General Plan, the
Phase | Cultural Resources Assessment for the proposed project prepared May 2018 by FirstCarbon
Solutions (FCS), included in this Draft EIR (DEIR) as Appendix D (also analyzed in Section 3.5, Cultural
Resources, of this Draft EIR), and outreach to Native American Tribes pursuant to Assembly Bill (AB)
52 and Senate Bill (SB) 18 (noticing to Native American Tribes can be found in Appendix D).

3.19.2 - Environmental Setting
Overview
The term “cultural resources” encompasses historic, archaeological and paleontological resources,

and burial sites. Below is a brief summary of each component:

e Historic Resources: Historic resources are associated with the recent past. In California,
historic resources are typically associated with the Spanish, Mexican, and American periods in
the State’s history and are generally less than 200 years old.

e Archaeological Resources: Archaeology is the study of prehistoric human activities and
cultures. Archaeological resources are generally associated with indigenous cultures.

¢ Paleontological Resources: Paleontology is the study of plant and animal fossils.

e Burial Sites: Burial sites are formal or informal locations where human remains, usually
associated with indigenous cultures, are interred.

Cultural Setting

The Cultural Setting below is provided from the Phase | Cultural Resources Assessment (Phase | CRA).

Prehistory

Recent overviews of the inland Southern California coast archaeology and historical reviews, among
other locales are provided. 3 The most accepted regional chronology for coastal Southern

! Fagan, B.M. 2003. Before California: An Archaeologist Looks at Our Earliest Inhabitants. New York: Alta Mira Press.

Moratto, M.J. 1984. California Archaeology. San Diego. Academic Press.
3 Chartkoff J.L. and K.K. Chartkoff. 1984. The Archaeology of California. Menlo Park. Stanford University Press.

2
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California is from Wallace’s four-part Horizon format,* which was later updated and revised by
Warren,” and most recently by Chartkoff and Chartkoff.® The latter modified the term “Period” to
“Horizon,” a term more common among researchers today. Created to place temporal structure
upon materialistic phases observed during archaeological syntheses, the advantages and
weaknesses of Southern California chronological sequences are reviewed by Warren,” Chartkoff and
Chartkoff,® and Heizer.?

Early Man

Spanning the period from approximately 17,000 to 9,500 before present (BP), archaeological
assemblages attributed to the Early Man Period are characterized by large projectile points and
scrapers. The limited data available suggests that prehistoric populations focused on hunting and
gathering, moving about the region in small nomadic groups. Technologies associated with ocean
resource gathering would have likely been utilized, but the sea level during this period was lower
than today, meaning that sites on the coast are inundated and unavailable for study. Californians of
this period are viewed as populations of big game hunters that were mobile enough to pursue herds.
The entirety of California may have been occupied near the beginning of the Holocene epoch, about
11,750 years ago. During the Holocene, sea levels rose about 60 meters between 11,750 and 7,000
BP, due to melting of the Pleistocene ice sheet in the higher latitudes. Although the sea level was
about 120 meters lower off the coast of California roughly 22,000 years ago (Milne et al. 2005), sea
level stabilization began about 7,000 years ago and only a slight rise has occurred since then.

Pleistocene flora and fauna are regularly uncovered from sediments at the La Brea tar pits, deep
construction-related excavations in coastal Orange County and in the Santa Ana watershed. Such
studies reinforce the idea that much of Southern California exhibited a climate similar to that of
Monterey or the San Francisco Bay Area during this period, with slightly drier conditions away from
the coast.

Millingstone

As part of the slow restabilization effect of the melting continental ice sheet, rising sea levels and
other environmental changes up to the end of the Early Man Period, the Southern California climate
became warmer and drier. Known as the Altithermal, Fagan notes that after 8,500 BP, the climate of
most of California became warmer and much drier, and remained so for 4,000 years. !

Native groups altered their subsistence characteristics to compensate. Characterized by the
appearance of handstones and millingstones that would have been used to grind seeds, the
Millingstone Period tentatively dates to between 9,500 and 3,000 BP. Artifact assemblages in early
Millingstone sites reflect an emphasis on foraging subsistence systems. Because shrubby vegetative

Wallace, W.J. 1955. A Suggested Chronology for Southern California Coastal Archaeology. Southwestern Journal of Anthropology
11(3):214-30.

Warren, C.N. 1968. Cultural Tradition and Ecological Adaptation on the Southern California Coast. Archaic Prehistory in the Western
United States, C. Irwin-Will.

Chartkoff J.L. and K.K. Chartkoff. 1984. The Archaeology of California. Menlo Park. Stanford University Press.

Moratto, M.J. 1984. California Archaeology. San Diego. Academic Press.

Chartkoff J.L. and K.K. Chartkoff. 1984. The Archaeology of California. Menlo Park. Stanford University Press.

Heizer, R. F.,, ed. 1978. Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8: California. Washington, D.C. Smithsonian Institution.

10 Chartkoff J.L. and K.K. Chartkoff. 1984. The Archaeology of California. Menlo Park. Stanford University Press.

1 Fagan, B.M. 2003. Before California: An Archaeologist Looks at Our Earliest Inhabitants. New York: Alta Mira Press.
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communities replaced the temperate forest, native populations would likely have shifted to seasonal
rounds to take advantage of new patterns of seed ripening. Little is known about the types of
cultural changes that would be needed, but the types of artifacts seen during this Period can infer
the subsistence systems.

Artifact assemblages typically included choppers and scraper planes, with a general lack of projectile
points. Large projectile points began to appear in the late portion of the Millingstone Period, which
suggests the development of a more diverse economy. The distribution of Millingstone sites reflects
the theory that aboriginal groups may have followed a modified central-based wandering settlement
pattern. In this semisedentary pattern, a base camp would have been occupied for a portion of the
year, but small population groups seasonally occupied subsidiary camps in order to exploit resources
not generally available near the base camp. Sedentism apparently increased in areas possessing an
abundance of resources that were available for longer periods. Arid inland regions would have
provided a more dispersed and sporadic resource base, further restricting sedentary occupations to
locations near permanent water. The duration and intensity of encampment occupations increased,
especially in the latter half of the period in the coastal areas. Huge shellmounds near coastal habitats
indicated more intensive sedentism after 5,000 BP, and suggests an increase in population.?

Intermediate

Dating between 3,000 and 1,250 BP, the Intermediate Period represents a transitional era. Excavated
assemblages retain many attributes of the Millingstone Period but with more elaborate and diverse
artifact types in these deposits. Additionally, Intermediate Period sites can contain large-stemmed or
notched small projectile points suggestive of bow and arrow use, especially near the end of the
Period, and the use of portable grinding tools continues. Intensive use of mortar and pestles signaled
processing of acorns as the primary vegetative staple as opposed to a mixed diet of seeds and
acorns. Because of a general lack of data, neither the settlement and subsistence systems nor the
cultural evolution of this Period are well understood, but it is very likely that the nomadic ways
continued. It has been proposed that sedentism increased with the exploitation of storable food
resources, such as acorns, but coastal sites from the period exhibit higher fishing activity than in
previous periods. The first permanently occupied villages make their appearance in this
Period/Horizon. 3

Late Prehistoric

Extending from 1,250 BP to Spanish Contact in 1769, the Late Prehistoric Period reflects a slight
increase in technological sophistication and diversity. Exploitation of marine resources continued to
intensify. Assemblages characteristically contain projectile points, and toward the end of the Period
the size of the points decreased and notched and stemmed bases appear, which implies the use of
the bow and arrow. Use of personal ornaments such as shell beads are widely distributed east of the
coast, suggesting well-organized and codified trade networks. Additional assemblages in this
Period/Horizon included steatite bowls, asphaltum, grave goods, and elaborate shell ornaments. The
use of bedrock milling stations was widespread during this Period/Horizon. Increased hunting
efficiency and widespread exploitation of acorns provided reliable and storable food resources.

12 Fagan, B.M. 2003. Before California: An Archaeologist Looks at Our Earliest Inhabitants. New York: Alta Mira Press.
13 Chartkoff J.L. and K.K. Chartkoff. 1984. The Archaeology of California. Menlo Park. Stanford University Press.
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Village size increased during this time, with some of these villages potentially having held 1,500 or
more residents.* Analyses of skeletons show that the first signs of malnutrition appear in this
Period, signaling greater competition for food resources.

The earliest part of this Period may have seen an incursion of Cupan-Takic speakers from the Great
Basin country (the so-called Shoshonean wedge) who may have replaced the Hokan speakers in the
area.'® At the time of the Spanish conquest, Cupan-Takic speakers were located in Orange County,
western Riverside County, and the Los Angeles Basin (Gabrielefio, Juanefio and Cahuilla peoples).
Serran-Takic speakers are now represented by the Serranos in the San Bernardino Mountains. Recent
work has concluded that the “Shoshonean wedge” is misnamed—the original Los Angeles
inhabitants replaced by the incoming Takic speakers may have actually been Yuman speakers (similar
to those in the California Delta region of the Colorado River) and not Hokan Salinan-Seri (Chumash)
speakers as was suggested by Kroeber.?’

At the time of the Spanish conquest, local Indian groups were composed of constantly moving and
shifting clans and cultures. Early ethnographers applied the concept of territorial boundaries to local
indigenous groups purely as a conceptualization device, and the data was based on fragmented
information provided to them from second-hand sources.

Native American Background

According to Heizer, the project area lies in the extreme northeastern portion of an area associated
with the Luisefio, as well as the extreme northwestern portion of an area associated with the
Cahuilla.'® However, this area borders traditional use areas identified with various other tribal
groups as well, including the Gabrielefio and the Serrano. Documented Gabrielefio territory is
located to the northwest, while the Serrano are found to the north and northeast of the project
area.’

The Cahuilla

The Cahuilla belong to the Shoshonean linguistic family and have had definitive historical
relationships with the Hopi of Arizona, the Gabrielefio, and Digueno of the southern Californian
coast and the Luisefio of Riverside County as well as other desert tribes such as the Kamia,
Chemehuevi, Paiute and Serrano. The Cahuilla population prior to Spanish contact could have been
as numerous as 6,000 persons, in an area over 2,400 square miles, 22122

14 Chartkoff J.L. and K.K. Chartkoff. 1984. The Archaeology of California. Menlo Park. Stanford University Press.

5 Fagan, B.M. 2003. Before California: An Archaeologist Looks at Our Earliest Inhabitants. New York: Alta Mira Press.

Kroeber, A.L. 1925. Handbook of the Indians of California. Bulletin 78. Bureau of American Ethnology. Washington, DC. Smithsonian
Institution.

O’Neil, S. 2002. The Acjachemen in the Franciscan Mission System: Demographic Collapse and Social Change. Master Thesis,
Department of Anthropology, CSU-Fullerton.

18 Heizer, R. F., ed. 1978. Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8: California. Washington, D.C. Smithsonian Institution.

9 bid.

20 Bean, L.J. 1978. Cahuilla. In Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8: California, edited by R.F. Heizer, pp. 575-587. Washington,
DC: Smithsonian Institution.

Bean, L.J. 1972. Mukat’s People: The Cahuilla Indians of Southern California. Los Angeles: University of California Press.

Strong, W.D. 1929. Aboriginal Society in Southern California. University of California Publications in American Archaeology and
Ethnology 26(1):1-358.

16

17

21
22

3.19-4 FirstCarbon Solutions
https://adecinnovations.sharepoint.com/sites/PublicationsSite/Shared Documents/Publications/Client (PN-JN)/5082/50820001.1/EIR/4 - Draft EIR/50820001.1 Sec03-19 Tribal Cultural Resources.docx



Riverside County Planning Department—Trails at Corona
Draft EIR Tribal Cultural Resources

The Cahuilla villages were determined according to their proximity to a defined water source and
access to a food-gathering locale. Village sites were usually located near alluvial fans, streams or at
the base of the San Jacinto Mountains for protection against the winds. The Cahuilla can be
discussed according to their primary village locality: Desert Cahuilla, Mountain Cahuilla, and Valley
Cahuilla, while other Desert Cahuilla settlements were located around hand dug wells and watering
holes. Typically, one clan or family occupied several food-gathering locations and guarded these
areas against other Cahuilla clans. 242

The pottery associated with the Cahuilla has been stylistically and ornamentally compared to that of
an ancient Pueblo style, as well as to the Colorado River Indians, the Digueno, Luisefio, and

Mohave. 25272 |t is constructed in coil form, and then shaped with a polishing stone and wooden
paddle to be baked or fired in the sun. In many cases, their pottery was incised for decoration. 2%:3°
Kroeber and Hooper suggest that the Cahuilla had four definitive pottery forms: an open bowl or
dish, a cooking pot, a small-rimmed vessel, and a wider opening rimmed vessel; while Bean and
Lawton suggest that ladles, trays, and pipes were also manufactured. 3?32 Baskets were also an
important item to a Cahuilla clan and typically made in a variety of shapes and sizes, but always
produced from a coil of mesquite branches, willow, or palm leaves. Grasses were used in the
foundation and the only tool used to manufacture these baskets was a needle. These needles were
either fashioned from the leg bone a deer or made from a heavy cactus needle set into a wooden
handle.>3

Cahuilla homes were generally constructed with forked posts supporting wood ceiling beams and
were completely covered in thatch, which was slightly mixed with sand or soil. In some cases, the
floor was slightly subterranean and each house was positioned so that a level of privacy was

3 Bean, L.J. 1972. Mukat’s People: The Cahuilla Indians of Southern California. Los Angeles: University of California Press.

24 Bean, L.J. 1978. Cahuilla. In Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8: California, edited by R.F. Heizer, pp. 575-587. Washington,

DC: Smithsonian Institution.

Strong, W.D. 1929. Aboriginal Society in Southern California. University of California Publications in American Archaeology and

Ethnology 26(1):1-358.

% Bean, L.J. 1978. Cahuilla. In Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8: California, edited by R.F. Heizer, pp. 575-587. Washington,

DC: Smithsonian Institution.

Kroeber, A.L. 1925. Handbook of the Indians of California. Bulletin 78. Bureau of American Ethnology. Washington, DC. Smithsonian

Institution.

Kroeber, A.L. 1925. Handbook of the Indians of California. Bulletin 78. Bureau of American Ethnology. Washington, DC. Smithsonian

Institution.

2 Bean, L.J. and C.R. Smith. 1978. Serrano. In R.F. Heizer, (ed.), Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8: California. Washington,

D.C.: Smithsonian Institution.

Kroeber, A.L. 1925. Handbook of the Indians of California. Bulletin 78. Bureau of American Ethnology. Washington, DC. Smithsonian

Institution.
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32 Bean, L.J. 1978. Cahuilla. In Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8: California, edited by R.F. Heizer, pp. 575-587. Washington,
DC: Smithsonian Institution.

3 Bean, L.J. and C.R. Smith. 1978. Serrano. In R.F. Heizer, (ed.), Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8: California. Washington,
D.C.: Smithsonian Institution.
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attained.3%3° Wilke notes that the Cahuilla homes were generally hidden in mesquite groves, which
effectively obscured them from plain view. 3¢

Ceremony and ritual was of great importance to the Cahuilla.®” Deep ceremonial ties existed
between the Serrano and the Cahuilla, and in many cases, the Desert Cahuilla are thought to have
adopted certain ceremonial practices from the Serrano.>® Frequently practiced ceremonies include
multiple rituals for mourning the dead, the eagle dance, summer and winter solstice celebrations,
and separate ceremonies for the initiation of boys and girls. %

The first recorded contact between the native Cahuilla and European culture was in 1776. At this
time, the Anza expedition was traveling through Los Coyotes Canyon. The next recorded contact
does not occur until 1809 through the San Gabriel Mission, when the missionaries were baptizing
the Cahuilla.*° Based on information from the 1823 and 1826 expeditions of Jose Romero, the
Cahuilla could speak Spanish and were running cattle from Palm Springs through the San Gorgonio
Pass.*!

Mission Indians throughout most of Southern California and Northern Baja California began
demanding that the missions be turned over to them permanently during 1834 to 1835. When this
did not occur, local Indian groups began abandoning and attacking the missions. In 1851, the Cahuilla
were extremely hostile toward the Europeans and planned an uprising in Hemet with plans to attack
and destroy Los Angeles; however, with the help of Cahuilla Chief Juan Antonio, the uprising was
thwarted. *

Eventually a state of equilibrium developed in the region and Mexican officials and rancho owners
began utilizing local Indians as allies, soldiers, and guardians.*® According to Forbes, in 1842, a band
of Mountain Cahuilla served as an auxiliary force for the Lugo family in the Colton-San Bernardino
area. A Desert Cahuilla leader named Cabezon also became a Mexican ally. These Indian forces
helped in capturing and killing hostages as well as defending livestock. Cahuilla leaders such as

34 Bean, L.J. and C.R. Smith. 1978. Serrano. In R.F. Heizer, (ed.), Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8: California. Washington,
D.C.: Smithsonian Institution.

3 Kroeber, A.L. 1925. Handbook of the Indians of California. Bulletin 78. Bureau of American Ethnology. Washington, DC. Smithsonian
Institution.

36 Wike, P., 1975. The Cahuilla Indians of the Colorado Desert: Ethnohistory and Prehistory. Website:
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=&ved=2ahUKEwiTj8Wmodf-
AhVMmWOoFHW2gBVkQFnoECA4QAQ&url=https%3A%2F%2Fnrm.dfg.ca.gov%2FFileHandler.ashx%3FDocumentlD%3D9510&usg=A
OvVawOMNK2jAwD_cxSGLSVMWEFZ6. Accessed May 2, 2023.

37 Bean, L.J. 1978. Cahuilla. In Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8: California, edited by R.F. Heizer, pp. 575-587. Washington,
DC: Smithsonian Institution.

3 Strong, W.D. 1929. Aboriginal Society in Southern California. University of California Publications in American Archaeology and
Ethnology 26(1):1-358.

3 Ibid.

40 Bean, L.J. 1978. Cahuilla. In Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8: California, edited by R.F. Heizer, pp. 575-587. Washington,

DC: Smithsonian Institution.

Bean, L.J. 1972. Mukat’s People: The Cahuilla Indians of Southern California. Los Angeles: University of California Press.

42 Bean, L.J. 1978. Cahuilla. In Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8: California, edited by R.F. Heizer, pp. 575-587. Washington,

DC: Smithsonian Institution.

Bean, L.J. 1972. Mukat’s People: The Cahuilla Indians of Southern California. Los Angeles: University of California Press.

41

43

3.19-6 FirstCarbon Solutions
https://adecinnovations.sharepoint.com/sites/PublicationsSite/Shared Documents/Publications/Client (PN-JN)/5082/50820001.1/EIR/4 - Draft EIR/50820001.1 Sec03-19 Tribal Cultural Resources.docx



Riverside County Planning Department—Trails at Corona
Draft EIR Tribal Cultural Resources

Cabezon functioned as intermediaries between other Cahuilla bands, Europeans, and the Spanish-
Mexican people. 44

The Serrano

Kroeber and Bean and Smith form the primary historical references for this group.*®*’ According to
Bean and Smith, the project area lies near the southern portion of an area utilized by the Serrano.*®
Spanish diseases decimated all indigenous groups adjacent to the eastern San Bernardino
Mountains, especially after an outpost was built in Redlands in 1819, but some Serrano survived
intact for many years in the far eastern San Bernardino Mountains, due to the ruggedness of the
terrain and the dispersed population.

The Serrano spoke a language that belongs to the Cupan group of the Takic subfamily. As part of part
of the larger Uto-Aztecan language family, the Takic subfamily includes the Shoshonean groups of
the Great Basin. The total Serrano population at initial European contact was roughly 2,000 people.
Their range is generally thought to have been located in and east of the Cajon Pass area of the San
Bernardino Mountains, north of Yucaipa, west of Twentynine Palms, and south of Victorville. The
range of this group was limited and restricted by reliable water. Twentynine Palms was the origin
location of the Maringa Serrano clan, and after 1811, many Serrano were forcibly taken to the
Mission San Gabriel.*® Located in Joshua Tree National Park, the Mara Oasis was the central location
for the Maringa Serrano clan.

Serrano populations studied in the early part of the last century were a remnant of their cultural
form prior to contact with the Spanish missionaries. Nonetheless, the Serrano are viewed as clan-
and moiety-oriented, or a local lineage-oriented group tied to traditional territories or use areas. The
Serrano clans are considered a “non-political ethnic nationality,” divided among themselves into
patrilineal clans with two moieties: Coyote and Wildcat. Typically, a “village” consisted of a collection
of families centered about a ceremonial house, with individual families inhabiting willow-framed
huts with tule thatching and a central fire pit. Considered hunter-gatherers, Serrano exhibited a
sophisticated technology devoted to hunting small animals and gathering roots, tubers, and seeds of
various kinds. Today, Serrano descendants are found mostly on the Morongo reservation.

Luisefio
Of all the Southern California native groups, the Luisefio have been the most ethnographically
studied and the literature is rich in detail. The Luisefio occupational areas encompass over 1,500

4 Bean, L.J. 1972. Mukat’s People: The Cahuilla Indians of Southern California. Los Angeles: University of California Press.

4 Bean, L.J. 1978. Cahuilla. In Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8: California, edited by R.F. Heizer, pp. 575-587. Washington,

DC: Smithsonian Institution.

Kroeber, A.L. 1925. Handbook of the Indians of California. Bulletin 78. Bureau of American Ethnology. Washington, DC. Smithsonian

Institution.

47 Bean, L.J. and C.R. Smith. 1978. Serrano. In R.F. Heizer, (ed.), Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8: California. Washington,
D.C.: Smithsonian Institution.

8 bid.

4 Bean, Lowell J., and Sylvia B. Vane. 2002. The Native American Ethnography and Ethnohistory of Joshua Tree National Park: An
Overview and Assessment Study: Section IV. The Serrano. Website:
htttp://www.nps.gov/history/history/online_books/jotr/history4.html. Accessed May 2, 2023.
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square miles of Southern California as well as the Channel Islands.>%>%>? Luisefio villages were found
along the Pacific Ocean from just north of Agua Hedionda to south of Aliso Creek in present-day San
Diego County. They then moved inland from these points to the western base of the San Jacinto
River, and then south to the valley of San José, near Fallbrook.>3 The villages were determined
according to their proximity to a defined water source, access to a food-gathering locale, and
whether they were in good defensive location.>* Spatially, these villages were commonly located
along valley bottoms, streams, or coastal strands. The Luisefio characteristically lived in sedentary
villages, therefore one clan or family occupied several food-gathering locations and aggressively
guarded these areas against other clans.>>¢

Luiseno homes were constructed in two forms; one for the large construction and one for a smaller
home style. The larger variations were typically constructed with forked posts supporting wood
ceiling beams and were completely covered in thatch, which was lightly mixed with sand or soil.>”-%8
The smaller home style had a slightly conical roof made of some locally available brush, with a floor
that was usually excavated 2 feet below ground surface. All homes were built with a small fire pit in
the center and a slight smoke hole in the roof just above the fire.>% %51 Sweat houses were of similar
thatch design to that of the smaller home pattern, but varied in its construction in that it stood on
two forked posts connected by log and was shaped like an ellipse, with an entrance on one of the

longer sides of the structure.

The pottery associated with the Luisefio is made for functionality; it was simply constructed and
lacked ornamental design, although Bean and Shipek note that if designs were included, “a simple
line decoration was either painted or incised with a fingernail or stick.” 82 The Luisefio made pots
from the basis of a coil form, in which pieces of coiled clay are gradually added to the edge of the
pot, while it is being shaped with a wooden paddle and finished with a polishing stone. After
completion, the pot was sunbaked and fired.® Typical uses of pottery included cooking, water jugs,

%0 Bean, L.J. and F.C. Shipek. 1978. Luisefio. In Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8: California, edited by R.F. Heizer, pp. 550—

563. Washington, DC: Smithsonian Institution.

Kroeber, A.L. 1925. Handbook of the Indians of California. Bulletin 78. Bureau of American Ethnology. Washington, DC. Smithsonian

Institution.

52 phillip Sparkman. 1908. American Archaeology and Ethnology - The Culture of the Luisefio Indians. Website: https://www.sacred-
texts.com/nam/ca/coli/coli00.htm. Accessed May 2, 2023.

53 Bean, L.J. and F.C. Shipek. 1978. Luisefio. In Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8: California, edited by R.F. Heizer, pp. 550—
563. Washington, DC: Smithsonian Institution.

% |bid.

%5 |bid.

%6 Strong, W.D. 1929. Aboriginal Society in Southern California. University of California Publications in American Archaeology and
Ethnology 26(1):1-358.

57 Bean, L.J. and C.R. Smith. 1978. Serrano. In R.F. Heizer, (ed.), Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8: California. Washington,
D.C.: Smithsonian Institution.

8 Kroeber, A.L. 1925. Handbook of the Indians of California. Bulletin 78. Bureau of American Ethnology. Washington, DC. Smithsonian
Institution.

% Bean, L.J. and C.R. Smith. 1978. Serrano. In R.F. Heizer, (ed.), Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8: California. Washington,
D.C.: Smithsonian Institution.

8 Bean, L.J. and F.C. Shipek. 1978. Luisefio. In Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8: California, edited by R.F. Heizer, pp. 550—
563. Washington, DC: Smithsonian Institution.

61 Kroeber, A.L. 1925. Handbook of the Indians of California. Bulletin 78. Bureau of American Ethnology. Washington, DC. Smithsonian
Institution.

52 Bean, L.J. and F.C. Shipek. 1978. Luisefio. In Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8: California, edited by R.F. Heizer, pp. 550—
563. Washington, DC: Smithsonian Institution.

8 Phillip Sparkman. 1908. American Archaeology and Ethnology - The Culture of the Luisefio Indians. Website: https://www.sacred-
texts.com/nam/ca/coli/coli00.htm. Accessed May 2, 2023.
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containers, and a water vessel with two spouts used while gathering food. % Plant fibers were also
commonly used for purposeful household implements, such as brooms, brushes, nets, pouches,
twine, and cedar bark skirts for women. The process of creating such items from plant fiber tends to
rely on soaking, stretching, and then rolling the fiber). 5%

Ceremony and ritual was of great importance to all native peoples, and the Luisefio had their own
variety of traditional practices. Frequently practiced ceremonies include multiple rituals for the
mourning of the dead, the eagle dance, separate ceremonies for the initiation of boys and girls, and
a summer and winter solstice celebration.®” %% These ceremonies offered gatherers an opportunity
to witness reenactments, songs, and the oral recitation of their history.”® Important equipment
during rituals included blades made of obsidian, stone bowls, clay figurines, and headdresses
constructed of eagle feathers.”? Ritual dances were limited to three standard dances, such as the fire
dance, which was used during the Toloache Cult initiation for boys at puberty. Also of great
significance during the boys’ initiation were masterfully designed sand paintings, once thought to
have originated in the Southwest, though presently culturally identified with the Luisefio.”> 7374
Although not necessarily limited to ritual, Heizer and Whipple comment that the Luisefio of Riverside
County decorated their rock designs in the same form as that of the native peoples of the Great
Basin, which appeared as pecked abstracts displayed on boulders.”

Personal adornment was a common practice among the Luisefio. Ornamental items such as beads
and pendants were made of clay, shell, stone, deer hooves, bear claws, and mica sheets. Men would
wear ear and nose ornaments, sometimes made of bone or cane with beads attached. Body painting
and tattooing was used purely for rituals.”®

The Gabrielefio

Kroeber and Bean and Smith form the primary historical references for this group.’”-’® The arrival of
Spanish explorers and the establishment of missions and outposts during the eighteenth century

Phillip Sparkman. 1908. American Archaeology and Ethnology - The Culture of the Luisefio Indians. Website: https://www.sacred-

texts.com/nam/ca/coli/coli00.htm. Accessed May 2, 2023.

% Ibid.

% Bean, L.J. and F.C. Shipek. 1978. Luisefio. In Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8: California, edited by R.F. Heizer, pp. 550—

563. Washington, DC: Smithsonian Institution.

Kroeber, A.L. 1925. Handbook of the Indians of California. Bulletin 78. Bureau of American Ethnology. Washington, DC. Smithsonian
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Phillip Sparkman. 1908. American Archaeology and Ethnology - The Culture of the Luisefio Indians. Website: https://www.sacred-
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Garbarino, Merwyn S.; Sasso, Robert F. 1994. Native American Heritage, Third Edition.

71 Bean, L.J. and F.C. Shipek. 1978. Luisefio. In Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8: California, edited by R.F. Heizer, pp. 550—
563. Washington, DC: Smithsonian Institution.
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ended the prehistoric period in California, and due to the introduction of diseases such as smallpox
and the mass removal of local Indian groups to the Mission San Gabriel and Mission San Juan
Capistrano, Gabrielefio society began to fragment.

The Gabrielefio spoke a language that belongs to the Cupan group of the Takic subfamily of the Uto-
Aztecan language family (a language family that includes the Shoshoean groups of the Great Basin).
The total Gabrielefio population at about 1770 anno domini (AD) was roughly 5,000 people, based
on an estimate of 100 small villages of 50 to 200 people per village. Their range was generally
thought to have been along the Pacific coast from Malibu to San Pedro Bay, south to Aliso Creek,
east to Temescal Canyon, and then north to the headwaters of the San Gabriel River. Also included
were several islands, including Catalina. This large area encompassed the City of Los Angeles, much
of Rancho Cucamonga, Corona, Glendale, and Long Beach. By 1800, most Gabrielefios had been
assimilated into the Mission system.

The first modern social analyses of Gabrielefio culture took place in the early part of the twentieth
century, but by that time acculturation and disease had considerably reduced the population and
much of the cultural background had been lost.” Nonetheless, the early ethnographers viewed the
Gabrielefio as a chief-oriented society of semisedentary hunter-gatherers. Influenced by coastal and
interior environmental settings, their material culture was quite elaborate and consisted of well-
made wood, bone, stone, and shell items. Included among these was a hunting stick made to bring
down numerous types of game. Located in an area of extreme environmental diversity, large villages
may have been permanent, such as that found on or near Red Hill, with seasonally utilized satellite
villages. Their living structures were large, domed, and circular thatched rooms that may have
housed multiple families. The society exhibited a hierarchy, possibly including chiefs, who possessed
a much higher level of economic power than unranked tribal members did.

Historic Background
The Temescal Rancho

The first Europeans to traverse the territory that constitutes modern Riverside County were Spanish
soldier, Pedro Fages, and Father Francisco Garcés. This expedition to locate deserting soldiers
eventually brought the group through the foothills of the San Jacinto Mountains, along Coyote
Canyon, on the southern edge of Riverside County. They then continued into the Anza Valley, the San
Jacinto Valley, Riverside, and eventually into San Bernardino and the Cajon Pass. Later, in 1774,
Captain Juan Bautista de Anza would also utilize Coyote Canyon and enter the confines of modern
Riverside County as his expedition searched for an overland route from Sonora to coastal Southern
California. These expeditions sparked an influx of non-natives to Southern California, the Spanish
being the first of these groups. Associated with the Spanish migration is the establishment of
missions and military presidios along the coast of California. Although neither the missions nor
presidios were ever located within the confines of modern Riverside County, their influence was far
reaching. Lands adjacent to the modern borders of Riverside County were utilized for agriculture and
pasturage under the supervision of the Mission San Gabriel and the Mission San Luis Rey.

7 Kroeber, A.L. 1925. Handbook of the Indians of California. Bulletin 78. Bureau of American Ethnology. Washington, DC. Smithsonian
Institution.
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In the early decades of the nineteenth century, the missions began establishing ranchos for the
purpose of expanding their agricultural holdings. While these Mission Rancho lands were never a
part of modern Riverside County, their establishment is important to the development of the area as
a center of mission activity for inland Southern California, and it encouraged population expansion
into modern Riverside County lands. One such rancho was established to the west of the project
area and was named the Santiago de Santa Ana. This 75,000-acre grant was awarded by Governor
Arrellaga to José Antonio Yorba on July 1, 1810. This grant encompassed the majority of the Santa
Ana Canyon of eastern Orange County, as well as much of northern Orange County and Newport Bay,
and it is probable that livestock from this rancho grazed at the far western edge of modern Riverside
County. By 1818, Don Leandro Serrano had been asked to establish a presence and quell attacks by
the indigenous population to the east of the Santiago de Santa Ana, by the Mission San Luis Rey
padres. Serrano was given a permit to graze livestock in the Temescal Valley, and he eventually
settled on lands located approximately 1 mile north of Glen Ivy Hot Springs. & This first documented
residence in modern Riverside County is located approximately 2 miles south of the project area.
After Mexico achieved its independence from Spain in 1821, and Alta California became the
northern frontier of Mexico, the Mission padres were forced to swear allegiance to Mexico.
Secularization of the missions took place over the next decade, and the former mission lands were
transferred to Mexican families that had settled in the area.®! During this period, Don Leandro
Serrano petitioned Governor Echeandia for an official title to the Temescal Rancho lands; however,
the governor never responded to his request. Thereafter, Serrano abandoned his attempt to file for
the unofficial rancho holdings, as an undisputed claim to the land for 30 years would result in the
transfer of title under Spanish law. Serrano and his family continued to live on the rancho lands,
though he never received an official grant. This situation eventually created problems for the
Serrano family when, in the 1850s and 1860s, the Temescal Tin Mining district was established on
disputed lands from either the Temescal Rancho or the El Sobrante de San Jacinto Rancho. This led
to an 1867 United States Supreme Court decision that found the Temescal Rancho holdings to be
non-existent, based upon an inability to prove that Dan Leandro Serrano had ever acquired the
property. %2

South Riverside

Originally named South Riverside, the history of the modern City of Corona can be traced to lands
once part of a series of ranchos belonging to prominent Spanish-Mexican families. Prior to
development of South Riverside, the entire Corona Plain belonged to a variety of families, including
the Serrano’s, the Yorba’s, the Sepulveda’s, the Cota’s, the Bandini’s, and the Botiller’s. In April 1876,
the lands of the original Rancho La Sierra, located between Temescal Wash and the east side of the
Santa Ana Mountains, were divided among the many heirs of Don Bernardo Yorba. After this
division, the central portion of modern Corona was located in the Rancho La Sierra (Yorba).

In 1886, R.B. Taylor bought a large quantity of land once located within the Yorba rancho and
beyond, consisting of acreage from Vincente Yorba, Pulaski & Goodwin, the Cota family, the Pat

8 |ech, S. 2004. Along the Old Roads: a History of the Portion of Southern California that became Riverside County, 1772-1893.

Riverside: Self-published.

Gunther, J.D. 1984. Riverside County, California Place Names. Riverside: Rubidoux Printing Company.

82 |ech, S. 2004. Along the Old Roads: a History of the Portion of Southern California that became Riverside County, 1772-1893.
Riverside: Self-published.
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Harrington Ranch, the Barney Lee Ranch, as well as acreage in Temescal Canyon. Taylor believed that
the acquisition of the Temescal Canyon lands would provide enough water resources to sustain a
townsite, and, thereafter, he began to look for investors in his native State of lowa. Upon his return
to Sioux City, Taylor was able to generate $200,000 from business associates, and he returned to
California to initiate his business enterprise.®

R.B Taylor formed the South Riverside Land and Water Company, and appointed himself as a
Director, as well as his business partners from lowa. The consortium decided to name the proposed
townsite South Riverside, in an effort to capitalize on the already established Riverside colony, and
they purchased 12,000 acres of quality agricultural land.®* Thereafter, Taylor and his investors
focused on the development of agricultural enterprises, the establishment of water rights, and the
sale of smaller parcels to prospective homesteaders.

H.C. Kellogg began surveying the townsite in July of 1886, with the known version of the completed
survey map available in 1891.%° The most notable feature of the Kellogg survey map was a circular
drive approximately 3 miles in length. Known as Grand Boulevard, this circular road encompassed
407 acres, divided into 193 town-blocks. This area would eventually serve as a buggy route for the
earliest inhabitants of South Riverside, where they could find all the amenities a community had to
offer, including stores, residences, churches, and schools.® However, prior to the establishment of
this envisioned downtown sphere, water would need to be made directly available to the area. To
accomplish this, some of the early townspeople formed the Temescal Water Company in 1887. The
company built a water pipeline that sent water from the wetlands of Temescal Canyon onto the
proposed townsite.

Throughout 1886 and 1887, approximately $275,725 worth of lots had been sold to prospective
homesteaders and entrepreneurs, water had been supplied, and the first hotel had been erected.?’
While the early inhabitants began to plant orange and lemon trees upon arriving, it would be several
years before any of the groves would yield enough fruit to be profitable. In the meantime, South
Riverside began to entice additional residents with its mineral wealth. The Pacific Clay Company was
established to produce pottery, tableware, and sewer pipe from the clay available on nearby lands,
and the construction of a factory was announced in 1888. About this same time, the Porphyry Paving
Company began to bring in equipment and laborers to make use of the porphyry deposits known to
the east of the town. These endeavors stimulated an increase in the population of the town;
however, it was the arrival of the Santa Ana and Los Angeles Railroad that greatly influenced the
population explosion in the area. By June of 1887, the first train arrived at the townsite, and South
Riverside became an official stop on the rail line.®®

8 Lech, S. 2004. Along the Old Roads: a History of the Portion of Southern California that became Riverside County, 1772-1893.

Riverside: Self-published.

Freel, G.S. 2007 “The History of Corona.” Online article from the City of Corona Public Library:

http://www.coronapubliclibrary.org/index.cfm?go=HistoryOfCorona. Downloaded September 2007.

8 Kellogg, H.C. 1891. Map of South Riverside and Orange Heights. Map version #2 (mid-1890s) is undated. Map on file, Chino Public
Library Heritage Room, Chino.

8  Freel, G.S. 2007 “The History of Corona.” Online article from the City of Corona Public Library:
http://www.coronapubliclibrary.org/index.cfm?go=HistoryOfCorona. Downloaded September 2007.

87 Lech, S. 2004. Along the Old Roads: a History of the Portion of Southern California that became Riverside County, 1772-1893.
Riverside: Self-published.

8 |ech, S. 2004. Along the Old Roads: a History of the Portion of Southern California that became Riverside County, 1772-1893.
Riverside: Self-published.
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In 1896, the name of South Riverside was officially changed to Corona. This followed an election to
determine whether the town should incorporate and whether the townspeople wanted to change
the name of the townsite. The results of the election revealed that the name Corona was found to
be popular. Meaning “crown” in Spanish, the townspeople thought it aptly described and honored
circular Grand Boulevard, now located at the center of town.® This election also determined that
the City of Corona would incorporate as the first city in the newly formed County of Riverside. %

Since Corona’s incorporation, the population has steadily grown, and the agricultural and mineral
resources of the area have been profitable. By 1912, there were 5,000 acres of established lemon
and orange groves in the City, and by 1913, Corona shipped more citrus than any other town in
Southern California. In addition, the lands to the northwest of downtown were planted in alfalfa,
sugar beets, tomatoes, beans, and walnuts. This area also served as pasturage for dairy farms,
beginning in about 1914.%!

By the 1960s, citrus continued to gross the most revenue, and, in 1962, the State Route (SR) 91 was
constructed through Corona. Thereafter, downtown Corona went through urban renewal and made
great efforts to update the area with new buildings. In the 1980s, citrus and dairy farming began to
be phased out, due to their decreasing profitability and the increasing value of agricultural lands for
residential development. Then, with the construction of Interstate 15 (I-15) on the east side of
Corona in the late 1980s, new commercial and residential developments began, heralding a Citywide
revitalization. By 1996 (100 years after incorporation), Corona’s population had grown to more than
100,000 people, and the City contained 32 parks and 30 schools in the Corona Norco Unified School
District. %2

3.19.3 - Regulatory Framework
State

California Assembly Bill 52

AB 52 was signed into law on September 25, 2014, and provides that any public or private “project
with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment.” TCRs include “[s]ites,
features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California
Native American tribe that are eligible for inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources or
included in a local register of historical resources.” Under prior law, TCRs were typically addressed
under the umbrella of “cultural resources,” as discussed above. AB 52 formally added the category of
“tribal cultural resources” to CEQA Guidelines, and extends the consultation and confidentiality
requirements to all projects, rather than just projects subject to SB 18 as discussed above.

8 Freel, G.S. 2007 “The History of Corona.” Online article from the City of Corona Public Library:

http://www.coronapubliclibrary.org/index.cfm?go=HistoryOfCorona. Downloaded September 2007.
% Lech, S. 2004. Along the Old Roads: a History of the Portion of Southern California that became Riverside County, 1772-1893.
Riverside: Self-published.
Freel, G.S. 2007 “The History of Corona.” Online article from the City of Corona Public Library:
http://www.coronapubliclibrary.org/index.cfm?go=HistoryOfCorona. Downloaded September 2007.
2 Ibid.
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The parties must consult in good faith, and consultation is deemed concluded when either: (1) the
parties agree to measures to mitigate or avoid a significant effect on a tribal cultural resource (if such
a significant effect exists); or (2) when a party concludes that mutual agreement cannot be reached.
Mitigation measures agreed upon during consultation must be recommended for inclusion in the
environmental document. AB 52 also identifies mitigation measures that may be considered to avoid
significant impacts if there is no agreement on appropriate mitigation. Recommended measures
include:

e Preservationin place
Protecting the cultural character and integrity of the resource
Protecting the traditional use of the resource

Protecting the confidentiality of the resource

Permanent conservation easements with culturally appropriate management criteria

3.19.4 - Methodology

Native American Heritage Commission Sacred Lands File Record Search and Tribal
Consultation

On March 27, 2018, FCS sent a letter to the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) in an
effort to determine whether any sacred sites are listed in its Sacred Lands File for this portion of
Riverside County and the City of Corona. The response from the NAHC was received on April 27,
2018. To ensure that all potential Native American resources are adequately addressed, letters to
each of the 44 listed tribal contacts were sent on April 30, 2018. As of the date of this DEIR, six
responses have been received.

Pedestrian Survey

Two FCS archaeologists conducted a pedestrian survey for the property on April 23 and 24, 2018.
Grass, weeds, and imported sand and topsoils covered most of the property, limiting the observable
surface soils to less than 20 percent. Those areas were inspected closely for any evidence of
archaeological remains, either historic or prehistoric. None were observed.

3.19.5 - Thresholds of Significance

According to Appendix G, Environmental Checklist of the CEQA Guidelines, as well as Riverside
County’s environmental checklist, tribal cultural impacts resulting from the implementation of the
proposed project would be considered significant if the project would cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a TCR, defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site,
feature, place, or cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of
the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and
that is:

Tribal Cultural Resources

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

3.19-14 FirstCarbon Solutions
https://adecinnovations.sharepoint.com/sites/PublicationsSite/Shared Documents/Publications/Client (PN-JN)/5082/50820001.1/EIR/4 - Draft EIR/50820001.1 Sec03-19 Tribal Cultural Resources.docx



Riverside County Planning Department—Trails at Corona
Draft EIR Tribal Cultural Resources

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

3.19.6 - Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures

This section discusses potential impacts associated with the development of the construction and
operation and provides feasible mitigation measures where appropriate.

At the time of this analysis, the project applicant proposed the development of a 0.78-acre
neighborhood commercial space with approximately 10,000 square feet of quick service food retail
use on Planning Area 2 and56 single-family detached residences and a new trail system on Planning
Area 6. However, the development of Planning Area 2 and 6 is no longer contemplated and this
acreage would remain undeveloped. Consistent with the Notice of Preparation (NOP) and the
original project proposal, this Draft EIR analyzes the full development of Planning Area 2 and 6.

Eligibility for California Register Listing

Impact TCR-1: Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a
local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code Section
5020.1 (k)?

Source(s): Descriptions and analysis in this section are based upon existing site conditions, project
site plans/exhibits, the County of Riverside 2015 General Plan, the City of Corona 2004 General Plan,
the Phase | Cultural Resources Assessment for the proposed project prepared May 2018 by FCS,
included in this Draft EIR as Appendix D (also analyzed in Section 3.5, Cultural Resources, of this Draft
EIR), and outreach to Native American Tribes pursuant to AB 52 and SB 18 (noticing to Native
American Tribes can be found in Appendix D).

Impact Analysis

On July 1, 2015, an amendment to Public Resources Code 21074 took effect, which created a new
category of cultural resources, “Tribal Cultural Resources.” These resources are defined as:

e Sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a
California Native American tribe that are either of the following:
- Included or determined to be eligible for inclusion in the California Register of Historical
Resources (Analyzed in Impact TCR-1).
- Included in a local register of historical resources.

e A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant (Analyzed in Impact TCR-2).

The project site is not listed on any national, State, or local registers of historic places (including
those for TCRs). Additionally, no TCRs were observed during the field survey. Impacts would be less
than significant.
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Level of Significance Before Mitigation

Less than significant impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less than significant impact.

Eligibility as Determined by Lead Agency

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

Source(s): Descriptions and analysis in this section are based upon existing site conditions, project
site plans/exhibits, the County of Riverside 2015 General Plan, the City of Corona 2004 General Plan,
the Phase | Cultural Resources Assessment for the proposed project prepared May 2018 by FCS,
included in this Draft EIR as Appendix D (also analyzed in Section 3.5, Cultural Resources, of this Draft
EIR), and outreach to Native American Tribes pursuant to AB 52 and SB 18 (noticing to Native
American Tribes can be found in Appendix D).

Impact Analysis

Pursuant to AB 52, the County of Riverside sent letters to the following tribes on August 2018,
notifying them of the proposed project and advising that any tribal consultation request should be
made within 30 days:

e Cahuilla Band of Indians

e Colorado River Indian Tribes

e Gabrielefio Band of Mission Indians—Kizh Nation
e Gabrieleno-Tongva

e Morongo Band of Mission Indians
e Pala Band of Mission Indians

e Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians
e Quechan Indian Tribe

e Ramona Band of Cahuilla

e Rincon Band of Luisefio Indians

e Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians

As of the date of this DEIR, the County of Riverside has received one tribal consultation request from
the tribes, the requests of the proposed project were conditions in the case of inadvertent finds,
which have been incorporated as part of Mitigation Measure (MM) CUL-1 and MM CUL-2. Impacts
would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.
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Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Potentially significant impact.

Mitigation Measures
Implementation of MM CUL-1 and MM CUL-2.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated.
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3.20 - Utilities and Service Systems

This section describes the existing and proposed utility systems setting and potential effects from
implementation of the proposed project. Descriptions and analysis in this section are based, in part,
on information from the County of Riverside 2020 General Plan, City of Corona 2020-2040 General
Plan, the Western Municipal Water District 2020 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), the City
of Corona 2020 UWMP, as well as the project-specific Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan
(PWQMP), Preliminary Hydrology Analysis, the Preliminary Wastewater Report, Preliminary
Reclaimed Water Report, Preliminary Water Report, and Will Serve Letters from the applicable utility
service providers (Appendix K).

3.20.1 - Existing Conditions
County of Riverside Existing Conditions

Western Municipal Water District
Potable Water
The Western Municipal Water District (WMWD) current service area encompasses approximately

527 square miles, with a retail service area that includes unincorporated areas around Lake
Mathews, the City of Murrieta, and unincorporated Riverside County, south of the City of Temecula.!

The WMWD retail service areas have a combined 2020 population of 979,634. The WMWD has
prepared an estimate of future population for 2020 to 2045, based on growth rates developed by
the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) for 2020 through 2045. The proposed
project is located within the service area of the WMWD, which owns, operates, and maintains the
water system within the limits of the County of Riverside and would be the purveyor of water to the
proposed project site. According to the WMWD 2020 UWMP, the County of Riverside obtains its
water from two sources. The local source is groundwater from the Temescal, Bedford, and Coldwater
Sub-basins and within the vicinity of the project area®. WMWD purchases imported water from the
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) from the Colorado River and the
California State Water Project (SWP).

Water Supply

The WMWD has a diverse supply portfolio used to meet wholesale and retail demands, including
imported water, local groundwater, and recycled water. The majority of this water is purchased from
Metropolitan. Metropolitan is a regional water wholesaler that has 26 public member agencies,
including the WMWD, from two sources: the Colorado River Aqueduct, which it owns and operates,
and the SWP, owned and operated by the California Department of Water Resources (DWR).
Approximately 75 percent of the wholesale supply was obtained from Metropolitan in 2020.3

! Western Municipal Water District (WMWD). 2020. Urban Water Management Plan. Website:
https://www.wmwd.com/DocumentCenter/View/5339/Western-2020-UWMP_Public-Draft_20210518?bidld=. Accessed November 12,
2021.

2 |bid.

3 bid.
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Groundwater Resources

Groundwater is a major source of water supply for WMWD and its retail agencies. WMWD extracts
groundwater from the Riverside-Arlington basin and operates the Arlington Desalter, a reverse-
osmosis groundwater treatment facility. The estimated supply available from the Arlington Desalter
is approximately 5,000 AFY. In 2019, WMWD completed construction of the Victoria Recharge Basin
near the intersection of Victoria Avenue and Jackson Street in Riverside (Victoria site). This site
would be used to replenish the Riverside-Arlington groundwater basin with up to 1,800 acre-feet of
water per year. The region also uses local groundwater from seven different groundwater basins, San
Bernardino Basin Area (SBBA), Chino Basin, Riverside-Arlington Basin, Temescal Basin, Bedford-
Coldwater Basin, Elsinore Valley Basin, and Temecula Valley Basin.*

Imported Water Resources

In 2020, the WMWD purchased or imported approximately 75 percent of its total water supply from
Metropolitan and from local groundwater sources from the City of Riverside, Riverside Highland
Water Company, and the Meeks and Daley Water Company. The largest source for the WMWD is
Metropolitan’s supply.

Metropolitan imports water from the SWP, which conveys water from the Bay-Delta to Southern
California via the California Aqueduct, and from the Colorado River through the Colorado River
Agueduct. Western Wholesale receives treated imported water from Metropolitan’s Mills Water
Treatment Plant (WTP) and Skinner WTP, in addition to raw water which is delivered directly to
wholesale customers from various connections to Metropolitan’s system. Western Wholesale also
owns and operates the Mills Gravity Line, which distributes treated water from the Mills WTP to the
Western Retail Riverside system and several other wholesale customers. WMWD has a 10-year
purchase agreement with Metropolitan for a Tier 1 annual maximum of 105,783 AFY with a
minimum Purchase Order Commitment for 70,522 AFY, effective January 1, 2015, to December 31,
2024. Western can purchase additional water beyond the purchase agreement maximum at
Metropolitan’s higher Tier 2 rate.®

Stormwater

Capturing stormwater for supplemental groundwater recharge is a key strategy in the region to
increase local supplies, enhance long-term sustainability of local groundwater basins and help
mitigate the effects of climate change on local supplies. There are various stormwater capture
facilities throughout the region and additional projects are currently under development, including
the Riverside North Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) Project. The Riverside North ASR project is a
partnership between WMWD, San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District and Riverside Public
Utilities. The project consists of proposed in-channel and off-channel recharge along the Santa Ana
River. The proposed off-channel recharge facility location is along the west side of the Santa Ana
River and proposes the construction of up to eight individual recharge basins encompassing
approximately 25 acres. The in-channel recharge basin proposes construction of an inflatable dam

4 Western Municipal Water District (WMWD). 2020. Urban Water Management Plan. Website:
https://www.wmwd.com/DocumentCenter/View/5339/Western-2020-UWMP_Public-Draft_20210518?bidld=. Accessed November 12,
2021.

> Ibid.
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across the Santa Ana River channel, which can be raised and lowered depending on the amount of
water flowing in the river. The proposed project is estimated to recharge an average of
approximately 6,000 AFY of water. The in-channel and off-channel water captured would be
recharged into the Riverside North subbasin of the Riverside-Arlington Basin and a portion of the
retained water would be diverted to the Riverside Canal pipeline for direct use. The proposed project
is currently in the environmental and permitting phase and is anticipated to be constructed by
2025.°

Surface Water

WMWD does not utilize any local surface water sources for their wholesale system. However,
WMWD is a partner in developing stormwater recharge projects to supplement local supplies.

Recycled Water

WMWD does not currently use recycled water to meet wholesale customer demands but is
coordinating with other regional agencies to evaluate opportunities for future use of recycled water
from Western Riverside County Regional Wastewater Authority (WRCRWA).

The WMWD Project Multiple Dry Year Supplies and Demand is illustrated below in Table 3.20-1.

Table 3.20-1: Western Municipal Water District Projected Multiple Dry Year Supplies and

Demands
Totals 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045
Supply Totals (AFY) 96,816 100,908 106,261 112,664 121,443
Demand Totals 96,816 100,908 106,261 112,664 121,443
Net Supply 0 0 0 0 0

Notes:
AFY = acre-feet per year
Source: Western Municipal Water District (WMWD). 2020 Urban Water Management Plan.

WMWD obtains imported water from Metropolitan. For the numbers estimated above, it was
assumed potable and nonpotable supplies were equal to potable and nonpotable demands.
However, it is important to note that WMWD is not limited to a particular volume of imported water
and that Metropolitan’s 2020 UWMP shows a substantial surplus of supplies under all conditions.
Metropolitan has made substantial investments in storage projects to ensure reliability in dry years.
Therefore, WMWD expects to have access to additional imported water supplies, if needed.

Wastewater Systems

The WMWD provides wastewater treatment services for the western portion of the County. There
are two wastewater treatment plants that provide recycled water to the WMWD: the Western Water

5 Western Municipal Water District (WMWD). 2020. Urban Water Management Plan. Website:
https://www.wmwd.com/DocumentCenter/View/5339/Western-2020-UWMP_Public-Draft_20210518?bidld=. Accessed November
12, 2021.
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Recycling Facility (WWRF), which was formerly the March Wastewater Treatment Plant, and the
WRCRWA Treatment Plant, which is a regional wastewater treatment facility owned by the
WRCRWA. The WRCRWA is a joint powers authority comprised of the cities of Norco and Corona,
Jurupa Community Services District, Home Gardens Sanitary District, and WMWD.

Western Water Recycling Facility

WMWD operates the WWRF, which treats domestic wastewater from March Air Reserve Base and
the north central portion of the Riverside Service Area. The WWRF was expanded in 2011 to a
capacity of 3 million gallons per day (mgd) tertiary treatment.” The plant was then upgraded in 2014
to produce 2,200 AFY of tertiary treated wastewater, which is discharged to an impoundment and
then pumped to supply the recycled water system. The recycled water is provided to the Riverside
National Cemetery, General Old Golf Course, and various landscaping, agricultural and commercial
use sites. When supply exceeds demand, such as during wet winter months, excess recycled water is
stored in the on-site impoundment until needed. If recycled water demands exceed supply, March
Air Force Base’s Expanded Groundwater Extractions and Treatment System (EGETS) may operate and
send groundwater flows to blend with recycled water in WMWD’s on-site storage ponds at the
WWREF. If there is a large discrepancy between recycled water demand and recycled water supply,
excess recycled water from the WWRF can be placed in WMWD’s existing sewer collection system
for conveyance and treatment to WRCRWA, where it is eventually discharged to the Santa Ana River.
The volume of influent to the WWRF, and new demand for recycled water is dependent on new
development in the Riverside Service Area. Increasing the available supply of recycled water would
allow customers who currently use nonpotable water from the Colorado River Aqueduct to switch to
a more drought- proof local supply for their nonpotable water needs.

WRCRWA Treatment Plant

The WRCRWA Treatment Plant, a tertiary facility capable of providing recycled water for reuse or for
discharge through an outfall to the Santa Ana River, was brought online in 1998. This facility
performs high levels of treatment through a number of consecutive wastewater treatment
processes. Wastewater from WMWD's retail customers, the City of Norco, Jurupa Community
Services District, and Home Gardens Sanitary District is collected through many miles of pipelines,
pumped to the Treatment Plant, processed, and discharged into the Santa Ana River.

The WRCRWA Treatment Plant is a 14 MGD tertiary facility that currently discharges all flows to the
Santa Ana River. A recent Change of Use Petition has been granted to enable future reuse of recycled
water from the WRCRWA Treatment Plant. There are no existing recycled water facilities to deliver
the Western Riverside County Regional Wastewater Authority (WRCWRA) water to WMWD’s service
area so WMWD is exploring other opportunities to make beneficial use of their share of the recycled
water. From 2017 to 2019, the average WRCWRA flow generated by WMWD retail customers was
0.73 MGD (about 820 AFY) and is expected to increase to 1.6 MGD (about 1,800 AFY) at buildout.®

7 Western Municipal Water District (WMWND). 2020. Urban Water Management Plan. Website: https://www.wmwd.com/Document
Center/View/5339/Western-2020-UWMP_Public-Draft_20210518?bidld=. Accessed November 12, 2021.

&  Western Municipal Water District (WMWD). 2020. Urban Water Management Plan. Website: https://www.wmwd.com/DocumentCenter/
View/5339/Western-2020-UWMP_Public-Draft_20210518?bidld=. Accessed November 12, 2021.
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Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
Storm Drainage

The National Flood Insurance Act (1968) established the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP),
which is based on minimum requirements for floodplain management and is designed to minimize
flood damage within Special Flood Hazard Areas (SFHAs). The Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA) is the agency that administrates the NFIP. SFHAs are defined as areas that have a 1
percent chance of flooding within a given year. This is also referred to as the 100-year flood. Flood
Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) were developed to identify areas of flood hazards within a community.

e According to the FIRM catalog, there are FIRMs produced by FEMA for the project site:
- FIRM Map Number: 06065C0688G and 06065C1351G
- Map Effective Date: both maps effective dates are August 28, 2008

The project site contains two SFHAs; County Club Creek and County Club Creek North Tributary. Both
of these SFHAs are designated as Zone AE with floodways, and Zone X. The Zone AE is the area
subject to flooding by the 1 percent annual chance flood with the flood elevations determined.

The floodway is the channel of the stream plus any adjacent floodplain areas that must be kept free
of encroachment so that the 1 percent annual chance flood can be carried without substantial
increases in flood heights. Zone X are areas of 0.2 percent annual chance flood or 1 percent annual
chance flood with average depths less than 1-foot or with drainage areas less than 1 square mile.

The proposed project would construct additional storm drain pipelines and detention facilities
throughout the development to control and convey the stormwater runoff to the existing 8-foot by
8-foot reinforced box culvert (RCB) located west of the project underneath the State Route (SR) 91
Freeway. The storm drain system consisting of varying sizes from 18-inch to 96-inch diameter pipes
will be designed to convey the 100-year storm. The development would be designed to provide the
required 10-year and 100-year flood protection as dictated by the City of Corona and Riverside
County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (RCFC&WCD) standards. RCFC&WCD would be
responsible for the maintenance and upkeep of storm drains within a public or private right-of-way
and the regional detention basin.

Redevelopment of the project site into residential developments would impact the FEMA floodplains
and requires a Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) prior to issue of a grading permit. CLOMR
requests also need to include documented compliance with the Endangered Species Act from the
National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries) or the United States Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS). Prior to inspection for occupancy, a Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) is required.® The two
letters together would remove the project site from the 100-year flood zone by ensuring that the
proposed project and associated improvements mitigate potential impacts from a 100-year flood.

® KWC Engineers. 2024. Preliminary Hydrologic Analysis for Trails at Corona. May 2018, Revised April 2019, Revised May 2024.
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Solid Waste

Solid waste collection and disposal in Riverside County is provided by the Riverside County
Department of Waste Resources. The Riverside County Department of Waste Resources operates
five active landfills and administers a contract agreement for waste disposal at the private El
Sobrante Landfill. The Department also oversees several transfer station leases, as well as a number
of recycling and other special waste diversion programs. All of the private haulers serving
unincorporated Riverside County ultimately dispose of their waste to Riverside County-owned or
contracted facilities.

Landfill Capacity

All of the active landfills currently located in Riverside County are rated as Class Il landfills according
to Title 27 of the California Code of Regulations. These landfills only accept nonhazardous, municipal
solid wastes. Franchise solid waste collection companies are granted permits to collect commercial
and residential waste throughout unincorporated Riverside County under Riverside County’s general
operating authority. These companies are regulated by the Riverside County Department of
Environmental Health. In addition, County landfills accept wastes collected in incorporated cities.
Within these cities, solid wastes are either collected by the city as a municipal service or are
collected by private firms pursuant to a franchise agreement with the city. As part of its long-range
planning and management activities, the Riverside County Department of Waste Resources also
ensures that Riverside County has a minimum of 15 years of capacity, at any time, for future landfill
disposal.

Energy

Southern California Edison (SCE) provides electricity, and Southern California Gas Company
(SoCalGas) provides natural gas service to the Riverside County area. Below is a discussion of each
energy source.

Electricity

Electrical power is provided by SCE. The proposed project is located within SCE service territory, and
SCE would serve the proposed project’s electrical requirements consistent with the California Public
Utilities Commission and Federal Energy Regulatory Commission tariffs.

Natural Gas

SoCalGas, which is a Sempra Energy utility, provides natural gas service to the project area. SoCalGas
is the nation’s largest natural gas distribution utility and provides energy to 21.8 million consumers
through 5.9 million meters in more than 500 communities. The company’s service territory
encompasses approximately 24,000 square miles throughout Central and Southern California.*°

1 southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas). 2021. About SoCalGas web page. Website: https://www.socalgas.com/about-
us/company-profile. Accessed November 12, 2021.
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City of Corona Existing Conditions

Potable Water

According to the City of Corona 2020 UWMP, the City’s water service area is located in the
northwestern portion of Riverside County and includes the unincorporated communities of El
Cerrito, Coronita, and parts of Temescal Canyon. The City of Corona water service area encompasses
approximately 39 square miles. Neighboring cities include Riverside to the northeast and Norco to
the north. The eastern portion of the service area is generally bounded by the unincorporated
County including the unincorporated community of Home Gardens. The southern and western
portions of the service area are bounded by the Cleveland National Forest and other County lands.
Prado Flood Control Basin is located adjacent the northwest corner of the City of Corona.

Water Service

Water service is provided to Corona by the City of Corona Utilities Department. The Utilities
Department serves approximately 150,000 customers, in an area of about 45 square miles. The
proposed project is located within the service area of the Utilities Department, which owns,
operates, and maintains the water system within the limits of the City and would be the purveyor of
water to the proposed project site. The City has a diverse water supply portfolio including imported
water from WMWD, groundwater from two local basins (Temescal Basin and Bedford-Coldwater
Basin), and reclaimed water for landscape irrigation and other nonpotable uses.!

In 2020, water supplies totaled 36,356 AFY. Actual water use was approximately 34,241 AFY, which is
about 94 percent of the available supplies. Approximately 35 percent of water supplies came from
groundwater wells owned and operated by the City, 38 percent of the water was imported from
WMWD, and 27 percent of water supplies came from reclaimed water. The 2020 UWMP assessed
water supply reliability for normal years, single dry years, and five consecutive dry years projected
through 2045. All of the City’s sources of supply are sustainably managed and are projected to
exceed demand through 2045.12

Water Treatment Systems

The City's primary sources of imported water are supplied through WMWD, a member agency of
Metropolitan. WMWD has multiple sources at its disposal. The City’s imported water supply from
WMWD consists of treated surface water, untreated surface water, and desalinated brackish
groundwater. WMWD supplies treated surface water via the Mills Pipeline from Henry J. Mills
filtration plant. The Mills Pipeline delivers treated water directly to the City with an effective capacity
of 6.5 MGD. WMWD supplies untreated surface water via the Lower Feeder, which supplies raw
water to the City's Lester WTP and to the City’s Sierra Del Oro WTP. The Lester WTP has a peak
capacity of 30 MGD, and the Sierra Del Oro WTP has a peak capacity of 9.0 MGD. The Lower Feeder
is connected to the City’s Green River WTP; however, this facility is currently inactive. Additionally,
WMWD supplies desalinated brackish groundwater via the Arlington Desalter. Supply from the

1 City of Corona Utilities Department. 2021. About the Utilities Department web page. Website:

https://www.coronaca.gov/government/departments-divisions/department-of-water-and-power/about-dwp. Accessed November
12, 2021.

City of Corona. 2020. Urban Water Management Plan. Website:
https://www.coronaca.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/20172/637576204172900000. Accessed November 12, 2021.
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Arlington Desalter primarily serves the cities of Norco and Riverside with excess production made
available to the City of Corona.

The City acquired the rights to the surface flows of Coldwater Canyon in 1964 when it purchased the
assets of the Corona City Water Company. To meet requirements, the surface flow is now spread in
percolation ponds and extracted by wells in the Bedford-Coldwater Basin. The initial native safe yield
identified in the agreement is 3,300 AFY, and the City’s share of this is 64 percent, or 2,112 AFY. The
safe yield is recalculated every 5 years. The agreement allows the additional pumping of return flows
by the City from the previous fiscal year. Administration of these surface rights is incorporated into
the management of the Bedford-Coldwater Basin.3

Recycled Water

The City owns and operates three wastewater treatment plants. As of May 2016, following recent
upgrades, all supply meets Title 22 requirements for tertiary treated disinfected reclaimed water.
Water Recycling Facility (WRF)-1 and WRF-2 provide conventional treatment consisting of primary
(screening), secondary (reduction of biomass), tertiary (filtration) and disinfection (chlorination).
Treatment at WRF-3 consists of primary (screening), membrane bioreactor (MBR—combined biomass
reduction and filtration) and disinfection (chlorination). Although the processes are similar, the
configuration of each WRF is unique due to its capacity, site constraints, engineering design
conventions at the time of construction, upgrades for regulatory and operational purposes, and use
of effluent. Existing average reclaimed water demand is 1,411 gpm (2,276 AFY), or about 17.9
percent of existing production. The remaining production (about 69.3 percent) is allocated to the
ponds located at Rincon Street and Lincoln Avenue.

The City completed the 2018 Recycled Water Master Plan (RWMP), which updated the previous
RWMP that was developed in December 1999. According to the RWMP, irrigation is the City’s
primary reclaimed water demand. There are 188 dedicated City irrigation meters and nine public
schools with a demand of 244,400,000 gallons per year (465 gpm). The reclaimed water system
serves the irrigation demands of 26 City parks, 17 schools, and numerous City, commercial,
industrial, and multi-family residential common area landscaping. A small amount of reclaimed
water serves industrial dual plumbing (e.g., toilet flushing), sewer flushing, street sweeping,
replenishment of cooling water, replenishment of recreational impoundment, firefighting training,
and construction needs (e.g., dust control and soil compaction).*

Wastewater Systems

Planning Area 6 of the project site is located in the City of Corona. Wastewater collection and
treatment services in the City are currently handled by the City of Corona Utilities Department. The
City prepared a Sewer Master Plan in 2005 (2005 SMP) that includes detailed description and
analysis of the existing and future wastewater collection and treatment systems, loading, modeling,
evaluation criteria, and maintenance. The City’s existing wastewater system currently provides for

13 City of Corona. 2020. Urban Water Management Plan. Website:

https://www.coronaca.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/20172/637576204172900000. Accessed November 12, 2021.
14 City of Corona. 2018. Reclaimed Water Master Plan. Website:

https://www.coronaca.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/18442/637248910333670000. Accessed November 12, 2021.
5 Ibid.
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collection and treatment of wastewater generated within its corporate boundaries, as well as a small
portion of the neighboring City of Norco. The City’s wastewater collection system includes
approximately 368 miles of gravity sewer and force mains varying in size from 6 to 42 inches in
diameter, 14 sewer lift stations, and three wastewater treatment/reclamation plants. All of the
sewer flows generated within the City are conveyed by City’s collection facilities to one of three
wastewater treatment/reclamation plants. These three facilities currently have a combined
treatment capacity of 15.5 mgd and have a total effluent of 15,434 AFY in 2020.

Wastewater Treatment Plant 1 (WWTP-1) is located near the western area of the City and receives
wastewater flows from a 13,000-acre area that is generally west of Interstate 15 (I-15). WWTP-1
serves the western portion of the City as well as a small portion of the City of Norco. Wastewater
flows treated at this facility are treated by commutation, grit removal, primary sedimentation, fine
bubble and mechanical aeration, final clarification, and chlorination. All solids are treated at WWTP-
1 where treatment involves dissolved air flotation thickening, anaerobic digestion, mechanical
dewatering, and sludge drying. WWTP-1 also handles and treats activated sludge from Wastewater
Treatment Plant 2 (WWTP-2), and waste sludge from WWTP-3. Existing treatment capacity at WWTP-
1is approximately 11.5 mgd. Future improvements planned for WWTP-1 would increase this
treatment capacity to 14.5 mgd. Effluent from WWTP-1 is discharged to Temescal Creek, percolation
ponds, and the reclaimed water system. In 2020, WWTP-1’s total effluent was 12,336 AFY.

WWTP-2 is located near SR 91 and I-15 and handles flows from approximately 8,300 acres and serves
the eastern and northeastern portions of the City. WWTP-2 is a conventional activated sludge
treatment plant capable of processing 3.0 mgd of secondary effluent. Secondary treated effluent
from WWTP-2 is sent to effluent percolation ponds located at Cota Street and Lincoln Street and the
reclaimed water system. In 2020, the total effluent from WWTP-2 was 2,144 AFY.

WWTP-3 is located in the southeastern portion of the City near Cajalco Road. This plant serves the
Temescal Canyon area, some portions of south Corona, and the newly expanded middle school in
the unincorporated area of El Cerrito. Current capacity at WWTP-3 is 1.0 mgd with an existing
average inflow of approximately 0.54 mgd. Ultimate expansion of the WWTP-3 could result in a
treatment capacity of 5.0 mgd. Effluent from this plant is disinfected by chlorination and delivered to
the City’s recycled water system. Solids are transported by the City’s sewer collections system to
WWTP-1 for future processing. In 2020, the total effluent from WWTP-3 was 954 AFY.

Stormwater

The City prepared a Storm Drain Master Plan in 2003. The plan includes identification and analysis of
all stormwater infrastructure in the City, including streets, drains, channels, catch basins, inlets,
outlets, detention basins and drainage areas. These are no existing or planned projects to capture
runoff for aquifer augmentation.®

% City of Corona. 2020. Urban Water Management Plan. Website:
https://www.coronaca.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/20172/637576204172900000. Accessed November 12, 2021.
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Solid Waste

Solid waste generated in the City is coordinated through the City’s Public Works Department and
hauled away by Waste Management, Inc. (WMI). WMI transports all solid waste collected within the
City to the El Sobrante Landfill located southwest of the City. The El Sobrante Landfill accepts regular
municipal solid waste and is permitted to accept 16,054 tons of solid waste per day from the
counties of Riverside, Los Angeles, Orange, San Diego, and San Bernardino. Currently, the El Sobrante
Landfill has a total disposal capacity of approximately 209.9 million cubic yards and can receive up to
70,000 tons per week of refuse. USA Waste must allot at least 28,000 tons per week for County
refuse. The landfill’s permit allows a maximum of 16,054 tons per day of waste to be accepted into
the landfill, due to the limits on vehicle trips. If needed, 5,000 tons per day must be reserved for
County waste, leaving the maximum commitment of Non-County waste at 11,054 tons per day. Per
the 2022 Annual Report, the landfill had a remaining in-County disposal capacity of approximately
48.7 million tons. In 2023, the El Sobrante Landfill accepted a daily average of 10,341 tons with a
period total of approximately 3,184,914 tons. The landfill is expected to reach capacity in
approximately 2057.%

The Badlands Landfill is the nearest public landfill, approximately 28.52 miles east of the project site
is located northeast of the City of Moreno Valley at 31125 Ironwood Avenue and accessed from SR-
60 at Theodore Avenue. The landfill is owned and operated by Riverside County. The existing landfill
encompasses 1,168.3 acres, with a total disturbance area of 278 acres, of which 150 acres are for
refuse disposal. Landfill expansion potential exists at the Badlands Landfill site. Under the 2022 Solid
Waste Facility Permit (SWFP), the permitted disturbance area increases from 278 acres to 811 acres,
and the refuse disposal area increases from 150 acres to 409 (in multiple stages). The landfill is
currently permitted to receive 5,000 tons per day of municipal solid waste (MSW) for disposal and
300 tons per day for beneficial reuse. The site has an estimated total capacity of approximately 68.6
million tons. As of January 1, 2024 (beginning of day), the landfill had a total remaining disposal
capacity of approximately 49.8 million tons. Under the 2022 SWFP, the landfill would have a
remaining disposal capacity estimated to last, at a minimum, until approximately 2059. From January
2023 to December 2023, the Badlands Landfill accepted a daily average of 2,848 tons with a period
total of approximately 874,450 tons.

Additionally, The Lamb Canyon Landfill is approximately 35.13 miles east of the project site, located
between the City of Beaumont and City of San Jacinto at 16411 Lamb Canyon Road (SR-79), south of
I-10 and north of SR-74. The landfill is owned and operated by Riverside County. The landfill property
encompasses approximately 1,189 acres, of which 703.4 acres encompass the current landfill permit
area. Of the 703.4-acre landfill permit area, approximately 144.6 acres are permitted for waste
disposal. The landfill is currently permitted to receive 5,000 tons per day of MSW for disposal and
500 tons per day for beneficial reuse. The site has an estimated total disposal capacity of
approximately 21.1 million tons. As of January 1, 2024 (beginning of day), the landfill has a total
remaining capacity of approximately 6.7 million tons. The current landfill remaining disposal capacity
is estimated to last, at a minimum, until approximately 2032. From January 2023 to December 2023,

7 California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle). 2021. Solid Waste Information System. El Sobrante
Landfill. Website: https://www?2.calrecycle.ca.gov/SolidWaste/SiteActivity/Details/22807?sitelD=2402. Accessed November 12, 2021.
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the Lamb Canyon Landfill accepted a daily average of 2,049 tons with a period total of approximately
627,127 tons. Landfill expansion potential exists at the Lamb Canyon Landfill site.

Energy

SCE provides electricity, and SoCalGas provides natural gas service to the County of Riverside. Below
is a discussion of each energy source.

Electricity

SCE provides electricity service to the project area. SCE has delivered electricity to Southern and
Central California for more than 130 years and is one of the nation’s largest electric utilities. An SCE
Design Representative, Shannon Fillion, confirmed that the proposed project is within SCE service
territory, and SCE would serve the proposed project’s electrical requirements consistent with the
California Public Utilities Commission and Federal Energy Regulatory Commission tariffs.'® (Appendix
K).

Natural Gas

SoCalGas provides natural gas service to the project area (Appendix K). SoCalGas is the nation’s
largest natural gas distribution utility and provides energy to 21.8 million consumers through 5.9
million meters in more than 500 communities. The company’s service territory encompasses
approximately 24,000 square miles throughout Central and Southern California.*®

3.20.2 - Regulatory Framework
Federal Regulations

Federal Water Pollution Control Act

A major piece of federal legislation dealing with wastewater is the Federal Water Pollution Control
Act, which is designed to restore and preserve the integrity of the nation’s waters. In addition to the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act, other federal environmental laws have a bearing on the
location, type, planning, and funding of wastewater treatment facilities.

National Safe Drinking Water Act

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) regulates contaminants of concern to
domestic water supply and passed the National Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) in 1974.
Contaminants of concern relevant to domestic water supply are defined as those that pose a public
health threat or that alter the aesthetic acceptability of the water. The EPA regulates these types of
contaminants through the development of national primary and secondary maximum contaminant
levels (MCLs) for water. MCLs and the process for setting these standards were to be reviewed
triennially. Amendments to the SDWA in 1986 and 1996 revised the schedule for EPA to develop
certain drinking water MCLs and extended the review period to a 6-year cycle.

8 Southern California Edison (SCE). 2021. About Us web page. Website: https://www.sce.com/about-us. Accessed November 12,

2021.
Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas). 2021. About SoCalGas web page. Website: https://www.socalgas.com/about-
us/company-profile. Accessed November 12, 2021.
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Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), an amendment to the Solid Waste Disposal
Act, was enacted in 1976 to address a problem of huge volumes of municipal and industrial solid and
hazardous waste generated nationwide. RCRA gives the EPA the authority to control hazardous
waste from the “cradle-to-grave.” This includes the generation, transportation, treatment, storage,
and disposal of hazardous waste. RCRA also set forth a framework for the management of
nonhazardous solid wastes. The 1986 amendments to RCRA enabled the EPA to address
environmental problems that could result from underground tanks storing petroleum and other
hazardous substances. The key provisions include:

¢ |dentification and listing of hazardous waste and standards applicable to hazardous waste;

e Requires reporting of hazardous waste, permitting for storage, transport, and disposal, and
includes provisions for oil recycling and federal hazardous waste facilities inventories;

e Management for solid waste, including landfills;

e Applicability of federal, State, and local laws to federal agencies;
e Procurement (recycling) provisions;

e Citizen suits, judicial review, and enforcement authority; and

e Management, replacement, and monitoring of underground storage tanks.

Federal Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments

The Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HWSA) are the 1984 amendments to RCRA that
focused on waste minimization and phasing out land disposal of hazardous waste as well as
corrective action for releases. Some of the other mandates of this law include increased
enforcement authority for EPA, more stringent hazardous waste management standards, and a
comprehensive underground storage tank program.

State Regulations

Senate Bill 901—Water Supply and Demand Reliability Assessment

California Urban Water Management Planning Act

The Urban Water Management Planning Act (California Water Code § 10610-10656) requires that all
urban water suppliers with at least 3,000 customers prepare UWMPs and update them every 5
years. The act requires that UWMPs include a description of water management tools and options
used by that urban water supplier to maximize resources and minimize the need to import water
from other regions. Specifically, UWMPs must:

e Provide current and projected population, climate, and other demographic factors affecting
the supplier’s water management planning;

¢ |dentify and quantify, to the extent practicable, the existing and planned sources of water
available to the supplier;
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e Describe the reliability of the water supply and vulnerability to seasonal or climatic shortage;

e Describe plans to supplement or replace that source with alternative sources or water
demand management measures;

e Describe the opportunities for exchanges or transfers of water on a short-term or long-term
basis (associated with systems that use surface water);

e Quantify past and current water use;

e Provide a description of the supplier’s water demand management measures, including
schedule of implementation, program to measure effectiveness of measures, and anticipated
water demand reductions associated with the measures; and

e Assess water supply reliability.
Pursuant to the Urban Water Management Planning Act, the City of Corona maintains a UWMP.

Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance

California’s Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance was adopted by the Office of Administrative
Law in September 2009 and requires local agencies to implement water efficiency measures as part
of their review of landscaping plans. Local agencies can either adopt the Model Water Efficient
Landscape Ordinance, or incorporate provisions of the ordinance into their own local code
requirements for landscaping. For new landscaping projects of 2,500 square feet or more that
require a discretionary or ministerial approval, the applicant is required to submit a detailed
Landscape Documentation Package that discusses water efficiency, soil management, and landscape
design elements.?°

Recycled Water Policy

On February 3, 2009, by Resolution No. 2009-0011, the California State Water Resources Control
Board (State Water Board) adopted a Recycled Water Policy in an effort to move toward a
sustainable water future. In the Recycled Water Policy states “we declare our independence from
relying on the vagaries of annual precipitation and move toward sustainable management of surface
waters and groundwater, together with enhanced water conservation, water reuse and the use of
stormwater.”

The following goals were included in the Recycled Water Policy:
e Increase use of recycled water over 2002 levels by at least 1 million acre-feet per year by 2020

and at least 2 million acre-feet per year by 2030.

e Increase the use of stormwater over use in 2007 by at least 500,000 acre-feet per year by
2020 and at least 1 million acre-feet per year by 2030.

e Increase the amount of water conserved in urban and industrial areas by comparison to 2007
by at least 20 percent by 2020.

20 california Department of Water Resources (DWR). 2009. Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance.
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e Included in these goals is the substitution of as much recycled water for potable water as
possible by 2030.

e The Recycled Water Policy provides direction to the Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB) regarding issuing permits for recycled water projects, addresses the benefits of
recycled water, addresses a mandate for use of recycled water and indicates the State Water
Board will exercise its authority to the fullest extent possible to encourage the use of recycled
water.

The Recycled Water Policy also indicates that some groundwater basins contain salts and nutrients
that exceed or threaten to exceed water quality objectives established in basin plans and states that
it is the intent of this Recycled Water Policy that all salts and nutrients be managed on a basin-wide
or watershed-wide basis through development of regional or sub-regional management plans.
Finally, the Recycled Water Policy addresses the control of incidental runoff from landscape irrigation
projects, recycled water groundwater recharge projects, anti-degradation, control of emerging
constituents and chemicals of emerging concern and incentives for use of recycled water.

In accordance with the provisions of the Recycled Water Policy, a Constituents of Emerging Concerns
(CEC) Advisory Panel was established to address questions about regulating CECs with respect to the
use of recycled water. The CEC Advisory Panel’s primary charge was to provide guidance for
developing monitoring programs that assess potential CEC threats from various water recycling
practices, including groundwater recharge/reuse and urban landscape irrigation. On June 25, 2010,
the CEC Advisory Panel provided recommendations to the State Water Board and California
Department of Public Health in their Final Report “Monitoring Strategies for Chemicals of Emerging
Concern in Recycled Water-Recommendations of a Scientific Advisory Panel.”?! The State Water
Board used those recommendations to amend the Recycled Water Policy in 2013 (State Water Board
Resolution No. 2013-003).

The April 2013 amendment provides direction to the RWQCBs on monitoring requirements for CECs
in recycled water. The monitoring requirements pertain to the production and use of recycled water
for groundwater recharge reuse by surface and subsurface application methods, and for landscape
irrigation. The amendment identifies three classes of constituents to monitor:

e Human health-based CECs: CECs of toxicological relevance to human health.

e Performance indicator CECs: An individual CEC used for evaluating removal through treatment
of a family of CECs with similar physicochemical or biodegradable characteristics.

e Surrogates: A measurable physical or chemical property, such as chlorine residual or electrical
conductivity, which provides a direct correlation with the concentration of an indicator
compound. Surrogates are used to monitor the efficiency of CEC treatment.

e Only groundwater recharge reuse facilities would be required to monitor for CECs and
surrogates. Surface application and subsurface application facilities would have different

2 Geosyntec Consultants. 2015. Monitoring Strategies for Chemicals of Emerging Concern in Recycled Water—Recommendations of a
Scientific Advisory Panel.
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mandatory CECs and a different monitoring schedule. Monitoring is not required for recycled
water used for landscape irrigation projects that qualify for streamlined permitting unless
monitoring is required under the adopted salt and nutrient management plan. Streamlined
permitting projects must meet the criteria specified in the Policy including compliance with
Title 22, application at agronomic rates, compliance with any applicable salt and nutrient
management plan, and appropriate use of fertilizers.

Water Conservation Act of 2009

Requirements regarding per capita water use targets are defined in the Water Conservation Act of
2009, which was signed into law in November 2009 as part of a comprehensive water legislation
package. Known as Senate Bill (SB) X7-7, the legislation sets a goal of achieving a 20 percent
reduction in urban per capita water use Statewide by 2020. SB X7-7 requires that retail water
suppliers define in their 2010 UWMPs the gallons per capita per day targets for 2020, with an interim
2015 target.

Assembly Bill 1881

Assembly Bill (AB) 1881 expanded previous legislation related to landscape water use efficiency. AB
1881, the Water Conservation in Landscaping Act of 2006, enacted landscape efficiency
recommendations of the California Urban Water Conservation Council for improving the efficiency of
water use in new and existing urban irrigated landscapes in California. AB 1881 required the DWR to
update the existing Model Local Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance and local agencies to adopt
the updated model ordinance or an equivalent. The law also requires the CEC to adopt performance
standards and labeling requirements for landscape irrigation equipment, including irrigation
controllers, moisture sensors, emission devices, and valves to reduce the wasteful, uneconomic,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy or water.

Assembly Bill 2882

AB 2882 was passed in 2008 and encourages public water agencies throughout California to adopt
conservation rate structures that reward consumers who conserve water. AB 2882 clarifies the
allocation-based rate structures and establishes standards that protect consumers by ensuring a
lower base rate for those who conserve water.

California Integrated Waste Management Act

To minimize the amount of solid waste that must be disposed of by transformation and land disposal,
the State Legislature passed AB 939, the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989, effective
January 1990. The legislation required each local jurisdiction in the State to set diversion requirements
of 25 percent by 1995 and 50 percent by 2000; establish a comprehensive Statewide system of
permitting, inspections, enforcement, and maintenance for solid waste facilities; and authorize local
jurisdictions to impose fees based on the types or amounts of solid waste generated. In 2007, SB 1016,
Wiggins, Chapter 343, Statutes of 2008, introduced a new per capita disposal and goal measurement
system that moves the emphasis from an estimated diversion measurement number to using an actual
disposal measurement number as a per capita disposal rate factor. As such, the new disposal-based
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indicator (pounds per person per year) uses only two factors: a jurisdiction’s population (or in some
cases employment) and its disposal as reported by disposal facilities.

Assembly Bill 341 (75 Percent Solid Waste Diversion)

In 2011, the Legislature implemented a new approach to the management of solid waste. AB 341
(Chesbro, Chapter 476, Statutes of 2011) required that CalRecycle oversee mandatory commercial
recycling and established a new Statewide goal of 75 percent recycling through source reduction,
recycling, and composting by 2020. This paradigm adds to the policies in AB 939 in several significant
ways. First, AB 341 established a Statewide policy goal, rather than a jurisdictional mandate. This
places the onus for achieving the goal on the State rather than on the cities and counties that are
directly responsible for waste disposal and recycling. Under the law, individual jurisdictions are not
required to meet the new policy goal.

AB 341 requires CalRecycle to issue a report to the Legislature that includes strategies and
recommendations that would enable the State to divert 75 percent of the solid waste generated in
the State from disposal by January 1, 2020, requires businesses that meet specified thresholds in the
bill to arrange for recycling services by January 1, 2012, and also streamlines various regulatory
processes.

California Public Utilities Commission

The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) regulates privately owned telecommunication,
electric, natural gas, water, railroad, rail transit, and passenger transportation companies. It is the
responsibility of the CPUC to (1) assure California utility customers safe, reliable utility service at
reasonable rates; (2) protect utility customers from fraud; and (3) promote a healthy California
economy. The Public Utilities Code, adopted by the Legislature, defines the jurisdiction of the CPUC.

Title 24, Energy Efficiency Standards

Title 24, which was promulgated by the CEC in 1978 in response to a legislative mandate to create
uniform building codes to reduce California’s energy consumption, provides energy efficiency
standards for residential and nonresidential buildings. The current Building Energy Efficiency
Standards are updated on an approximately 3-year cycle). The Energy Commission then developed
the current Standards, which continue to improve upon the previous cycle’s Standards for new
construction of, and additions and alterations to, residential and nonresidential buildings. Single-
family homes built to the current Standards will use about 28 percent less energy for lighting,
heating, cooling, ventilation, and water heating than those built to the previous cycle’s Standards. In
30 years, California will have saved enough energy to power 2.2 million homes, reducing the need to
build 12 additional power plants.

Over time, the energy savings will accumulate as the Standards affect each subsequent year of
construction. The savings result from changes to both the residential and nonresidential standards.
The Standards affect both newly constructed buildings and alterations to existing buildings. These
savings result from retrofit insulation requirements for existing roofs and the energy requirement for
renovated lighting systems to meet the current Standards.
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Local Regulations

Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan

The Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan (CIWMP) was prepared in accordance with the
California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989, Chapter 1095 (AB 939), and is updated every
5 years. The CIWMP outlines and codifies the goals, policies, and programs the County of Riverside
and its cities are implementing to create an integrated and cost-effective waste management system
that complies with the provisions of AB 939 and its diversion mandates. The CIWMP’s components
include the Countywide Summary Plan, the Countywide Siting Element, the Source Reduction and
Recycling Element, the Household Hazardous Waste Element, and Non-Disposal Facility Element.
Each of these elements addresses plans for both Riverside County and each of its cities. The CIWMP
was approved by the California Integrated Waste Management Board in September of 1996 and has
subsequently been updated at 5-year intervals as required by law.??

The Riverside County Department of Waste Resources (RCDWR)is specifically charged with the
responsibility of: (1) implementing programs that adhere to the goals, policies, and objectives
outlined in Riverside County’s Source Reduction and Recycling Element to ensure that
unincorporated Riverside County achieves 50 percent diversion of solid waste from landfill disposal;
(2) implementing programs that adhere to the goals, policies, and objectives outlined in Riverside
County’s Household Hazardous Waste Element to reduce the amount of HHW disposed within
landfills; (3) continuing to meet the solid waste disposal needs of all Riverside County residents into
the future; and (4) maintaining and updating the CIWMP and reporting to the CIWMB on Riverside
County’s progress in complying with AB 939.%

The RCDWR prepares an Annual Report each August that is submitted to CalRecycle. The Annual
Report serves as a basis for determining whether the Siting Element and Summary Plan should be
revised to include additional disposal capacity, reflect new or changed local and regional solid waste
management issues, or include new or changed goals and objectives. The Annual Report is reviewed
by the State of California to determine whether the County of Riverside is making progress toward
meeting its goals and objectives. The CIWMP is also subject to a 5-year review to assess if revision is
necessary and to determine that Riverside County’s waste management practices remain consistent
with the hierarchy of waste management practices.?

RCDWR Design Guidelines for Refuse and Recyclables Collection and Loading Areas

Part of the Riverside County Municipal Water District Planning Section’s review of land
use/development projects is to ensure adequate space is provided for collection of recyclables and
that solid waste disposal capacity of Riverside County facilities is not overburdened. As such, most
new development projects are required to provide refuse/recycling collection and loading areas, as
well as submit a Waste Recycling Plan. Specifically, the County of Riverside requires recycling
storage/collection areas provided within new commercial, industrial, and multi-family
developments. The Design Guidelines are intended to assist project proponents in identifying space

22 County of Riverside. 2015. General Plan Environmental Impact Report. Public Facilities section. Accessed November 12, 2021.
3 bid.
2 |bid.
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and other design considerations for refuse and recyclables collection and loading areas per the
California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Act of 1991. Compliance with the Guidelines is necessary
for obtaining RCDWR clearance in order to obtain a building permit within unincorporated Riverside
County. In addition, projects that have the potential to generate construction or demolition waste
(C&D) are required to complete a County of Riverside Waste Recycling Plan to identify the estimated
guantity and location of recycling for C&D waste resulting from construction and demolition
activities. As part of the Waste Recycling Plan, a waste recycling report is required upon completion
of project construction demonstrating the actual quantity of C&D waste recycled.?’

County of Riverside Zoning Ordinance

Ordinance Number 859: Riverside County Water Efficient Landscape Requirements

Riverside County Ordinance No. 859 establishes the County’s water efficient landscape
requirements. Ordinance No. 859 applies to all new and rehabilitated landscapes associated with
residential uses (including single-family and multi-family units/projects) with a total landscape area
equal to or greater than 2,500 square feet which require a discretionary permit and/or approval and
all new and rehabilitated landscapes associated with commercial or industrial uses which require a
discretionary permit and/or approval. The ordinance requires the submittal of detailed landscape
documents that include water budget calculations to demonstrate compliance with the landscape
and irrigation efficiency measures specified in the ordinance.

County of Riverside
General Plan

The County of Riverside 2020 General Plan sets forth the following policies that are related to
utilities and service systems:

Land Use Element

Lu4.1 Require that new developments be located and designed to visually enhance, not
degrade the character of the surrounding area through consideration of the
following concepts:

f. Incorporate water conservation techniques, such as groundwater recharge
basins, use of porous pavement, drought-tolerant landscaping, and water
recycling, as appropriate.

Safety Element
S4.4 Discourage development and activities in areas with limited water and access roads,
unless adequate measures are implemented.

Open Space Multipurpose Element
0Ss2.2 Encourage the installation of water-conserving systems such as dry wells and
graywater systems, where feasible, especially in new developments. The installation

% County of Riverside. 2015. General Plan Environmental Impact Report. Public Facilities section. Accessed November 12, 2021.
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of cisterns or infiltrators shall also be encouraged to capture rainwater from roofs for
irrigation in the dry season and flood control during heavy storms.

0Ss3.4 Review proposed projects to ensure compliance with the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permits and require them to prepare the
necessary Storm Water Pollution Prevention Program (SWPPP).

0s4.4 Incorporate natural drainage systems into developments where appropriate and

feasible.

Healthy Communities Element

HC 18.9

HC 18.11

HC 22.2

City of Corona
General Plan

Encourage the location and design of new developments to visually enhance and not
degrade the character of the surrounding area through consideration of the
following concepts.

f.  Application of water conservation techniques, such as groundwater recharge
basins, use of porous pavement, drought-tolerant landscaping, and water
recycling, as appropriate.

In coordination with service agencies, limit or prohibit new development or
activities in areas lacking water and access roads in the absence of a plan to address
such deficiencies to meet the needs of both new development and within existing
disadvantaged communities. Work with community partners and service agencies to
establish future plans to meet needs for potential community growth in areas
lacking water and road infrastructure.

Develop a stormwater capture system in areas that do not have the appropriate curb
and gutter infrastructure.

The City of Corona 2020-2040 General Plan sets forth the following policies that are related to
utilities and service systems:

Land Use Chapter
LU-6.1

LU-6.2

Promote sustainable features in new construction and significant renovations,
including the use of locally sourced, recycled, and sustainable-sourced building
materials, energy- and water efficient building design, integrated renewable energy
and energy storage systems, and waste minimization during construction.

Require that new residential, commercial, office, and industrial development be
designed to minimize consumption of and sustain scarce environmental resources
through:
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LU-20.6

e Landscaping—drought-tolerant species, use of recycled water for irrigation, and
other purposes

e Capture of rainwater and reuse on-site

e Building design and construction materials—energy and water efficient fixtures,
recycled building materials, insulation and wall thickness, permeable paving
surfaces, and comparable techniques.

Locate and design development to complement and assure its compatibility with the
potential Metropolitan Water District (MWD) water treatment facility, if developed.

Infrastructure and Utilities Chapter

1U-1.5

IU-1.7

1U-1.8

1U-1.9

1U-2.3

1U-2.5

U-2.7

1U-2.9

1U-2.10

As a condition of permit approval, require adequate water supply, distribution,
pumping, storage, and treatment facilities to be operational prior to the issuance of
building permits.

Require all new development to be served from an approved domestic water supply
to protect the health and safety of the public and groundwater supplies.

Through engineering design, construction practices, and enforcement of water
regulatory standards, ensure that existing and new land uses and development do
not degrade the City’s surface waters and groundwater supplies.

Require the costs of improvements to the water supply transmission, distribution,
pumping, storage, and treatment facilities necessitated by new development be
equitably borne by beneficiaries, either through the payment of fees, or
construction of the improvements.

Require incorporation of best available technologies for water conservation,
internally and externally, in new construction and associated site design.

Require that sewer flows be minimized in existing and future developments through
water conservation and recycling efforts.

Require the use of recycled water for landscaped irrigation, grading, and other
noncontact uses in new developments, parks, golf courses, sports fields, and
comparable uses, where feasible.

Require that grading plans be designed and implemented to reduce stormwater
runoff by capturing rainwater on-site and storing on a temporary, short-term basis to
facilitate groundwater recharge rather than relying solely on community drainage
facilities.

Require the use of rainwater capture and storage facilities, techniques, and
improvements in residential and nonresidential developments to further objectives
for water conservation.
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FirstCarbon Solutions
https://adecinnovations.sharepoint.com/sites/PublicationsSite/Shared Documents/Publications/Client (PN-JN)/5082/50820001.1/EIR/4 - Draft EIR/50820001.1 Sec03-20 Utilities.docx



Riverside County Planning Department—Trails at Corona

Draft EIR Utilities and Service Systems

IU-3.4 Require that new development be connected to the municipal sewer system and
ensure that adequate capacity is available for the treatment of generated sewer
flows and safe disposal of sludge.

IU-3.5 As a condition of approval, require that all new development submit a sewer
analysis to the satisfaction of the City of Corona prior to the issuance of building
permits.

1U-3.8 Require that new development be connected to the City’s sewer system.

IU-4.5 Review development proposals for projects within the City’s Sphere of Influence and
encourage Riverside County to not approve any project that cannot be
accommodated with an adequate drainage system.

IU-5.1 Ensure that existing and new development does not directly degrade or indirectly
contribute to the degradation of surface waters or the groundwater system.

IU-5.3 In new developments, minimize the amount of impervious area that is directly
connected to piped or channelized drainage systems.

IU-5.5 Require that development projects consider the appropriateness of the
channelization of stormwater runoff to facilitate its possible capture and reuse for
on-site irrigation and other purposes.

1U-5.7 Require developers to obtain a NPDES permit prior to moving construction
equipment onto a development site. The NPDES permit shall be retained at the
construction site throughout the construction period, and a copy shall be filed with
the City Engineer.

1U-5.9 Require that new developments employ the most efficient drainage technology to
control drainage and minimize damage to environmentally sensitive areas.

IU-6.1 Provide an adequate and orderly system for collection and recycling or disposal of
solid waste for new and existing development in the City and sphere of influence.

IU-7.1 Require that new development is approved contingent upon its ability to be served

with adequate natural gas, energy facilities, and other critical infrastructure.

Environmental Resources Chapter

ER-1.2

Require all public and private grading and construction activities to minimize adverse
impacts on the City’s water resources through the use of best management
practices, as established and updated from time to time by the City of Corona.
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ER-2.4 Require the use of water conservation features and materials in the design and
construction of all public buildings, projects, and site development while
encouraging their use citywide.

3.20.3 - Methodology

The water supply analysis is based on evaluating the existing water supply available to the County of
Riverside and the City of Corona, future water supply that is anticipated to be available to or
developed by the County of Riverside and the City of Corona, and the comparison of existing and
future water demands with the development of the proposed project. Project water demands
identified in this Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) were calculated based upon per
dwelling unit water demand factors further described in the project-specific Preliminary Water
Report (Appendix G).

The methodology of determining wastewater service impacts is based on evaluating the existing
wastewater infrastructure and capacity available to the County of Riverside and the City of Corona,
future wastewater capacity that is anticipated to be available to the County of Riverside and City of
Corona, and identification of anticipated future wastewater flows that could potentially result from
the proposed project.

The methodology of determining stormwater service impacts is based on evaluating the existing
stormwater infrastructure and capacity available to the County of Riverside and City of Corona,
future stormwater facilities anticipated to be available to the County of Riverside and City of Corona,
and identification of anticipated future stormwater flows that could potentially result from the
proposed project.

The solid waste analysis is based on evaluating the existing capacity of nearby landfills that serve the
County of Riverside and City of Corona, future solid waste capacity that would be available to the
County of Riverside and City of Corona, and the identification of existing solid waste demand and
future solid waste demand associated with the proposed project. The analysis also identifies existing
goals, policies, and programs that the County of Riverside and City of Corona implements to reduce
generated waste.

3.20.4 - Thresholds of Significance

Based, in part, on the criteria identified in Appendix G, Environmental Checklist of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, as well as Riverside County’s environmental checklist,
utilities and service systems impacts resulting from the implementation of the proposed project
would be considered significant if the proposed project would:

Water

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater
treatment, or stormwater drainage systems, whereby the construction or relocation would
cause significant environmental effects.
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b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable
future development during normal, dry, and multiple dry years.

Sewer

a) Require or result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities, including septic
systems, or expansion of existing facilities, whereby the construction or relocation would
cause significant environmental effects.

b) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 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.

Solid Waste

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

b) Comply with federal, State, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations
related to solid wastes including the County Integrated Waste Management Plan.

Utilities
Would the proposed project impact the following facilities requiring or resulting in the

construction of new facilities or the expansion of existing facilities, whereby the construction
or relocation would cause significant environmental effects?

a) Electricity?

b) Natural gas?

c) Communication Systems?

d) Street Lighting?

e) Maintenance of public facilities, including roads?
f) Other governmental services?

3.20.5 - Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures

This section discusses potential impacts associated with the proposed project and provides
mitigation measures where necessary.

At the time of this analysis, the project applicant proposed the development of a 0.78-acre
neighborhood commercial space with approximately 10,000 square feet of quick service food retail
use on Planning Area 2 and 56 single-family detached residences and a new trail system on Planning
Area 6. However, the development of Planning Areas 2 and 6 are no longer contemplated and this
acreage would remain undeveloped. Consistent with the Notice of Preparation (NOP) and the
original project proposal, this Draft EIR analyzes the full development of Planning Areas 2 and 6.
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Water Infrastructure

Impact USS-1a: Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water,
wastewater treatment, or stormwater drainage systems, whereby the construction
or relocation would cause significant environmental effects?

Source(s): Project Application Materials, including the Preliminary Water Report, Preliminary
Hydrologic Analysis, Preliminary Reclaimed Water Report, and Preliminary Wastewater Report;
Preliminary Water Quality Management Plans; and City of Corona 2005 Water Master Plan.

Impact Analysis

The proposed project would be developed on the former Mountain View Golf Course, which has
been vacant since its closure in 2009. As described in the NOP, the proposed project would construct
up to 365 residential dwelling units and infrastructure in Planning Areas 1 through 6 on
approximately 105.53 acres of the project site. Approximately up to 46.21 acres would be used for
residential uses and the remaining acreage would be dedicated to open space, recreation use, and a
0.78-acre commercial/retail area in Planning Area 2. Thus, the proposed project would increase the
water demand, wastewater, and the amount of impervious surface coverage, which would create the
potential for increased runoff and flooding compared to the existing conditions at the project site.

The project site is made up of six Planning Areas, five of which (Planning Areas 1-5) are located
within the County of Riverside and Planning Area 6 is located within the City of Corona. However, all
of the proposed utility services are to be provided by the City of Corona.

Water

A Preliminary Water Report was prepared by KWC Engineers in November 2021 (Appendix G), which
evaluated the water facility needs for the proposed project. The proposed project is within the City’s
northwestern water service area. The existing water facilities in the vicinity of the project are located
within the City’s Zone 2 (905’ high water level [HWL]) and Zone 3 (1060’ HWL) water service zones.
The Zone 2 area is currently being supplied by the 2.0 mg Mangular Reservoir (905’ HWL); however,
this zone is deficient in storage volume, so additional water is supplied from the Zone 3 reservoirs
through pressure reducing stations. The Zone 3 area is currently being supplied by the 4.0 mg Sierra
Del Oro Reservoir (1060’ HWL), which receives water from the Sierra Del Oro WTP.%¢

According to the City of Corona 2005 Water Master Plan, there are no master planned water
facilities planned within or adjacent to the proposed project. The proposed project would construct
water facilities to expand the Zone 2 and Zone 3 service areas to supply water to the proposed
development. To support the proposed development in each planning area, the proposed project
would construct water facilities within Planning Areas 1 through 5 (905-foot HWL) and Planning Area 6
(1,060-foot HWL) service area to supply the necessary system pressures to support the project’s water
demands. This project component is no longer proposed to be constructed. The HWL would only be
developed to support the development of PA 6 contemplated in the NOP. These water facilities would
include a proposed network of 8-inch and 12-inch domestic water lines within the project. These water

% KWC Engineers. Preliminary Water Report. November 2021.
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facilities would include a proposed network of primarily 8-inch domestic water lines within the
project. Each individual Planning Area would have one to two points of connections to the City’s
domestic water system and would connect to the existing distribution system adjusting to each
Planning Area. Table 3.20-2 summarizes the proposed water infrastructure facilities with respect to
their approximate locations, alignments, and sizes, consistent with the City’s 2005 Water Master Plan
and related water system studies in the City’s service area. A detailed water facilities report shall be
prepared during final design to confirm actual required sizes of pipelines, valving, pumps, and other
related appurtenances.

Table 3.20-2: Proposed Infrastructure Improvements

Planning Proposed Pipe Size Approximate Length
Area Facility Description Facility Location (inches) (linear feet)

PA1 PA 1 Distribution Waterlines On-site/Off-site 8 2,000
12 200

PA 2 PA 2 Distribution/Fire On-site/Off-site 8 50!

Waterlines

PA3 PA 3 Distribution Waterlines On-site/Off-site 8 6,125

PA 4 PA 4 Distribution Waterlines On-site/Off-site 8 2,150

PA 5 PA 5 Distribution Waterlines On-site/Off-site 8 1,750

PA 6 PA 6 Distribution Waterlines On-site/Off-site 8 4,200

Notes:

1 PA 2 to connect to public loop line constructed for PA 1

Source: KWC Engineers. Preliminary Water Report. November 2021.

Additionally, the Preliminary Water Report analyzed the available reservoir storage. The water
storage and system pressures required for the homes within the proposed Zone 2 system would be
supplied from the Zone 2 Mangular Reservoir and Zone 3 pressure reducing stations. For Zone 3, the
water storage would be supplied from the existing excess storage capacities of the Zone 3 Sierra Del
Oro Reservoir. According to Table 7-1 in the 2005 Water Master Plan, there is 7.81 million gallon (mg)
of excess storage in the existing Zone 3 System. Some of this excess capacity is being utilized to
supply the Zone 2 system, which has a storage deficit of approximately 5.23 mg per the Master Plan.
Table 3.20-3, Reservoir Storage Requirements, summarizes the required reservoir storage for Zone 2
(Planning Areas 1, 2, 3, and 4) and Zone 3 (Planning Areas 5 and 6) based upon the 2012 DWP Design
Policy. As such, no additional storage facilities are required for the proposed project and impacts
would be less than significant.
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Table 3.20-3: Proposed Project Reservoir Storage

Required Required Fire
Maximum Day | Operational Storage Flow Storage Required Terminal  Total Required
Pressure Zone Demand (mgd) (mg) (mg)* Storage (mg) Storage (mg)
Zone 2 0.208 0.104 0.0 0.010 0.114
Zone 3 0.121 0.061 0.0 0.006 0.067

Notes:

mgd = million gallons per day

mg = million gallons

1 Fire flow storage is already provided in the existing storage for the zone
Source: KWC Engineers. Preliminary Water Report. November 2021.

Zone 2: The water storage and system pressures required for the homes within the proposed Zone 2
system would be supplied from the Zone 2 Mangular Reservoir and Zone 3 pressure reducing
stations.

Zone 3: The water storage would be supplied from the existing excess storage capacities of the Zone
3 Sierra Del Oro Reservoir. According to Table 7-1 in the 2005 Water Master Plan, there is 7.81 mg of
excess storage in the existing Zone 3 System. Some of this excess capacity is being utilized to supply
the Zone 2 system, which has a storage deficit of approximately 5.23 mg per the Master Plan. No
additional storage facilities are required for the project development.

The major proposed piping in the Zone 2 pressure zone would consist of 8-inch distribution lines
provided within the development areas with a 12-inch line to the commercial site (PA 2). The major
proposed piping in the Zone 3 pressure zone would consist of 8-inch distribution lines provided
within the development areas. As further described in the Preliminary Water Report, KWC Engineers
performed a computer modeling analysis to determine the recommended on-site water system for
the proposed project. Numerous demand conditions were calculated to determine the proposed
system pressures and recommended line sizes within each service zone. The results of the computer
modeling determined that the proposed piping would provide adequate service for the proposed
project for all the demand scenarios considered. Therefore, these proposed water system facilities
and their approximate locations, alignments, and sizes are consistent with the City’s 2005 Water
Master Plan and related water system studies in the City’s service area.

Additionally, according to the Preliminary Water Report, the proposed water infrastructure
improvements to the existing project site shall provide sufficient water supplies based on demand
projections from estimated water usage for Planning Areas 1 through 6 to be on average 183,000
gallons per day or 206.25 AFY which is approximately 1.6 percent of the excess supply in 2020.
Therefore, the proposed project would not require new or expanded water facilities and impact
would be less than significant.
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Reclaimed Water

Reclaimed water would be used for the nonpotable water demands for the proposed project. All
Planning Areas would require reclaimed water to serve as irrigation to the project site. A Preliminary
Reclaimed Water Report prepared by KWC Engineers in November 2021 examined the existing and
proposed reclaimed water facilities. According to the Preliminary Reclaimed Water Report, the
proposed project is located in the City of Corona’s western service area. The existing reclaimed water
facilities in the vicinity of the project site are located within the City’s 1008.5 Zone, which would
continue to serve the proposed project. The 1008.5 Zone is supplied by the WRF-1 Booster Station,
which gains suction directly from the 4.0 mg WRF-1 tank and discharges into the 2.0 mg Border
Avenue Reservoir. There are existing 1008.5 Zone 20-inch and 24-inch reclaimed water transmissions
lines in Serfas Club Drive, Pine Crest Drive, Paseo Grande, and Kirkwood Drive, which surround the
project area. The existing transmission lines that surround the area would provide a source of
connection for the site. Proposed 8-inch lines would stub out from the transmission lines to provide
one or more sources of connection for each Planning Area’s irrigation meter.

The project includes a total of 29.73 acres to be served off the 1008.5 Zone. There are 16.97 acres of
slope stabilization, and 12.76 acres of park irrigation. Table 3.20-4 below summarizes the projected
average day, maximum month, and peak-hour reclaimed water demands for the proposed project.
As shown below the total estimated reclaimed water demand generated by the proposed project is
approximately 0.06 mgd average day demand, 0.11 mgd maximum month demand, and 0.16 mgd
peak-hour demand. The demand for the PA 2 Commercial property shall be determined during final
engineering phase as this demand is anticipated to be negligible.

Table 3.20-4: Reclaimed Water Demand Summary

Reclaimed Water Demand Summary

Demand Peak-Hour
Factor Average Day Maximum Month Demand
Land Use Quantity (acre) (GPD/acre)! @ Demand (mgd) Demand (mgd) (mgd)
Slope Stabilization 16.97 1,253 0.021 0.038 0.053
Park Irrigation 12.96 3,139 0.041 0.073 0.102
Total 29.73 - 0.062 0.112 0.155

Notes:

GPD/acre = gallons per day/per acre

Mgd = million gallons per day

1 The projected Average Day Demand reclaimed water duty factor for slope stabilization is 10.5 gallons per year per
square foot, or approximately 1,253 GPD per acre. Average Day Demand duty factor for park irrigation is 26.3 gallons
per year per square foot, or approximately 3,139 GPD per acre.

Source: KWC Engineers. Preliminary Reclaimed Water Report. November 2021.

The proposed reclaimed water system for the proposed project would be connected to the existing
transmission lines in the areas surrounding the project. Given the HWL of the reclaimed water
service zone and from discussions with the City, approximate static pressures were calculated at the
proposed meter locations to determine potential for connection into the existing reclaimed water
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system. As each Planning Area is constructed, the appropriate facilities would be put in place to
provide the required reclaimed water supply. Because of existing transmission lines in the area, no
single Planning Area would be dependent on another for its source of reclaimed water. The
proposed reclaimed water infrastructure facilities and the proposed locations, alignments, and sizes
would be consistent with the City’s 2018 Draft Reclaimed Water Master Plan and related reclaimed
water system studies in the City’s service area. Table 3.20-5 below summarizes the reclaimed water
infrastructure that the proposed project would implement. With the implementation of these
reclaimed water infrastructure, impacts would be less than significant.

Table 3.20-5: Proposed Reclaimed Water Infrastructure

Planning Proposed Pipe

Area Infrastructure Description Facility Location Size (inches) Quantity
Reclaimed Water Irrigation Meter On-site - 1

PAL Distribution Reclaimed Water Lines On-site 8 65 (linear feet)
Reclaimed Water Irrigation Meter On-site - 1

PA2 Distribution Reclaimed Water Lines On-site 8 65 (linear feet)
Reclaimed Water Irrigation Meter On-site - 4

PA3 Distribution Reclaimed Water Lines On-site 8 460 (linear feet)
Reclaimed Water Irrigation Meter On-site - 1

PAS Distribution Reclaimed Water Lines On-site 8 70 (linear feet)
Reclaimed Water Irrigation Meter On-site - 1

PAS Distribution Reclaimed Water Lines On-site 8 50 (linear feet)
Reclaimed Water Irrigation Meter On-site - 1

PAS Distribution Reclaimed Water Lines On-site 8 -

Source: KWC Engineers, Preliminary Water Report, November 2021.

Wastewater Treatment

A Preliminary Wastewater Report was prepared for the proposed project by KWC Engineers
(Appendix G) in November 2021, which evaluated the flow projections to the current and ultimate
sewer system and recommend sewer facilities to support the proposed project. The entirety of the
proposed project would be served by the City of Corona Utilities Department. The report depends
on information from the City’s 2005 SMP.

The proposed project would utilize gravity sewers, which have been designed to convey peak flow
and maintain a minimum velocity of 2 feet per second at design capacity to prevent the deposition
of solids. Additionally, all force main sewers would be designed to convey Peak Wet Weather Flow
(PWWF) and maintain a minimum velocity of 4 feet per second at the minimum desigh pumping
capacity to prevent the deposition of solids. To minimize excessive wear and tear of the pipe, pipes
would be designed to not exceed a maximum velocity of 6 feet per second. All lift stations would be
sized to accommodate the influent PWWF and based upon a 60 percent pump efficiency and 90
percent motor efficiency unless manufacturer specifications recommend otherwise.
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PAs 1 through 5 are in the City of Corona Utilities Department Sewershed 10 and would connect into
the existing sewer system in Serfas Club Drive and Pine Crest Drive. Planning Area 6, located on
Kirkwood Drive, is on the edge of the Utilities Department Sewershed 10 and 14. Sewershed 14 has a
large number of existing deficient pipes located downstream of the proposed project, near WWTP 1.
Therefore, to support the development scenario in PA 6 contemplated in the NOP, PA 6 would be
required to connect to the proposed sewer system in PA 5 and drain via the existing trunk sewer
system to WWTP 1 via Sewershed 10. As previously mentioned, the current treatment capacity of
WWTP 1is 11.5 mgd with an expected future reliable treatment capacity of 14.5 mgd with
improvements. The project’s proposed sewer flows would tie into the City’s existing trunk sewer
system at Serfas Club Drive, Pine Crest Drive, and Frontage Road. In total, to support the
development contemplated in the NOP the proposed project would construct the following sewer
infrastructure features:

e Construction of 8-inch on-site gravity sewer lines within each planning area of the proposed
project.

e Construction of 160 gpm Sewer Lift Station and 4-inch force main within PA 1.

e Construction of off-site 8-inch gravity sewer lines from on-site sewer system to existing sewer
system connection points.

As further described in the Preliminary Wastewater Report, the analysis of projected sewage flows
for the proposed project, and its estimated sewer contribution to the overall WWTP-1 peak flow
treatment volume is consistent with the wastewater facilities identified with the City of Corona 2005
SMP. The Preliminary Wastewater Report also analyzed the off-site sewer impacts, a hydraulic
analysis was performed along the downstream trunk sewer system from the project’s sewer
connection points to the WWTP-1 near Railroad Street. The sewer modeling data contained in the
2005 SMP was used for the analysis data on the sewer collection system. The results of the analysis
found that the existing downstream pipeline segments are considered deficient in the existing, post-
project, and ultimate conditions and would eventually be required to be replaced with larger
capacity pipelines. Therefore, the proposed project would be required to pay fair share contributions
to offset impacts to the deficient wastewater pipelines. The necessary improvements include the
replacement of approximately 200 linear feet of sewer lines in two locations and are currently in the
design phase. As such, impacts would be less than significant.

Stormwater Drainage System

As discussed above, the proposed project would increase the impervious surfaces on the project
site. PWQMPs (Planning Areas 1 through 5) and (Planning Area 6) and a Preliminary Hydrologic
Analysis were developed by KWC Engineers in October 2024 to address the increased runoff that
would leave the project site and drainage patterns. The PWQMP evaluated the potential effects of
runoff for the proposed project under methodology guidelines provided by the Riverside County for
Storm Water Quality Ordinance and the City of Corona Storm Water Quality Ordinance (Corona
Municipal Code § 15.36, Title 13 Chapter 13.27 and City Council Ordinance No. 2291 and 2828) and
concluded the following:
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Planning Area 1, 2, and 4: If the full development of Planning area 2 were to occur, the following
improvements would be included. The existing drainage patterns of the site were identified and
preserved. In the existing condition, the site drains westerly across the site along several valleys and
small ravines. The existing and proposed drainage patterns are identified on the Water Quality
Management Plan (WQMP) Site Plan (as well as identified in the project Preliminary Hydrologic
Analysis). Using a system of, bioretention basins, self-retaining areas, and storm drain piping, off-site
flow would by-pass the site and would not be co-mingled with development runoff which needs to
be treated at the proposed designated Best Management Practice (BMP) treatment areas.

Planning Area 3: The existing drainage patterns of the site were identified and preserved. In the
existing conditions of the site, the northern and southern portion of the site drains westerly across
several valleys and small ravines. The portion of the site connecting the northern and southern
halves drains to the north across the site through several valleys and ravines. The existing and
proposed drainage patterns are identified on the WQMP Site Plan (as well as identified in the project
Preliminary Hydrologic Analysis). Using a system of bioretention basins, modular wetland systems,
detention basins, self-treating areas, and storm drain piping, off-site flow would by-pass the site and
would not be co-mingled with development runoff which needs to be treated at the proposed
designated BMP treatment areas.

Planning Area 5: The existing drainage pattern of the site were identified and preserved. In the
existing condition, the southwest corner of the site drains northerly toward Planning Area 3 through
valleys and ravines. Eight hundred feet easterly of the southern corner of the site, the existing
conditions begin to drain northeasterly toward the existing retention basin through valley and
ravines. The existing and proposed drainage patterns are identified on the WQMP Site Plan (as well
as identified in the project Preliminary Hydrologic Analysis). Using a system of modular wetland
systems/underground storage, bioretention basins, and storm drain piping, off-site flow would by-
pass the site and would not be co-mingled with development runoff which needs to be treated at
the proposed designated BMP treatment areas.

Planning Area 6: If the full development of Planning area 6 were to occur, the following
improvements would be included. The existing drainage pattern of the site were identified and
preserved. In the existing condition the site drains northerly across the site along several valleys and
a large ravine. The large ravine running across our site from southeast to northeast would be
preserved and left as open space undisturbed area. The existing and proposed drainage patterns are
identified on the WQMP Site Plan (as well as identified in the project Preliminary Hydrologic
Analysis). Using a system of flow-by basins, retention basin, and storm drain piping, off-site flow
would by-pass the site and would not be co-mingled with development runoff which needs to be
treated at the proposed designated BMP treatment areas. These project components are no longer
proposed to be constructed. The bioretention basin would only be developed to support the
development of PA 6 contemplated in the NOP.

The impervious areas in Planning Areas 1 through 6 have been minimized in relation to the size of the
project site and the relative density of the development. The site design proposes public roadways,
residential lots, landscaped slopes, and natural open space. The proposed roadway widths are

3.20-30 FirstCarbon Solutions

https://adecinnovations.sharepoint.com/sites/PublicationsSite/Shared Documents/Publications/Client (PN-JN)/5082/50820001.1/EIR/4 - Draft EIR/50820001.1 Sec03-20 Utilities.docx



Riverside County Planning Department—Trails at Corona
Draft EIR Utilities and Service Systems

designed to meet City of Corona Standards. Additionally, roof runoff in Planning Areas 1 through 6
has been designed to drain into pervious landscape areas with each residential lot prior to discharge
onto streets or connection to proposed on-site storm drain systems. The 2-year storm runoff from
development would be collected and conveyed to proposed WQMP treatment areas for treatment
prior to discharge or connection to proposed on-site storm drain system.

According to the Preliminary Hydrologic Analysis, each of the Planning Areas would contain different
BMPs for stormwater management for water capturing, cleansing and discharging into the
stormwater system. All development containing water quality systems would comply with National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NDPES) requirements in effect at the time of approval. If the
full development of Planning area 2 and 6 were to occur, planning areas would include the following
BMPs:

e Planning Area 1: one bioretention basin and one self-retaining area
e Planning Area 2: one bioretention basin and one modular wetland system

e Planning Area 3: four bioretention basins, one modular wetland system, and one self-treating
area

e Planning Area 4: four bioretention basins and one self-retaining area

e Planning Area 5: one modular wetland system/underground storage and one bioretention
basin

e Planning Area 6: two bioretention basins?’

Additionally, the proposed project would also include two on-site drainage systems. The first being a
collection and conveyance drainage system (i.e., detention basin) in Planning Area 3 and the other
would be an existing open space natural flow drainage system, developed from an existing pond, in
Planning Area 5. The drainage systems are designed to utilize the upstream natural drainage course
in PA 1 and the existing pond within PA 5 to provide adequate erosion control and 100-year flood
protection. The system would be designed to ensure that on-site flows and off-site flows do not
commingle, so that on-site flows are treated by the bioretention basins and modular wetlands
before being released into the stormwater system.

In order to limit the discharge at the SR-91 Freeway culvert, a proposed detention basin in Planning
Area 3 would mitigate the increase runoff from the proposed project. The detention basin would
serve to capture runoff during high stormwater flow events. According to the Preliminary Hydrologic
Analysis, the SR-91 Freeway culvert capacity analysis indicated a maximum discharge of
approximately 970 cfs. Presently, the 100-year 3-hour storm exceeds the 970 cfs capacity of the SR-
91 Freeway culvert. The proposed detention basin in PA 3 would need to mitigate for increase runoff
due to the proposed development and limit the 100-year discharge to meet the existing culvert
capacity. The detention basin would have a storage volume of 17.25 acre-feet with 2:1 side slope and
a height of 16.5 feet. The outlet structure is a single 3-foot-tall by 6-foot-wide opening placed at the

27 The bioretention basin would only be developed to support the development of PA 6 contemplated in the NOP.
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basin bottom that limits the outflow from the basin and provides the required attenuation to limit
the downstream flowrate to the SR-91 Freeway culvert capacity. Table 3.20-6 provides a comparison
between the existing, proposed (no detention basin in PA 3), and proposed (with detention basin in
PA 3) condition outflows at the downstream outlet point located at the SR-91 Freeway culvert. As
shown below, the implementation of the detention basin in PA 3 would result in peak flows that are
lower than the existing conditions and the culvert maximum of 970 cfs.

Table 3.20-6: Hydrograph Summary for 100-year Storm Frequency, Existing, and Proposed
Conditions at Project Outlet

Change from
Existing
Conditions to
Project with PA  Project with PA
Project without PA 3 Detention 3 Detention 3 Detention

Existing Conditions Basin Basin Basin (+/-)
Peak Flow Peak Flow Peak Flow Peak Flow
Duration (cubic feet per | Total Volume | (cubic feet per Total Volume @ (cubic feet per (cubic feet per
(hour) second) (acre-feet) second) (acre-feet) second) second)
3 1,025.5 104.2 1,166 105.5 924.8 -100.7
6 977.3 131.6 1,088.2 1335 923.4 -53.9
24 633.2 303.2 669.1 308.3 614.3 -18.9

Source: Preliminary Hydrologic Analysis, April 2024 (Appendix G).

The proposed project would construct additional storm drain pipelines throughout the development
to control and convey the stormwater runoff to the existing SR-91 Freeway culvert. The storm drain
system consisting of varying sizes from 18-inch to 96-inch diameter pipes would be designed to
convey the 100-year storm as dictated by the City of Corona and RCFC&WCD standards. RCFC&WCD
would be responsible for maintenance of the regional detention basin and storm drain system. As
such, RCFC&WCD would have the right and would regularly and routinely maintain the detention
basin, its inlet and outlet, and storm drain facilities as needed. Overall, the PWQMP analysis and
implementation of BMPs serve to illustrate that the proposed storm drainage system would slow,
reduce, and meter the volume of runoff leaving the project site and ensure that downstream storm
drainage facilities are not inundated with project-related stormwater. Impacts would be less than
significant.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Less than significant impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation required.
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Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less than significant impact.

Water Supplies

Impact USS-1b:

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

Source(s): Project Application Materials, including the Preliminary Water Report, Preliminary

Hydrologic Analysis, Preliminary Reclaimed Water Report, and Preliminary Wastewater Report;

Preliminary Water Quality Management Plans; and City of Corona 2005 Water Master Plan.

Impact Analysis

As discussed in Impact USS-1a, water supply to the entire proposed project would be provided by
the City of Corona Utilities Department. A Preliminary Water Report was prepared by KWC Engineers
in November 2021. The purpose of the report is to discuss and address the existing water system,
estimate project water demands, and propose pipelines needed to support the proposed project
and adjacent developments. It also identifies the approximate water distribution line alignments and
pipe sizes (Appendix G). The entire proposed project would be connected to the Utilities Department
water supply. As such, the criteria utilized in this report are in accordance with the City of Corona
2005 Water Master Plan, land use plan. According to the City of Corona 2005 Water Master Plan,
there is currently no Master Plan water facilities in place for the proposed project area. A Water

Supply Assessment was not required for the project because it does not exceed the thresholds

outlined in SB 610 including, but not limited to, proposing more than 500 homes.

Table 3.20-7, Proposed Project Water Demand Summary, summarizes the proposed project’s water
demands for Average Day Demand, Maximum Day Demand, and Peak-hour Demand for Planning
Areas 1-6. The total estimated water demand generated by the proposed project is approximately
0.27 mgd Average Day Demand, 0.48 mgd Maximum Day Demand, and 0.65 mgd Peak-hour

Demand.

Planning Area
Planning Area 1
Planning Area 2
Planning Area 3
Planning Area 4
Planning Area 5
Planning Area 6

Total

(mgd)
0.016
0.001
0.074
0.025
0.017
0.051
0.183

Average Day Demand @ Average Day Demand

(AFY)
17.93
1.12
82.95
28.02
19.06
57.17
206.25

Maximum Day

Demand(mgd)
0.028
0.002
0.132
0.045

0.03
0.091
0.329

Table 3.20-7: Proposed Project Water Demand Summary

Peak-hour Demand

(mgd)
0.036
0.003
0.167
0.056
0.048
0.146
0.455

FirstCarbon Solutions

https://adecinnovations.sharepoint.com/sites/PublicationsSite/Shared Documents/Publications/Client (PN-JN)/5082/50820001.1/EIR/4 - Draft EIR/50820001.1 Sec03-20 Utilities.docx

3.20-33



Riverside County Planning Department—Trails at Corona

Utilities and Service Systems Draft EIR
Average Day Demand @ Average Day Demand Maximum Day Peak-hour Demand
Planning Area (mgd) (AFY) Demand(mgd) (mgd)
Notes:

mgd = million gallons per day
AFY = acre-feet per year
Source: KWC Engineers. Preliminary Water Report. November 2021).

The water report determined the following water duty factors to project everyday water demands
for the project as:

e 4,000 GPD/acre for Medium Density Residential
e 3,750 GPD/acre for Low Density Residential
e 1,610 GPD/acre for General Commercial

Per the City of Corona Water Master Plan, Planning Areas 1, 2, 3, and 4 have a peak-hour factor of
1.26, and Planning Area 5 and 6 have a peak-hour factor of 1.60.

As previously discussed, water service is provided to Corona by the City of Corona Utilities
Department. In 2020, the City's water supplies totaled 36,356 AFY. Actual water use was
approximately 34,241 AFY, which is about 94 percent of the available supplies. Approximately 35
percent of water supplies came from groundwater wells owned and operated by the City,
approximately 16,239 AFY; 38 percent of the water was imported from WMWD, approximately
18,005 AFY; and 27 percent of water supplies came from reclaimed water, approximately 12,695 AFY.
The 2020 UWMP assessed water supply reliability for normal years, single dry years, and five
consecutive dry years projected through 2045. Table 3.20-8 describes the Utilities Department
projected water supply and demand from 2025 through 2045 for normal years, single dry years, and
five consecutive dry years.

Table 3.20-8: City of Corona Utilities Department Projected Water Supplies and Demands

Totals 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045
Supply Totals (AFY) 47,572 47,572 47,572 47,572 47,572

Demand Total (AFY)

Normal Year Demand 37,555 37,768 38,017 38,216 38,351
Surplus 10,017 9,804 9,555 9,356 9,221

Single Dry Year Demand 39,358 39,581 39,842 40,051 40,192
Surplus 8,214 7,991 7,730 7,521 7,380

Five Consecutive Demand 38,382 38,599 38,854 39,057 39,195
Dry Year Yeard Surplus 9,190 8,973 8,718 8,515 8,377
Demand 40,635 40,865 41,135 41,350 41,496

Year2 Surplus 6,937 6,707 6,437 6,222 6,076

3.20-34 FirstCarbon Solutions

https://adecinnovations.sharepoint.com/sites/PublicationsSite/Shared Documents/Publications/Client (PN-JN)/5082/50820001.1/EIR/4 - Draft EIR/50820001.1 Sec03-20 Utilities.docx



Riverside County Planning Department—Trails at Corona

Draft EIR Utilities and Service Systems

Totals 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045

Demand 42,212 42,452 42,731 42,955 43,107
Year3 Surplus 5,360 5,120 4,841 4,617 4,465

Demand 41,987 42,225 42,503 42,726 42,877
Yeard Surplus 5,585 5,347 5,069 4,846 4,695

Demand 38,757 38,977 39,234 39,439 39,579
Years Surplus 8,815 8,595 8,338 8,133 7,993

Notes:

AFY = acre-feet per year
Source: City of Corona 2020 Urban Water Management Plan.

All of the City’s sources of supply are sustainably managed and are projected to exceed demand
through 2045.28 At the full development of the proposed project which includes Planning Areas 2
and 6, the estimated water usage would be on average 183,000 gallon per day (GPD) or 206.25 AFY
which is approximately 0.57 percent of the Utilities Department’s total water supply and
approximately 9.75 percent of the Utilities Department’s excess supply in 2020. As shown in Table
3.20-3, and discussed above in Impact USS-1a, there are sufficient water supplies available to serve
the proposed project and reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and
multiple dry years. Additionally, these estimates are based on full buildout as contemplated in the
NOP. Should Planning Area 2 and Planning 6 remain as open space with no development, the
estimated water usage would further decrease. Without the development on Planning Areas 2 and
6, the estimated water usage would be 132,000 GPD or 147.96 AFY which is approximately 0.41
percent of the Utilities Department’s total water supply and approximately 7 percent of the Utilities
Department’s excess supply in 2020. Therefore, the City of Corona would have sufficient water
supplies available in addition to the proposed improvements that would adequately serve the
proposed project. As such, no new or expanded entitlements are needed. There is adequate supply
to meet demand through 2045 and impacts to water supply would be less than significant.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation

Less than significant impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less than significant impact.

2 City of Corona. 2020. Urban Water Management Plan. Website:
https://www.coronaca.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/20172/637576204172900000
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Sewer Facilities

Impact USS-2a: Require or result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities,
including septic systems, or expansion of existing facilities, whereby the
construction or relocation would cause significant environmental effects?

Source(s): Project Application Materials, including the Preliminary Water Report, Preliminary
Hydrologic Analysis, Preliminary Reclaimed Water Report, and Preliminary Wastewater Report;
Preliminary Water Quality Management Plans; and City of Corona 2005 Water Master Plan.

Impact Analysis

As mentioned in Impact US-1a, Planning Areas 1 through 5 are located within the County of
Riverside. However, the proposed project would not be connected to the County of Riverside’s
wastewater system; all of the proposed utility services, including wastewater treatment would be
provided by the City of Corona Utilities Department. The proposed project’s impact to the existing
wastewater systems were identified in the Preliminary Wastewater Report prepared by KWC
Engineers in November 2021. The report provides information identifying the contributions to the
current and ultimate sewer system and recommends sewer facilities to support the proposed
project. The criteria used in the wastewater report are in accordance with the City’s 2005 SMP and
the 2012 Corona Department of Water and Power (CDWP) Design Policy.

Sewage flows for the proposed project were calculated using the following sewage generation
factors:

e Medium Density (6-15 dwelling unit per acre [DU/acre]): 240 GPD/DU
e General Community Commercial: 1,050 GPD/acre
e Residential Low Density (3-6 DU/acre)/Low Medium Density (6-8 du/ac): 270 GPD/DU

Table 3.20-9 shows the calculated values for Average Dry Weather Flow (ADWF) and the Peak Dry
Weather Flow (PDWF) for the proposed project. Calculations are based on the proposed land use
plan and sewer generation factors stated above. The estimated PDWF for the proposed project
based on the City’s peak flow equation is approximately 0.6708 cfs.

Table 3.20-9: Projected Sewage Flows

Project = PA within Quantity Average Dry Weather Peak Dry Weather
Sewer Sewer within each Flow (ADWF) Flow (PDWF)
Drainage Drainage @ Tributary Drainage Unit Flow
Areatl Area Sewershed ' Land Use Area Factor mgd cfs mgd cfs
A PA1 10 MDR 66 units 240 0.0158 @ 0.0245 0.0416 0.0643
GPD/unit
B PA 2 10 NC 0.78 acre 1,050 0.0008 @ 0.0013 0.0027 0.0042
GPD/ac
C PA 4 10 MDR 35 units 240 0.0084 0.013 | 0.0232  0.0359
GPD/unit
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Project = PA within Quantity Average Dry Weather Peak Dry Weather
Sewer Sewer within each Flow (ADWF) Flow (PDWF)

Drainage Drainage @ Tributary Drainage Unit Flow
Area' Area Sewershed = Land Use Area Factor mgd cfs mgd cfs

D PA 4 10 MDR 12 units 240 0.0029 @ 0.0045 0.0087 | 0.0134
GPD/unit

E PA 3; 10 MDR 107 units 240 0.0257 | 0.0397 0.0648 0.1003
PAS5 GPD/unit

F PA 3; 10 MDR 89 units 240 0.0214 0.033 | 0.0547 | 0.0846
PA5 GPD/unit

G PA 6 10 LDR 56 units 270 0.0151  0.0234 0.0398 | 0.0616
GPD/unit

Totals 0.0901 0.1394 0.2057 0.3182

Notes:

cfs = cubic feet per second

GPD = gallons per day

LDR = Low Density Residential

MDR = Medium Density Residential

mgd = million gallons per day

NC = Neighborhood Commercial

1 Visualization of the sewer drainage areas is available at the Sewer Node Demand Areas exhibit in Appendix C of the
Preliminary Wastewater Report

Source: KWC Engineers. Preliminary Wastewater Report. November 2021.

Drainage Area A

Drainage Area A includes PA 1, which consists of 66 proposed Medium Density Residential (MDR)
lots. PA 1 drains to a proposed lift station on the northwestern corner of the site. Wastewater would
be pumped from the lift station, via force main to a proposed manhole on the southeastern side of
the site. Wastewater flows would then be conveyed by a proposed gravity main in Serfas Club Drive
until it reaches existing sewer manhole 1-21-10005 near the intersection of Serfas Club Drive and
Pine Crest Drive. The estimated PDWF for Drainage Area A is 0.0643 cfs. The proposed public
maintained lift station would be designed to accommodate a PWWF of 0.0813 cfs or 37 gpm but
would be oversized to a capacity of 160 gpm to provide a velocity of 4.0 feet per second in a 4-inch
force main. The pump station design configuration would consist of two slide rail mounted
submersible pumps installed in a 5-foot inside diameter wet well. The two pumps of equal pumping
capacity would provide adequate standby capacity if one pump is out of service. The lift station
facilities (i.e., wet well, meter/valve vault, aboveground pump controls, telemetry, and back
generator) shall be designed in accordance with City requirements.

Drainage Area B

Drainage Area B includes Planning Area 2, a proposed 0.78-acre commercial site. This area would
drain via 4-inch sewer lateral to a proposed sewer line in Serfas Club Drive. The proposed line in
Serfas Club Drive would convey sewerage flows from the surrounding planning areas and connect to
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existing Node 1-21-10005 in Serfas Club Drive. The PDWF for Drainage Area B is approximately
0.0042 cfs.

Drainage Area C

Drainage Area C consists of 35 proposed MDR lots in PA 4. Sewerage flows from this area would be
conveyed by gravity main to the proposed gravity sewer line in Serfas Club Drive, where it ultimately
would connect to existing manhole Node 1-21-10005 near the intersection of Serfas Club Drive and
Pinecrest Drive. The estimated PDWF for Drainage Area C is 0.0359 cfs.

Drainage Area D

Drainage Area D consists of 12 proposed MDR lots in PA 4. This area would connect to the existing
sewer system in Pine Crest Drive at existing Node 1-21-10013. The approximate PDWF for Drainage
Area D is 0.0134 cfs.

Drainage Area E

Drainage Area E is made up of a combined 107 MDR lots in both PAs 3 and 5. This proposed sewer
network would connect to the existing sewer line in Frontage Road, which would ultimately connect
to the existing sewer line Serfas Club Drive. The PDWF for Drainage Area E is approximately 0.1003
cfs.

Drainage Area F

Drainage Area F consists of 89 proposed MDR lots in PAs 3 and 5. This drainage area would connect
to the existing sewer line in Pine Crest Drive. The PDWF for this area is approximately 0.0846 cfs.

Drainage Area G

Drainage Area G is composed of 56 LDR lots in PA 6. This drainage area would cross Kirkwood Drive
and connect to the proposed Planning Area 5 sewer system. The PDWF is approximately 0.0616 cfs
and is tributary to the existing manhole 1-21-10005 near the intersection of Serfas Club Drive and
Pine Crest Drive.

All on-site sewer facilities are sized for 8-inch gravity sewer lines, which are to be constructed within
the street right-of-way or dedicated utility easements. The pipe capacity of an 8-inch gravity sewer
line is sufficient to accommodate the flows within the project site based on the projected sewer
flow.

Future sewage flows were also analyzed due to portions of Coronita surrounding the project area
not currently utilizing City sewer services. Coronita is not located within the City of Corona’s
jurisdictions; however, the City’s 2005 SMP notes that the developments in this area have exhibited
poor septic tank performance and would eventually be converted to operate on a City-maintained
gravity sewer system. Therefore, the City of Corona plans to ultimately convert Coronita from private
septic tanks to City sewer services. As shown in Table 3.20-10, the drainage areas affected by the
surrounding development of Coronita, unincorporated Riverside County, future conversion to City
sewer services are Drainage Area A, F, H, and I.
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Table 3.20-10: Proposed Project and Coronita Projected Sewer Flows

Proposed Flows from Projected Ultimate Flows from
the Project Coronita
Sewer Total ADWF Total PDWF
Drainage  ~ ADWF PDWF Expected ADWF PDWF
Area (cfs) (cfs) Quantity (cfs) (cfs) MGD CFS MGD CFS

A 0.0245 0.3565 74 du 0.0309 0.0796 0.0358 0.0554 0.0525 0.0813

B 0.0013 0.0042 0 0.0 0.0 0.0008 0.0013 0.0027 0.0042
C 0.013 0.0359 0 0.0 0.0 0.0084 0.0045 0.0232 0.0359
D 0.0045 0.0134 0 0.0 0.0 0.0029 0.0397 0.0087 0.0134
E 0.0397 0.1003 0 0.0 0.0 0.0257 0.051 0.0648 0.1003
F 0.033 0.0847 43 du 0.018 0.018 0.033 0.0234 0.0815 0.1262
G 0.0234 0.0616 0 0.0 0.0 0.0151 0.0234 0.0398 0.0616
H 0.0 0.0 6.73ac = 0.1459 0.3318 0.0943 0.1459 0.2143 0.3318
323 du

| 0.0 0.0 138 du 0.0576 0.1538 0.0373 0.0576 0.0912 0.1412
J 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

K 0.0 0.0 119 du 0.0497 0.1232 0.0321 0.0497 0.0796 0.1232
L 0.0 0.0 39du 0.0163 0.0442 0.0105 0.0163 0.0285 0.0442

Total 1.394 0.6229 | 6.73ac | 0.3184 0.6959 0.2959 0.4578 0.8242 1.2758
736 du

Notes:

ADWF = Average Dry Weather Flow

cfs = cubic feet per second

PDWF = Peak Dry Weather Flow

Source: KWC Engineers. Preliminary Wastewater Report. November 2021.

As discussed in Impact USS-1a, Planning Areas 1 through 5 are in Sewershed 10 and would connect
into the existing sewer system in Serfas Club Drive and Pine Crest Drive. Planning Area 6, located on
Kirkwood Drive, is on the edge of Sewershed 10 and 14. Sewershed 10 is the City’s most westerly
sewershed extending from Kirkwood Drive to the westerly edge of the city limits, and from the
northerly service area boundary to the southerly city limits, including the Corona Airport. This area
includes five sewer lift stations. The Ahmanson, Green River, and Prado Sewer Lift Stations serve the
westerly portion of the sewershed. The Sierra Del Oro Lift Station collects the flows generated by a
portion of the Sierra Del Oro development, as well as flows from the tributary areas of Ahmanson,
Green River, and Prado lift stations. The Sierra Del Oro List Station pumps the wastewater easterly
along SR-91 to the gravity system that flows to WWTP-1 via the 21-inch Railroad Trunk Sewer.
Sewershed 14 has many existing deficient pipes located downstream of the project site, near WWTP-
1. Therefore, PA 6 would connect to the proposed sewer system in PA 5 and drain via the existing
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trunk sewer system to WWTP-1 via Sewershed 10. The project’s proposed sewer flows would tie into
the City’s existing trunk sewer system at Serfas Club Drive, Pine Crest Drive, and Frontage Road. The
current treatment capacity of WWTP-1 is 11.5 mgd with an expected future reliable treatment
capacity of 14.5 mgd with improvements.

To analyze the off-site sewer impacts, a hydraulic analysis was performed along the downstream
trunk sewer system from the proposed project’s sewer connection points to WWTP-1 near Railroad
Street. The sewer flow projections show that the existing downstream pipeline segments are
deficient based on the City’s criteria in the existing, post-project, and ultimate conditions and would
eventually be required to be replaced with larger capacity pipelines. The existing deficient pipelines
total 71 linear feet of 42-inch pipe, 240 linear feet of 21-inch pipe, 2,500 linear feet of 18-inch pipe,
and 156 linear feet of 12-inch pipe. The post-project condition would create an additional 546 linear
feet of deficient existing 21-inch pipe. The ultimate condition would create an additional 380 linear
feet of deficient existing 21-inch pipe and 1,152 linear feet of deficient existing 8-inch pipe.
Therefore, the proposed project would be required to pay fair share contributions to offset impacts
to the deficient wastewater pipelines. The fair share contributions would go toward an existing
project for the sewer line improvements included in the City of Corona Adopted Capital
Improvements Plan FY 2022 to FY 2026. The necessary improvements include the replacement of
approximately 200 linear feet of sewer lines in two locations and are currently in the design phase.
As such, impacts would be less than significant.

In summary, the Preliminary Wastewater Report recommends the construction of 8-inch on-site
gravity sewer lines within each Planning Area of the project, a 160 gpm Sewer Lift Station and 4-inch
force main within Planning Area 1, and off-site 8-inch gravity sewer lines from an on-site sewer
system to existing sewer system connection points. Additionally, as stated above, the proposed
project would be required to pay fair share contributions to support the construction of new sewer
lines to WWTP-1. All of the sewer facilities would be designed to the CDWP current Design Policy
and Standards. Therefore, with the improvements outlined in the Preliminary Wastewater Report
there would be adequate treatment capacity within the City of Corona to serve the entire proposed
project, and the relocation or construction of new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities or
the expansion of existing facilities would not be required. As such, impacts would be less than
significant.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation

Less than significant impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less than significant impact.
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Sewer Treatment Capacity

Impact USS-2b: Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 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(s): Project Application Materials, including the Preliminary Water Report, Preliminary
Hydrologic Analysis, Preliminary Reclaimed Water Report, and Preliminary Wastewater Report;
Preliminary Water Quality Management Plans; City of Corona 2020 Urban Water Management Plan;
and City of Corona 2005 Water Master Plan.

Impact Analysis
Wastewater Treatment

As discussed in Impact USS-2a above, the proposed project is located in the City of Corona Utilities
Department sewer sphere of influence. The City’s existing wastewater system currently provides for
collection and treatment of wastewater generated within its corporate boundaries, as well as a small
portion of the neighboring City of Norco. The City’s wastewater collection system includes
approximately 368 miles of gravity sewer and force mains varying in size from 6 to 42 inches in
diameter, 14 sewer lift stations, and three wastewater treatment/reclamation plants. All of the
sewer flows generated within the City are conveyed by City’s collection facilities to one of three
wastewater treatment/reclamation plants. These three facilities currently have a combined
treatment capacity of 15.5 mgd and have a total effluent of 15,434 AFY in 2020.

Planning Areas 1 through 5 are in Sewershed 10 and would connect into the existing sewer system in
Serfas Club Drive and Pine Crest Drive. Planning Area 6, located on Kirkwood Drive, is on the edge of
Sewershed 10 and 14. Sewershed 14 has a large number of existing deficient pipes located
downstream of the project site, near WWTP-1; therefore, to support the development contemplated
in the NOP PA 6 would be required to connect to the proposed sewer system in PA 5 and drain via
the existing trunk sewer system to WWTP-1 via Sewershed 10. The project’s proposed sewer flows
would tie into the City’s existing trunk sewer system at Serfas Club Drive, Pine Crest Drive, and
Frontage Road.

WWTP-1 is located near the western area of the City and receives wastewater flows from a 13,000-
acre area that is generally west of I-15. WWTP-1 serves the western portion of the City as well as a
small portion of the City of Norco. Wastewater flows treated at this facility are treated by
commutation, grit removal, primary sedimentation, fine bubble and mechanical aeration, final
clarification, and chlorination. WWTP-1 consists of preliminary treatment, two secondary treatment
facilities (Plant 1A and 1B), and a tertiary treatment facility. Up to 5.5 mgd of the flow from the
headworks is directed to Plant 1A, which provides a biological nitrogen removal activated sludge
process and secondary clarification. Up to 6.0 mgd is conveyed through Plant 1B, which has two
oxidation ditches with biological nitrogen removal and secondary clarification. The secondary
effluent is either sent to the tertiary treatment facility or to the Lincoln Avenue and Cota Street
percolation ponds. The tertiary process produces Title 22 recycled water that can be used for
irrigation and/or is discharged to Butterfield Drain, a tributary of Temescal Creek. The maximum flow
to the tertiary facility is 9.0 mgd. Combined, both plants are operated to handle a total
instantaneous design peak flow of 37.7 mgd. Existing treatment capacity at WWTP-1 is
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approximately 11.5 mgd. Future improvements planned for WWTP-1 would increase this treatment
capacity to 14.5 mgd. Effluent from WWTP-1 is discharged to Temescal Creek, percolation ponds, and
the reclaimed water system. Table 3.20-11 below provides WWTP-1’s total effluent from 2016 to
2020 compared to its capacity

Table 3.20-11: WWTP-1 Effluent Compared to its Capacity, 2016-2020

Total Effluent WWTP-1 Existing Capacity Available Capacity Remaining
Year AFY mgd AFY mgd AFY mgd
2016 12,164 9.04 15,470 11.5 3,306 2.46
2017 12,684 9.43 15,470 11.5 2,786 2.07
2018 12,969 9.64 15,470 11.5 2,501 1.86
2019 12,519 9.31 15,470 11.5 2,951 2.19
2020 12,336 9.17 15,470 11.5 3,134 2.33

Notes:

AFY = acre-feet per year

mgd = million gallons per day

Source: City of Corona. Urban Water Management Plan, 2020.

The proposed project is projected to have an ADWF of approximately 0.09 mgd (0.14 cfs) and a
PDWEF of approximately 0.2 mgd (0.32 cfs). Therefore, there is enough additional capacity to
accommodate the wastewater flows from the proposed project. As discussed in Impact USS-2a, the
Preliminary Wastewater Report also examined the project sewage flows from the surrounding
Coronita area, which is planned to eventually connect to the City’s sewer systems and discharge
wastewater to WWTP-1. The Preliminary Wastewater Report found that the combined projected
discharge from the proposed project and the projected connections in Coronita for ADWF is
approximately 0.29 mdg and is approximately 0.82 mgd for PDWF. Even with the additional flows
from Coronita, there would be additional capacity for the proposed project. As such, impacts would
be less than significant.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Less than significant impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

Level of Significance After Mitigation
Less than significant impact.
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Solid Waste Generation

Impact USS-3a: Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the
capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste
reduction goals?

Source(s): Project Application Materials, City of Corona 2020-2040 General Plan and EIR, CalReycle
Solid Waste Information System (SWIS), and CalRecycle Estimated Solid Waste Generation Rates.

Impact Analysis

As mentioned in Impact USS-1, the project proposes to connect all Planning Area utilities, including
solid waste disposal by the City of Corona; even though Planning Areas 1 through 5 are located
within the County of Riverside. Solid waste disposal would be provided by WMI. WMI is contracted
by the City of Corona as the sole hauler of solid waste and provider of recycling services in the City.
Solid waste service within the City is coordinated through the City’s Public Works Department. WMI
provides refuse collection to residential, commercial, and industrial customers. The company is
responsible for 99,930 residential pickups in the City each week; 2,962 commercial customers
typically with pick up service twice a week; and 286 industrial customers with roll off containers in
the City.

WMI transports all solid waste from the City to the El Sobrante Landfill. Although owned by WMI,
the landfill was constructed as a partnership between Riverside County and WMI in 1986. The El
Sobrante Landfill, located at 10910 Dawson Canyon in Corona, is a Class Il landfill that accepts
regular MSW. The site is permitted to accept approximately 16,000 tons of solid waste per day from
the counties of Riverside, Los Angeles, Orange, San Diego, and San Bernardino. The landfill has
approximately 468 acres of permitted area for disposal activities with approximately 144 million
cubic yards of remaining capacity. Table 3.20-12 shows the solid waste capacity information for the
El Sobrante Landfill.

Table 3.20-12: Active Landfills Serving the Proposed Project

Active Landfills Max. Permitted Actual Average Max. Permitted Remaining
(days per year Throughput Disposal Capacity Capacity Estimated Landfill
open) (tons/day) (tons/day)* (cubic yards) (cubic yards) Closure Date
El Sobrante 16,054 5,999 209,910,000 143,977,170 01/01/2051
Notes:

1 As of 2020, when the City of Coronal 2020-2045 General Plan Technical Update EIR was approved.
Source: California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle); Solid Waste Information System (SWIS)
2021; City of Corona, 2020-2045 General Plan Technical Update EIR.

Using a solid waste generation factor of 12.23 pounds per household per day, provided by
CalRecycle, the proposed project is estimated to generate approximately 4,464 pounds per day (1.99
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tons per day).? Given that there is approximately 10,055 tons per day of capacity at the landfill,
there is enough available capacity to accommodate the proposed project.

The project would be required to comply with federal, State, and local statutes that would reduce
the amount of solid waste generated by the proposed project and diverted to landfills, which in turn
would aid in the extension of the life of affected disposal sites. The proposed project would comply
with all applicable solid waste statutes and regulations; as such, impacts would be less than
significant.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Less than significant impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

Level of Significance After Mitigation
Less than significant impact.

Solid Waste Regulations

Impact USS-3b: Comply with federal, State, and local management and reduction statutes and
regulations related to solid wastes including the County Integrated Waste
Management Plan?

Source(s): Project Application Materials, City of Corona 2020-2040 General Plan and EIR, CalReycle
SWIS, and CalRecycle Estimated Solid Waste Generation Rates.

Impact Analysis

The proposed project would be required to comply with AB 939, which requires that local
jurisdictions divert at least 50 percent of all solid waste generated by January 1, 2000, through
source reduction, recycling, and composting. The CIWMP was prepared in accordance with the
California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989, Chapter 1095 (AB 939). The City’s waste
management efforts include waste prevention (or “source reduction”), recycling and composting,
and combustion or disposal of waste into landfills. The City’s waste management efforts center
around the following programs: mandatory recycling for residential, commercial, and multi-family
uses; household hazardous waste and electronic waste program; organics, mulch, compost, and tree
recycling; bulky item pickup; waste oil/filter program; and construction and demolition recycling. As
of 2017, there were 41 solid waste diversion programs in the City of Corona, including those for
composting, household hazardous waste collection, public education programs, recycling, source
reduction at businesses and schools, and special waste materials such as tires and

2 (California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle). 2021. Generation Rates web page, residential sector
generation rates table. Website: https://www?2.calrecycle.ca.gov/WasteCharacterization/General/Rates. Accessed November 24,
2021.
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concrete/asphalt/rubble.3® Compliance with the diversion requirement in AB 939 is measured in part
by comparing actual disposal rates with target disposal rates; disposal rates at or below target rates
are consistent with AB 939. For 2015, the latest year for which data was approved, the target
disposal rates for Corona were 8.6 pounds per day (ppd) per resident, and 18.6 ppd per employee;
actual disposal rates in 2015—6.7 ppd per resident and 15.5 ppd per employee—were below target
rates and thus were consistent with AB 939.3! The proposed project is not anticipated to conflict
with the County policies, other mandatory policies such as AB 341, or the CIWMP because it would
comply with requirements regarding solid waste disposal, and the project site would be served by a
solid waste disposal provider. Thus, the proposed project would have a less than significant impact.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation

Less than significant impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less than significant impact.

Non-Water Utilities

Impact USS-4: Impact the following facilities requiring or resulting in the construction of new
facilities or the expansion of existing facilities, whereby the construction or
relocation would cause significant environmental effects?

a) Electricity

b) Natural gas

c¢) Communications Systems

d) Street Lighting

e) Maintenance of public facilities, including roads

f) Other governmental services.

Source(s): Project Application Materials, Utility Companies

Impact Analysis
a.) Electricity

SCE provides electricity service to the project area. SCE has delivered electricity to Southern and
Central California for more than 130 years and is one of the nation’s largest electric utilities. An SCE
Design Representative confirmed that the proposed project is within SCE service territory, and SCE

30 City of Corona. 2020. 2020-2040 General Plan Technical Update EIR. Website:
https://www.coronaca.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/17290/637122799157100000. Accessed November 24, 2021.
California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle). 2019. Jurisdiction Diversion/Disposal Rate Summary,
Corona 2015. Website: https://www?2.calrecycle.ca.gov/LGCentral/DiversionProgram/JurisdictionDiversionPost2006. Accessed
November 24, 2021.
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would serve the proposed project’s electrical requirements consistent with the CPUC and Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission tariffs.32 During construction, the proposed project would result in
energy consumption through the combustion of fossil fuels in construction vehicles, worker
commute vehicles, and construction equipment, and the use of electricity for temporary buildings,
lighting, and other sources. Fossil fuels used for construction vehicles and other energy-consuming
equipment would be used during site clearing, grading, paving, and building construction. The types
of equipment could include gasoline- and diesel-powered construction and transportation
equipment, including trucks, bulldozers, frontend loaders, forklifts, and cranes. Other equipment
could include construction lighting, field services (office trailers), and electrically driven equipment
such as pumps and other tools. Single-wide mobile office trailers, which are commonly used in
construction staging areas, generally range in size from 160 square feet to 720 square feet. A typical
720-square-foot office trailer would consume approximately 19,923 kilowatt-hour (kWh) during the
approximately 3-year construction period (Appendix B).3

Operation of the proposed project would consume energy as part of building operations and
transportation activities. Building operations for the proposed project would involve energy
consumption for multiple purposes including, but not limited to, building heating and cooling,
refrigeration, lighting, and electronics. Based on CalEEMod energy use estimations, operations (for
both the residential and commercial buildings) would consume approximately 3.02 million kWh of
electricity on an annual basis (Appendix B). California’s Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) requires
that 33 percent of electricity retail sales be served by renewable energy sources by 2020. The
proposed project would be served with gas provided by SoCalGas. SoCalGas offers renewable natural
gas captured from sources like dairies, wastewater treatment plants and landfills.* The proposed
project would be served with electricity provided by SCE. In 2019, SCE’s power mix included 35
percent eligible renewable (biomass and biowaste, geothermal, eligible hydroelectric, solar, and
wind), 33 percent unspecified sources of power, 16 percent natural gas, 8 percent large
hydroelectric, and 8 percent nuclear. SCE also offers a Green Rate 50 percent option that sources 68
percent of its power mix from eligible renewable energy sources, and a Green Rate 100 percent
option that sources 100 percent of its power mix from eligible renewable energy sources.>”

Existing lines for electricity exist in the surrounding streets of Serfas Club Drive, Ridgeview Terrace,
Mountain View Drive, Pine Crest Drive, Paseo Grande, and Kirkwood Drive. The existing lines are
proposed to be extended into the project area via underground conduits and connect to those
necessary for the proposed project. These utility services would be located underground within all of
the proposed project’s internal streets, with aboveground appurtenances (transformers, etc.) behind

32 Southern California Edison (SCE). 2021. About Us web page. Website: https://www.sce.com/about-us. Accessed November 12,

2021.

Electricity use for field services was calculated by multiplying the estimated annual electricity use for a single-wide mobile office
trailer by the number of years of construction for the proposed project. These calculations and assumptions can be found in the
Energy appendix.

Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas). Renewable Gas. Website: https://www.socalgas.com/sustainability/renewable-gas.
Accessed October 27, 2021.

Southern California Edison (SCE). 2019 Power Content Label. https://www.sce.com/sites/default/files/inline-
files/SCE_2019PowerContentLabel.pdf. Accessed October 27, 2021.
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or adjacent to face of curbs or sidewalks at various locations. Therefore, the existing facilities would
be sufficient, and impacts would be less than significant.

b.) Natural Gas

SoCalGas provides natural gas service to the project area. SoCalGas is the nation’s largest natural gas
distribution utility and provides energy to 21.8 million consumers through 5.9 million meters in more
than 500 communities. The company’s service territory encompasses approximately 24,000 square
miles throughout Central and Southern California.® It is not anticipated that natural gas would be
consumed as part of project construction. Based on CalEEMod energy use estimations, operations
(for both the residential and commercial buildings) would consume an estimated 12.2 million British
thermal unit (MBtu) of natural gas on an annual basis (Appendix B). Existing lines for natural gas exist
in the surrounding streets of Serfas Club Drive, Ridgeview Terrace, Mountain View Drive, Pine Crest
Drive, Paseo Grande, and Kirkwood Drive. The existing lines are proposed to be extended into the
project area via underground conduits and connect to those necessary for the proposed project.
These utility services would be located underground within all of the proposed project’s internal
streets, with aboveground appurtenances (transformers, etc.) behind or adjacent to face of curbs or
sidewalks at various locations. Therefore, the existing facilities would be sufficient, and impacts
would be less than significant.

c.) Communication Systems

SBC would provide the land line telephone service for the residents of the proposed project. Cable
TV and high-speed internet services are provided by Comcast of Los Angeles. The existing facilities
would be sufficient, and impacts would be less than significant.

d.) Street Lighting

A Master Homeowner’s Association (HOA) would be formed as the common area mechanism for the
project site. Maintenance of private/quasi-public entities, such as streetlights, would be the
responsibility of the HOA. According to the Specific Plan, maintenance responsibilities for public
parks, right-of-way, open space, landscape areas, and street lighting may be divided among
Community Services Districts (CSDs), Mello-Roos Community Facilities Districts, Landscape and
Lighting Districts, Master Homeowner’s Association or other similar associations or districts. The
Trails at Corona Specific Plan identifies the HOA, CSDs, the County of Riverside, and the City of
Corona as responsible for maintenance of the proposed project’s streetlights. No expanded facilities
would be required, and as such, impacts would be less than significant. See Table 3.20-14 below,
which provides more detail on the maintenance responsibility of entities within the proposed
project.

36 Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas). 2021. About SoCalGas web page. Website: https://www.socalgas.com/about-
us/company-profile. Accessed November 12, 2021.
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e.) Maintenance of public facilities, including roads

As discussed above, successful operation of maintenance district and associations is important in
ensuring appropriate long-term maintenance of the project site. Maintenance of private/quasi-
public open space and recreation facilities, private roadways, commercial circulation and common
landscape areas, and residential common areas would be the responsibility of the residential and
commercial associations that are formed within the project area, including the HOA. Maintenance
responsibilities for public parks, rights-of-way, open space, landscape areas, and street lighting may
be divided among CSDs, Mello-Roos Community Facilities Districts, Landscape and Lighting Districts,
Master HOA or other similar associations or districts. Maintenance and upkeep of private common
areas and amenities must also comply with the Master HOA Code, Covenants, and Restrictions that
govern the project site. RCFC&WCD would be responsible for the maintenance and upkeep of storm
drains within a public or private right-of-way and the regional detention basin. As such, RCFC&WCD
would have the right and would regularly and routinely maintain the basin, its inlet and outlet, and
storm drain facilities, as needed. The associations shall be responsible for private roads, parking,
open space areas, sighing, landscaping, irrigation, common areas, on-site sewers, storm drains,
retention basins and other responsibilities as necessary. Table 3.20-13 below provides the
maintenance responsibility of different private/public entities in the proposed project. An “X”
indicates that the organization identified by the “X” is responsible for the maintenance of that entity.
As such, no public facilities would need to expand, and impacts would be less than significant.

Table 3.20-13: Maintenance Responsibility for the Proposed Project

CSA or County of Riverside Other
Public Riverside County Flood City of Service
Entity HOA Agency Transportation Control Corona Provider
Common open space
(including common area X
slopes)
Natural open space X X X
Parks X X
Landscape parkways X X
within public right-of-way
Monumentation and X
hardscape elements
Public water/sewer X
Storm drains/drainage X X
within public right-of-way
Storm drains/drainage
/ g X X

within private right-of-way

Water quality
management facilities X X X
(including BMPs)
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CSA or County of Riverside Other
Public Riverside County Flood City of Service

Entity HOA Agency Transportation Control Corona Provider

Sidewalks and trails within X X

public right-of-way

Sidewalks and trails within X

private right-of-way

Street lighting X X X X

Street sweeping X X

Public streets X

Private Streets X

Manufactured slopes X

Rear yard maintenance X

Regional Detention Basin X

Existing Recreational Pond X

Notes:
HOA = Homeowner’s Association
Source: Trails at Corona Draft Specific Plan.

f.) Other governmental services

Presently, no other governmental services would be provided to the proposed project; therefore, no
additional facilities would be required, and no impacts would occur.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation

Less than significant impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less than significant impact.
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3.21 - Wildfire

This section describes the existing conditions for the potential for wildfires in the project area as well
as the relevant regulatory framework. This section also evaluates the possible impacts related to
wildfire that could result from implementation of the project. Information in this section is based on
information provided by the County of Riverside 2020 General Plant, City of Corona 2020-2040
General Plan, Geographic Information System (GIS) database, California Department of Forestry and
Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) Fire Hazard Severity Zone in State or Federal Responsibility Area Maps, and
Project Application Materials.

3.21.1 - Existing Conditions
Wildfire Hazard Area Designations

County of Riverside

Much of Riverside County (County), particularly throughout the western and central areas, is located
in a Fire Hazard Severity Zone (FHSZ). Most of these areas are designated “Very High” Fire Hazard
Severity Zones (VHFHSZ) in State or Federal Responsibility Areas, while some of these areas are
designated VHFHSZ in Local Responsibility Areas (LRAs).! Furthermore, according to Table S-1, Multi-
Hazard Safety Actions, in the County of Riverside 2020 General Plan Safety Element, the County is
categorized as high risk for wildland fires.

City of Corona

Based on historical frequency of wildfires and local knowledge, the City of Corona (City) has
accepted the CAL FIRE determinations by adopting the fire hazard severity zones. Corona Fire
provides services through a contract with Riverside County to the unincorporated communities of
Coronita, Home Gardens, El Cerrito, and Temescal Valley. Under this contract, Corona Fire provides
backup services to Home Gardens, secondary to the services provided by County Station No. 13 in
Home Gardens. The County, CAL FIRE, and the United States Forest Service collaborate to serve the
local, State, and federal responsibility areas. Each year, Corona Fire responds to more than 13,000
calls for structural fires, freeway and roadway accidents, wildland fires, hazardous material incidents,
search and rescue, and emergency medical services, among others.2

Project Site

According to the County of Riverside 2020 General Plan Safety Element, the portion of the project
site (Planning Areas 1 through 5) is not listed as a VHFHSZ for LRAs.® According to Riverside County’s
Map My County GIS database, the project area is not categorized as having a risk from wildland
fires.* According to the City of Corona 2020-2040 General Plan, Figure PS-11 Wildfire Hazard Severity
Zone, the portion of the project site that is in the City (Planning Area 6) is not located in a Wildfire

! Office of the State Fire Marshall. 2009. Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones in LRA. December 21. Website:
https://osfm.fire.ca.gov/media/5911/corona.pdf. Accessed November 8, 2021.
2 City of Corona. 2020. 2020-2040 General Plan, Safety Element. Website:
https://www.coronaca.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/17292/637396648435970000. Accessed November 8, 2021.
County of Riverside. 2020. General Plan, Safety Element. Website:
https://planning.rctima.org/Portals/14/genplan/2021/elements/Ch06_Safety_092821.pdf. Accessed November 1, 2021.
County of Riverside. 2019. Map My County Geographic Information (GIS). Website:
https://gis.countyofriverside.us/Html5Viewer/?viewer=MMC_Public. Accessed May 23, 2019.
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Hazard Severity Zone.> Additionally, according to the General Plan Figure PS-10 Wildfire History map,
Planning Area 6 has never experienced a wildfire between 1990 and 2021.

Wildfire-conducive Conditions

Grassland or other vegetation in California is easily ignited, particularly in dry seasons. Wildfire is a
serious hazard in high dry fuel load areas, particularly near areas of natural vegetation and steep
slopes since fires tend to burn more rapidly on steeper terrain. Wildfire is also a serious hazard in
areas of high wind given that fires will travel faster and farther geographically when winds are higher.
Furthermore, wildfire is more likely in areas where electric power lines are located above ground
where they can come into contact with either vegetation or building materials.

County of Riverside

According to the County of Riverside 2020 General Plan Safety Element, a significant portion of the
County is undeveloped and consists of rugged topography with highly flammable vegetation. In
particular, the hillside terrain of the County has a substantial fire risk. Fire potential for the County is
typically greatest in the months of August, September, and October, when dry vegetation coexists
with hot, dry Santa Ana winds. However, in Riverside County, fires with conflagration potential can
occur at any time of the year.

The Safety Element notes that the Santa Ana winds have caused large amounts of damage and
increased the fire damage level dramatically. Santa Ana winds are generally defined as warm, dry
winds that blow from the east or northeast (offshore). These winds occur below the passes and
canyons of the coastal ranges of Southern California. Santa Ana winds often blow with exceptional
speed in the Santa Ana Canyon. The complex topography of Southern California, combined with
various atmospheric conditions, creates numerous scenarios that may cause widespread or isolated
Santa Ana events. Commonly, Santa Ana winds develop when a region of high pressure builds over
the Great Basin (the high plateau east of the Sierra Nevada and west of the Rocky Mountains,
including most of Nevada and Utah). Santa Ana winds commonly occur between October and
February with December having the highest frequency of events. Summer events are rare. Wind
speeds are typically north to east at 40 miles per hour (mph) through and below passes and canyons
with gusts to 58 mph. Stronger Santa Ana winds can have gusts greater than 69 mph over
widespread areas and, in rare instances, gusts greater than 115 mph in specific areas. Frequently, the
strongest winds in the basin occur during the night and morning hours due to the absence of a sea
breeze.® Therefore, there is a statistically significant chance that this worst-case fire suppression
scenario could occur.

City of Corona

Corona is surrounded by extensive open space—including the Cleveland National Forest, Chino Hills,
Corona Hills, Gavilan Hills, and Temescal Valley—all susceptible to wildfire. The hillsides that
surround the City are subject to wildfires during the summer weather. Cyclical drought in Southern

 City of Corona. 2020. 2020-2040 General Plan. Website:
https://www.coronaca.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/17292/637396648435970000. Accessed November 1, 2021.

& County of Riverside. 2021. Riverside County General Plan Safety Element. September 28. Website:
https://planning.rctima.org/Portals/14/genplan/2021/elements/Ch06_Safety_092821.pdf. Accessed November 23, 2021.
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California followed by seasonally wet years have also resulted in a dramatic increase in vegetation
growth and dying, resulting in an increasing frequency of wildfires. This has become more of a threat
in the City as urban development has encroached into open space areas in many communities,
expanding the wildland urban interface.’

Project Site

The property consists of the former Mountain View Golf Course, which is no longer operational and
has remained vacant. As a former golf course, the property consists of remnant fairways, cart paths,
a clubhouse foundation slab, and other features, including former golf course ponds. As noted in
Section 3.4, Biological Resources, the majority of the site appears to be regularly mowed. The site is
entirely surrounded by urban development, the majority being residential uses. As such, the project
site does not contain wildfire-conducive conditions. However, the foothills of the Santa Ana
Mountains are located approximately 1 mile west and south of the project site, with VHFHSZ areas
located as close as 0.5 mile of the project site.® According to the County of Riverside General Plan
Safety Element, the combination of complex terrain, Mediterranean climate, and productive natural
plant communities, along with ample natural ignition sources, has created conditions for extensive
wildfires. Risk and vulnerability to unincorporated Riverside County from wildfire is of significant
concern, especially in the forests and shrublands in the western county. Three types of fires are of
concern to unincorporated Riverside County: (1) wildfires, (2) wildland urban interface fires, and (3)
structural fires.®

Emergency and Evacuation Routes/Access

Emergency management functions in the City of Corona are coordinated through the Emergency
Management Division under the Corona Fire Department and adhere to the Standardized Emergency
Management System (SEMS) and the National Incident Management System (NIMS). SEMS is a
statewide California system that police officers, firefighters, and other emergency and disaster
responders use in disaster events. SEMS is the cornerstone of California’s emergency response
system and the fundamental structure for the response phase of emergency management. The
system unifies all elements of California’s emergency management community into a single
integrated system.

County of Riverside

The Riverside County Emergency Management Department (EMD) works to implement emergency
programs that aim to address the four phases of emergency management: mitigation, preparation,
response, and recovery. The EMD drafted and published the 2018-2021 EMD Strategic Plan, which
contains a framework of common goals and priorities that intend to improve coordination and focus
among the personnel to meet the mission of the department.® However, the 2018-2021 EMD
Strategic Plan does not specify any emergency or evacuation routes. Further, the Riverside County

County of Riverside. 2021. Riverside County General Plan Safety Element. September 28. Website:
https://planning.rctima.org/Portals/14/genplan/2021/elements/Ch06_Safety_092821.pdf. Accessed November 23, 2021.
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE). 2009. Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones in LRA. December 21.
Website: https://osfm.fire.ca.gov/media/5911/corona.pdf. Accessed November 23, 2021.

County of Riverside. 2021. Riverside County General Plan Safety Element. September 28. Website:
https://planning.rctima.org/Portals/14/genplan/2021/elements/Ch06_Safety_092821.pdf. Accessed November 23, 2021.

1 Riverside County: Emergency Management Division. Website: https://www.rivcoemd.org/About-Us. Accessed November 23, 2021.
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Mountain Area Safety Taskforce has developed evacuation routes for mountain communities;
however, the project site is not located within the mountain counties and would not impact the
evacuation routes.!

City of Corona

The City of Corona has prepared an emergency operations plan to ensure the most effective
allocation of resources for the maximum benefit and protection of the civilian population in time of
emergency. To ensure the effectiveness of emergency planning and hazard mitigation, the Corona
Fire Department works with an array of community partners. These include utility service providers
(water, power, and sanitation), schools, community organizations, residents, and other local entities.
Mutual and automatic aid agreements are also maintained with numerous surrounding local, State,
and federal agencies to allow for appropriate backup services in case of an emergency, disaster, or
other similar event.

Project Site

Based on the Addendum to the Strategic Plan and confirmation by the Riverside County Fire
Department (RCFD), the project area is considered to be within the “suburban” category. “Suburban”
is described as medium- to medium-high density residential, light industrial, and/or light
commercial. As a light industrial use, the proposed project would align with the aforementioned
characterization. The standard response time for a suburban land use is 6 minutes 30 seconds.

There are three Riverside County fire stations within a 5-mile radius of the project site:

¢ Riverside County Fire Department Station No. 57, 3367 Corydon Avenue, Norco, CA 92860
(approximately 3.94 miles away).

e Riverside County Fire Department Station No. 13, 3777 South Neece Street, Corona, CA 92879
(approximately 4.61 miles away).

e Riverside County Fire Department Station No. 14, 1511 Hamner Avenue, Norco, CA 92860
(approximately 3.19 miles away).

There are six City of Corona fire stations within a 5-mile radius of the project site:

e Corona Fire Station No. 1, 540 Magnolia Avenue, Corona, CA 92879 (approximately 2.73 miles
away).

e Corona Fire Station No. 2, 225 East Harrison Street, Corona, CA 92879 (approximately 2.51
miles away).

e Corona Fire Station No. 3, 790 South Smith Avenue, Corona, CA 92882 (approximately 0.74
mile away).

e Corona Fire Station No. 4, 915 McKinley Street, Corona, CA 92879 (approximately 4.69 miles
away).

11 Riverside County Mountain Area Safety Taskforce. 2010. Mountain Communities Evacuation Routes. Website:
http://rvcweb.org/MASTPortal/Portals/0/EvacRoutes/WUIEvacRoutes.pdf. Accessed September 16, 2021.
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e Corona Fire Station No. 5, 1200 Canyon Crest Drive, Corona, CA 92882 (approximately 1.24
miles away).

e Corona Fire Station No. 6, 110 West Upper Drive, Corona, CA 92882 (approximately 2.72 miles
away).

According to the City of Corona 2020-2040 General Plan, the proposed project is within the
Response Zone for Corona Fire Station No. 3.

In terms of evacuation routes near the project site, the most likely evacuation route would be State
Route (SR) 91 (in the east/west direction), SR-71 (in the north/south direction), and Interstate 15 (I-
15) (in the north/south direction).

Post-fire Slope Instability and Drainage Pattern Changes

Slope instability from wildfire scarring of the landscape can result in slope instability in the form of
more intensive flooding and landslides. These post-fire slope soils and altered drainage patterns can
more easily creep away downslope sides of foundations and reduce lateral support.

The County of Riverside

According to the County of Riverside General Plan 2015 Safety Element, unincorporated Riverside
County contains regions susceptible to slope instability. This instability can include deep-seated
landslides, rockfalls, soil slumps, and debris flows. Most areas susceptible to slope instability are
designated for open space or rural development. Land subsidence and related issues have been well-
documented in unincorporated Riverside County, and most of the early documented cases of
subsidence affected only agricultural land or open space. As urban areas have expanded, so too have
the impacts of subsidence on structures for human occupancy.'?

City of Corona

With the many waterways traversing the City, the risk of flooding is a concern. The City’s landscape
ranges from the alluvial fan at the Prado Dam Basin to the abruptly rising terrain of the Santa Ana
Mountains in the southwest area of the City. The general drainage pattern runs in a northwesterly
direction toward the Santa Ana River. Substantial flows reach the mouths of the canyons and then
spread out on the alluvial fan formed by several watercourses draining from the mountains. Seasonal
rains can be intense, particularly in the foothills, making Corona susceptible to flooding. The hillsides
that surround the City are subject to mudslides during storm events.

Corona’s flood-prone areas are given two designations. Special Flood Hazard Areas (SFHAs), or the
100-year zone, have a 1 percent chance of flooding in any given year. Northwestern Corona, from
Prado Dam to the Airport and westward through Santa Ana Canyon, is covered by a SFHA. Mabey
Canyon Wash and Temescal Creek are also SFHAs. A large portion of central Corona is within a

2 County of Riverside. 2021. Riverside County General Plan Safety Element. September 28. Website:
https://planning.rctima.org/Portals/14/genplan/2021/elements/Ch06_Safety_092821.pdf. Accessed November 23, 2021.
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“moderate” or 500-year flood zone, with a 0.2 percent chance of flooding in any year. This includes
areas around Temescal Wash, Mabey Canyon Wash, Main Street Wash, and the Arlington Channel.*®

Project Site

As noted in Section 3.7 Geology and Soils, the proposed project contains some slopes with 15 to 25
percent slope angles, and a small portion of the project site near Planning Areas 1 and 3 has low to
locally moderate susceptibility to seismically induced landslides and rockfalls. The project site does
not contain any slopes steeper than 25 percent and the proposed project would not create cut or fill
slopes higher than 10 feet. The project site has not experienced previous wildfires and does not
contain slopes with little to no vegetation caused by a fire. According to the City of Corona 2020-
2040 General Plan Figure PS-5 Flood Hazards, the portion of the proposed project in the City
(Planning Area 6) is not located in either of the City’s Flood Hazard Zones. Additionally, the project
site is not located in an area ranked as zero for Landslide Susceptibility, meaning that it has an
extremely low chance of landslide based on the rock strength and slope class.

3.21.2 - Regulatory Framework
Federal Regulations

United States Department of Interior
Review and Update of the 1995 Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy

1. Safety—Firefighter and public safety is the first priority. All Fire Management Plans and
activities must reflect this commitment.

2. Fire Management and Ecosystem Sustainability—The full range of fire management
activities will be used to help achieve ecosystem sustainability, including its interrelated
ecological, economic, and social components.

3. Response to Wildland Fire—Fire, as a critical natural process, will be integrated into land
and resource management plans and activities on a landscape scale, and across agency
boundaries. Response to wildland fire is based on ecological, social, and legal consequences
of the fire. The circumstances under which a fire occurs, and the likely consequences on
firefighter and public safety and welfare, natural and cultural resources, and values to be
protected, dictate the appropriate management response to the fire.

4. Use of Wildland Fire—Wildland fire will be used to protect, maintain, and enhance
resources and, as nearly as possible, be allowed to function in its natural ecological role. Use
of fire will be based on approved Fire Management Plans and will follow specific
prescriptions contained in operational plans.

5. Rehabilitation and Restoration—Rehabilitation and restoration efforts will be undertaken to
protect and sustain ecosystems, public health, and safety and to help communities protect
infrastructure.

6. Protection Priorities—The protection of human life is the single, overriding priority. Setting
priorities among protecting human communities and community infrastructure, other

13 City of Corona. 2020. 2020-2040 General Plan. Website:
https://www.coronaca.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/17292/637396648435970000. Accessed November 1, 2021.
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Wildfire

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

property and improvements, and natural and cultural resources will be based on the values
to be protected, human health and safety, and the costs of protection. Once people have
been committed to an incident, these human resources become the highest value to be
protected.

Wildland Urban Interface—The operational roles of federal agencies as partners in the
wildland urban interface are wildland firefighting, hazardous fuels reduction, cooperative
prevention and education, and technical assistance. Structural fire suppression is the
responsibility of tribal, State, or local governments. Federal agencies may assist with exterior
structural protection activities under formal Fire Protection Agreements that specify the
mutual responsibilities of the partners, including funding. (Some federal agencies have full
structural protection authority for their facilities on lands they administer and may also
enter into formal agreements to assist State and local governments with full structural
protection.)

Planning—Every area with burnable vegetation must have an approved Fire Management
Plan. Fire Management Plans are strategic plans that define a program to manage wildland
and prescribed fires based on the area’s approved land management plan. Fire Management
Plans must provide for firefighter and public safety; include fire management strategies,
tactics, and alternatives; address values to be protected and public health issues; and be
consistent with resource management objectives, activities of the area, and environmental
laws and regulations.

Science—Fire Management Plans and programs will be based on a foundation of sound
science. Research will support ongoing efforts to increase our scientific knowledge of
biological, physical, and sociological factors. Information needed to support fire
management will be developed through an integrated interagency fire science program.
Scientific results must be made available to managers in a timely manner and must be used
in the development of land management plans, Fire Management Plans, and
implementation plans.

Preparedness—Agencies will ensure their capability to provide safe, cost-effective fire
management programs in support of land and resource management plans through
appropriate planning, staffing, training, equipment, and management oversight.

Suppression—Fires are suppressed at minimum cost, considering firefighter and public
safety, benefits, and values to be protected, consistent with resource objectives.

Prevention—Agencies will work together and with their partners and other affected groups
and individuals to prevent unauthorized ignition of wildland fires.

Standardization—Agencies will use compatible planning processes, funding mechanisms,
training and qualification requirements, operational procedures, values-to-be-protected
methodologies, and public education programs for all fire management activities.

Interagency Cooperation and Coordination—Fire management planning, preparedness,
prevention, suppression, fire use, restoration and rehabilitation, monitoring, research, and
education will be conducted on an interagency basis with the involvement of cooperators
and partners.
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15. Communication and Education—Agencies will enhance knowledge and understanding of
wildland fire management policies and practices through internal and external
communication and education programs. These programs will be continuously improved
through the timely and effective exchange of information among all affected agencies and
organizations.

16. Agency Administrator and Employee Roles—Agency administrators will ensure that their
employees are trained, certified, and made available to participate in the wildland fire
program locally, regionally, and nationally as the situation demands. Employees with
operational, administrative, or other skills will support the wildland fire program as
necessary. Agency administrators are responsible and will be held accountable for making
employees available.

17. Evaluation—Agencies will develop and implement a systematic method of evaluation to
determine effectiveness of projects through implementation of the 2001 Federal Fire Policy.
The evaluation will assure accountability, facilitate resolution of areas of conflict, and
identify resource shortages and agency priorities.

State Regulations

California Emergency Response Plan

California has developed an emergency response plan to coordinate emergency services provided by
federal, State, and local governments and private agencies. Responding to hazardous-materials
incidents is one part of this plan. The plan is administered by the California Governor’s Office of
Emergency Services, which coordinates the responses of other agencies. When the City of Corona
experiences an emergency, an Emergency Operations Center (EOC) may be opened. In the event an
EOC is opened, emergency response team members coordinate efforts and work with local fire and
police agencies, emergency medical providers, the California Highway Patrol, CAL FIRE, California
Department of Fish and Wildlife, and California Department of Transportation (Caltrans).

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection Threat Potential Mapping

CAL FIRE has mapped fire threat potential throughout California. CAL FIRE maps fire threat based on
the availability of fuel and the likelihood of an area burning (based on topography, fire history, and
climate). The threat levels include No Fire Threat, Moderate, High, and Very High fire threat. Further,
the maps designate the City of Corona as the LRA of the project site. Additionally, CAL FIRE produced
a 2010 Strategic Fire Plan for California, which contains goals, objectives, and policies to prepare for
and mitigate the effects of fire on California’s natural and built environments. The CAL FIRE Office of
the State Fire Marshal provides oversight of enforcement of the California Fire Code as well as
overseeing hazardous liquid pipeline safety.

California Building Standard Code

The State of California provided a minimum standard for building design through the current
California Building Standards Code (CBC), which is located in Part 2 of Title 24 of the California Code
of Regulations. The current CBC is based on the most recent International Building Code but has
been modified for California conditions. It is generally adopted on a jurisdiction-by-jurisdiction basis,
subject to further modification based on local conditions. Commercial and residential buildings are
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plan-checked by local City and County building officials for compliance with the CBC. Typical fire
safety requirements of the CBC include the installation of sprinklers in all new high-rise buildings and
residential buildings; the establishment of fire resistance standards for fire doors, building material;
and particular types of construction.

California Public Resources Code

The California Public Resources Code includes fire safety regulations that restrict the use of
equipment that may produce a spark, flame, or fire; require the use of spark arrestors!* on
construction equipment that use an internal combustion engine; specify requirements for the safe
use of gasoline-powered tools in fire hazard areas; and specify fire suppression equipment that must
be provided on-site for various types of work in fire-prone areas.

These regulations include the following:

e Earthmoving and portable equipment with internal combustion engines would be equipped
with a spark arrestor to reduce the potential for igniting a wildland fire (Public Resources Code
[PRC] § 4442).

e Appropriate fire suppression equipment would be maintained during the highest fire danger
period—from April 1 to December 1 (PRC § 4428).

e On days when a burning permit is required, flammable materials would be removed to a
distance of 10 feet from any equipment that could produce a spark, fire, or flame, and the
construction contractor would maintain the appropriate fire suppression equipment (PRC §
4427).

e On days when a burning permit is required, portable tools powered by gasoline-fueled
internal combustion engines would not be used within 25 feet of any flammable materials
(PRC § 4431).

Local Regulations

County of Riverside General Plan
The County of Riverside 2020 General Plan establishes the following policies related to wildfire
hazards that are related to this analysis:

Safety Element
Policy S-5.1 e Develop and enforce construction and design standards that ensure that proposed
development incorporates fire prevention features through the following: All
proposed development and construction within Fire Hazard Severity Zones shall
be reviewed by the Riverside County Fire and Building and Safety departments.
e All proposed development and construction shall meet minimum standards for fire
safety as defined in the Riverside County Building or County Fire Codes, or by

14 A spark arrestor is any device that prevents the emission of flammable debris from a combustion source (i.e., fireplaces, internal
combustion engines, and wood burning stoves).
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Policy S-5.2

Policy S-5.3

Policy S-5.4

Policy S-5.5

County zoning, or as dictated by the Building Official or the Transportation Land
Management Agency based on building type, design, occupancy, and use.

e All proposed development and construction shall meet minimum standards for fire
safety as defined in the Riverside County Building or County Fire Codes, or by
County zoning, or as dictated by the Building Official or the Transportation Land
Management Agency based on building type, design, occupancy, and use.

¢ In addition to the standards and guidelines of the California Building Standards
Code and California Fire Code fire safety provisions, continue to implement
additional standards for high-risk, high occupancy, dependent, and essential
facilities where appropriate under the Riverside County Fire Code (Ordinance No.
787) Protection Ordinance. These shall include assurance that structural and
nonstructural architectural elements of the building will not impede emergency
egress for fire safety staffing/personnel, equipment, and apparatus; nor hinder
evacuation from fire, including potential blockage of stairways or fire doors.

¢ In addition to the standards and guidelines of the California Building Standards
Code and California Fire Code fire safety provisions, continue to implement
additional standards for high-risk, high occupancy, dependent, and essential
facilities where appropriate under the Riverside County Fire Code (Ordinance No.
787) Protection Ordinance. These shall include assurance that structural and
nonstructural architectural elements of the building will not impede emergency
egress for fire safety staffing/personnel, equipment, and apparatus; nor hinder
evacuation from fire, including potential blockage of stairways or fire doors.

e Proposed development and construction in Fire Hazard Severity Zones shall
provide secondary public access, in accordance with Riverside County Ordinances.

e Proposed development and construction in Fire Hazard Severity Zones shall use
single loaded roads to enhance fuel modification areas, unless otherwise
determined by the Riverside County Fire Chief.

e Proposed development and construction in Fire Hazard Severity Zones shall
provide a defensible space or fuel modification zones to be located, designed, and
constructed that provide adequate defensibility from wildfires.

Encourage continued operation of programs for fuel breaks, brush management,
controlled burning, revegetation and fire roads.

Monitor fire prevention measures (such as fuel reduction) through a site-specific fire
prevention plan to reduce long-term fire risks in the Very High Fire Hazard Severity
Zones.

Limit or prohibit development or activities in areas lacking water and access roads.

Encourage proposed development in Fire Hazard Severity Zones to develop where
fire and emergency services are available or planned.
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Policy S-5.6 Demonstrate that the proposed development can provide fire services that meet the
minimum travel times identified in Riverside County Fire Department Fire Protection
and EMS Strategic Master Plan.

Policy S-5.7 Minimize pockets of flammable vegetation that increase likelihood of fire spread
through conceptual landscaping plans to be reviewed by Planning and Fire
Departments in the Fire Hazard Severity Zones. The conceptual landscaping plan of
the proposed development shall at a minimum include:

e Plant palette suitable for high fire hazard areas to reduce the risk of fire hazards.
e Retention of existing natural vegetation to the maximum extent feasible.
e Removal of on-site combustible plants.

Policy S-5.8 Design to account for topography of a site and reduce the increased risk from fires in
the Fire Hazard Severity Zones located near ridgelines, plateau escarpments,
saddles, hillsides, peaks, or other areas where the terrain or topography affect its
susceptibility to wildfires by:

e Providing fuel modification zones with removal of combustible vegetation but
minimizing visual impacts and limiting soil erosion.

e Replacing combustible vegetation with fire resistant vegetation to stabilize slopes.

e Submitting topographic map with site-specific slope analysis.

e Submitting erosion and sedimentation control plans.

e Providing a minimum 30 foot of setback from the edge of the fuel modification
zones.

e Minimizing disturbance of 25 percent or greater natural slopes.

Policy S-5.9 Reduce fire threat and strengthen firefighting capability so that the County could
successfully respond to multiple fires.

Policy S-5.11  Utilize ongoing brush clearance fire inspections to educate homeowners on fire
prevention tips by implementing annual countywide weed abatement program.

Policy S-5.12  Conduct and implement long range fire safety planning, including stringent building,
fire, subdivision, and municipal code standards, improved infrastructure, and
improved mutual aid agreements with the private and public sector.

Policy S-5.13  Develop a program to utilize existing reservoirs, tanks, and water wells in the County
for emergency fire suppression water sources.

Policy S-5.15  Continue to utilize the Riverside County Fire Department Fire Protection Plan and
EMS Strategic Master Plan as the base document to implement the goals and
objectives of the Safety Element.

Policy S-5.16  Encourage property owners to utilize clustering and Transfer of Development Rights
(TDR) program when developing lands within Fire Hazard Severity Zones by:
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e Restricting the development of a property through placement of conservation
easement.
e Acquiring the conservation easements similar to that of MSHCP Program.

Policy S-5.18  Ensure that the Fire Department has appropriate municipal staffing and fire
protection planning staff that meet the needs of development pressure and
adequately respond to long range fire safety planning.

Policy S-5.19 Implement a coordination program with fire protection and emergency service
providers to reassess fire hazards after wildfire events and to adjust fire prevention
and suppression needs, as necessary.

Riverside County Fire Department

The RCFD is the Operational Area Coordinator for the California Fire and Rescue Mutual Aid System
for all fire service jurisdictions in Riverside County. The RCFD also has several automatic aid
agreements with other city jurisdictions as well as the adjacent National Forests. The County of
Riverside contracts with the State of California for fire protection. Public Resources Code (PRC) 4142
affords legal authority for CAL FIRE to enter into agreements with local government entities to
provide fire protection services with the approval of the Department of General Services. By virtue
of this authority, CAL FIRE administers the RCFD.

Temescal Canyon Area Plan

The information below regarding wildland fires is from the 2018 Temescal Canyon Area Plan (TCAP),
which sets forth policies for the Temescal Canyon Area, in which the project is located. As a result of
the vast amounts of undeveloped, sloping terrain and the presence of certain types of vegetation
such as the oak woodlands and chaparral habitat, much of the Temescal Canyon Area is subject to a
high risk of fire hazards. Methods to address this hazard include such techniques as avoidance of
building in high risk areas, creating setbacks that buffer development from hazard areas, maintaining
brush clearance to reduce potential fuel, use of low fuel landscaping, and careful application of fire-
retardant building techniques. The TCAP contains the following policy regarding wildfire hazards:

TCAP 3.2 Hillside development and grading shall be allowed in accordance with policies found
in the Hillside Development and Slope section of the General Plan Land Use Element
and the Scenic Resources section of the Multipurpose Open Space Element. The
specific plan shall include design guidelines and development standards for hillside
development and grading which shall apply in place of more general Riverside
County design guidelines and standards.

TCAP 5.4 Preserve areas subject to erosive flooding in a natural state.

TCAPS5.5 Encourage intensive recreation development, such as parks and golf courses, along
the riverbanks above and out of erosive flooding areas.

TCAP 21.1 Protect life and property from wildfire hazards through adherence to the Fire
Hazards section of the General Plan Safety Element.

3.21-12 FirstCarbon Solutions
https://adecinnovations.sharepoint.com/sites/PublicationsSite/Shared Documents/Publications/Client (PN-JN)/5082/50820001.1/EIR/4 - Draft EIR/50820001.1 Sec03-21 Wildfire.docx



Riverside County Planning Department—Trails at Corona
Draft EIR Wildfire

City of Corona General Plan

The City of Corona 2020-2040 General Plan establishes the following policies related to wildfire
hazards that are related to this analysis:

Land Use

LU-10.3 Minimize the removal of native landscape and integrate with new residential
development, to the extent feasible and practical for fire control; require adherence
to building construction and site designs necessary to minimize risks from wildfire,
such as implementation of fuel modification areas, concrete tile roofs and boxed
eaves.

LU-10. Require that new development and major rehabilitations be located, designed, and
built to maintain natural drainages, riparian vegetation, and the viability of habitats,
except as necessary to protect from flooding or wildfire, or that impacted areas be
properly mitigated.

LU-16. Accommodate open spaces that can be used for recreation and conserved to protect
significant plant and animal habitats and population from the risks of flood, fire, and
seismic hazards in accordance with the designations of the land use plan.

LU-16.7 Work with Corona Fire, CAL FIRE and Forest Service and with property owners in
affected areas to reduce and minimize the hazards associated with wildfire in the
hillsides and open spaces, consistent with the goals and policies of the safety
element.

LU-22.10 Collaborate with local, County, and regional governmental agencies to provide water,
sewer, public safety, fire response, and other appropriate municipal services;
coordinate emergency response services through mutual and automatic aid
agreements.

LU-22.14 Require that all proposed development in the Very High Fire Severity Zones provide
appropriate protection against wildfires in accordance with State law, the California
Building and Fire Codes, and regulations promulgated by the Board of Forestry and
Fire Protection and CAL FIRE.

LU-23.6 Allow emergency responders to use the Corona Municipal Airport to respond to
local and regional emergencies and disasters (urban and wildland fire, hazardous
material response, etc.).

Healthy Community

CE-1.11 Provide all residential, commercial, and industrial areas with efficient and safe
access for emergency vehicles, including undeveloped areas or those on the hillsides
in high or Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones.
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Public Services

PS-8.3 Maintain mutual aid, automatic aid, and other multi-agency cooperative agreements
to ensure that urban fire, wildfire, tactical response, hazmat, and other services are
available at all times.

PS-8.9 Continue to monitor and adhere to the latest changes in state legislation and
guidelines with respect to fire planning, prevention, and suppression.

PS-9.4 Maintain safe and accessible evacuation routes throughout the community; take
precautions and ensure backup or mitigations for routes crossing high hazard areas
(e.g., flood, seismic, high fire, etc.).

PS-9.6 Work cooperatively with CAL FIRE, US Forest Service, Department of Corrections,
and other agency stakeholder to advocate for the installation and maintenance of
fire breaks in wildland areas surrounding Corona.

PS-10.2 Require all improved and new homes, structures, and facilities in the Very High Fire
Hazard Severity Zones to adhere to additional fire safe design standards consistent
with state law and local practice.

PS-10.6 Require fuel modification plans and vegetation clearance standards for development
in VHFHSZs to protect structures from wildfire, protect wildlands from structure
fires, and provide safe access routes for the community and firefighters within the
project boundary, which may be extended pursuant to required findings when in
accordance with state law, local ordinance, rule or regulation and no feasible
mitigation measures are possible.

PS-10.7 Condition approval of parcel maps and tentative maps in VHFHSZs based on meeting

or exceeding the SRA Fire Safe Regulations and the fire hazard reduction around
buildings and structures regulations within the project boundary, which may be
extended pursuant to required findings when in accordance with state law, local
ordinance, rule or regulation and no feasible mitigation measures are possible.

3.21.3 - Thresholds of Significance

According to Appendix G, Environmental Checklist of the California Environmental Quality Act

(CEQA) Guidelines, as well as Riverside County’s environmental checklist, wildfire impacts resulting

from the implementation of the proposed project would be considered significant if located in or
near a State Responsibility Area (SRA) or lands classified as a VHFHSZ and if the proposed project

would:

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby

expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled

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

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

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

3.21.4 - Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures

This section discusses potential impacts associated with the proposed project and provides
mitigation measures where necessary.

At the time of this analysis, the project applicant proposed the development of a 0.78-acre
neighborhood commercial space with approximately 10,000 square feet of quick service food retail
use on Planning Area 2 and 56 single-family detached residences and a new trail system on Planning
Area 6. However, the development of Planning Area 2 and 6 is no longer contemplated and this
acreage would remain undeveloped. Consistent with the Notice of Preparation (NOP) and the
original project proposal, this Draft EIR analyzes the full development of Planning Area 2 and 6.

Emergency Response/Evacuation Plan Consistency

Impact WILD-1: Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

Source(s): County of Riverside 2020 General Plan Safety Element, City of Corona 2020-2040 General
Plan, GIS database, CAL FIRE Fire Hazard Severity Zone in State or Federal Responsibility Area Maps,
and Project Application Materials

Impact Analysis

The proposed project is not located in an SRA, lands classified as a VHFHSZ, or other hazardous fire
areas that may be designated by a Fire Chief. As previously discussed, the project site is not located
in a VHFHSZ for LRAs. The project area is not located in a Wildfire Hazard Severity Zone and has
never experienced a wildfire between 1990 and 2021. However, the proposed project is located
approximately 0.5 mile east of an area designated as a VHFHSZ in an LRA. The following is an analysis
of the proposed project’s impact on adopted emergency response plans or emergency evacuation
plan.

During construction, it is expected that construction equipment and vehicles would be accessing and
leaving the project site, which in turn could potentially impede evacuation or emergency vehicle
access. However, as discussed under Section 3.18 Transportation and Section 3.9 Hazards, the
proposed project would result in less than significant impacts related to emergency vehicle access.
Furthermore, blockage of an evacuation route would not occur during project construction because
the proposed project would not result in road closures to either SR-91, SR-71, or |-15, the most likely
evacuation routes from the project site.
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As indicated in Section 3.16, Public Services, and Section 3.9, Hazards and Hazards Materials, the
proposed project would be adequately served by police and fire services, including respective
evacuation or emergency vehicle access. The proposed project would not create a permanent
increase in population unaccounted for in the County of Riverside 2020 General Plan and the City of
Corona 2020-2040 General Plan that could lead to overwhelming calls for emergency services.™ In
addition, the proposed project would be designed in accordance with the County’s and City’s
standards to accommodate emergency vehicle access by providing two points of access to the
project site that would be available to emergency vehicles. Furthermore, blockage of an evacuation
route would not occur during project operation because the proposed project would not result in
road closures to either SR-91, SR-71, or I-15, the most likely evacuation routes from the project site.
With adherence to County of Riverside 2020 General Plan Policies S-5.1 through S-5.19 and the City
of Corona 2020-2040 General Plan policies described above that set forth recommendations and
requirements related to fire prevention features, the proposed project would not conflict with the
2018-2021 Strategic Fire Plan or County of Riverside General Plan Safety Goals.

Furthermore, the proposed project would be consistent with the TCAP because it would comply with
the County of Riverside 2020 General Plan Safety Element goals and policies. Therefore, impacts
related to an adopted emergency response plan or evacuation plan would be less than significant.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation

Less than significant impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less than significant impact.

Exposure Project Occupants to Pollutant Concentrations from Wildfire

Impact WILD-2: Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and
thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or
the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire.

Source(s): County of Riverside 2020 General Plan Safety Element, City of Corona 2020-2040 General
Plan, GIS database, CAL FIRE Fire Hazard Severity Zone in State or Federal Responsibility Area Maps,
and Project Application Materials

Impact Analysis

The proposed project is not located in an SRA, lands classified as VHFHSZ, or other hazardous fire
areas that may be designated by a Fire Chief. As previously discussed, the project site is not located
in a VHFHSZ for LRAs. The project area is not located in a Wildfire Hazard Severity Zone and has
never experienced a wildfire between 1990 and 2021. However, the proposed project is located

5 County of Riverside. 2021. Riverside County General Plan Safety Element. Website:
https://planning.rctima.org/Portals/14/genplan/2021/elements/Ch06_Safety_092821.pdf. Accessed November 9, 2021.
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approximately 0.5 mile east of an area designated as a VHFHSZ in an LRA. The following is an analysis
of the proposed project’s impact on wildfire risks due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors.

The project site is located in the western portion of Riverside County (Planning Areas 1-5) and
partially within the City of Corona (Planning Area 6). The area surrounding the project site consists of
urban development without steep terrain or unmanaged open space areas prone to wildfires. The
closest open space area is located approximately 2 miles south of the project site. The South Coast
Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) monitors Southern California’s air quality at a number of
stations. The closest station to the project site is located at the Chino Airport, approximately 6.52
miles to the north. According to the SCAQMD, the average wind speed at the Chino Airport from
2012 to 2018 was 6.24 mph.*® In addition, the project site has not previously experienced wildfire.
Given that the project site is not located in or near an area of steep terrain or historical wildfire burn
nor experiences consistent high winds, the project site would not be prone to greater wildfire risk.

According to the CAL FIRE FHFSZ online viewer, the project site is not listed as a VHFHSZ for LRAs.
According to Riverside County’s Map My County GIS database, the project area is not categorized as
having a risk from wildland fires. The project site does not contain any slopes steeper than 25
percent and the proposed project would not create cut or fill slopes higher than 10 feet.
Furthermore, project structures would be required to comply with the California Fire Code
provisions related to emergency/fire access and use of building materials that would limit the spread
of wildfire to the greatest extent possible. Therefore, impacts related to exposure of project
occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or uncontrolled spread of wildfire would be
less than significant.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation

Less than significant impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less than significant impact.

Infrastructure that Exacerbates Fire Risk

Impact WILD-3: Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as
roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that
may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the
environment?

Source(s): County of Riverside 2020 General Plan Safety Element, City of Corona 2020-2040 General
Plan, GIS database, CAL FIRE Fire Hazard Severity Zone in State or Federal Responsibility Area Maps,
and Project Application Materials

6 South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Meteorological Data. Website: http://www.agmd.gov/home/air-
quality/meteorological-data/data-for-aermod. Accessed November 23, 2021.
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Impact Analysis

The proposed project is not located in an SRA, lands classified as VHFHSZ, or other hazardous fire
areas that may be designated by a Fire Chief. As previously discussed, the project site is not located
in a VHFHSZ for LRAs. The project area is not located in a Wildfire Hazard Severity Zone and has
never experienced a wildfire between 1990 and 2021. However, the proposed project is located
approximately 0.5 mile east of an area designated as a VHFHSZ in an LRA. The following is an analysis
of the proposed project’s impact on fire risk due to the installation or maintenance of infrastructure
that would result in impacts to the environment.

The proposed project consists of the development of a mixed-use community, including open space
with parks and trails, residential areas of low and medium densities, a retail/commercial site, and
associated parking lots on 104.8 acres. The proposed project would include adequate emergency
access with connections to Pine Crest Drive, Mountain View Drive, and Paseo Grande. The proposed
project would not require the installation of firebreaks because it is in an urban area surrounded by
existing development with little natural vegetation. The proposed project would not require
emergency water sources, because potable water is currently provided by the Western Municipal
Water District, which has adequate water supplies available to serve the proposed project and future
development during normal, dry, and multiple dry years. New electrical power and natural gas lines
on and connecting to the project site would be installed below ground, minimizing potential ignition
and related fire risk above ground. The project site would be developed in accordance with the CBC,
Uniform Fire Code, County of Riverside 2020 General Plan, and City of Corona 2020-2040 General
Plan. Therefore, impacts related to infrastructure that exacerbates fire risk would be less than
significant.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation

Less than significant impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less than significant impact.

Flooding and Landslide Hazards Due to Post-fire Slope Instability/Drainage

Impact WILD-4: Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or
downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability,
or drainage changes?

Source(s): County of Riverside 2020 General Plan Safety Element, City of Corona 2020-2040 General
Plan, GIS database, CAL FIRE Fire Hazard Severity Zone in State or Federal Responsibility Area Maps,
and Project Application Materials
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Impact Analysis

The proposed project is not located in an SRA, lands classified as VHFHSZ, or other hazardous fire
areas that may be designated by a Fire Chief. As previously discussed, the project site is not located
in a VHFHSZ for LRAs. The project area is not located in a Wildfire Hazard Severity Zone and has
never experienced a wildfire between 1990 and 2021. However, the proposed project is located
approximately 0.5 mile east of an area designated as a VHFHSZ in an LRA. The following is an analysis
of the proposed project’s impact to people or structures, including downslope or downstream
flooding or landslides.

The project site does not contain any slopes steeper than 25 percent and the proposed project
would not create cut or fill slopes higher than 10 feet. The project site is relatively level and located
in an urbanized area surrounded by urban development. The project site has also not been affected
by previous wildfires that could have resulted in drainage changes or loss of vegetation. Therefore,
impacts related to flooding and landslide hazards due to post-fire slope instability or drainage
changes would be less than significant.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation

Less than significant impact.

Mitigation Measures
No mitigation measures are required.

Level of Significance After Mitigation
Less than significant impact.

Significant Risk of Loss, Injury, or Death Due to Wildland Fires

Impact WILD-5: Expose people or structures either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss,
injury, or death involving wildland fires?

Source(s): County of Riverside 2020 General Plan Safety City of Corona 2020-2040 General Plan,
Element, GIS database, CAL FIRE Fire Hazard Severity Zone in State or Federal Responsibility Area
Maps, and Project Application Materials

Impact Analysis

The proposed project is not located in an SRA, lands classified as VHFHSZ, or other hazardous fire
areas that may be designated by a Fire Chief. as previously discussed, the project site is not located
in a VHFHSZ for LRAs. The project area is not located in a Wildfire Hazard Severity Zone and has
never experienced a wildfire between 1990 and 2021. However, the proposed project is located
approximately 0.5 mile east of an area designated as a VHFHSZ in an LRA. The following is an analysis
of the proposed project’s impact to people or structures involving wildland fires.

As described under Impacts Wild-1 through Wild-4-, the proposed project would not impair an
adopted emergency response plan or evacuation route, expose residents to significant wildfire risks,
require additional infrastructure to prevent wildfires, or expose people or structures to downstream
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flooding or landslides due to post-fire slope instability. As a result, the proposed project would not
expose people to a significant foreseeable risk of loss, injury, or death due to wildfire. Therefore,
impacts would be less than significant.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation

Less than significant impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Less than significant impact.
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CHAPTER 4: CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

4.1 - Introduction

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15130 requires the consideration of
cumulative impacts within an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) when a project’s incremental effects
are cumulatively considerable. Cumulatively considerable means that “. . . the incremental effects of an
individual project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the
effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.” In identifying projects that
may contribute to cumulative impacts, the CEQA Guidelines allow the use of a list of past, present, and
reasonably anticipated future projects, producing related or cumulative impacts, including those which
are outside of the control of the lead agency.

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b), “. . . the discussion of cumulative impacts
shall reflect the severity of the impacts and their likelihood of occurrence, the discussion need not
provide as great [a level of] detail as is provided for the effects attributable to the project alone.” The
discussion should be guided by standards of practicality and reasonableness, and it should focus on
the cumulative impact to which the identified other projects contribute rather than on the attributes
of other projects that do not contribute to the cumulative impact.

The proposed project’s cumulative impacts were considered in conjunction with other proposed and
approved projects in the County of Riverside and City of Corona. The degree to which past projects
are included within the list of projects is generally limited, due to the fact that current environmental
conditions are already considered as part of the baseline and existing environmental setting. Table
4-1 provides a list of the other projects considered in the cumulative analysis and Exhibit 4-1 depicts
the locations of the cumulative projects.

Table 4-1: Cumulative Projects

Jurisdiction Project Characteristics Quantity Units
1  City of Corona 148 Multi-family Units Multi-family Housing 148 DU
2 City of Corona 45 Townhomes Residential 45 DU
Condo/Townhouse
3 City of Corona 86 Affordable Units Single-family 86 DU
Residential
4 | City of Corona Corona Regional Medical Hospital 212,000 SF
Expansion
5  City of Corona Four Industrial Buildings General Light 95,500 SF
Industrial
6  City of Corona Sierra Bella Single-family 237 DU
Residential
Skyline Heights Single-family 297 DU
Residential
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Jurisdiction Project Characteristics Quantity Units
7  County of Three Industrial Buildings General Light 731,000 SF
Riverside Industrial
8  City of Corona Four Industrial Buildings General Light 47,643 SF
Industrial
9  City of Corona Taco Bell with Drive Fast Food with Drive 2,080 SF
Through Through
10 | County of Peppermint Ridge Assisted Living 3,840 SF
Riverside Expansion
11 | City of Corona Drive Through Restaurant  Fast Food with Drive 2,400 SF
Through
12 | City of Corona Green River Ranch Specific | Industrial Park 634,481 SF
Plan High-Cube Cold 111,950 SF
Storage Warehouse
Super Convenience 12 VFP
Market with Gas
Station 2,500 SF
Fast Food Restaurant
with Drive Through 150 RM
Hotel 32 DU
Single-Family
Residential
13 | City of Corona Skyline Village Multi-family Housing 78 DU
Shopping Center 27,334 SF
14 | City of Corona TTM No. 33135 Single-family 62 DU
Residential
15 | City of Corona TTM No. 36608 Single-family 23 DU
Residential
16 | City of Corona DPR2020-0014 Gas Station with 2,959 SF
Convenience Market
17 | City of Corona PP2018-0005 Health/Fitness Center 37,000 SF
18 | County of Prado Raceway Racetrack 163 AC
Riverside
19 | County of TPM 38715 Shopping Center and 51,675 SF
Riverside Fast Food with Drive
Through
Notes:
AC = acres
DU = dwelling units
RM =rooms

SF = square feet

VFP = Vehicle Fuel Positions

Source: Urban Crossroads, TIA Report 2024, Appendix J.
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4.2 - Cumulative Impact Analysis

The cumulative impact analysis below is guided by the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section
15130. Key principles established by this section include:

e A cumulative impact only occurs from impacts caused by the proposed project and other
projects. An EIR should not discuss impacts that do not result from the proposed project.

e When the combined cumulative impact from the increment associated with the proposed
project and other projects is not significant, an EIR need only briefly explain why the impact is
not significant; detailed explanation is not required.

e An EIR may determine that a project’s contribution to a cumulative effect impact would be
rendered less than cumulatively considerable if a project is required to implement or fund its
fair share of mitigation intended to alleviate the cumulative impact.

The cumulative impact analysis that follows relies on these principles as the basis for determining
the significance of the proposed project’s cumulative contribution to various impacts. Specifically,
this analysis evaluates whether the impacts of the proposed project, together with the impacts of
cumulative development, could result in a cumulatively significant impact. This analysis then
considers whether incremental contribution of impacts associated with the implementation of the
proposed project would be significant. Both conditions must apply for the proposed project’s
cumulative effects to rise to the level of a significant impact.

At the time of this analysis, the project applicant proposed the development of a 0.78-acre
neighborhood commercial space with approximately 10,000 square feet of quick service food retail use
on Planning Areas 2 and 56 single-family detached residences and a new trail system on Planning Area
6. However, the development of Planning Areas 2 and 6 are no longer contemplated and this acreage
would remain undeveloped. Consistent with the Notice of Preparation (NOP) and the original project
proposal, this Draft EIR analyzes the full development of Planning Areas 2 and 6.

4.2.1 - Aesthetics, Light, and Glare

The geographic scope of the cumulative aesthetics, light, and glare analysis is the area surrounding
the project site. This is the area within view of the project and, therefore, the area most likely to
experience changes in visual character or experience light and glare impacts.

Visual Character

The proposed project consists of the development of 365 residential dwelling units on approximately
105 acres of the site, a commercial/retail area in Planning Area 2 that would contain approximately
10,000 square feet of quick serve food retail uses, existing open space, and a trail system trails on a
former golf course. The project vicinity is characterized by suburban development and open space,
including single-family residential uses, Cesar Chavez Academy, Coronita Elementary School, and
commercial areas off State Route (SR) 91. Much of the surrounding project area has been developed
within the past 50 years in compliance with the County of Riverside 2020 General Plan and the City
of Corona 2020-2040 General Plan as well as the current Municipal Code requirements related to
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design and visual character. Compliance with these standards, as well as the City’s review and
approval role in the planning process has ensured a visually compatible and cohesive development
pattern in the surrounding area. Therefore, there is currently no existing cumulatively significant
visual aesthetic impact within the area surrounding project site. Moreover, the proposed project’s
contribution to the less than significant cumulative impacts is not cumulatively considerable. As
discussed in Impact AES-1(a) through Impact AES-1(c), to ensure a less than significant contribution
to cumulative impacts, the proposed project will be required to implement all applicable General
Plan, Municipal Code and Ordinance Code policies during the design review process.

Light and Glare

The project vicinity has existing sources of light and glare. All new light fixtures associated with
cumulative projects would be subject to the provisions of the Riverside County Ordinance No. 915,
which regulates outdoor lighting by setting standards for outdoor lighting. Ordinance No. 915
requires all outdoor luminaries to be located adequately shielded and directed such that no direct
light falls outside the parcel of origin or onto the public right-of-way, thereby ensuring that
cumulative projects would direct light within their own boundaries. Furthermore, similar to the
proposed project, cumulative projects would be required to comply with Chapter 8.80 of the
Riverside County Code of Ordinances which provides minimum requirements for outdoor lighting in
order to reduce light trespass and to protect the health, property, and well-being of residents in the
unincorporated areas of the County. Given that the project’s immediate vicinity is outside of the
previsions indicated in Riverside County Ordinance No. 655; therefore, it does not apply. Compliance
with applicable local regulations would ensure that cumulative impacts would be less than
significant.

The proposed project’s incremental contribution to less than significant cumulative impacts related
to light and glare would not be significant. As discussed in detail in Impacts AES 2-AES 3b, the
proposed project would comply with all applicable guidelines related to the scenic quality of the
development. The proposed project would establish design guidelines that includes policies,
standards, and guidelines for land development within the project site in conformance with Section
65450 et seq. of the Government Code, the County of Riverside General Plan, and County Ordinance
No. 348 (Land Use Ordinance) as well as Riverside County Ordinance No. 348.4896. (SP Zoning
Ordinance) and Ordinance No. 915. Further, the development standards for the parks and open
space areas. Compliance with these regulations ensures that cumulative impacts are less than
significant. Finally, due to the distance of the proposed project and the cumulative projects from Mt.
Palomar, there would be no interference with the nighttime use of the Mt. Palomar Observatory, as
protected through Riverside County Ordinance No. 655.

Consistency with the Municipal Code, which implements the City’s General Plan, the County’s Code
of Ordinances and General Plan, Ordinance No. 915 and Riverside County Ordinance Chapter 8.80
would be required during the design review process to ensure that the proposed project complies
with all policies designed to mitigate visual impacts, tree protection standards, and standards to
minimize light and glare. Therefore, the proposed project, in conjunction with other planned and
approved projects, would not have a cumulatively significant impact relating to aesthetics, light, and
glare.
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4.2.2 - Agriculture Resources and Forest Resources

There are no agricultural or forestry resources within the project site or on surrounding land uses.
Additionally, none of the projects listed in Table 4-1 include agricultural or forestry uses. Therefore,
there are no cumulative agricultural impacts related to development of Planning Areas 1-5. PA 6 is
zoned as Agricultural. However, the City of Corona 2020-2040 General Plan Environmental Impact
Report (General Plan EIR) outlines that some of the areas zoned as Agricultural are designated as
uses other than Agriculture (A) by the current land use plan, including Estate Residential (ER), Low
Density Residential (LDR), Office Professional (OP), and Light Industrial (LI). The General Plan EIR
states that agricultural uses would continue to be permitted on these land use designations;
however, the build out of the General Plan would convert farmland which has nonagricultural land
use designations to nonagricultural use, and the associated loss of agricultural production would
constitute a significant and unavoidable impact with no feasible mitigation measures to reduce the
impact. Since impacts to land zoned Agricultural were wholly discussed within the General Plan EIR
and the proposed project site is included in the areas analyzed by the General Plan EIR, development
of the proposed residential project on land designated as LDR but zoned Agricultural would be
consistent with the General Plan. The project site has not been used historically, nor is it currently
used for agricultural production. As such, the Draft EIR determined that the proposed project would
have a less than significant impact with respect to agriculture. Therefore, because the development
of nonagricultural uses on agriculturally zoned land was already contemplated in the General Plan
EIR, the proposed project would not have a cumulatively considerable contribution.

There are no designated forestry lands on the project site and the proposed project does not
contemplate the conversion of forestry land. Therefore, there are no cumulative impacts related to
forestry resources.

4.2.3 - Air Quality

The geographic scope of the cumulative air quality analysis is the South Coast Air Basin (SoCAB). The
SoCAB includes all of Orange County and the non-desert regions of Los Angeles County, Riverside
County, and San Bernardino County. Regional and local air quality is impacted by topography,
dominant airflows, atmospheric inversions, location, and season. The SoCAB represents the area
most likely to be affected by emissions as a result of the proposed project. The following section
describes these conditions as they pertain to the SoCAB. South Coast Air Quality Management
District (SCAQMD) requests that a cumulative impact analysis be performed to evaluate the
combined air quality impacts of the proposed project and impacts from existing and proposed future
development in the area.

Project regional impacts are assessed for consistency with the applicable air quality plan through a
qualitative analysis of whether the proposed project is consistent with the assumptions used to
demonstrate attainment of air quality standards. As discussed in Section 3.3, Air Quality, the region
is nonattainment for the federal and State ozone standards, the State particulate matter, including
dust, 10 micrometers or less in diameter (PM1o) standards, and the federal and State particulate
matter, including dust, 2.5 micrometers or less in diameter (PM,.s) standards. However, as discussed
in Section 3.3, Air Quality, because the proposed project would not exceed the SCAQMD thresholds
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of significance on a project-level, it would also not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution
to these regional air quality impacts.

The proposed project’s maximum daily construction emissions from Phase | and Phase Il would
exceed the SCAQMD’s thresholds for volatile organic compound (VOC) emissions prior to mitigation
measures during architectural coating activities in 2025. As such, MM AIR-1a, which stipulates the
use of ultra-low VOC products containing no greater than 10 grams of VOC per liter of product,
would be required to reduce VOC emissions to below significance thresholds. The project would
become operational in 2023, and total operational emissions would not exceed SCAQMD threshold
of significance without mitigation. Therefore, the proposed project does not have a cumulatively
considerable contribution. Additionally, the proposed project would comply with all applicable
SCAQMD rules and regulations, and the proposed project would not result in a regional exceedance
of criteria air pollutants. Thus, the project in conjunction with other planned or approved projects
would not result in cumulatively significant operational air quality impacts. This impact would be less
than significant.

4.2.4 - Biological Resources

The project site is located in an area characterized by urban development and infrastructure;
accordingly, habitats in these areas tend to be characterized as highly disturbed, and impacts would
be localized. As shown on Exhibit 4-1, some of the cumulative projects listed in Table 4-1 are located
on sites with the potential to impact burrowing owl and nesting birds, including the least Bell’s vireo,
coastal California gnatcatcher, southwestern willow flycatcher, and the tricolored blackbird and,
therefore, would be required by local, State and federal regulations for special-status species,
including those set forth in the Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP), as well as the
California Endangered Species Act (CESA) to mitigate such impacts. Because of the urban and built-
up nature of the area and the implementation of mitigation required, cumulative impacts would be
less than significant.

The proposed project would not have a considerable contribution to existing less than significant
cumulative impacts. As discussed in Section 3.4, Biological Resources, the proposed project has the
potential to have a significant impact on burrowing owl and nesting birds, including the least Bell’s
vireo, coastal California gnatcatcher, southwestern willow flycatcher, and the tricolored blackbird.
MM BIO-1 and MM BIO-2 would require pre-construction surveys for these species and
implementation of protection measures if they are found to be present. The required mitigation
would ensure the project’s incremental contribution on special-status wildlife species would be less
than cumulatively considerable by requiring the proposed project to implement avoidance and
minimization measures for construction work during nesting season.

The proposed project would not have a cumulatively considerable contribution to impacts to
sensitive riparian communities and wetlands. Under full development of Planning Area 6,
implementation of MM BIO-3 would be required to compensate for potential impacts and would
reduce impacts to below a level of significance. MM BIO-3 is proposed, which requires compensation
for impacts to sensitive riparian vegetation. However, it should be noted that the project would not
involve the development of PA-6 and the pond located in PA-5 will be preserved. Therefore, the
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riparian vegetation found in these areas will not be impacted. No mitigation is required if PA 6
remains undeveloped.

As shown on Exhibit 4-1, some of the other projects listed in Table 4-1 are located on sites with
similar biological attributes and, therefore, would be required to comply with existing regulations
and mitigate for impacts on sensitive riparian communities and wetlands. The required mitigation
would further reduce the project’s incremental contribution to sensitive riparian communities and
wetlands to less than cumulatively considerable. The proposed project has the potential to have
significant impacts to the fish and wildlife movement corridors. As discussed above, special-status
and migratory nesting birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) have the potential
to occur within the project site, and the site may support the movement of these species within the
larger area. Implementation of MM BIO-1, MM BIO-2, and compliance with federal and State
regulations related to the protection of migratory fish and wildlife species would reduce impacts to
these species to a less than significant level. As shown on Exhibit 4-1, some of the projects listed in
Table 4-1 are located on sites with similar biological attributes and, therefore, would be required to
mitigate for impacts on wildlife movement corridors in a manner similar to the proposed project.
The required mitigation would reduce the cumulative impacts to less than significant. Moreover, the
project’s incremental contribution to wildlife movement corridors to less than cumulatively
considerable.

In addition, potential cumulative projects that could result in significant adverse impacts with
respect to the biological resources thresholds would be required to comply with biological and other
related permit requirements, including those set forth in local policies and ordinances, including the
MSHCP, intended to mitigate such impacts. Therefore, cumulative impacts related to compliance
with Habitat Conservation Plans and local policies and ordinances would be less than significant. The
project has been designed and conditioned to comply with all MSHCP conservation goals and
guidelines as well as all local policies and ordinances. Accordingly, the proposed project would not
have any incremental contribution to this impact. All other project-related biological resource
impacts (e.g., conservation plans) were found to be less than significant and did not require
mitigation. Other projects that result in similar impacts would be required to mitigate for their
impacts thereby reducing potential cumulative impacts to below a level of significance. Because the
proposed project’s incremental impact on all of these remaining biological resources is less than
significant, it would not have a cumulatively considerable contribution to any existing significant
cumulative impact.

4.2.5 - Cultural Resources

Cultural resource impacts tend to be localized because the integrity of any given resource depends
on what occurs only in the immediate vicinity around that resource, such as disruption of soils;
therefore, in addition to the project site itself, the geographic scope of the cumulative cultural
resources analysis is the project vicinity including the area near the project site would be the area
most affected by project activities (generally within a 500-foot radius). As shown on Exhibit 4-1, the
nearest cumulative project listed on Table 4-1 is approximately 562 feet from the project site,
therefore less than significant cumulative impacts are anticipated with regard to cultural resources
impacts are anticipated.
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Construction activities associated with development projects in the project vicinity may have the
potential to encounter undiscovered cultural resources. These projects would be required to
mitigate for impacts through compliance with applicable federal and State laws governing cultural
resources, including the provisions of Senate Bill (SB) 18 and Assembly Bill (AB) 52, Section 15064.5
of the CEQA Guidelines, and Sections 5024.1 and 5097 of the Public Resources Code. Accordingly,
because cumulative development would be required to comply with long-term planning documents,
and regulatory agency guidance establishing policies (including, but not limited to., evaluation
requirements and inadvertent discovery procedures) that reduce impacts to potential cultural
resources, cumulative impacts would be less than significant.

Additionally the proposed project would not have a cumulatively considerable contribution to the
less than significant cumulative impact with required mitigation. The likelihood of any significant
cultural resources on the project site are very low given the developed nature of the site, previous
disruptions to its ground and the lack of any known resource within its boundaries. Although there is
the possibility that previously undiscovered resources could be encountered by subsurface
earthwork activities, the implementation of standard construction mitigation measures would
ensure that undiscovered cultural resources are not adversely affected by project-related
construction activities, which would prevent the destruction or degradation of potentially significant
cultural resources in the project vicinity. Given the low potential for disruption, and the
comprehensiveness of mitigation measures that would apply to this project and those in the vicinity,
the proposed project would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to the less than
significant cumulative impact on cultural resources. Therefore, the proposed project, in conjunction
with other planned and approved projects, would not have a cumulatively significant impact related
to cultural resources.

4.2.6 - Energy

The geographic scope of the cumulative energy analysis is the Southern California Edison (SCE)
electricity service area, which encompasses approximately 50,000 square miles of Southern
California, and the Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas) service area, which provides natural
gas service to a territory encompassing approximately 20,000 square miles throughout Central and
Southern California. Electrical power is provided by SCE via overhead power lines. All cumulative
projects would be required to comply with local, State, and federal policies that address energy
conservation and energy efficiency, such as complying with the City of Corona and County of
Riverside Climate Action Plan (CAPs), California Code of Regulations Title 13, Sections 2449 and
2485, and the latest California Energy Code. Future development projects in the SCE and SoCalGas
service areas would be required to comply with Title 24 energy efficiency standards as well as
stipulations from the CAP. Compliance with these regulations, policies and ordinances would
combine to reduce the energy demand, water use, amount of materials and wood use, and carbon
dioxide emissions of buildings. Accordingly, potential cumulative impacts would be less than
significant.

Moreover, the proposed project would not have a significant incremental contribution to cumulative
impacts. The proposed project is located within SCE service territory, and SCE would serve the
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proposed project’s electrical requirements consistent with the California Public Utilities Commission
and Federal Energy Regulatory Commission tariffs.

Electricity and natural gas consumption during constructions of the project would not result in
wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy due to the temporary nature of
construction and the financial incentives for the efficient use of energy-consuming resources. The
project would be designed and constructed in accordance with the City’s latest adopted energy
efficiency standards, which are based on the State’s Title 24 energy efficiency standards. The
proposed project would also be required to comply with stipulations originating from the City and
County General Plan and the County of Riverside CAP policies. Therefore, the proposed project, in
conjunction with other future projects, would not have a cumulatively significant impact on energy
consumption.

4.2.7 - Geology and Soils

The geographic scope of the cumulative geology, soils, and seismicity analysis is the project vicinity.
Adverse effects associated with geologic, soil, and seismic hazards tend to be localized, and the area
near the project site would be the area most affected by project activities (generally within a 0.25-
mile radius) as shown in Exhibit 4-1. Development in the project vicinity has not included any uses or
activities which would result in geology, soils, or seismicity impacts (such as mining or other
extraction activities), and there is no existing cumulatively significant impact.

Development projects in the project vicinity may have the potential to be exposed to seismic
hazards. Potentially adverse environmental effects associated with seismic hazards, as well as those
associated with expansive soils, topographic alteration, and erosion, usually are site-specific and
generally do not result in cumulative effects. Cumulative projects would be exposed to similar
ground shaking during seismic events as the proposed project, but development of individual
projects would not increase the potential for impacts related to seismic hazards to occur. Individual
development proposals would be reviewed separately by the appropriate public agency depending
on location and undergo environmental review if appropriate. In the event that future cumulative
development would result in impacts related to geologic or seismic impacts, those potential project
or site-specific impacts would be addressed in accordance with the requirements of CEQA. New
buildings would be constructed utilizing current design and construction methodologies for
earthquake resistant design as required by relevant regulations. Compliance with the California
Building Standards Code (CBC), National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits,
laws and regulations mentioned in Section 3.7, Geology and Soils, would ensure that cumulative
development would have less than significant impacts associated with geology, soils, or seismicity. As
shown on Exhibit 4-1, the nearest cumulative project listed on Table 4-1 is approximately 562 feet
from the project site, therefore cumulative impacts are anticipated to be less than significant in
regard to geology and soils.

Moreover, the proposed project’s incremental contribution to less than significant cumulative
impacts would not be significant. Although the project site would not contain unstable slope
conditions, it could still experience landslides due to seismic shaking and/or extreme storm events
and would require MM GEO-1, which would include earthwork and grading specifications
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recommended for the proposed project. Further, the project site could experience uneven
subsidence resulting in distress to project structure foundations, a potentially significant impact, and
would be mitigated to a less than significant level by MM GEO-2, which would ensure site remedial
grading is conducted to prevent subsidence impacts. As previously discussed, the proposed project
would be required to comply with provisions of the CBC, excavation and grading requirements, and
mandatory NPDES permit requirements to ensure that potential impacts related to site-specific
geotechnical conditions remain at less than significant levels. For these reasons, the proposed
project’s contribution to cumulative impacts on geology, soils, and seismicity are not cumulatively
considerable and the cumulative impact would be less than significant. As such, the proposed
project, in conjunction with other projects, would not have a cumulatively significant impact
associated with seismic hazards.

Moreover, the proposed project would not contribute to a cumulative impact on liquefaction, lateral
spreading, or landslides. As discussed above, impacts related to subsidence or collapse are less than
significant with implementation of MM GEO-3 and 4 and adherence to local, State, and federal
regulations. Since the proposed project would experience less than significant impacts associated
with subsidence or collapse impacts and these potential impacts are site-specific, the proposed
project’s contribution to cumulative subsidence or collapse is less than cumulatively considerable,
and thus less than cumulatively significant. The proposed project would not contribute to a
cumulative impact on liquefaction, lateral spreading, or landslides.

Regarding soil erosion, development activities could lead to adverse impacts to soils that could cause
unstable ground surfaces and increased sedimentation in nearby streams and drainage channels. As
cumulative development occurs, all future projects must comply with the federal, State, and
pertinent local regulations regarding development which would ensure less than significant
cumulative impacts. The project site contains fill soils that that may not be suitable to support urban
development. MM GEO-3 requires on-site soils to be prepared with several specifications that would
reduce erosion impacts to less than significant levels, and MM GEO-4 requires compliance with
applicable building regulations such as the CBC, County, and City regulations, and geotechnical
recommendations detailed in the Geotechnical Investigation as soil samples at the site were
determined to have expansive soil potential. As shown on Exhibit 4-1, some of the projects listed in
Table 4-1 would be exposed to expansive soil hazards or unstable geologic units and therefore,
would be expected to implement similar grading and soil engineering practices to address those
impacts. The proposed project would not contribute to any significant cumulative impact due to
expansive soils or unstable soil units. Since the proposed project would have to comply with federal
and State regulations and required mitigation measures that are designed to minimize impacts to
projects on a wide geographic scale, the project’s contribution to any significant cumulative erosion
impact would be less than cumulatively considerable.

Cumulative development would not contribute to potential impacts on the soils related to septic
tanks since new development requires a demonstration of adequate leach fields and septic tanks.
Additionally, the proposed project would connect to existing sewer lines contained within existing
roadways. Project grading as part of construction would take place within the project site boundaries
and would not impact subsurface sewage disposal systems currently in use. Therefore,
implementation of the proposed project would not contribute to potential cumulative impacts
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related to soils supporting septic systems. Therefore, the proposed project, in conjunction with other
planned and approved projects, would not have a cumulatively significant impact related to geology,
soils, and seismicity, assuming compliance with regulatory requirements.

4.2.8 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are inherently cumulative in nature because GHG emissions are not
confined to a particular air basin but are dispersed worldwide. Therefore, the analysis under Impact
GHG-1 and Impact GHG-2 also address cumulative impacts.

The appropriate scope of analysis is the global climate and impacts from GHG emissions result in
global climate change. The geographic scope of the cumulative GHG emissions analysis is the SOCAB,
which encompasses Orange County, Los Angeles County (excluding the Antelope Valley), Ventura
County, Riverside County (excluding the Coachella Valley and the desert region) and San Bernardino
County (excluding the desert region). Air quality is impacted by topography, dominant air flows,
atmospheric inversions, location, and season. Therefore, using the SOCAB represents the area most
likely to be impacted by air emissions. While an individual project cannot generate enough GHG
emissions to effect a discernible change in global climate, the proposed project may participate in this
potential impact by its incremental contribution combined with the cumulative increase of all other
sources of GHGs, which when taken together constitute potential influences on global climate change.

The CAP is a geographic specific plan that was adopted by the County of Riverside for reducing GHG
emissions under the control or influence of the County consistent with AB 32 (California Global
Warming Solutions Act of 2006) and subsequent State legislation and State agency action to address
climate change. The CAP has adopted a target of reducing GHG emissions down to 15 percent below
2008 levels within the County of Riverside by 2020. This reduction target is compliant with AB 32 and
is therefore consistent with the State’s efforts to reduce GHG emissions globally and substantially
lessen the cumulative contribution to GHG impacts. The 2019 CAP revisions emphasize the need for
specific GHG reductions for 2035 and 2050 needed to reduce emissions to 80 percent below 1990
levels by 2050. The CAP includes GHG screening tables with energy efficient implementation
measures that would help to achieve the target reduction. Pursuant to the CAP, projects that achieve
at least 100 points based on the County’s screening tables are determined to be consistent with the
reduction quantities anticipated in the County’s GHG Technical Report. As such, further project-
specific GHG quantification is not required. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines, such projects are
determined to have a less than significant individual and cumulative impact for GHG emissions.

The proposed project in conjunction with other planned or approved projects would emit new GHG
emissions. The proposed project’s annual operational plus amortized construction emissions in 2035
would generate 3,396 metric tons (MT) carbon dioxide equivalent (CO.e) per year, which exceeds the
screening threshold of 3,000 MT CO.e per year.

However, according to the County’s CAP, projects that implement 100 points of reduction measures
from the applicable screening tables would be determined to have a less than significant individual
impact for GHG emissions. As demonstrated in Section 3.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions and in
Appendix B, the proposed project would implement a total of 115 points of reduction measures.
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The project would therefore be consistent with the overarching goals of AB 32 and the strategies of
the California Air Resources Board (ARB) Scoping Plan, as well as the regulatory measures adopted to
further AB 32 goals. Because this project, under either threshold, would be consistent with the ARB
Scoping Plan, the project’s GHG emissions would not be cumulatively significant. For the reasons
described above and in GHG-1 and GHG-2, the incremental impacts of the proposed project related
to GHG emissions are not cumulatively considerable. Therefore, the proposed project would not
have a significant cumulative impact.

4.2.9 - Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The geographic scope of the cumulative hazards and hazardous materials analysis is the project area
as shown in Exhibit 4-1. Adverse effects of hazards and hazardous materials tend to be localized;
therefore, the area near the project area would be most affected by project activities. Hazards and
hazardous materials are extensively regulated at the federal, State, and local levels. Cumulative
projects would be subject to the requirements and regulations set forth by the United States
Department of Transportation (USDOT), California Department of Transportation (Caltrans),
California Highway Patrol (CHP), the local Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA), and local
regulations related to transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials. Cumulative projects will
also be required to implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and comply with
the California Code of Regulations during construction, site grading, excavation operations, and
building demolition. Accordingly, cumulative development would not result in physical changes that
would result in a significant environmental effect.

Within the project vicinity, there are two adjacent properties (Song’s Arco Station located at 800
Serfas Club Drive, and Mobil No. 18 located at 616 Paseo Grande Road in the City of Corona) that are
listed as Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) sites. However, the LUST cases were closed in
2007 and 2013, respectively. No other land uses within the project vicinity utilize large quantities of
hazardous materials or involve hazardous activities, and there is no existing cumulatively significant
impact. Additionally, other projects listed in Table 4-1 that have become contaminated from past
uses or possess characteristics that involve the routine handling of large quantities of hazardous
materials, would be required to mitigate for their impacts. Because hazards and hazardous materials
exposure is generally localized and development activities associated with the other projects listed in
Table 4-1 may not coincide with the proposed project, this effectively precludes the possibility of
cumulative exposure. For these reasons cumulative projects would have a less than significant effect.

Moreover, the proposed project’s incremental contribution to less than significant cumulative
impacts would not be significant. A Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (Phase | ESA) was
prepared for the proposed project and found transite pipes on-site containing asbestos. MM HAZ-1
would include the recommendations in the Geotechnical Investigation. The findings of the 2016
Phase Il ESA indicated no reported concentrations of total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) or VOCs
above the method-reporting limit in any of the soil samples analyzed. Soil sampling occurred for an
additional Phase Il ESA, which determined that there were trace amounts of several recognized
chlorinated pesticides and herbicides present within the limits of the project site. While no impacts
are anticipated due to contaminated soils or from the existing rubbish and transite pipes located on-
site, if such soils or rubbish are later determined to be hazardous, all standard hazardous materials
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remediation and removal procedures are required to be adhered to. Because the proposed project’s
impact due to hazards and hazardous materials can be reduced to below a level of significance as
described above and in Section 3.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the proposed project’s
incremental contribution would not be cumulatively considerable.

Cumulative impacts related to emergency response and evacuation plans would be less than
significant. The proposed project would comply with the City and County’s emergency response
plans. Additionally, adjacent jurisdictions also have emergency response plans and emergency
evacuation plans. Furthermore, larger regional and statewide resource areas are regulated by State
agencies to address larger-scale statewide issues. For these reasons, cumulative impacts associated
with emergency response and evacuation plans are less than significant. Moreover, the proposed
project’s incremental contribution to these less than significant cumulative impacts would not be
significant. The proposed project would not impair the implementation of, or physically interfere
with, an emergency response plan and/or emergency evacuation plan. The County of Riverside and
City of Corona will review the proposed project to ensure it does not interfere with their respective
established emergency operations plans. Therefore, the proposed project would not have a
significant cumulative impact.

4.2.10 - Hydrology and Water Quality

The analysis area for evaluation of cumulative impacts to hydrology and water quality generally
includes areas within 0.5 mile of the project site. Hydrologic and water quality impacts tend to be
localized; therefore, the area near the project site would be most affected by project activities as
shown in Exhibit 4-1. Cumulative impacts would be less than significant because cumulative
development, infrastructure, and planning projects would be subject to numerous federal, State, and
local requirements responsible for maintaining flood protection features, including the United States
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), California Department of Water Resources (DWR), and California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). Accordingly, all cumulative projects would be subject to
local, State, and federal permit requirements and would be required to comply with City ordinances
and General Plan policies, as well as other water quality regulations that control construction-related
and operational discharge of pollutants in stormwater. The water quality regulations implemented by
the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) take a basin-wide approach and consider water
guality impairment in a regional context. For example, the Construction General Permit ties receiving
water limitations and basin plan objectives to terms and conditions of the permit, and the Municipal
Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit works with all municipalities to manage stormwater
systems to be collectively protective of water quality. For these reasons and because of the nature
and types of surrounding development, existing stormwater infrastructure, and regulatory
requirements have ensured that no cumulatively significant impacts related to water pollutants or
flooding exist within the project vicinity.

The proposed project would involve short-term construction and long-term operational activities
that would have the potential to degrade water quality in downstream water bodies. However, the
proposed project would include implementation of various mandatory construction and operational
water quality control measures to prevent the release of pollutants into downstream waterways. As
determined in the Preliminary Hydrological Analysis, the capacity of the existing stormwater culvert
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that serves the project site is exceeded. Additionally, the sewer lines that currently serve the
surrounding area and would serve the proposed project were found to be deficient by the
Preliminary Wastewater Report. The proposed project would implement stormwater capture
features at the site that would reduce to flow to existing culvert to below capacity as well as pay fair
share contributions that would support the repair of the deficient sewer lines. The required
mitigation would ensure the project’s incremental contribution to the already less than significant
cumulative water quality impact would be less than cumulatively considerable.

The project site is within Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Zone AE and X. The
proposed project would impact the FEMA Flood zones. Therefore, MM HYD-1 and MM HYD-1 are
proposed. MM HYD-1 and MM HYD-2 require the project proponent to present the County of
Riverside with a Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) and a subsequent Letter of Map
Revision (LOMR) prior to the issuance of grading permits for any portion or phase of the project.
Other projects that are within the FEMA Flood Zone area would be required to comply with
applicable County requirements. The required mitigation would reduce the project’s contribution to
the already less than significant cumulative flood zone impact to less than cumulatively considerable.

All other project-related hydrology impacts (e.g., groundwater, drainage and 100-year flood hazards)
were found to be less than significant and do not require mitigation. Because all project-related
hydrology impacts are less than significant, the proposed project would not have a cumulatively
considerable contribution to any significant cumulative impact for these impacts.

4.2.11 - Land Use and Planning

The geographic scope of the cumulative land use analysis is the western Riverside County and City of
Corona area. Land use decisions are made at the County and City level; therefore, the
Riverside/Corona area is an appropriate geographic scope. Development within unincorporated
Riverside County is governed by the County of Riverside 2020 General Plan and the County Code and
development within the City of Corona is governed by the City of Corona 2020-2040 General Plan
and the Municipal Code which ensure logical and orderly development and require discretionary
review to ensure that projects do not result in land use impacts due to inconsistency with the
General Plan(s) and other regulations. Development projects in the Riverside/Corona area would
continue to be required to demonstrate consistency with all applicable County of Riverside 2020
General Plan and County Code requirements and applicable City of Corona 2020-2040 General Plan
and Municipal Code requirements. This would ensure that these projects comply with applicable
planning regulations. Those projects listed in Table 4-1 that have been previously approved have
been deemed consistent with all applicable General Plan and Specific Plan requirements. For
pending projects, the lead agency would be required to issue findings demonstrating consistency
with the applicable General Plan and County/Municipal Code requirements if they are ultimately
approved. For these reasons cumulative impacts with respect land use are less than significant.

The proposed project’s incremental contribution to cumulative land use impacts would also not be

significant. Planning Areas 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 are currently designated as Open Space Recreation (OS-R)
and zoned as One-Family Dwellings (R-1) under the County of Riverside 2020 General Plan. Planning
Area 6 is designated LDR and zoned Agriculture (A) under the City of Corona 2020-2040 General Plan
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Land Use Designation and Zoning. The proposed project would develop 365 dwelling units on
approximately 105 acres within the areas designated OS-R (County of Riverside) and LDR (City of
Corona) and preserving the remainder of the land as open space and recreational uses. Therefore, a
proposed General Plan Amendment from OS-REC to Medium Density Residential (MDR), as well as a
change of zoning from R-1 to Specific Plan (S-P), has been submitted to the County as part of the
entitlements process for the proposed project. Thus, the proposed land use changes would serve to
accommodate residential use and preserve existing open space use, which was found to be a less
than significant impact and for these reasons the proposed project’s incremental contribution to
land use impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, the proposed project, in conjunction with
other planned and approved projects, would not have a cumulatively significant impact related to
land use.

4.2.12 - Mineral Resources

The geographic scope of the cumulative mineral resource analysis is the project’s Aggregate Mineral
Resource area within the County. According to the County of Riverside 2020 General Plan, the
proposed project site is designated MRZ-3 by the State Mining and Geology Board (SMGB), which are
areas where the available geologic information indicates that mineral deposits are likely to exist;
however, the significance of the deposit in these areas is undetermined. The area surrounding the
project site is also classified as MRZ-3. Neither the County of Riverside 2020 General Plan nor the
City of Corona 2020-2040 General Plan identify any significant mineral resources on the project site
or in the project vicinity, as the project site and surrounding area does not have an MRZ2a or MRZ-
2b designation. For these reasons cumulative impacts with respect regional availability of mineral
resources would be less than significant.

Additionally, the proposed project would have a less than significant contribution because there are
no aggregate mining operations on the project site or within the surrounding area nor is this project
area designated as a resource recovery site. Accordingly, the proposed project would not have a
cumulatively considerable contribution to the loss of mineral resources of value to the State or
region because the site has been depleted of all economically recoverable aggregate materials.

4.2.13 - Noise

Noise impacts tend to be localized; therefore, the geographic scope of the cumulative noise analysis
is the immediate project vicinity as shown in Exhibit 4-1. The analysis in Section 3.13, Noise, includes
a cumulative analysis of existing, proposed, and anticipated future noise levels near the project site.
Outdoor noise measurements taken at the project site indicate that the average ambient noise levels
are within the “normally acceptable” or “conditionally acceptable” range for all land uses. For these
reasons cumulative impacts with respect to noise would be less than significant.

The proposed project’s construction noise levels may cause a temporary substantial increase in noise
levels at nearby receptors. MM NOI-1a is included that would require implementation of
construction noise attenuation measures to reduce noise levels; however, construction noise levels
may exceed adopted standards at certain nearby receptors and. Other projects listed in Table 4-1
would be required to implement similar mitigation and adhere to Municipal Code restrictions
regarding construction noise. It is highly unlikely that a substantial number of the cumulative
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projects would be constructed simultaneously and close enough to one another for noise impacts to
be compounded, given that the projects are at widely varying stages of approval and development.
Therefore, it is reasonable to conclude that construction noise from the proposed project would not
combine with noise from other development projects to cause cumulatively significant noise
impacts.

During operation, a significant impact would occur if the proposed project would expose residential
noise-sensitive land uses to traffic noise levels in excess of 60 dBA CNEL. The analysis found that
noise levels would be in excess of the County’s normally acceptable land use compatibility standard
of 60 dBA CNEL. Therefore, design measures must be incorporated into the proposed project to
ensure that the interior noise level standard of 45 dBA CNEL is maintained. Similarly, a significant
impact would occur if the project would result in a substantial increase in traffic noise levels above
levels that would exist without the project. The proposed project’s contribution to vehicular noise
levels would not exceed the applicable thresholds of significance, which take into account existing
noise levels as well as noise from trips associated with other planned or approved projects. Thus, the
proposed project would not combine with other projects to cause a cumulatively considerable
increase in ambient roadway noise. The highest projected traffic noise levels along modeled surface
roadway segments in the proposed project vicinity would occur along Serfas Club Drive, between
Frontage Road and Pine Crest Drive, which would range up to 68 dBA CNEL as measured at 50 feet
from the centerline of the outermost travel lane. However, implementation of MM NOI-1b would be
required to ensure traffic noise impacts from SR-91 would be reduced to less than significant and
would ensure persons are not exposed to noise levels in excess of acceptable standards.

Because vibration is a highly localized phenomenon, there would be no possibility for vibration
associated with the project to combine with vibration from other projects because of their distances
from the project site. Therefore, there would be no cumulative impact related to vibration. The
proposed project’s construction and operational vibration levels would not exceed identified
thresholds, and impacts would be less than significant. Accordingly, the proposed project’s
incremental contribution to noise and vibration impacts would be less than significant. Other
projects listed in Table 4-1 would be required to evaluate noise and vibration impacts and implement
mitigation, if necessary, to minimize noise impacts pursuant to local regulations. Therefore, the
proposed project, in conjunction with other planned and approved projects, would not have a
cumulatively significant impact related to noise.

4.2.14 - Paleontological Resources

The geographic scope of the cumulative paleontological resources analysis is the project vicinity.
Paleontological resource impacts tend to be localized because the integrity of any given resource
depends on what occurs only in the immediate vicinity around that resource, such as disruption of
soils; therefore, in addition to the project site itself, the area near the project site would be the area
most affected by project activities (generally within a 500-foot radius).However, as shown in Exhibit
4-1, there are no cumulative projects within the vicinity of the project site.

Construction activities associated with development projects in the project vicinity may have the
potential to encounter undiscovered paleontological resources. These projects would reduce
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impacts through compliance with applicable federal and State laws governing paleontological
resources, which reduce potential cumulative impacts to paleontological resources to less than
significant. The majority of impacts to paleontological resources are site-specific and are therefore
generally mitigated on a project-by-project basis. Additionally, as needed, projects would incorporate
individual mitigation for site-specific geological units present on each individual project site.
Accordingly, cumulative impacts to paleontological resources are less than significant. Furthermore,
the proposed project would have a less than significant contribution to cumulative impacts because
it would be required to conform to federal and State policies that protect paleontological resources,
including Section 5097 of the California Public Resources Code.

The likelihood of any significant paleontological resources on the project site are very low given the
developed nature of the site, previous disruptions to its ground and the lack of any known resource
within its boundaries. Although there is the possibility that previously undiscovered resources could
be encountered by subsurface earthwork activities, the implementation of standard construction
mitigation measures would ensure that undiscovered paleontological resources are not adversely
affected by project-related construction activities, which would prevent the destruction or
degradation of potentially significant paleontological resources in the project vicinity. For all the
reasons detailed above and given the low potential for disruption, and the comprehensiveness of
mitigation measures that would apply to this proposed project and those in the vicinity, the
proposed project would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to any potentially
significant cumulative impact on paleontological resources. Therefore, the proposed project, in
conjunction with other planned and approved projects, would not have a cumulatively significant
impact related to paleontological resources.

4.2.15 - Population and Housing

The geographic scope of the cumulative population and housing analysis is the County of Riverside
and City of Corona. Population growth is typically measured in relation to the size of the applicable
jurisdiction and, thus, the County of Riverside and the City of Corona are the appropriate
geographical areas. The project site is currently designated for residential use by the County’s Zoning
Ordinance and, thus, the project proposes a specific plan for the project area that contemplates
support of the population growth. Similarly, the City of Corona portion of the proposed project is
currently designated as residential use by the City of Corona 2020-2040 General Plan and this
portion of the proposed project would also be within the Specific Plan area and subsequently would
support the population growth. None of the cumulative projects propose a significant reduction in
housing availability, therefore there is no significant cumulative impact related to the displacement
of people or housing. Additionally, as they are reviewed, other development projects in the County
of Riverside and City of Corona would be reviewed for impacts on population growth and would be
required to demonstrate consistency with the applicable General Plans. For these reasons
cumulative impacts with respect to population and housing would be less than significant.

The proposed project would not contribute to unplanned population growth or displace people or
housing. Instead, the proposed project would improve housing availability in the City and County by
developing 365 dwelling units, which would be 100 percent active adults and age restricted to 60
years old and older. During the construction phase, the proposed project is estimated to create
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approximately 236 temporary on-site construction jobs in both unincorporated County of Riverside
and the City of Corona, which is expected to be filled from the existing regional workforce. The
proposed project is expected to add up to 744 total residents approximately 652 persons to the
County of Riverside’s population and approximately 119 persons to the City of Corona’s population.
This represents an increase of 0.17 percent relative to the County’s unincorporated population of
389,905 and an increase of 0.07 percent relative to the City of Corona’s population of 169,454.
Accordingly, growth inducement impacts were found to be less than significant. Therefore, the
proposed project’s incremental contribution to population and housing impacts would be less than
significant. The proposed project, in conjunction with other future projects, would not have a
cumulatively significant impact related to population and housing.

4.2.16 - Public Services

The geographic scope of the cumulative public services analysis is the service area of each of the
providers serving the proposed project. Because of differences in the nature of the public service
and utility topical areas, they are discussed separately.

Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services

The geographic scope of the cumulative fire protection and emergency medical services analysis is
the Riverside County Fire Department’s (RCFD) service area via California Department of Forestry
and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) contracted services and the City of Corona Fire Department (CFD). A
significant cumulative environmental impact would result if cumulative growth exceeded the ability
of RCFD, CAL FIRE, and the CFD to adequately serve their service areas, thereby requiring
construction of new facilities or modification of existing facilities. Development projects within these
service areas would be required to comply with City and County requirements and General Plan
policies that address fire protection services, including the payment of impact fees designed to
ensure adequate facilities. Therefore, cumulative impacts would be less than significant.

The proposed project’s incremental contribution to less than significant cumulative impacts would
not be significant. As discussed under Impact PS-1(a), implementation of the proposed project would
not create a need for new or physically altered facilities. The proposed project would develop a total
of 365 dwelling units on approximately 105 acres and includes open space, trails, and passive
recreational areas. The proposed project is estimated to add 730 new residents combined to the
County of Riverside and City of Corona population. The nearest RCFD Fire Station to the project site
is approximately 4.5 miles away, and the nearest CFD Fire Station is approximately within 0.96 mile
away. Because of the travel distance of the fire stations in relation to the proposed project site, the
response times from all County Fire Stations are longer than the Riverside County standard of 4
minutes. The proposed project would contribute to a an increased number of emergency and public
service calls due to the increased presence of structures, traffic, and population. These impacts
would be mitigated by mandatory impact fees.

The CFD would be the main provider of fire emergency services. Average fire response times for the
project area are currently 6 minutes and 21 seconds, and the goal response time is met 93.75
percent of the time. The proposed project would increase the call volume by approximately 50 calls
per year based on CFD’s per capita response projections. Thus, the project applicant shall pay the
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required service and development fees pursuant to the Corona “Fire Facilities Fund” as amended in
the Chapter 3.36 of the Municipal Code. Additionally, the proposed project would comply with all
applicable requirements of the California Fire Code, including provision of adequate emergency
access points, and it would be accessible to fire apparatus. Therefore, proposed project’s
incremental contribution to fire protection services would be less than significant. The proposed
project, in conjunction with other future projects, would not have a cumulatively significant impact
related to fire protection and emergency medical services.

Police Protection

The geographic scope of the cumulative police protection and emergency medical services analysis is
the Riverside County Sheriff’s Department and the City of Corona Police Department (CPD). A
significant cumulative environmental impact would result if this cumulative growth exceeded the
ability of the Riverside County Sheriff’s Department and CPD to adequately serve their service area,
thereby requiring construction of new facilities or modification of existing facilities. All cumulative
projects within the Department’s and CPD’s service area would be required to comply with City and
County ordinances and other policies that address police protection services. Therefore, cumulative
impacts would be less than significant.

The proposed project’s incremental contribution to less than significant cumulative impacts would
not be significant. As discussed under Impact PS-1(b), implementation of the proposed project
would not create a need for new or physically altered facilities for the Riverside County Sheriff’s
Department or CPD to provide police protection services to its service area.

The proposed project would develop a total of 365 dwelling units on approximately 105 acres and
includes open space, trails, and passive recreational areas. The Riverside County Sheriff’s
Department station that would provide law enforcement services to the proposed project is the
Jurupa Valley Station (JVS) located at 7477 Mission Boulevard in Riverside, California, which is
approximately 13 miles from the project site. The increase in population from the proposed project
would generate approximately 4 to 5 calls for service per day for JVS, resulting in approximately
1,460 to 1,825 calls for service annual. Given that the proposed project would increase the
population in the JVS service area by 652 new residents, the sworn officers to resident ratio would
be 4.4 officers per 1,000 residents after the proposed project is completed. Therefore, the 2.3
percent increase in the JVS service area population would not be considered significant because the
sworn officer to resident ratio still exceeds the one officer per 1,000 residents standard.

Under the development contemplated in the NOP, Planning Area 6 would increase the population of
the City of Corona by approximately 118 residents. The proposed project would have minimal impact
on the response times for the CPD. The target staffing ratio for the CPD is one officer per 1,000
residents. Given the City’s estimated current population of 168,382 residents, based on the
California Department of Finance estimates and the current staffing of 250 sworn officers, the
current ratio is approximately 1.49 officers per 1,000 residents, which exceeds the one officer per
1,000 residents ratio. Other development projects within the Sheriff Department and CPD service
area would be reviewed for impacts on police protection and would be required to address any
potential impacts with mitigation. Given current staffing levels, existing facilities are sufficient to
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serve the proposed project in conjunction with existing and cumulative projects. Therefore, the
proposed project, in conjunction with other future projects, would not have a cumulatively
significant impact related to police protection.

Schools

The geographic scope of the cumulative school analysis is the Corona-Norco Unified School District
(CNUSD), which encompasses parts of Riverside County, Corona, Norco, Eastvale, and Jurupa Valley.
Regional growth resulting from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects would result in
increased demand for additional school facilities. Like development in the City and County, the
CNUSD is expected to receive Development Impact Fees (DIFs) from cumulative development within
other jurisdictions including Norco, Eastvale, and Jurupa Valley. The payment of school impact fees
would ensure that school facilities can accommodate future students. Therefore, cumulative impacts
would be less than significant.

The proposed project’s incremental contribution to less than significant cumulative impacts would
not be significant. The proposed project would develop a total of 365 dwelling units on
approximately 105 acres and includes open space, trails, and passive recreational areas. The
proposed project would be age restricted to 60 years old and older and therefore would not add any
new students to CNUSD. Other development projects within CNUSD would be reviewed for impacts
on schools and would be required to pay development fees. Therefore, the proposed project, in
conjunction with other future projects, would not have a cumulatively significant impact related to
schools.

Libraries

The geographic scope of the cumulative libraries analysis is the Riverside County Library System and
the City of Corona Public Library. A significant cumulative environmental impact would result if
cumulative growth exceeded the ability of the library system to adequately serve people within their
service area, thereby requiring construction of new facilities or modification of existing facilities. All
cumulative projects would be required to comply with City and County ordinances and other policies
that address library facilities and services. Therefore, cumulative impacts would be less than
significant.

The proposed project’s incremental contribution to less than significant cumulative impacts would
not be significant. The County of Riverside operates a system of 38 library branches and two book
mobiles (one serving Coachella Valley and one serving western Riverside County) to serve
unincorporated populations. The nearest County of Riverside Library to the project site is the Home
Gardens Library located approximately 4.7 miles east of the project site. The County’s ability to
support the needs of future growth is dependent upon its ability to secure sites for, construct and
stock new libraries on a timely basis. At present, there is no specific funding mechanism for
expansion of library facilities. Therefore, the project applicant would be required to pay the current
DIF for library services to offset any impact on the current County library branches before receiving
building permits.
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The City of Corona operates one public library for the existing approximately 168,382 residents. The
proposed project would increase Corona’s current population by 118 new residents, which
represents an approximately 0.07 percent increase in population, resulting in a minimal increase in
demand to existing resources and programming. The City of Corona uses DIFs from residential uses
to fund library facilities within the City. The project applicant would be required to pay the current
DIF rate before obtaining permitting. Therefore, the proposed project’s incremental contribution to
cumulative impacts to libraries would be less than significant. Other development projects within
the service area of the Riverside County Public Library System and the Corona Public Library would
be reviewed for impacts on the libraries and would be required to pay development fees. Therefore,
the proposed project, in conjunction with other future projects, would not have a cumulatively
significant impact related to libraries.

Health Services

The geographic scope of the cumulative health services analysis are two hospitals in the City of
Corona—Corona Regional Medical Center—Main at 800 South Main Street (approximately 2.2 miles
east), and Corona Regional Medical Center—Magnolia at 730 Magnolia Avenue (approximately 3.3
miles east) that would serve the project site. A significant cumulative environmental impact would
result if cumulative growth exceeded the ability of the hospitals to adequately serve people within
their service area, thereby requiring construction of new facilities or modification of existing
facilities. It is anticipated that the existing hospitals have capacity for the additional population
expected from the proposed project. No specific adopted criteria are maintained for determining
future needs for public hospital or medical clinics. In addition, due to the proximity of existing
medical centers to the project site, existing facilities have the capacity to serve the proposed project
and future projects in the area. Therefore, cumulative impacts would be less than significant.

Moreover, the proposed project’s incremental contribution to less than significant cumulative
impacts would not be significant. As discussed under Impact PS-1(e), based on the current ratio of
residents to hospitals, the proposed project’s increase in new residential population will represent
only a nominal shift in hospital facilities per capita in the County. For these reasons, impacts of the
proposed project on health services are not cumulatively considerable and the cumulative impact
would be less than significant. The proposed project, in conjunction with other future projects,
would not have a cumulatively significant impact related to health services.

4.2.17 - Recreation

The geographic scope of the cumulative recreation analysis is the County of Riverside county limits
and the City of Corona city limits. Within the County and City limits are regional parks, neighborhood
parks, community parks, regional parks, trails, community gardens, and historic sites. Further, all
cumulative projects would be required to comply with City and County ordinances and General Plan
policies that address parks and recreational facilities, such as paying park in lieu fees and maintaining
adequate parkland ratios. Therefore, cumulative impacts to parks and recreational facilities would be
less than significant.

The proposed project’s incremental contribution to less than significant cumulative impacts would
not be significant. As discussed under Impacts REC-1(a) and REC-1(b), implementation of the
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proposed project would not increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities, such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated. Moreover, the construction of parks and other recreational facilities contemplated by
the proposed project are not expected to result in an adverse physical effect on the environment.
The proposed project would develop 365 dwelling units and a commercial/retail area on
approximately 105 acres of the project site and preserve the remaining acreage as open space and
recreational use. The proposed project is estimated to add approximately 770 new residents to the
County and City’s population. The proposed project proposes to develop approximately 47 acres of
open space, which exceeds the Riverside County provision of 3 acres of parkland per 1,000
population, and the City of Corona’s provision for 3 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents in the City.
The proposed project would provide a trail network and passive use areas (open space and
greenway). The provision of these facilities would be expected to offset the increased demand for
such facilities because project residents would be expected to use the facilities closest to where they
live. As such, the proposed project would not create substantial impacts related to parks and other
recreational facilities. Therefore, impacts of the proposed project on parks and other recreational
facilities are not cumulatively considerable and, the proposed project, in conjunction with other
future projects, would not have a cumulatively significant impact related to recreation.

4.2.18 - Transportation and Traffic

The geographic scope of the cumulative transportation analysis is the roadway network within the
Coronita portion of the County of Riverside, and the western portion of the City of Corona. Changes
to the State CEQA Guidelines were adopted in December 2018, requiring all lead agencies to adopt
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) as a replacement for automobile delay-based Level of Service (LOS) as
the new measure for identifying transportation impacts for land use projects. Therefore, the analysis
of transportation impacts includes a VMT analysis based on applicable County and City screening
thresholds to determine whether the proposed project would have an impact related to VMT and, if
so, whether that impact would be significant. The proposed project would result in less than
significant impacts as the project generated VMT per capita would be 9.69, which falls below the
County’s adopted standard of 15.2. As part of this analysis, the Cumulative Plus Project Conditions,
which is the cumulative estimates for 2040 in addition to the project impacts, was evaluated. Under
this scenario VMT per capita was 11.57 for the Specific Plan, resulting in less than significant
impacts.

While the City of Corona and County of Riverside recognize that vehicle delay as represented by LOS
deficiencies are not analyzed as potential environmental impacts under CEQA, the County’s General
Plan addresses LOS for new development projects. Therefore, the proposed project’s impacts to LOS
was still analyzed and included in the discussion of impacts for informational purposes. As discussed
in Section 3.18, Transportation, of this Draft EIR, study facilities consist of 34 existing and future
study intersections and 29 roadway segments.
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Existing (2023) Conditions

Intersections

The following study area intersections are currently operating at an unacceptable LOS during the
peak-hours:

e Paseo Grande and Via Del Rio (No. 21)-LOS E AM peak-hour only.
e Paseo Grande and Pine Crest Drive (No. 24)-LOS E AM peak-hour only.
e Paseo Grande and Ontario Avenue (No. 25)-LOS E AM peak-hour only.

When taking into consideration the queues associated with the congestion on the SR-91 Freeway
during the morning commute period, the following additional intersections were also found to
operate at an unacceptable LOS under Existing traffic conditions:

e Green River Road and SR-91 Westbound Ramps (No. 1)-LOS F AM peak-hour only.
e Green River Road and SR-91 Eastbound Ramps (No. 2)-LOS F AM peak-hour only.
e Auto Center Drive and Wardlow Road (No. 5)-LOS F AM peak-hour only.

e Auto Center Drive and SR-91 Westbound Ramps (No. 6)—LOS F AM peak-hour only.
e Serfas Club Drive and SR-91 Eastbound Ramps (No. 7)-LOS F AM peak-hour only.

e Serfas Club Drive and Frontage Road (#8)-LOS F AM peak-hour only.

Roadway Segments

The study area roadway segments are currently operating at an acceptable LOS based on the daily
roadway capacity thresholds and minimum LOS criteria.

Freeway Off-Ramp Queues
There are no movements that are currently experiencing queueing issues during the weekday AM or
weekday PM peak 95th percentile traffic flows.

EAP (2027) Conditions

Intersections

There are no additional study area intersections anticipated to operate at an unacceptable LOS with
the addition of project traffic for EAP (2027) traffic conditions from the locations identified
previously for Existing traffic conditions.

Roadway Segments

The study area roadway segments are anticipated to continue to operate at an acceptable LOS based
on the daily roadway capacity thresholds and minimum LOS criteria with the addition of project
traffic under EAP (2027) traffic conditions.

Freeway Off-Ramp Queues

Consistent with Existing traffic conditions, there are no movements that are anticipated to
experience queueing issues during the weekday AM or weekday PM peak 95th percentile traffic
flows with the addition of project traffic for EAP (2027) traffic conditions.
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EAPC (2027) Conditions

Intersections

The following study area intersections are anticipated to operate at an unacceptable LOS under EAPC
(2027) traffic conditions:

e Paseo Grande and Via Santiago (No. 20)-LOS F AM peak-hour only.

e Paseo Grande and Via Del Rio (No. 21)-LOS F AM peak-hour only.

e Paseo Grande and Pine Crest Drive (No. 24)—-LOS F AM peak-hour only.
e Paseo Grande and Ontario Avenue (No. 25)-LOS F AM peak-hour only.

Freeway Off-Ramp Queues

Consistent with Existing traffic conditions, there are no movements that are anticipated to
experience queueing issues during the weekday AM or weekday PM peak 95th percentile traffic
flows with the addition of project traffic for EAPC (2027) traffic conditions.

Horizon Year (2040) Conditions

Intersections

The following study area intersections are anticipated to operate at an unacceptable LOS under
Horizon Year (2040) Without Project traffic conditions:
e Serfas Club Drive and Green River Road (No. 13)-LOS E AM peak-hour only.

e Paseo Grande and SR-91 EB On-Ramp/SR-91 EB Off-Ramp/6™" Street (No. 18)-LOS E PM peak-
hour only.

e Paseo Grande and Frontage Road (No. 19)-LOS F PM peak-hour only.

e Paseo Grande and Via Santiago (No. 20)-LOS F AM and PM peak-hours.

e Paseo Grande and Via Del Rio (No. 21)-LOS F AM peak-hour; LOS E PM peak-hour.
e Paseo Grande and Pine Crest Drive (No. 24)—LOS F AM peak-hour only.

e Paseo Grande and Ontario Avenue (No. 25)-LOS F AM peak-hour only.

e Avenida Del Vista and Ontario Avenue (No. 34)-LOS E AM peak-hour only.

There are no additional study area intersections anticipated to operate at an unacceptable LOS with
the addition of project traffic.

Freeway Off-Ramp Queues

Consistent with Existing traffic conditions, there are no movements that are anticipated to
experience queueing issues during the weekday AM or weekday PM peak 95th percentile traffic
flows with the addition of project traffic for Horizon Year (2040) traffic conditions.
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City of Corona General Plan Buildout Conditions
Intersections

The following study area intersections are anticipated to operate at an unacceptable LOS under
General Plan Buildout (GPBO) Without Project traffic conditions:

e Serfas Club Drive and Green River Road (No. 13)-LOS F AM and PM peak-hours.

e Paseo Grande and SR-91 EB On-Ramp/SR-91 EB Off-Ramp/6th Street (No. 18)-LOS F PM peak-
hour only.

e Paseo Grande and Frontage Road (No. 19)-LOS F AM and PM peak-hours.

e Paseo Grande and Via Santiago (No. 20)-LOS F AM and PM peak-hours.

e Paseo Grande and Via Del Rio (No. 21)-LOS F AM peak-hours.

e Paseo Grande and Pine Crest Drive (No. 24)-LOS F AM peak-hour; LOS E PM peak-hour.
e Paseo Grande and Ontario Avenue (No. 25)-LOS F AM peak-hour only.

e Avenida Del Vista and Ontario Avenue (No. 34)-LOS E AM peak-hour only.

There are no additional study area intersections anticipated to operate at an unacceptable LOS with
the addition of project traffic.

Freeway Off-Ramp Queues

Consistent with Existing traffic conditions, there are no movements that are anticipated to
experience queueing issues during the weekday AM or weekday PM peak 95th percentile traffic
flows with the addition of Project traffic for GPBO traffic conditions.

Thus, as detailed in MM TRANS-1, in conjunction with adjacent project development activity, the
proposed project would include several transportation improvements to ensure cumulative impacts
related to design features are less than significant.

Additionally, all of the new development projects listed in Table 4-1 would generate new vehicle trips
that may trigger or contribute to unacceptable intersection operations and freeway operations. All
projects would be subject to Measure A and the payment of Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee
(TUMF) and DIF to mitigate for their fair share of impacts. Additionally, all cumulative projects would
be required to comply with County and local ordinances and General Plan policies that address
potential impacts related to transportation.

For these reasons, cumulative impacts with respect to transportation and traffic would be less than
significant.

Moreover, the proposed project’s incremental contribution to cumulative traffic impacts would not
be significant. As discussed under Impact TRANS-1, the proposed project would not conflict with a
program, plan, ordinance, or policy related to bicycle, pedestrian or transit facilities. As discussed
under Impact TRANS-2, the proposed project would not conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA
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Guidelines Section 15064.3 subdivision (b). For other transportation-related areas (roadway safety;
emergency access; public transit, bicycles and pedestrians), the proposed project would have
potentially significant impacts related to roadway hazards, but after the implementation of MM
TRANS-1 and MM TRANS-2, these impacts would be reduced to a level of less than significant. As
such, the proposed project would not create substantial impacts related to transportation.
Therefore, impacts related to the proposed project’s incremental contribution to cumulative impacts
would be less than significant.

4.2.19 - Tribal Cultural Resources
Eligibility for California Register Listing

The geographic scope of the cumulative registered historical resources analysis is the project vicinity.
Registered historical resource impacts tend to be localized because the integrity of any given
resource depends on what occurs only in the immediate vicinity around that resource, such as
construction; therefore, in addition to the project site itself, the area near the project site would be
the area most affected by project activities (generally within a 500-foot radius). Construction
activities associated with development projects in the project vicinity may have the potential to
remove or damage registered historical resources. Cumulative projects would be required to comply
federal, State, and local policies that protect cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources (TCRs), including
the provisions of SB 18 and AB 52, Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, and Sections 5024.1 and
5097 of the Public Resources Code. Accordingly, because cumulative development would be
required to comply with long-term planning documents, and regulatory agency guidance
establishing policies (including, but not limited to., evaluation requirements and inadvertent
discovery procedures) that reduce impacts to potential cultural resources, cumulative impacts would
be less than significant.

Moreover, the proposed project’s incremental contribution to less than significant cumulative
impacts would not be significant. The proposed project would comply with all statutory
requirements Additionally, given that neither the project site nor any other project site in the vicinity
is listed on any national, State, or local registers of historic places (including those for TCRs), the
proposed project would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to any potentially
significant cumulative impact or registered historical resources. Therefore, the proposed project, in
conjunction with other planned and approved projects, would not have a cumulatively significant
impact related to registered historical resources.

Eligibility as Determined by Lead Agency

The geographic scope of the cumulative TCR analysis is the project vicinity. Tribal cultural resource
impacts tend to be localized because the integrity of any given resource depends on what occurs
only in the immediate vicinity around that resource, such as disruption of soils; therefore, in addition
to the project site itself, the area near the project site would be the area most affected by project
activities (generally within a 500-foot radius) as shown in Exhibit 4-1.

Construction activities associated with development projects in the project vicinity may have the
potential to encounter undiscovered TCRs. These projects would be required to mitigate for impacts
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through compliance with applicable federal and State laws governing TCRs. Even if a significant
cumulative impact could be found, the proposed project would not make a cumulatively
considerable impact with required compliance. The likelihood of any significant TCRs on the project
site are very low given the developed nature of the site, previous disruptions to its ground, and the
lack of any known resource within its boundaries. Although there is the possibility that previously
undiscovered resources could be encountered by subsurface earthwork activities, the
implementation of standard construction mitigation measures would ensure that undiscovered TCRs
are not adversely affected by project-related construction activities, which would prevent the
destruction or degradation of potentially significant TCRs in the project vicinity. Given the low
potential for disruption, and compliance with construction BMPs that would apply to this project and
those in the vicinity, the proposed project would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution
to any potentially significant cumulative impact on TCRs. Therefore, the proposed project, in
conjunction with other planned and approved projects, would not have a cumulatively significant
impact related to TCRs.

4.2.20 - Utilities and Service Systems
Water

The geographic scope of the cumulative potable water analysis is the City of Corona Utilities
Department service area, which encompasses the City of Corona city limits and nearby
unincorporated areas of Riverside County (Coronita). The City of Corona water service area has over
150,000 customer accounts. Water supply impacts are analyzed in Section 3.20, Utilities and Service
Systems, of this Draft EIR, which concluded that the City of Corona has adequate potable water
supplies to serve the proposed project, as well as other existing and future users. Cumulative
development would be required to conform with federal, State, and local policies that would reduce
water supply impacts to less than significant levels. When applicable, any additional new
development within the City and County would be subject, on a project-by-project basis, to
independent CEQA review as well as policies in the General Plans, Municipal Code requirements, and
SB 610 and SB 221, prior to approval. All of the City’s sources of supply are sustainably managed and
are projected to exceed demand through 2045. The City has three supply sources (groundwater,
imported water, and reclaimed water for landscaping) and therefore does not rely on a single water
source. Overall, cumulative water demands would neither exceed planned levels of supply nor
require building new water treatment facilities or expanding existing facilities beyond what is
currently planned. For these reasons, cumulative impacts with respect to water supply are less than
significant.

Moreover, the proposed project’s incremental contribution to cumulative impacts would be less
than significant. The estimated water usage for Planning Areas 1 through 6 to be on average 183,000
gallon per day (gpd) or 206.25 AFY which is approximately 0.57 percent of Utilities Department total
water supply and approximately 9.75 percent of the Utilities Department excess supply in 2020. As
discussed in greater detail in Impacts USS-1a and 1b, the proposed project would not result in the
need for expanded water facilities and there are sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project and reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years.
Therefore, the City of Corona would have sufficient water supplies available in addition to the
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proposed improvements that would adequately serve the proposed project. For these reasons, the
proposed project’s incremental contribution to cumulative impacts is less than significant.

It should be noted that not all of the projects listed in Table 4-1 are located within the City of Corona
water service area. However, for those projects that are located with the City of Corona Utilities
Department service area, the 2020 UWMP anticipates adequate water supplies for all water year
scenarios through 2045. These projects also would be required to demonstrate that they would be
served with potable water service as a standard requirement of the development review process,
and these projects may be required to implement water conservation measures to the extent they
are required. Therefore, the proposed project, in conjunction with other planned and approved
projects, would not have a cumulatively significant impact related to water supply in normal or dry
years.

Wastewater

The geographic scope of the cumulative wastewater analysis is the areas tributary to the City of
Corona Wastewater Treatment Plant 1 (WWTP-1). WWTP-1 is designed to serve flows from the east,
south, and western portion of the City. WWTP-1 is currently used to treat flows from a service area
of 14,000 acres within the City boundary. The current treatment capacity of WWTP-1is 11.5 mgd
with an expected future reliable treatment capacity of 14.5 mgd with improvements. Part of the
wastewater analysis included evaluation of future flows for portions of Coronita surrounding the
project area that are not currently utilizing City sewer services. Coronita is not located within the City
of Corona’s jurisdictions; however, the 2005 City of Corona Sewer Master Plan notes that the
developments in this area have exhibited poor septic tank performance and will eventually be
converted to operate on a City-maintained gravity sewer system. Therefore, the City of Corona plans
to ultimately convert Coronita from private septic tanks to City sewer services. All future projects
would be required to demonstrate that sewer service is available to ensure that adequate sanitation
can be provided. Additionally, all cumulative projects would be required to comply with City/County
ordinances and General Plan policies, as well as other regulations related to wastewater collection
and treatment. For these reasons, cumulative impacts are less than significant. Additionally, the
proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts would be less than significant. The proposed
project is projected to have an Average Dry Weather Flow (ADWF) of approximately 0.09 mgd (0.14
cfs) and a Peak Dry Weather Flow (PDWF) of approximately 0.2 MDG (0.32 cfs). There is enough
additional capacity to accommodate the wastewater flows from the proposed project. Additionally,
the combined projected discharge from the proposed project and the projected connections in
Coronita for ADWF is approximately 0.29 mgd and is approximately 0.82 mgd for PDWF. Even with
the additional flows from Coronita, there would be additional capacity for the proposed project.
Additionally, the sewer flow projections show that the existing downstream pipeline segments are
deficient based on the City’s criteria in the existing, post-project, and ultimate conditions and will
eventually be required to be replaced with larger capacity pipelines. The proposed project would be
required to pay fair share contributions to support the construction of new sewer lines to WWTP-1.
All of the sewer facilities would be designed to the City of Corona Utilities Department current
Design Policy and Standards. As such, the proposed project’s incremental contribution to cumulative
impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, the proposed project, in conjunction with other
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planned and approved projects, would not have a cumulatively significant impact related to
wastewater.

Storm Drainage

The geographic scope of the cumulative storm drainage analysis is an existing stormwater runoff 8
foot by 8 foot Reinforced Box Culvert (RCB) located west of the project underneath SR-91, which
currently receives runoff from the project site and would continue to do so in the future. All future
development projects in the project vicinity would be required to provide drainage facilities that
collect and detain runoff such that off-site releases are controlled and do not create flooding.
Therefore, cumulative impacts would be less than significant.

Moreover, the proposed project’s incremental contribution to cumulative impacts would be less
than significant. As discussed in Section 3.20, the proposed project would install a network of storm
drainage facilities within the project site consisting of inlets, underground piping, and basins. Each of
the Planning Areas would contain different Best Management Practices (BMPs) for stormwater
management for water capturing, cleansing and discharging into the stormwater system. All
development containing water quality systems would comply with NPDES requirements in effect at
the time of approval. In order to limit the discharge at the SR-91 Freeway culvert, a proposed
detention basin in Planning Area 3 would mitigate the increase runoff from the proposed project.
With these improvements, the flows to the RCB would be below its capacity. For these reasons, the
proposed project would have a less than significant incremental contribution to storm drainage
impacts.

Solid Waste

The geographic scope of the cumulative solid waste analysis is the Waste Management, Inc. (WMI)
service area in the City of Corona. Other future projects within the cumulative geographic context
would be required to comply with federal, State, and local laws and policies to address potential
impacts related to solid waste. For these reasons, cumulative impacts to solid waste would be less
than significant. Additionally, the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts would be
less than significant. The project proposes to connect all Planning Area utilities, including solid waste
disposal by the City of Corona and solid waste disposal would be provided by WMI. Solid waste
would be generated by both short-term construction and long-term operational activities. WMI
transports all solid waste from the City to the El Sobrante landfill. Although owned by WMI, the
landfill was constructed as a partnership between Riverside County and WMI and is a Class Il landfill
that accepts regular municipal solid waste. The site is permitted to accept approximately 16,000 tons
of solid waste per day from the Counties of Riverside, Los Angeles, Orange, San Diego, and San
Bernardino with approximately 144 million cubic yards of remaining capacity. The proposed project
is estimated to generate approximately 4,464 pounds per day (1.99 tons per day). Given that there is
approximately 10,055 tons per day of capacity at the landfill, there is enough available capacity to
accommodate the proposed project as well as other projects listed in Table 4-1. Therefore, the
proposed project would have a less than significant contribution to cumulative impacts.

Existing landfills in Riverside County are required to comply with federal, State, and local statutes
and regulations related to solid waste. Because the proposed project in addition to others would be
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required to comply with such regulations, the cumulative impact would be less than significant.
Moreover, as discussed in Section 3.20, Utilities and Service Systems, the proposed project’s
incremental contribution to existing landfills would be less than significant. Therefore, in conjunction
with other projects, the proposed project would not have a cumulative impact in regard to solid
waste or landfill capacity.

4.2.21 - Wildfire

The geographic scope of the cumulative wildfire analysis is the region surrounding the project site.
The region in which the project site is located has experienced wildfires in 2017, 2008, and 1999. The
City of Corona is located in the northwestern portion of Riverside County, near the convergence of
Los Angeles, Orange, and Riverside counties, approximately 45 miles southeast of the City of Los
Angeles. It is located in a valley, framed by mountains and the Prado Basin. All cumulative projects
would be subject to similar fire protection development standards and be required to comply with
County ordinances and General Plan policies to assist in protecting life and property in the event of a
wildfire. In addition, all cumulative projects would be covered under existing emergency response
plans by the County. For these reasons, cumulative impacts with respect to wildfire hazards would
be less than significant.

The proposed project’s incremental contribution to cumulative wildfire hazard impacts would not be
significant. According to Figure 5-0-5: Western Riverside County Wildfire Susceptibility Risks Map
within the County of Riverside Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan, the project site is not
located within a “Fire Hazard Severity Zone” or a “Very High/High/Moderate Fire Hazard Severity
Zone.” The project area is not located in a Wildfire Hazard Severity Zone and has never experienced a
wildfire between 1990 and 2021. Additionally, the proposed project’s design would not exacerbate
any existing wildfire hazard in the project’s vicinity. Therefore, the proposed project, in conjunction
with other future projects, would not have a cumulatively significant impact related to wildfires.

4-32 FirstCarbon Solutions
https://adecinnovations.sharepoint.com/sites/PublicationsSite/Shared Documents/Publications/Client (PN-JN)/5082/50820001.1/EIR/4 - Draft EIR/50820001.1 Sec04-00 Cumulative Effects.docx



Riverside County Planning Department—Trails at Corona
Draft EIR Alternatives to the Proposed Project

CHAPTER 5: ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

5.1 - Introduction

In accordance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15126.6, this
Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) contains a comparative impact assessment of
alternatives to the proposed project. The primary purpose of this chapter is to provide decision-
makers and the general public with a reasonable number of feasible project alternatives that could
attain most of the basic project objectives, while avoiding or reducing any of the project’s significant
adverse environmental effects. Important considerations for these alternatives analyses are noted
below (as stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6).

¢ An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project;

e An EIR should identify alternatives that were considered by the lead agency, but rejected as
infeasible during the scoping process;

e Reasons for rejecting an alternative include:
- Failure to meet most of the basic project objectives;
- Infeasibility; or
- Inability to avoid significant environmental effects.

Alternatives to a project must be considered even if they would impede, to some degree, the
attainment of project objectives or be more costly (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(b)). However, the
range of alternatives addressed in an EIR need not be exhaustive, and is governed by a “rule of
reason,” which requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned
choice. Of the alternatives considered, the EIR need examine in detail only those that the lead
agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid
or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. An EIR need not consider an
alternative whose effects cannot be reasonably ascertained, whose implementation is remote and
speculative, or an alternative that would not substantially lessen or avoid the significant effects of
the project. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d) states that if an alternative would cause one or
more significant effects in addition to those that would be caused by the project as proposed, the
significant effects of the alternatives shall be discussed, but “in less detail than the significant effects
of the project as proposed.”

CEQA Guidelines Section 15364 defines “feasibility” as “capable of being accomplished in a
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental,
legal, social, and technological factors.” The determination of the feasibility of project alternatives
may include, but is not limited to, factors such as: site suitability, economic viability, infrastructure
availability, general plan consistency, regulatory and jurisdictional limitations, and whether the
project proponent can reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to an alternative
project site (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(f)(1)).
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A comparison of impacts associated with the project and alternatives is provided within this chapter.
In several cases, the description and severity of the impact may be the same under each scenario
when compared with the CEQA Thresholds of Significance (i.e., both scenarios would result in a “less
than significant” impact). However, the actual degree of impact may be slightly different under each
scenario, and this relative difference is the basis for a conclusion of greater or lesser impacts. In
addition, the alternatives analysis includes the assumption that all applicable mitigation measures
associated with the project would be implemented with a given project alternative (e.g., Reduced
Intensity Alternative).

An evaluation of a No Project Alternative is required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) and is
included in this chapter. A No Project—No Project Alternative/No Build—Existing Land Use Activities
Alternative, a No Project Alternative/Development within the Existing Land Use Designations
Alternative, and a Reduced Intensity Alternative are evaluated herein.

An alternative would be considered environmentally superior to the project if it would result in
fewer or less significant environmental impacts. As required by the CEQA Guidelines, an
environmentally superior alternative has been identified among the alternatives evaluated in this
Draft EIR, and is discussed in Section 5.6, Environmentally Superior Alternative.

5.1.1 - Significant Unavoidable Impacts

As analyzed in detail in Chapter 3 of this Draft EIR, all project-related impacts are either no impact,
less than significant impact, or can be mitigated to below a level of significance. Therefore, the
proposed project does not have any significant unavoidable impacts and as a result, an analysis of
alternatives to the proposed project is not technically required under CEQA. CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6(b) states: “. . . the discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project
or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the
project . ..” The County therefore is not required to consider the feasibility of project alternatives or
make any specific findings (Public Resources Code [PRC] § 21002; Laurel Hills Homeowners
Association v. City Council (1978) 83 Cal. App. 3d 515, 521; see also Kings County Farm Bureau v. City
of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal. App. 3d 692, 730-731; and Laurel Heights Improvement Association v.
Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal. 3d 376, 400-403).

Accordingly, analysis of the following three alternatives to the proposed project is provided for
informational purposes and to allow the decision-makers to consider the proposed project in light of
hypothetical alternative development scenarios, thereby promoting CEQA’s purpose as an
information disclosure statute. A brief summary of the alternatives to the proposed project is
included below.

5.1.2 - Alternatives to the Proposed Project
The three alternatives to the proposed project analyzed in this chapter are as follows:
o Alternative 1—No Project Alternative/No Build-Existing Land Use Activities Alternative: The

No Project/No Build Alternative provides a comparison between the environmental impacts of
the proposed project in contrast to the environmental impacts that could result from not
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approving, or denying, the project, as well as not changing the land use designation(s) for the
site. Under the No Project/No Build Alternative, the site would remain in its existing condition
and no development would occur.

e Alternative 2—Development within the Existing Land Use Designations Alternative:
Recreational uses would be developed on the proposed Planning Areas (PAs) within the
jurisdiction of the County of Riverside (PAs 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5), approximately 79.9 acres. For
purposes of analysis, the recreational activities would include a Topgolf ™ facility in PAs 1 and
2 with an associated parking lot. PAs 3 and 4 would consist of an off-road vehicle park, and PA
5 would be a lakeside area for camping and fishing activities with associated parking lots. PA 6
within the City of Corona with a General Plan Land Use Designation of Low Density Residential
(LDR), is zoned as Agricultural (A) and would feature 16 large-lot, low density, single-family
housing units.

¢ Alternative 3—Reduced Intensity Alternative: The Reduced Intensity Alternative proposes to
develop a mixed-use project with development that consists of 240 units market-rate units on
approximately 79.9 acres, with an average of approximately three units per acre, on the PAs
within the County of Riverside (PAs 1 through 5). PA 6 would not be developed under this
Alternative. The residential portion of this alternative, or the “240-Unit Alternative” was
developed in response to comments from residents regarding the proposed project. This
alternative would develop 125 fewer dwelling units without any age restriction on the project
site. With the reduction in dwelling units proposed under this Alternative, the Homeowner’s
Association (HOA) would not be able to support the maintenance of the trail system.
Therefore, this Alternative would not include the trail system and would reduce the amount of
open space compared to that included under the proposed project. In addition, the Reduced
Intensity Alternative would develop retail/commercial or light/industrial development within
PA 1 (365,000 square feet in total).

These three alternatives to the proposed project are analyzed in detail in the following section.
These analyses compare the proposed project and each individual project alternative. In several
cases, the description of the impact may be the same under each alternative when compared with
the CEQA Thresholds of Significance (i.e., both the project and the alternative would result in a less
than significant impact). The actual degree of impact may be slightly different between the proposed
project and each alternative, and this relative difference is the basis for a conclusion of greater or
lesser impacts.

5.2 - Project Objectives
As stated in Chapter 2, Project Description, the objectives of the proposed project are to:

e Develop a specific plan to guide development in underutilized, currently vacant parcels in
Riverside County and the City of Corona in alignment with City of Corona 2020-2040 General
Plan Policy LU-5.4.
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Convert a vacant, underutilized property into a master-planned mixed-use community in
alignment with County of Riverside 2020 General Plan Policy LU 33.1 and City of Corona 2020-
2040 General Plan Policy LU-9.2.

Generate new, additional property tax revenues for Riverside County and the City of Corona
through the conversion of unused property.

Provide a range of housing options, including single-family housing and two-family residences
in alignment with County of Riverside 2020 General Plan Policy LU 28.4 and City of Corona
2020-2040 General Plan Policies 7.1 and 7.2.

Provide active adult age-restricted housing within Riverside County and City of Corona in
alignment with City of Corona 2020-2040 Policies LU-17.2, PR-2.4, and H-2.2.

Help meet the respective Regional Housing Need Allocation (RHNA) of both Riverside County
and the City of Corona, as set out in their respective Housing Elements.

Create a walkable, mixed-use environment, by providing the opportunity for retail and
commercial spaces within the community in alignment with County of Riverside 2020 General
Plan Policies LU 29.3 and C 4.7 and City of Corona 2020-2040 General Plan Goal LU-13 and
Policy LU-13.1.

Develop an open space, parks, and trail system for public use, allowing both existing and new
residents to take advantage of the development in alignment with County of Riverside 2020
General Plan Policy LU 3.1d and City of Corona 2020-2040 General Plan Policies PR-6.2 and PR-
6.4.

Provide stormwater, and residential water runoff, treatment through natural processes, using
the open space, parks, and trail system in alignment with the County of Riverside 2020
General Plan Policies LU 5.2. and LU 5.3 and City of Corona 2020-2040 General Plan Policies
IU-2.9, IU-5.5, and IU-5.6.

Promote land use compatibility with neighboring residential uses by creating landscaped
setbacks as buffers, and the development of a compatible housing density (units per acre) to
the adjoining uses in alignment with County of Riverside 2020 General Plan Policy LU 7.1 and
City of Corona 2020-2040 General Plan Policy LU-9.9.

Provide a circulation system that is complementary to local residential neighborhoods and
encourages pedestrian and bicycle circulation in alignment with County of Riverside 2020
General Plan Policies LU 13.6 and C 16.4a and City of Corona 2020-2040 General Plan Goal CE-5.

Provide an infrastructure system, including sewer, water, and storm drain systems that will
adequately serve full buildout of the proposed project in alignment with County of Riverside
2020 General Plan Policies LU 5.1 and LU 5.2 and City of Corona 2020-2040 General Plan Policy
IU-7.1.

Provide adequate off-street parking for all on-site uses, so as to not impact the development’s
neighbors in alignment with County of Riverside 2020 General Plan Policy C 3.26 and City of
Corona 2020-2040 General Plan Policy CE-7.1.

Complete General Plan Initiating Proceedings adopted on April 18, 2017.
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5.3 - Alternative 1-No Project Alternative/No Build-Existing Land Use
Activities Alternative

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) requires the discussion and evaluation of a No Project
Alternative. The No Project/No Build-Existing Land Use Alternative (Alternative 1) provides a
comparison between the environmental impacts of the proposed project in contrast to the
environmental impacts that could result from not approving, or denying, the project, as well as not
changing the land use designation(s) for the site. Under Alternative 1, the site would remain in its
existing condition and no development would occur. This means that under Alternative 1, the
existing vacant former Mountain View Golf Course on-site and the current proposal would not occur.
Impacts from the proposed project are compared with the Alternative 1 for each of the 21 topical
issue areas discussed in the Draft EIR in the sections that follow.

5.3.1 - Impact Analysis
Aesthetics, Light, and Glare

The Draft EIR concluded that impacts to scenic vista, scenic highway, visual character and quality,
and light and glare would be less than significant. Alternative 1 would allow the site to remain in its
current undeveloped condition with continued visual change on-site due to the existing and ongoing
degradation of the former golf course, facilities, and open space with homeless encampments, trash
dumping, weed overgrowth, and graffiti, and no new development would occur. Therefore, because
it is not located in or near a scenic highway corridor, Alternative 1 would have no impacts associated
with scenic highways, similar to the proposed project. Additionally, impacts related to Mount
Palomar would be the same as the proposed project. Alternative 1 would have greater impacts with
respect to visual character than the proposed project due to current trash dumping, weed
overgrowth, graffiti, and occasional homeless encampments occurring on the site. However, because
it would not result in any lighting changes, Alternative 1 would have less impacts related to light and
glare compared to the proposed project.

Agriculture Resources and Forest Resources

Under Alternative 1, the site would remain in its existing condition and no development would occur,
therefore resulting in no impacts related to agricultural or forestry resources. The Draft EIR
determined that the proposed project would have less than significant impacts on agricultural
resources, and no impacts to forestry resources. Therefore, impacts related to agricultural resources
under Alternative 1 would be less than the proposed project and equivalent to impacts related to
forestry resources compared to the proposed project. Although, impacts under the project would be
less than significant and would not require mitigation.

Air Quality

Alternative 1 would result in no new development on the site, so there would be no air quality
impacts from construction or operational emissions. The project as proposed would result in air
quality impacts requiring mitigation. Analysis of the proposed project would that total daily vehicle
trips to and from the proposed project would be approximately 1,624; however, under Alternative 1,
the project site would remain a vacant, former golf course and would generate no vehicle trips.
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Therefore, impacts to air quality would be avoided under Alternative 1, and impacts would be less
than the proposed project.

Biological Resources

Alternative 1 would leave the site in its largely undeveloped condition, which would allow plant and
animal species to continue utilizing the site. There would be no new development that could affect
special-status species, riparian habitats, sensitive natural communities, wetlands, or migratory
wildlife corridors. Impacts under this alternative, including potential impacts to burrowing owl,
migratory birds, and western pond turtle as well as to jurisdictional features would be avoided
entirely. Therefore, impacts from the proposed project to biological resources would be greater than
Alternative 1. Because of the continued degradation on the former Mountain View Golf Course,
adverse impacts to biological resources could still occur due to the continued presence of trash and
homeless encampments. Therefore, both Alternative 1 and the proposed project could have adverse
impacts to the proposed project. However, Alternative 1 would have reduced impacts on biological
resources as compared with the proposed project, which would be mitigated to a less than
significant impact.

Cultural Resources

Alternative 1 would leave the site in its present condition with the ongoing degradation of the vacant
former Mountain View Golf Course without disturbing the ground for new development, and there
would be no impacts on cultural resources. The Draft EIR concluded that the proposed project would
not have significant impacts to cultural resources with mitigation. Therefore, Alternative 1 would
have reduced impacts on cultural resources compared with the proposed project, although impacts
under the project would also be less than significant with mitigation.

Energy

Alternative 1 would not develop the project site. Therefore, it would remain in its present condition
with ongoing degradation of the vacant former Mountain View Golf Course. Under the proposed
project, fuel and power would be used during both the construction and operation of the proposed
project. However, under Alternative 1, no construction or operation would occur. As such,
Alternative 1 would have no impact on energy. Although, impacts under the project would also be
less than significant.

Geology and Soils

Under Alternative 1, the site would remain in its present state with continued degradation of the
vacant former Mountain View Golf Course, and there would be no potential impacts to future
structures from geotechnical hazards. The Draft EIR determined that implementation of the
proposed project would have less than significant impacts with mitigation incorporated. Alternative
1 would have reduced impacts on geology and soils compared with the proposed project because it
would not add residential and other uses to the site.
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Under Alternative 1, no new development on the site would occur, and there would be no changes
to existing conditions that would result in greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from construction or
operations on the site. Therefore, Alternative 1 would result in no GHG emissions. Compared to the
proposed project, which would result in less than significant impacts after mitigation, Alternative 1
would result less impact than the proposed project.

Hazards and Hazardous Material

Under Alternative 1, the site would remain in its present condition, and there would be no increased
impacts from hazards or hazardous materials associated with new uses. There would be no
development on the site that would involve the transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials,
interfere with an emergency response plan or evacuation plan, or expose people or structures to
significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving fires. Implementation of the proposed project would
have less than significant impacts with mitigation incorporated. Therefore, Alternative 1 would have
reduced impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials compared with the proposed project,
although impacts under the project would be mitigated to less than significant.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Under Alternative 1, the site would remain in its present condition with the continued degradation
of the vacant former Mountain View Golf Course. Therefore, less impacts would occur under this
Alternative because no additional impervious surfaces would be developed. However, the
Preliminary Hydrologic Analysis performed for the project site found that the drainage at the site
currently exceeds the capacity This alternative would not result in improvements to the site using
Best Management Practices (BMPs), and the addition of storm drains and detention basin to the site,
which would leave the project site vulnerable to hydrological impacts. As determined in the
Preliminary Hydrological Analysis, the capacity of the existing stormwater culvert that serves the
project site is exceeded and would be exceeded further under Alternative 1. If the impacts to
capacity of the culvert continue to worsen, backups and overflows could occur near the culvert.
Additionally, the sewer lines that currently serve the surrounding area and would serve the proposed
project were found to be deficient by the Preliminary Wastewater Report. Deficient sewer lines
could lead to sewage backups, stoppages, and odor. The proposed project would implement
stormwater capture features at the site that would reduce to flow to existing culvert to below
capacity as well as pay fair share contributions that would support the repair of the deficient sewer
lines. The proposed project is not expected to result in any significant impacts to hydrology or water
guality with implementation of the planned hydrological improvements. Compared to the proposed
project, Alternative 1 would result in less impacts related to groundwater, water supply, and flood
flows, but the proposed project would have less impacts related runoff and drainage patterns at the
project site.

Land Use and Planning

Alternative 1 consists of the continued degradation of the vacant former Mountain View Golf Course
use on approximately 104.8 acres. This Alternative would maintain the existing County of Riverside
2020 General Plan and City of Corona 2020-2040- General Plan designations and zoning for the

FirstCarbon Solutions 5-7
https://adecinnovations.sharepoint.com/sites/PublicationsSite/Shared Documents/Publications/Client (PN-JN)/5082/50820001.1/EIR/4 - Draft EIR/50820001.1 Sec05-00 Alternatives.docx



Riverside County Planning Department—Trails at Corona
Alternatives to the Proposed Project Draft EIR

project site, whereas the proposed project includes a General Plan Amendment that would change
the land use designation from Open Space Recreation (OS-R) to Medium Density Residential (MDR)
as well as a zoning change from One-Family Dwellings (R-1) to Specific Plan (S-P) for PA 1 through 5.
The proposed specific plan would require County of Riverside approval to ensure compatibility with
the County of Riverside 2020 General Plan and the City of Corona 2020-2040 General Plan, Municipal
Code, and surrounding land uses; whereas, Alternative 1 would avoid the need to do so. Therefore,
Alternative 1 would have less impacts than the proposed project, which would have less than
significant impacts regarding land use and planning.

Mineral Resources

Mineral resources impacts would be related to the loss of mineral resources, incompatible land uses,
and hazards related to quarries/mines. Under Alternative 1, the site would remain undisturbed and
in its present condition, and no impacts to mineral resources would occur. The Draft EIR for the
proposed project found that development of the site would not result in the loss of availability of a
known mineral resource of value to the region or residents of the State, and the project would have
a less than significant impact regarding mineral resources. Therefore, Alternative 1 would cause no
impacts to mineral resources, while the proposed project would result in less than significant
impacts. Impacts would be less than the proposed project.

Noise

Under Alternative 1, the project site would remain in its present undeveloped condition, and no
construction noise or operational noise related to new development would occur. The Draft EIR
concluded that the proposed project would include new stationary noise sources such as parking lot
activities and mechanical ventilation system equipment that would be potential point sources of
noise that could affect noise-sensitive receptors in the proposed project vicinity. However, with
implementation of mitigation measures, the proposed project would have less than significant
impacts regarding noise. Compared to the proposed project, impacts would be less under
Alternative 1. However, significant impacts under the project would be mitigated to less than
significant impact.

Paleontological Resources

Alternative 1 would leave the site in its present condition with the ongoing degradation of the vacant
former Mountain View Golf Course without disturbing the ground for new development, and there
would be no impacts on paleontological resources. The Draft EIR concluded that the proposed
project would not have significant impacts to cultural resources with mitigation. Therefore,
Alternative 1 would have reduced impacts on cultural resources compared with the proposed
project, although impacts under the project would also be less than significant with mitigation.

Population and Housing

Alternative 1 would leave the site in its present condition, and therefore would not result in
increased population, housing, or employment. There would be no construction of new residential
or commercial uses on the project site, and no displacement of existing residents or business owners
would occur. Alternative 1 would not result in any impacts related to population growth, while the
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proposed project would result in less than significant impacts. However, both Alternative 1 and the
project have no impacts with regard to housing and the displacement of housing. Impacts would be
less than the proposed project.

Public Services

Alternative 1 would not involve any new development but would still require the ongoing abatement
of homeless encampments, illegal dumping, and trespassing activities, which necessitates the need
for police, fire, and other public services. Therefore, Alternative 1 would have less than significant
impacts related to public services. Similarly, the Draft EIR determined that impacts related to public
services for the proposed project would be less than significant. However, calls for service would
likely be greater for the proposed project’s fully built out development than the current abatement
activities. Therefore, Alternative 1, similar to the proposed project, would result in less than
significant impacts on public services. Impacts would be less than the proposed project.

Recreation

Recreation impacts relate to potential impacts to recreational facilities, usage of existing
neighborhood/regional parks, and recreational trails. Alternative 1 would not involve any new
residential development and would therefore not result in an increased need for recreation/park
services. Existing conditions on the project site would not change, so there would be no increase in
the demand for recreational facilities or accelerate the deterioration of current facilities. The Draft
EIR determined that the proposed project would not increase demand for additional parks or
facilities and impacts would be less than significant due in part, to the proposed project’ s inclusion
of 33 acres of new parkland. Further, the proposed project would include open space as well as a
trail system that would be accessible by the surrounding community. Therefore, Alternative 1 would
have no impact on recreation facilities, while impacts under the proposed project would be less than
significant. Impacts would be less than the proposed project.

Transportation

Alternative 1 would leave the site in its present condition, resulting in fewer traffic impacts to local
roads. The Draft EIR determined that implementation of the proposed project would result in less
than significant impacts with mitigation incorporated and includes the development of traffic
improvements for the site itself. These improvements would not occur under Alternative 1.
Alternative 1 would avoid the traffic impacts that would occur under the proposed project and
would cause no impact compared to the proposed project.

Tribal Cultural Resources

Alternative 1 consists of the continued degradation of the vacant former Mountain View Golf Course
use on the project site. While the vacant former golf course activities and degradation of the site
have already disturbed the project site, Alternative 1 would have no Tribal Cultural Resources (TCR)
impacts when compared to the proposed project. The Draft EIR determined the proposed project
would have potentially significant impacts; however, impacts related to the proposed project would
be mitigated to a less than significant level. Therefore, impacts under Alternative 1 would less than
the proposed project.
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Utilities and Service Systems

Under Alternative 1, the site would remain in its present condition, would not include new uses or
new residents and there would be no new demand for additional utilities and service systems.
However, as determined in the Preliminary Hydrological Analysis, the capacity of the existing
stormwater culvert that serves the project site is exceeded and would be exceeded further under
Alternative 1. If the impacts to capacity of the culvert continue to worsen, backups and overflows
could occur near the culvert. Additionally, the sewer lines that currently serve the surrounding area
and would serve the proposed project were found to be deficient by the Preliminary Wastewater
Report. The proposed project would implement stormwater capture features at the site that would
reduce to flow to existing culvert to below capacity as well as pay fair share contributions that would
support the repair of the deficient sewer lines. The Draft EIR found that with construction of planned
improvements, impacts would be less than significant. Compared to the proposed project, which
would result in less than significant impacts, Alternative 1 would result in significant impacts related
to stormwater and wastewater utilities.

Wildfire

Under Alternative 1, the site would remain in its present condition and no development would occur,
therefore resulting in no impacts related to wildfire. The project site is not located in a State
Responsibility Area (SRA), lands classified as a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ), or
within any other hazardous fire areas that may be designated by a Fire Chief. Therefore, the Draft EIR
determined that the proposed project would have less than significant impacts related to wildfire or
any applicable emergency response plans. Compared to the proposed project, which would have less
than significant impacts, Alternative 1 would result in less impacts.

5.3.2 - Conclusion for No Project Alternative/Existing Land Use Activities
Alternative

Alternative 1 would not advance any of the project objectives because (1) no dwelling units would
be developed; (2) the vacant former golf course use would continue to degrade; (3) no open space
would be provided for public use; and (4) continued degradation of the project site including
homeless encampments, trash dumping, weed overgrowth, and graffiti. Additionally, this Alternative
would not advance the objectives that concern facilitating the redevelopment of an underused and
degraded vacant site; guiding the transition of an infill site with a Specific Plan; decreasing
abatement of illegal activity; protecting open space and establishing trails; development of
affordable, age-restricted residential units; development of market-rate housing and developing a
logical internal circulation system for pedestrians, bicyclists, equestrians, and motorists.

Furthermore, this Alternative would not address the significant impacts to stormwater drainage and
the sewer lines under the existing conditions at the project site. As discussed above, the proposed
project would include stormwater drainage features that would reduce stormwater flows to the
culvert that serves the project site to below its maximum capacity. If the impacts to capacity of the
culvert continue to worsen, backups and overflows could occur near the culvert. Additionally, the
proposed project would include fair share contributions that would go toward an existing capital
improvements project in to replace deficient sewer lines that currently serve the community around
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the project site and would serve the proposed project. Therefore, this Alternative would have
significant impacts related to Hydrology and Water Quality as well as Utilities and Service Systems.

5.4 - Alternative 2-Development within the Existing Land Use Designations
Alternative

In this case, the Development within the Existing Land Use Designations Alternative (Alternative 2)
consists of new development and land use activities on the site that would occur pursuant to the
existing County of Riverside General Plan land use designation in PAs 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 of the project
site, which have a County of Riverside 2020 General Plan Land Use Designation of Open Space
Recreation (OS-REC) and One-Family Dwellings (R-1). PA 6 of the project site is within the City of
Corona and has a City of Corona 2020-2040 General Plan Land Use Designation of Low Density
Residential (LDR) and is zoned as Agricultural (A). Alternative 2 is different from Alternative 1 in that
it proposes to develop the site consistent with existing land use designations, whereas Alternative 1
does not consider any development.

Recreational uses would be developed on the proposed PAs within the jurisdiction of the County of
Riverside (PAs 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5), approximately 79.9 acres. The recreational activities include a fee
area for a Topgolf ™ facility in PAs 1 and 2 with an associated parking lot. PAs 3 and 4 would consist
of an off-road vehicle park, and PA 5 would be a lakeside area for camping and fishing activities with
associated parking lots. This is consistent with the County of Riverside 2020 General Plan OS-REC
land use designation, which allows for active and passive recreational uses such as parks, trails,
campgrounds, athletic fields, golf courses, and off-road vehicle parks. In addition, ancillary structures
may be permitted for recreational opportunities. PA 6 within the City of Corona with a General Plan
Land Use Designation of Low Density Residential (LDR) and is zoned as Agricultural (A) would feature
16 large-lot, low density, single-family housing units, a reduction by 40 single-family housing units
compared to the same PA as proposed in the NOP. This represents a reduction of 349 housing units
on the site in total compared to the proposed project as identified in the NOP and 309 housing units
reduction as currently proposed. The recreational features proposed under the project would not be
implemented under Alternative 2. Impacts from the proposed project are compared with Alternative
2 for each of the 21 topical issue areas discussed in the Administrative Draft EIR in the sections that
follow.

5.4.1 - Impact Analysis—Alternative 2—-Development within the Existing Land Use
Designations Alternative

Aesthetics, Light, and Glare

Aesthetic impacts under the project were all determined within the Draft EIR to be less than
significant, without the need for mitigation. Alternative 2 proposes to develop the site with
recreational activities including a fee area for a Topgolf ™ facility in PAs 1 and 2 with an associated
parking lot. PAs 3 and 4 would consist of an off-road vehicle park, and PA 5 would be a lakeside area
for camping and fishing activities with associated parking lots. PA 6 within the City of Corona with a
General Plan Land Use Designation of Low Density Residential (LDR) and is zoned as Agricultural (A)
would feature 16 large-lot, low density, single-family housing units.
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Under Alternative 2, a fee area for a Topgolf ™ facility would be located on PAs 1 and 2, which would
include climate-controlled hitting bays where players hit golf balls with embedded microchips into an
outdoor outfield enclosed by perimeter netting. The Topgolf ™ facility would likely be several stories
tall with perimeter netting that extends taller than the facility, which would likely be much taller
than the surrounding residential uses. Operation of the Topgolf ™ facility would likely occur both
during the day and at night, and therefore would require extensive nighttime lighting for both the
building containing the hitting bays and the outdoor outfield, which | would be required to comply
with the County’s lighting ordinance. The fee area for the Topgolf ™ facility would be located in PAs 1
and 2 and zoned as R-1, which has a maximum structural height limit of 40 feet. Therefore, a zone
change would likely be required to accommaodate the height of the facility’s fencing.

Under the proposed project, PAs 3 and 4 would be developed with 162 single-family residences and
50 two-family residences. Under Alternative 2, these PAs would be developed with a parking lot. This
represents much less development than the proposed project, however, the parking lot would likely
require nighttime lighting that would more intense than the nighttime lighting for the residential
uses proposed under the project. Alternative 2 would also develop a campground in PA 5 and 16
single-family residences in PA 6. This would represent a decrease by 71 single-family residences on
these two PAs than proposed by the project. For these PAs, Alternative 2 would have lesser impacts
on aesthetics, light, and glare when compared to the proposed project as it would develop less
structures requiring nighttime lighting or causing glare on the project site and adjacent properties.
Overall, given the development of the Topgolf ™ facility, impacts related to aesthetics, light, and glare
from Alternative 2 would be similar to the proposed project. However, given Alternative 2’s
reduction in development intensity impacts would be less than the proposed project.

Agriculture Resources and Forest Resources

The Draft EIR determined that the proposed project would have less than significant impacts on
agricultural resources, and no impacts to forestry resources. Alternative 2 would develop the site in
the same locations and within the same acreages as the proposed project, but with less site
coverage. Alternative 2 would have impacts equivalent to the proposed project, therefore both the
proposed project and Alternative 2 would have less than significant impacts to agriculture and no
impacts to forest resources. Given that this Alternative has less site coverage, impacts would be less
than the proposed project.

Air Quality

The project as proposed would result in air quality impacts requiring mitigation. Alternative 2 would
disturb less ground surface compared to the proposed project and would involve a lesser amount of
grading and building construction activity compared to the proposed project as Alterative 2 would
leave more land in a natural or minimally disturbed state as outdoor recreation facilities. The
building floor area in Alternative 2 would be reduced substantially, and the construction emissions
would be less, due to the lesser use of similar construction equipment and construction duration.
However, inclusion of the Topgolf ™ facility under Alternative 2 would include more vehicle trips to
and from the project site than the proposed project. Additionally, active adult housing generates less
trips than non age-restricted housing. The Alternative Trip Generation Summary prepared for the
project found that Alternative 2 would generate approximately 2,023 daily vehicle trips whereas the
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proposed project would generate approximately 1,624 daily vehicle trips, resulting in an increase of
399 vehicle trips under Alternative 2 (Appendix J). While impacts to air quality during construction
would be less than the proposed project under Alternative 2, impacts during operation would be
more than the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 2 would likely need
mitigation to reduce impacts to a less than significant level.

Biological Resources

The development footprint for Alternative 2 would be less dense than the proposed project,
resulting in a smaller development footprint and corresponding reduction in potential impacts to
biological resources. PA 5 would remaining largely undeveloped because it would be repurposed into
a campground under Alternative 2, Additionally, development of Alternative 2 would not include the
trail system that is included in the proposed project. Therefore, the woody riparian vegetation
located within the natural drainage ravine located in PA 6 would remain undeveloped. Because of
the reduce development footprint, especially in areas with existing natural vegetation, Alternative 2
would result in fewer impacts than the proposed project. Further, Alternative 2 would need to
incorporate the same mitigation for biological resources as the proposed project, since it would also
involve the disturbance of land and new construction on an undeveloped site, albeit with less
intensity than the proposed project. Impacts would be lesser than the proposed project and would
be less than significant with mitigation for both the proposed project and Alternative 2.

Cultural Resources

The Draft EIR concluded that the proposed project would not have significant impacts to cultural
resources with mitigation. Alternative 2 would disturb less ground surface compared to the
proposed project and would involve a lesser amount of grading and building construction activity
compared to the proposed project as Alterative 2 would leave more land in a natural or minimally
disturbed state as outdoor recreation facilities. Accordingly, while the potential impacts to cultural
resources from Alternative 2 would occur in generally the same locations as the proposed project,
because there would be reduced disturbance, the potential for unexpected discovery would be
reduced compared to the proposed project. However, similar to the proposed project, in the event
that unexpected discovery of new resources occurs during grading activities within the development
footprint. This would occur to a lesser extent as Alterative 2 would leave more land in a natural or
minimally disturbed state for outdoor recreation facilities. Alternative 2 would incorporate the same
mitigation for cultural resources as the proposed project. Impacts would be roughly similar to, but
lesser than the proposed project, and would be less than significant with mitigation for both the
proposed project and Alternative 2.

Energy

The Draft EIR concluded that under the proposed project, fuel and power would be used during both
construction and operation and would result in less than significant impacts. Alternative 2 would
involve a lesser amount of grading and building construction activity compared to the proposed
project as Alterative 2 would leave more land in a natural or minimally disturbed state as outdoor
recreation facilities. Under Alternative 2, PAs 1 and 2 would require more energy to operate the
Topgolf ™ facility, which would include climate-controlled bays, a technology platform gaming
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system, food service, and extensive lighting than the 66 two-family and 10,000 square quick service
food retail uses included in the proposed project. However, PAs 3, 4, 5, and 6 would involve less
intense development than proposed under the proposed project and would require less energy to
operate. Therefore, both Alternative 2 and the proposed project would result in less than significant
impacts related to energy. However, given the reduction is development intensity, impacts would be
less than the proposed project.

Geology and Soils

The Draft EIR determined that implementation of the proposed project would less than significant
impact with mitigation incorporated and that the site is considered developable from a geotechnical
perspective; however, mitigation would be required to reduce impacts. Implementation of mitigation
measures and compliance with County and Uniform Building Code construction standards would
reduce geology and soils impacts to less than significant levels. Alternative 2 would disturb less
ground surface compared to the proposed project and would involve a lesser amount of grading and
building construction activity compared to the proposed project as Alterative 2 would leave more
land in a natural or minimally disturbed state as outdoor recreation facilities. The smaller density of
development on the site for Alternative 2 would minimally reduce potential exposure of building
occupants to strong seismic ground shaking and other geologic hazards. Therefore, impacts related
to geology and soils would remain similar to the proposed project. With mandatory compliance with
the requirements noted in the proposed project’s Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP),
as well as mandatory compliance with applicable regulatory requirements including but not limited
to South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Rule 403, and the project’s Water Quality
Management Plan (WQMP), as well as Standard Uniform Building Code requirements, impacts would
be less than significant with mitigation incorporated, similar to the proposed project.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The County of Riverside’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) is a geographically specific plan that was
adopted by the County of Riverside for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions under the control or
influence of the County consistent with Assembly Bill (AB) 32 and subsequent State legislation and
State agency action to address climate change. The CAP has adopted a target of reducing GHG
emissions down to 15 percent below 2008 levels within the County of Riverside by 2020. Pursuant to
the CAP, projects that achieve at least 100 points based on the County’s screening tables are
determined to be consistent with the reduction quantities anticipated in the County’s GHG Technical
Report. As such, further project specific GHG quantification is not required. Consistent with CEQA
Guidelines, such projects are determined to have a less than significant individual and cumulative
impact for GHG emissions. The Draft EIR determined that the project would be less than significant
after incorporating at least 100 points from the Riverside County Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Screening Tables as mitigation.

The Alternative Trip Generation Summary prepared for the project and Alternative 2 found that
Alternative 2 would generate approximately 399 additional daily vehicle trips compared to the
proposed project (Appendix J). In order to evaluate a new development’s consistency with the
County of Riverside CAP, the County developed Screening Tables to aid in measuring the reduction of
GHG emissions through design features or mitigation measures, which are assigned point values. The

5-14 FirstCarbon Solutions
https://adecinnovations.sharepoint.com/sites/PublicationsSite/Shared Documents/Publications/Client (PN-JN)/5082/50820001.1/EIR/4 - Draft EIR/50820001.1 Sec05-00 Alternatives.docx



Riverside County Planning Department—Trails at Corona
Draft EIR Alternatives to the Proposed Project

CAP has provided a threshold of 3,000 metric tons (MT) of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO.e) per year
used to identify projects that require the use of Screening Tables or a project-specific technical
analysis to quantify and mitigate project emissions. Proposed projects that achieve at least 100
points (equivalent to an approximate 15 percent reduction in GHG emissions) are determined to be
consistent with the reduction quantities anticipated in the County’s GHG Technical Report, and
consequently would be consistent with the CAP. As such, proposed projects that achieve a total of
100 points or more do not require quantification of project-specific GHG emissions and, consistent
with CEQA Guidelines, such projects are considered to have a less than significant individual and
cumulative impact on GHG emissions. Under the proposed project, GHG emissions are estimated to
be approximately 3,818 MT COze per year starting in 2025, which makes the proposed project
subject to the Screening Tables. Therefore, the proposed project would include MM GHG-1, which
requires that the proposed project demonstrate that project would generate 100 points or greater
prior to the issuance of grading permits. Given that Alternative 2 would include more vehicle trips
than the proposed project, it is logical to assume that it would have greater GHG emissions than the
proposed project and be subject to the CAP Screening Tables. Therefore, Alternative 2 would also be
required to implement MM GHG-1 as well. The impacts of Alternative 2 with respect to GHG
emissions would be more than those of the proposed project but would result in less than significant
impacts with the implementation of mitigation, similar to the proposed project. Impacts would be
greater under Alternative 2.

Hazards and Hazardous Material

The Draft EIR for the proposed project found that hazards and hazardous materials impacts would be
less than significant with mitigation incorporated. The development footprint for Alternative 2 would
be less dense than the proposed project and result in a smaller development footprint and
corresponding reduction in potential exposure to unknown hazards on the site but would be located
within the same project boundary and within the same acreages as the proposed project. Therefore,
Alternative 2 would have reduced impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials compared
with the project. However, impacts under the proposed project and Alternative 2 would both require
mitigation in order to be less than significant.

Hydrology and Water Quality

The Draft EIR found that the proposed project would reduce the existing significant impacts to water
quality by implementing improvements to the site using BMPs, storm drains, and detention basins to
the site. Under the proposed project, impacts would be less than significant. While overall the
reduction in development density on-site under Alternative 2 would lessen the amount of
impervious surfaces on the site, Alternative 2 would also be required to address the existing
potentially significant impacts on the project site. As determined in the Preliminary Hydrological
Analysis, the capacity of the existing stormwater culvert that serves the project site is currently
exceeded. Alternative 2 would implement improvements to reduce the flows to the existing culvert
to below capacity. Additionally, the sewer lines that currently serve the surrounding area and would
serve the proposed project were found to be deficient by the Preliminary Wastewater Report. Both
the proposed project and development under Alternative 2 would be required to pay fair share
contributions that would support the repair of the deficient sewer lines. Compared to the proposed
project, which would result in less than significant impacts, Alternative 2 would result in less than
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significant impacts related hydrology and water quality. Both the proposed project and Alternative 2
would reduce the existing significant impacts to a less than significant level.

Land Use and Planning

The Draft EIR for the project found that Land Use and Planning impacts would result in less than
significant impacts. Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 2 would also require discretionary
permits, such as a conditional use permit or plot plan. However, Alternative 2 would have less land
use and planning impacts than the project as it would not conflict with any applicable land use plan
and it would not require the General Plan Amendments required for the proposed project. Further, it
would not divide an existing community, nor would it result in a conflict with any applicable land
policy or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted to avoid or mitigate
environmental effects. Therefore, there would be no impacts related to Land Use and Planning under
Alternative 2. Impacts would be less than the proposed project.

Mineral Resources

Mineral resources impacts relate to loss of mineral resources and incompatible land uses. The Draft
EIR for the proposed project found that the development of the site would not result in the loss of
availability of a known mineral resource of value to the region or residents of the State, and the
proposed project would have a less than significant impact regarding mineral resources. The
development footprint for Alternative 2 would be less dense than the proposed project and result in
a smaller development footprint and corresponding reduction in ground disturbance that could
impact mineral resources. However, Alternative 2 would have similar impacts to mineral resources as
the proposed project. Therefore, both the proposed project and Alternative 2 would result in less
than significant impacts to mineral resources.

Noise

The Draft EIR concluded that with implementation of mitigation measures, the proposed project
would have less than significant impacts regarding noise. The site preparation phase, which includes
excavation and grading activities, generate the highest noise levels because the noisiest construction
equipment is earthmoving equipment. As previously discussed, Alternative 2 would require less
excavation and grading activities than the proposed project and therefore would produce less
construction-related noise. Therefore, short-term noise levels during construction would be less than
significant with the implementation of mitigation measures. The Alternative Trip Generation
Summary prepared for the project and Alternative 2 found that Alternative 2 would generate 399
additional daily vehicle trips compared to the proposed project (Appendix J). Therefore, Alternative 2
would generate more long-term traffic noise since it would generate more vehicle trips than the
project site during operation. In addition, it is not likely that Alternative 2 would exceed the 3 decibel
(dB) threshold over ambient levels, and isolated noise levels at project ingress/egress points would
increase noise levels during peak-hours for sensitive receptors given that implementation of the
proposed project would be a less than 1 dB increase compared to the noise levels that would exist
without the proposed project. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, Alternative 2 would not
create a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels. Therefore, potential short and long-
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term noise impacts from Alternative 2 would be less than significant with mitigation, similar to the
proposed project.

Paleontological Resources

The Draft EIR concluded that the proposed project would not have significant impacts to
paleontological resources with mitigation. Alternative 2 would disturb less ground surface compared
to the proposed project and would involve a lesser amount of grading and building construction
activity compared to the proposed project as Alterative 2 would leave more land in a natural or
minimally disturbed state as outdoor recreation facilities. Although, the potential impacts to
paleontological resources due to an unexpected discovery of new resources during grading activities
within the development footprint would occur in the same locations as the proposed project and
Alternative 2. This would occur to a lesser extent as Alterative 2 would leave more land in a natural
or minimally disturbed state for outdoor recreation facilities. Alternative 2 would incorporate the
same mitigation for paleontological resources as the proposed project. Impacts for both the
proposed project and Alternative 2 would be less than significant with mitigation.

Population and Housing

Population and housing impacts relate to housing and the displacement of persons or housing and
population. The Draft EIR determined that the jobs necessitated by construction of the proposed
project and operation of the commercial development in PA 2 under the proposed project are not
anticipated to require hiring outside of the project region. Therefore, the Draft EIR found that the
proposed project would neither directly nor indirectly increase population growth in the area, and
impacts would be less than significant. Alternative 2 would develop 349 units fewer than the
proposed project. Given the smaller scale of Alternative 2, fewer construction and operation related
jobs would be created. However, similar to the proposed project, those employees are anticipated to
come from the local labor pool. As a result, potential population and housing impacts would be less
than significant, similar to the proposed project.

Public Services

The Draft EIR determined that impacts with regard to public services would be less than significant
under the proposed project. Alternative 2 would develop 349 fewer dwelling units on the site than
the proposed project, thereby reducing the public services the construction and operation of these
units would require. Therefore, this Alternative would generate less demand on public services and
would have fewer impacts compared with the proposed project. However, it is anticipated that
Alternative 2, like the proposed project, would result in similar but lesser impacts on public services,
which would be less than significant.

Recreation

Recreation impacts relate to potential impacts to recreational facilities, usage of existing
neighborhood/regional parks, and recreational trails. The Draft EIR determined that the proposed
project would not increase demand for additional parks or facilities and impacts would be less than
significant. Under the proposed project, several open spaces would be retained, and a trail system
would be developed in PA 6 that would open to the surrounding community. Alternative 2 would
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develop the site with a lesser density with open space recreation amenities, including the
campground in PA 5, and a Topgolf ™ facility in PA 6. Additionally, Alternative 2 would develop 349
fewer dwelling units than the proposed project. Compared with the proposed project, Alternative 2
would create more recreation facilities than the proposed and would create less demand for
recreation facilities. Therefore, impacts of Alternative 2 would be less than the proposed project.

Transportation

The Draft EIR determined that implementation of the proposed project would result in significant
impacts and would require the development of traffic improvements for the site itself as mitigation,
resulting in less than significant impacts. While Alternative 2 would disturb less ground surface
compared to the proposed project, it involves a similar amount of grading and building construction
activity. The Alternative Trip Generation Summary prepared for the project and Alternative 2 found
that it would generate 399 more daily vehicle trips than the proposed project (Appendix J). However,
Alternative 2 would adopt and implement the same mitigation measures as those of the proposed
project for the promotion of traffic safety in the vicinity of the site. Therefore, both the proposed
project and Alternative 2 would result in less than significant impacts with mitigation incorporated;
however, impacts would be greater under Alternative 2.

Tribal Cultural Resources

Potential impacts to TCRs could occur from the unexpected discovery of new resources found during
grading activities within the development footprint. Therefore, the Draft EIR concluded that the
proposed project would not have significant impacts with mitigation. Alternative 2 would disturb less
ground surface compared to the proposed project and would involve a lesser amount of grading and
building construction activity compared to the proposed project as Alterative 2 would leave more
land in a natural or minimally disturbed state as outdoor recreation facilities. However, Alternative 2
and the proposed project would disturb similar locations through grading and other ground-
disturbing activities, but Alternative 2 would impact the land to a lesser extent due to the reduced
ground-disturbing activity. Additionally, Alternative 2 would be required to comply with local, State,
and federal regulations regarding unanticipated discoveries and human remains, similar to the
proposed project, which would further reduce potential impacts. Impacts to TCRs for both the
proposed project and Alternative 2 would be less than significant with mitigation. However, impacts
would be less than the proposed project.

Utilities and Service Systems

The Draft EIR found that with impacts would be less than significant under the proposed project.
Additionally, as discussed above, the proposed project would implement stormwater capture
features at the site that would reduce the flow to existing culvert, which currently exceeds capacity,
to below capacity as well as pay fair share contributions that would support the repair of deficient
sewer lines that would serve the project site as well as the surrounding area. Demand for utilities
and services would be proportionately reduced under Alternative 2 due the reduction of
approximately 349 residential dwelling units. Alternative 2 would also include the improvements
discussed above to address the existing significant impacts to stormwater drainage and sewer lines.
Therefore, both the proposed project and Alternative would result in less than significant impacts.
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Impacts would be less than the proposed project related to water supply, and wastewater and solid
waste generation as it would develop fewer residential units. However, impacts would be equivalent
to the proposed project related to stormwater and sewer line as it would also be required to address
the existing potentially significant impacts on the site.

Wildfire

The project site is not located in an SRA, lands classified as a VHFHSZ, or within any other hazardous
fire areas that may be designated by a Fire Chief. Therefore, the Draft EIR determined that the
proposed project would have less than significant impacts related to wildfire or any applicable
emergency response plans. Alternative 2 would be developed within the same footprint as the
proposed project, therefore it would also result in less than significant impacts related to wildlife.
Impacts would be equivalent to the proposed project.

5.4.2 - Conclusions for Development Within the Existing Land Use Designations
Alternative

Alternative 2 would advance most, but not all of the project objectives. This Alternative meets the
project objectives related to the development of underutilized, vacant parcels in Riverside County
and the City of Corona; new residential dwelling units, which would create additional property tax
revenue and help meet the RHNA; open space for new and existing residents; infrastructure for
stormwater treatment and the utilities systems that would serve the new development; and off-
street parking. However, Alternative 2 does not advance the project objectives related to the
development of affordable, age-restricted residential units; provide a range of housing options,
including two-family residences; or develop a logical internal circulation system for pedestrians,
bicyclists, equestrians, and motorists. Because of the reduced density of building area on the project
site, the impacts under the Alternative 2 would be similar to, or less than, the proposed project for
the non-traffic related topical areas. However, according to the Alternative Trip Generation Summary
prepared for the proposed project and Alternative 2, there would be greater potential impacts to
traffic related topical areas, including transportation, air quality, GHG emissions, and noise than the
proposed project; however, all impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

5.5 - Alternative 3—Reduced Intensity Alternative

The project site consists of approximately 104.8 acres, of which approximately 79.9 acres are within
the County of Riverside’s jurisdiction. The Reduced Intensity Alternative (Alternative 3) proposes to
develop a mixed-use project with development that consists of 240 units on 79.9 acres, with an
average of approximately three units per acre, on the PAs within the County of Riverside (PAs 1
through 5). The residential portion of this alternative, or the “240-Unit Alternative” was developed in
response to comments from residents regarding the proposed project. This Alternative would
develop 125 fewer dwelling units on the project site.

In addition, Alternative 3 would develop retail/commercial or light/industrial development within PA
1 (365,000 square feet in total). No development would occur in PA 6. The development of the site in
this way would be consistent with the existing surrounding land uses adjacent to the project site.

Alternative 3 would seek the same discretionary and ministerial actions as the proposed project and
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would offer some open space. With the reduction in dwelling units proposed under this Alternative,
the HOA would not be able to support the maintenance of the trail system. Therefore, this
Alternative would not include the trail system and would reduce the amount of open space than
included under the proposed project. It would not include age-restricted units included as part of
the proposed project. Impacts upon development and operation of Alternative 3 compared with the
proposed project are discussed below.

5.5.1 - Impact Analysis—Alternative 3—Reduced Intensity Alternative
Aesthetics, Light, and Glare

Aesthetic impacts under the proposed project were all determined within the Draft EIR to be less
than significant, without the need for mitigation. Alternative 3 consists of development consistent
with the existing developed surrounding land uses of the project site. Alternative 3 proposes to
develop a mixed-use project with development that consists of 240 units on 79.9 acres, with an
average of approximately three units per acre, on the PAs within the County of Riverside (PAs 1
through 5). This represents a 125 decrease in residential dwelling units from the proposed project.
PA 1 would also include approximately 365,000 square feet of office/light industrial or
retail/commercial development. Alternative 3 would have lesser impacts on aesthetics, light, and
glare when compared to the proposed project, as it would develop less structures requiring
nighttime lighting or causing glare on the site. Impacts would be less than significant, similar to the
proposed project.

Agriculture Resources and Forest Resources

The Draft EIR determined that the proposed project would have less than significant impacts on
agricultural resources, and no impacts to forestry resources. The portion of the proposed project site
located in the City of Corona (PA 6) is zoned as Agricultural. The City of Corona 2020-2040 General
Plan Environmental Impact Report (General Plan EIR) outlines that some of the areas zoned as
Agricultural are designated as uses other than Agriculture (A) by the current land use plan, including
Estate Residential (ER), Low Density Residential (LDR), Office Professional (OP), and Light Industrial
(L1). The General Plan EIR states that agricultural uses would continue to be permitted on these land
use designations; however, the buildout of the General Plan would convert farmland which has
nonagricultural land use designations to nonagricultural use, and the associated loss of agricultural
production would constitute a significant and unavoidable impact with no feasible mitigation
measures to reduce the impact. Since impacts to land zoned Agricultural were wholly discussed
within the General Plan EIR and the proposed project site is included in the areas analyzed by the
General Plan EIR, development of the proposed residential project on land designated as LDR but
zoned Agricultural would be consistent with the General Plan. The project site has not been used
historically, nor is it currently used for agricultural production. As such, the Draft EIR determined that
the proposed project would have a less than significant impact on existing land use designations.
However, because Alternative 3 would be located on the same locations and within the same
acreages on PAs 1 through 5 but no development would occur on PA 6, Alternative 3 would have no
impacts to agriculture resources. Additionally, Alternative 3 would have no impacts to forest
resources, similar to the proposed project. Therefore, impacts would be less than the proposed
project.
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Air Quality

The Draft EIR concluded that the project as proposed would result in air quality impacts requiring
mitigation. Alternative 3 would only develop PAs 1 through 5, and therefore, it would disturb less
ground surface and involve less grading and building construction activity compared to the proposed
project. Although the building floor area would be reduced, the emissions would be roughly the
same, due to the use of similar construction equipment for a similar duration. Additionally, the
Alternative Trip Generation Summary prepared for the proposed project and Alternative 3 found
that Alternative 3 would generate 3,752 greater daily vehicle trips than the proposed project
(Appendix J). This is largely due to the fact that active adult housing generates less trips than non
age-restricted housing. Additionally, the increase of commercial/retail and/or industrial/office
development under this Alternative would increase the number of project trips generated by the
proposed project as well as internal trips within the project site. It is likely that the same mitigation
would be incorporated. Therefore, emissions from daily vehicle trips would be greater than the
proposed project, however Alternative 3 and the proposed project would result in less than
significant impacts with mitigation incorporated.

Biological Resources

The Draft EIR determined the proposed project would result in less than significant impacts with
mitigation related to biological resources. The development footprint for Alternative 3 would be less
dense than the proposed project, resulting in a smaller development footprint and corresponding
reduction in potential impacts to biological resources. This Alternative would be located on the same
locations and within the same acreages as the proposed project for the portions within Riverside
County (PA 1 through 5) and would not include development on PA 6. Therefore, Alternative 3 would
need to incorporate the same mitigation for biological resources as the proposed project, since it
would also involve the disturbance of land and new construction on an undeveloped site, albeit with
less density than the proposed project. Impacts would be less than the proposed project, which would
be less than significant with mitigation for both the proposed project and Alternative 3.

Cultural Resources

The Draft EIR concluded that the proposed project would not have significant impacts to cultural
resources with mitigation. The potential impacts to cultural resources from Alternative 3 would
occur in the same manner as the proposed project. There would be potential for the unexpected
discovery of new resources to occur during grading activities within the development footprint.
Alternative 3 and the proposed project would disturb similar areas through grading and other
surface area disturbance, except for PA 6. Therefore, Alternative 3 would incorporate the same
mitigation for cultural resources as the proposed project. Impacts to cultural resources for both the
project and Alternative 3 would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

Energy

The Draft EIR concluded that under the proposed project, fuel and power would be used during both
construction and operation and would result in less than significant impacts. Alternative 3 would
involve a lesser amount of grading and building construction activity compared to the proposed
project as Alterative 3 would not develop PA 6. Alternative 3 would develop 125 fewer units than the
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proposed project and involve less intense development than proposed under the proposed project
and would require less energy to operate. Therefore, both Alternative 3 and the proposed project
would result in less than significant impacts related to energy. Impacts would be less than the
proposed project.

Geology and Soils

The Draft EIR determined that implementation of the proposed project would be less than significant
with mitigation incorporated. The Draft EIR found that the site is considered developable from a
geotechnical perspective; however, mitigation would be required to reduce impacts. Implementation
of mitigation measures and compliance with County and Uniform Building Code construction
standards would reduce geology and soils impacts to less than significant levels. The smaller density
of development on the site for Alternative 3 would reduce the number of building occupants
exposed to strong seismic ground shaking and other geologic hazards. Therefore, impacts related to
geology and soils would be less than the proposed project. With mandatory compliance with the
requirements noted in the proposed project’s SWPPP, as well as mandatory compliance with
applicable regulatory requirements including, but not limited to, SCAQMD Rule 403, and the
project’s WQMP, as well as Standard Uniform Building Code requirements, and mitigation measures,
impacts would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The CAP is a geographically specific plan that was adopted by the County of Riverside for the
purpose of reducing GHG emissions under the control or influence of the County consistent with AB
32 and subsequent State legislation and State agency action to address climate change. The CAP has
adopted a target of reducing GHG emissions down to 15 percent below 2008 levels within the
County of Riverside by 2020. Pursuant to the CAP, projects that achieve at least 100 points based on
the County’s screening tables are determined to be consistent with the reduction quantities
anticipated in the County’s GHG Technical Report. As such, further project specific GHG
guantification is not required. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines, such projects are determined to
have a less than significant individual and cumulative impact for GHG emissions. The Draft EIR
determined that the project would be less than significant after incorporating at least 100 points
from the Riverside County Greenhouse Gas Emissions Screening Tables as mitigation.

The Alternative Trip Generation Summary prepared for the project and Alternative 3 found that
Alternative would generate 3,752 greater daily vehicle trips than the project (Appendix J). This is
largely due to the fact that nonage restricted housing anticipated in Alternative 3 generates more
trips than active adult housing. Additionally, the increase of commercial/retail and/or light
industrial/office development under this Alternative would increase the number of project trips
generated by the proposed project. Thus, Alternative 3 would be required to implement the same
mitigation of the proposed project, MM GHG-1,to achieve the necessary 100 points from the
screening tables. The impacts of Alternative 3 with respect to GHG emissions would be greater than
those of the proposed project but considered less than significant with the implementation of
mitigation, similar to the proposed project. Impacts would be greater than the proposed project.
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Hazards and Hazardous Material

The Draft EIR for the proposed project found that hazards and hazardous materials impacts would be
less than significant with mitigation incorporated. The development footprint for Alternative 3 would
be less dense than the proposed project and result in a smaller development footprint. Alternative 3
would result in a corresponding reduction in potential exposure to hazards, but it would be located
on the same locations and within the same acreages as the proposed project, with the exception of
PA 6. Although building area on-site would be reduced, safety risk impacts would remain equivalent
to the proposed project, due to the similar design and uses on-site. Therefore, the Alternative 3
would have reduced impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials compared with the
proposed project, although impacts under the proposed project would both require to mitigation to
be less than significant.

Hydrology and Water Quality

The Draft EIR found that the proposed project would result in less than significant impacts. The
proposed project would include drainage features that would result in a net decrease in discharge to
the culvert that serves the project site, resolving the existing deficient condition. Additionally, the
proposed project would implement improvements to the site using BMPs to capture and treat
stormwater. These improvements would also server to lessen significant impacts to hydrology and
water quality on the project site. Further, the proposed project would pay fair share contributions to
address the deficient sewer lines that would serve the project site as well as the surrounding
community. Alternative 3 would implement the same improvements on the project site, where
applicable. However, while overall the reduction in development density on-site would lessen the
amount of impervious surfaces on the site, it would also constitute a reduction in the stormwater
improvements that would be added to the site. And lastly, like the proposed project, the site would
transition from vacant to developed, serving to reduce impacts caused by the continued degradation
of the vacant former Mountain View Golf Course, and there would be fewer potential impacts to
existing and adjacent drainages. Compared to the proposed project, which would result in less than
significant impacts, Alternative 3 would result in less than significant impacts related hydrology and
water quality.

Land Use and Planning

The Draft EIR found that the proposed project would result in less than significant impacts related to
Land Use and Planning. Alternative 3 includes development similar to the proposed project,
although the density of development would be reduced. Like the proposed project, Alternative 3
would require discretionary permits, a General Plan Amendment, and rezone. Therefore, Alternative
3 would have land use and planning impacts similar to the proposed project. Furthermore,
Alternative 3 would not divide an existing community, nor would it result in a conflict with any
applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted
to avoid or mitigate environmental effects. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, impacts
related to Land Use and Planning would be less than significant.
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Mineral Resources

Mineral resources impacts relate to loss of mineral resources, incompatible land uses, and hazards
related to quarries/mines. The Draft EIR for the proposed project found that the development of the
site would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource of value to the region or
residents of the State, and the proposed project would have a less than significant have impact
regarding mineral resources. The development footprint for Alternative 3 would be within the same
general location as the proposed project and would therefore not result in the loss of availability of a
known mineral resource. Additionally, development under Alternative 3 would be less dense than
the proposed project and result in a smaller development footprint and corresponding reduction in
ground disturbance that could impact mineral resources. Alternative 3 would have similar impacts to
mineral resources as the proposed project. Therefore, both the proposed project and Alternative 3
would result in less than significant impacts to mineral resources.

Noise

The Draft EIR concluded that with implementation of mitigation measures, the proposed project
would have less than significant impacts regarding noise. The site preparation phase, which includes
excavation and grading activities, generate the highest noise levels because the noisiest construction
equipment is earthmoving equipment. As previously discussed, Alternative 3 would require slightly
less excavation and grading activities than the proposed project, as it does not include PA 6, and
therefore would produce less construction-related noise. Therefore, short-term noise levels during
construction would be less than significant with the implementation of mitigation measures.

The Alternative Trip Generation Summary prepared for the proposed project and Alternative 3 found
that Alternative 3 would generate 3,752 greater daily vehicle trips than the project (Appendix K).
Therefore, Alternative 3 would generate more long-term traffic noise since it would generate more
vehicle trips than the proposed project. This is largely due to the fact that active adult housing
generates less trips than non age-restricted housing. Additionally, the increase of commercial/retail
and/or light industrial/office development under this Alternative would increase the number of
project trips generated compared to the proposed project. In addition, Alternative 3 would likely
exceed the 3 decibel (dB) threshold over ambient levels, and isolated noise levels at project
ingress/egress points would increase noise levels during peak-hours for sensitive receptors. However,
operational noise impacts from loading/unloading activities would be reduced to less than
significant with implementation of the stated mitigation measures. Therefore, potential short and
long-term noise impacts from the Alternative 3 would be less than significant with mitigation
incorporated, similar to the proposed project. Impacts would be greater than the proposed project.

Paleontological Resources

The Draft EIR concluded that the proposed project would not have significant impacts to
paleontological resources with mitigation. Overall, Alternative 3 would disturb less ground surface
compared to the proposed project and would involve a lesser amount of grading and building
construction activity compared to the proposed project as Alterative 3 would leave more land in a
natural or minimally disturbed state compared to the proposed project. Alternative 3 would not
develop PA 6. The potential impacts to paleontological resources due to an unexpected discovery of
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new resources during grading activities within the development footprint would occur in the same
locations under Alternative 3 as the portion of the proposed project in Riverside County (PAs 1
through 5). Potential impacts would be expected to occur to a lesser extent as Alterative 3 would
leave more land in a natural or minimally disturbed state as it would not develop PA 6. Alternative 3
would incorporate the same mitigation for paleontological resources as the proposed project.
Impacts for both the proposed project and Alternative 3 would be less than significant with
mitigation.

Population and Housing

Population and housing impacts relate to housing and the displacement of persons or housing and
population. The Draft EIR determined that the jobs necessitated by construction of the proposed
project and operation of the commercial development in PA 2 under the proposed project are not
anticipated to require hiring outside of the project region. Therefore, the Draft EIR found that the
proposed project would neither directly nor indirectly increase population growth in the area, and
impacts would be less than significant. Alternative 3 would develop 125 units fewer than the
proposed project. Given the smaller scale of Alternative 3, fewer construction and operation related
jobs would be created. Similarly, As a result, potential population and housing impacts would be less
than significant, similar to the proposed project.

Public Services

The Draft EIR determined that impacts with regard to public services would be less than significant.
Alternative 3 would develop 125 fewer dwelling units on the residential portions of the site than the
proposed project, thereby reducing the public services the construction and operation of these units
would require. Therefore, this alternative would have fewer impacts compared with the proposed
project, which will necessarily result in the need for certain public services. Therefore, Alternative 3,
like the proposed project, would result in similar but lesser impacts on public services, which would
be less than significant. Impacts would be lesser than the proposed project.

Recreation

Recreation impacts relate to potential impacts to recreational facilities, usage of existing
neighborhood/regional parks, and recreational trails. The Draft EIR determined that the proposed
project would not increase demand for additional parks or facilities because it would provide open
space and a trail system, and impacts would be less than significant. Alternative 3 would develop the
site with a lesser density and 125 fewer residential units, and therefore, would create less demand
for additional parks and recreational facilities. However, Alternative 3 would retain some of the same
open space as the proposed project but would not include the trail system proposed in PA 6 under
the proposed project. Therefore, both the proposed project and Alternative 3 would result in less
than significant impacts.

Transportation and Traffic

The Draft EIR determined that implementation of the proposed project would result in significant
impacts and would require the development of traffic improvements for the site itself as mitigation,
resulting in less than significant impacts. Alternative 3 would disturb less ground surface compared
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to the proposed project. However, the Alternative Trip Generation Summary prepared for the
proposed project and Alternative 3 found that it would generate 3,752 greater daily vehicle trips
than the proposed project during operation (Appendix J). This is largely due to the fact that the non
age-restricted housing contemplated in Alternative 3 generates more trips than the active adult
housing in the proposed project. Additionally, the increase of commercial/retail and/or light
industrial/office development under this Alternative would increase the number of project trips
generated by the proposed project. Therefore, emissions from daily vehicle trips under Alternative 3
would be greater than the proposed project, and an applicant under Alternative 3 would be required
to incorporate the same mitigation as the proposed project. Alternative 3 would thereby have
greater traffic impacts than the proposed project; however, these impacts would be less than
significant with the incorporation of mitigation. Impacts would be greater than the proposed project.

Tribal Cultural Resources

Potential impacts to TCRs could occur from the unexpected discovery of new resources during
grading activities within the development footprint; however, these impacts could be reduced to
below a level of significance with adherence to local, State, and federal regulations regarding the
disposition and treatment of TCRs. Therefore, the Draft EIR concluded that the proposed project
would not have significant impacts with mitigation incorporated. Alternative 3 and the proposed
project would disturb similar areas through grading and other ground disturbance, but Alternative 3
would impact the land to a lesser extent because it would not include PA 6. Impacts to TCRs for both
the proposed project and Alternative 3 would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.
However, impacts would be less than the proposed project due to the decrease in grading and site
disturbance.

Utilities and Service Systems

The Draft EIR found that with impacts would be less than significant under the proposed project.
Additionally, as discussed above, the proposed project would implement stormwater capture
features at the site that would reduce to flow to existing culvert, which currently exceeds capacity, to
below capacity as well as pay fair share contributions that would support the repair of deficient
sewer lines that would serve the project site as well as the surrounding area. Demand for utilities
and services would be proportionately reduced under Alternative 3 due the reduction of
approximately 125 residential dwelling units and the overall reduction in development footprint.
Alternative 3 would also include the improvements discussed above to address the existing
significant impacts to stormwater drainage and sewer lines. Therefore, both the proposed project
and Alternative would result in less than significant impacts. Impacts would be less than the
proposed project.

Wildfire

Alternative 3 is not located in an SRA, lands classified as a VHFHSZ, or within any other hazardous
fire areas that may be designated by a Fire Chief. Therefore, it would result in less than significant
impacts related to wildlife similar to the proposed project. Impacts would be equivalent to the
proposed project.
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5.5.2 - Conclusion for Reduced Intensity Alternative

Alternative 3 would advance most, but not all of the project objectives. This Alternative meets the
project objectives related to the development of underutilized, vacant parcels in Riverside County;
new residential dwelling units, which would create additional property tax revenue and help meet
the RHNA; open space for new and existing residents; infrastructure for stormwater treatment and
the utilities systems that would serve the new development; off-street parking; and develop a logical
internal circulation system for pedestrians, bicyclists, equestrians, and motorists. However,
Alternative 3 does not advance the project objectives related to the development of affordable, age-
restricted residential units or provide a range of housing options, including two-family residences.
Additionally, Alternative 3 would not advance any of these objectives in the City of Corona because
no development would occur in PA 6 under this Alternative. Because of the reduced density of
building area on the project site, the impacts under the Alternative 3 would be similar to, or less
than, the proposed project for the non-traffic related topical areas

However, according to the Alternative Trip Generation Summary prepared for the proposed project
and Alternative 3, potential impacts to transportation and traffic, air quality, GHG emissions, and
noise would be marginally greater than the proposed project; however, all impacts would be
mitigated to a less than significant level.

5.6 - Environmentally Superior Alternative

The qualitative environmental effects of each alternative in relation to the proposed project are
summarized in Table 5-1. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(e)(2) requires an EIR to identify an
environmentally superior alternative. If the No Project Alternative is the environmentally superior
alternative, the EIR must also identify an environmentally superior alternative from among the other
alternatives. As explained in detail above, because there are no significant and unavoidable impacts
associated with the proposed project, the comparison contained in Table 5-1, and the subsequent
discussion are provided for informational purposes only.

Table 5-1 provides a summary of each alternative related to the environmental issues evaluated in
this document and includes the level of significance associated with the project in order to facilitate
a thorough comparison of the alternatives. For some impacts, while the alternative may have a
reduced level of impact, the impact would still be considered potentially significant, thus requiring
mitigation. With the exception of Alternative 1 (No Project Alternative/Existing Land Use Activities
Alternative), the other alternatives do not completely eliminate the need for mitigation in several
impact areas.

Table 5-1: Alternatives Comparison to the Proposed Project

Alternative 1—No Project Alternative 2—Development
Environmental Topic Alternative/Existing Land Use within the Existing Land Use = Alternative 3—Reduced
Area Activities Alternative Designations Alternative Intensity Alternative
Aesthetics, Light, and | Greater impacts (related to Lesser impacts Lesser impacts
Glare visual character)
Less impacts (related to light
and glare)
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Environmental Topic
Area

Agriculture Resources
and Forest Resources

Air Quality
Biological Resources
Cultural Resources
Energy

Geology and Soils

Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

Hazards and
Hazardous Materials

Hydrology and Water
Quality

Land Use and
Planning

Mineral Resources
Noise

Paleontological
Resources

Population and
Housing

Public Services
Recreation

Transportation and
Traffic

Tribal Cultural
Resources

Utilities and Service
Systems

Wildfire

Alternative 1—No Project
Alternative/Existing Land Use
Activities Alternative

Lesser impacts (related to
agricultural resources)
Equivalent impacts (related to
forestry resources)

Lesser impacts
Lesser impacts
Lesser impacts
Lesser impacts
Lesser impacts

Lesser impacts

Lesser impacts

Greater impacts (related to
runoff and drainage patterns)
Lesser impacts (related to
groundwater, water supply,
and flood flows)

Lesser impacts

Lesser impacts
Lesser impacts

Lesser impacts

Lesser impacts

Lesser impacts
Lesser impacts

Lesser impacts

Lesser impacts

Greater impacts (related to
stormwater and wastewater)
Lesser impacts (related to
solid waste and water)

Lesser impacts

Alternative 2—Development
within the Existing Land Use

Designations Alternative

Lesser impacts

Greater impacts
Lesser impacts
Lesser impacts
Lesser impacts
Lesser impacts

Greater impacts

Lesser impacts

Lesser impacts (related to
runoff)

Equivalent impacts (related

to stormwater and
drainage)

Lesser impacts

Lesser impacts
Greater impacts

Lesser impacts

Lesser impacts

Lesser impacts
Lesser impacts

Greater impacts

Lesser impacts

Lesser impacts (water and
solid water)

Equivalent impacts (related

to stormwater and
wastewater)

Equivalent impacts

Alternative 3—Reduced
Intensity Alternative

Lesser impacts

Greater impacts
Lesser impacts
Lesser impacts
Lesser impacts
Lesser impacts

Greater impacts

Lesser impacts

Lesser impacts (related
to runoff)

Equivalent impacts
(related to stormwater
and drainage)

Equivalent impacts

Lesser impacts
Greater impacts

Lesser impacts

Lesser impacts

Lesser impacts
Equivalent impacts

Greater impacts

Lesser impacts

Lesser impacts (water
and solid water)
Equivalent impacts
(related to stormwater
and wastewater)

Equivalent impacts
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Alternative 1—No Project Alternative 2—Development
Environmental Topic Alternative/Existing Land Use within the Existing Land Use = Alternative 3—Reduced
Area Activities Alternative Designations Alternative Intensity Alternative
Notes:

Bold indicates topical areas with greater impacts than the proposed project.
Source: FirstCarbon Solutions (FCS) 2021.

Alternative 1 would not develop the proposed project and the site would remain in its existing
conditions. Alternative 1 would have lesser impacts than the proposed project in all 21 topical areas
analyzed with the exception of impacts from Aesthetics, Light, and Glare; Hydrology and Water
Quality; and Utilities and Service Systems. Impacts to Aesthetics would be greater than the proposed
project because severe degradation would continue to occur at the project site if no development
were to occur. Impacts to Hydrology and Water Quality and Utilities and Service Systems would be
greater because the improvements included in the proposed project to address the deficient
drainage system and sewer lines that serve the project site as well as the surrounding community.
While this Alternative would have lesser impacts compared to the proposed project and the other
Alternatives, none of the project objectives would be advanced given that no development would
occur.

Alternative 2 would implement development within the existing land use designations at the project
site (PAs 1 through 6), including a Topgolf ™ facility in PAs 1 and 2 with an associated parking lot, an
off-road vehicle park in PAs 3 and 4, a lakeside area for camping and fishing activities with associated
parking lots in PA 5, and 16 large-lot, low density, single-family housing units. Alternative 2 would
have lesser impacts than the proposed project in most topical areas analyzed because this
Alternative would develop less structures on the project site, although these impact areas were
considered to have less than significant impacts under the proposed project. Impacts to topical areas
related to transportation impacts (Air Quality, GHG, Noise, Transportation) would be greater than
the proposed project because the Alternative Trip Generation Summary found that Alternative 2
would have 399 greater vehicle trips than the proposed project. Impacts related to Hydrology and
Water Quality, Utilities and Service Systems, and Wildfire would have equivalent impacts to the
proposed project. Alternative 2 would advance some but not all of the project objectives because it
would not develop affordable, age-restricted residential units; provide a range of housing options,
including two-family residences; and develop a logical internal circulation system for pedestrians,
bicyclists, equestrians, and motorists. Further, Alternative 2 would develop significantly fewer
dwelling units that the proposed project (approximately 365 fewer units) and Alternative 3, so while
it would advance objectives related to increasing residential dwelling units, it would not be to the
same degree.

Alternative 3 would develop a mixed-use project that consists of 240 units market-rate units on the
PAs within the County of Riverside (PAs 1 through 5) and approximately 365,000 square feet of
retail/commercial or light/industrial development within PA 1. No development would occur in the
City of Corona (PA 6). Alternative 3 would have lesser impacts than the proposed project in most
topical areas analyzed because this Alternative would develop less structures on a reduced project
site, although these impact areas were considered to have less than significant impacts under the

FirstCarbon Solutions 5-29
https://adecinnovations.sharepoint.com/sites/PublicationsSite/Shared Documents/Publications/Client (PN-JN)/5082/50820001.1/EIR/4 - Draft EIR/50820001.1 Sec05-00 Alternatives.docx



Riverside County Planning Department—Trails at Corona
Alternatives to the Proposed Project Draft EIR

proposed project. Impacts to topical areas related to transportation impacts (Air Quality, GHG,
Noise, Transportation) would be greater than the proposed project because the Alternative Trip
Generation Summary found that Alternative 3 would have 3,752 greater vehicle trips than the
proposed project. Impacts related to Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use and Planning,
Recreation, and Utilities and Service Systems would have equivalent impacts to the proposed
project. Alternative 3 would advance most of the project objectives but not all of them because it
would not develop affordable, age-restricted residential units or provide a range of housing options.
While Alternative 3 would develop fewer dwelling units than the proposed project, it would develop
substantially more than Alternative 2. However, because the no development would occur in PA 6,
none of the project objectives would be advanced in the City of Corona.

Given the analysis in this chapter, Alternative 1 would have overall lesser impacts than the proposed
project across more of the 21 topical areas than either of the other Alternatives. However, it would
not advance any of the project objectives because no development would occur. Therefore,
Alternative 2 is the Environmentally Superior Alternative as it advances some of the project
objectives, and it would have lesser or equivalent impacts to the proposed project across more
topical areas than Alternative 3. Therefore, Alternative 2 is the Environmentally Superior Alternative.
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CHAPTER 6: OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS

6.1 - Introduction

This chapter addresses other considerations of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
More specifically, this chapter includes a description of growth-inducing impacts of the proposed
project, which pertains to the ways in which the proposed project could promote economic or
population growth or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the
surrounding environment. Additionally, this chapter addresses the significant irreversible changes to
the environment that would result from project implementation. This chapter also discusses the
significant and unavoidable impacts of the proposed project, which are significant impacts that
would result from the proposed project that cannot be mitigated to a less than significant level, if
any.

6.2 - Growth-Inducing Impacts

There are two types of growth-inducing impacts that a project may have: direct and indirect. To
assess the potential for growth-inducing impacts, the project’s characteristics that may encourage
and facilitate activities that individually or cumulatively may affect the environment must be
evaluated (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2(e)).

Direct growth-inducing impacts occur when a project proposes to construct new housing or would lead
to the construction of additional developments in the same area. Also included in this category are
projects that remove physical obstacles to population growth (such as a new road into an undeveloped
area or a wastewater treatment plant with excess capacity that could allow additional development in
the service area). Construction of these types of infrastructure projects cannot be considered isolated
from the development they facilitate and serve. Projects that physically remove obstacles to growth, or
projects that indirectly induce growth may provide a catalyst for future unrelated development in an
area such as a new residential community that requires additional commercial uses to support
residents. A project would have indirect growth inducement potential if it established substantial new
permanent employment opportunities or would involve a substantial construction effort with
substantial short-term employment opportunities and indirectly stimulate the need for additional
housing and services to support these employment demands.

The environmental effects of a proposed project’s induced growth are secondary or indirect impacts.
Secondary effects of growth can result in significant increased demand on community and public service
infrastructure; increased traffic and noise; degradation of air and water quality; and conversion of
agricultural land to urban uses.

Because development would be limited to Planning Areas 1, 3, 4, and 5, the proposed project would
have the potential to increase Unincorporated Riverside County’s population by 652, which would
represent a less than 1 percent increase relative to Unincorporated Riverside County’s 2021
population estimate of 389,905. This would not be considered a significant population increase. As
such, the proposed project’s residential component would have a less than significant impact to
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direct and indirect population growth to Riverside County. The project will not increase access to
potentially developable properties. Water and wastewater infrastructure upgrades are intended to
meet Project-related demand. The water and wastewater improvements have been designed to
provide for the proposed project and would not generate substantial capacity that would induce
additional growth within the area. Development of the proposed project will not provide other
infrastructure improvements (public roadways, water and sewer services, etc.) that would
accommodate future growth. The project represents projected future growth in the County. The
project is designed to accommodate this growth but is not in itself a growth-inducing project.

6.3 - Significant Irreversible Changes

As mandated by the State CEQA Guidelines, the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) must address any
significant irreversible environmental change that would result from implementation of the project.
Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines (§ 15126.2(d)), such a change would occur if one of the following
scenarios is involved:

e The project would involve a large commitment of nonrenewable resources;
e Irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated with the project; and

e The proposed consumption of resources is not justified (e.g., the project results in the
wasteful use of energy.)

The environmental effects of the proposed project are discussed in Chapter 3, Environmental Impact
Analysis, of this Draft EIR. Implementation of the proposed project would require the long-term
commitment of natural resources and land, as discussed in the following paragraphs.

Approval and implementation of actions related to the proposed project would result in an
irretrievable commitment of non-renewable resources such as energy supplies and other
construction-related materials. The energy resource demands would be used for construction,
heating, and cooling of buildings; transportation of people and goods; heating and refrigeration;
lighting; and other associated energy needs.

Environmental changes with implementation of the proposed project would occur as the physical
environment is altered through continued commitments of land and construction materials to urban
development. There would be an irretrievable commitment of materials used in construction.
Nonrenewable resources would be committed primarily in the form of fossil fuels and would include
fuel, oil, natural gas, and gasoline used by vehicles and equipment associated with implementation
of the proposed project.

Day-to-day activities would involve the use of non-renewable resources such as petroleum and
natural gas during operations. The consumption of other nonrenewable or slowly renewable
resources would result from the development of the proposed project. These resources would
include but would not be limited to lumber and other forest products, sand and gravel, asphalt,
steel, copper, lead, and water. The new buildings would be required to adhere to the latest adopted
edition of the California Building Standards Code, which includes a number of standards that would
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reduce energy demand, water consumption, wastewater generation, and solid waste generation that
would collectively reduce the demand for resources. This would result in the emission and
generation of less pollution and effluent, and would lessen the severity of corresponding
environmental effects. Although the proposed project would result in an irretrievable commitment
of non-renewable resources, the commitment of these resources would not be significantly
inefficient, unnecessary, or wasteful.

The proposed project is not anticipated to result in significant irreversible environmental damage
because, pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines (§ 15126.2(d)), the proposed project does not meet any
of the three scenarios listed above. Irreversible damage is not anticipated from environmental
accidents associated with the proposed project, as it would comply with all applicable local and State
regulations regarding handling and storage of hazardous materials. While a large commitment to
nonrenewable resources would be required, the proposed project would use the energy efficiently
and would not result in the wasteful use of energy. Electric trailer movers would be used on-site to
move trailers throughout the project site, and to minimize the amount of emissions generated.
Other on-site support equipment required to serve the proposed project would also be electrically
powered.

Lastly, the proposed project is intended to meet regional market demand for housing. Thus, the
project is justified in that there is market demand for it.

6.4 - Significant and Unavoidable Impacts

Potential environmental effects of the proposed project and proposed mitigation measures are
discussed in detail in Chapter 3, Environmental Impact Analysis, of this Draft EIR. Section 15126.2(c)
of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that the EIR describe any significant impacts, including those
that can be mitigated but not reduced to less than significant levels. There are no significant and
unavoidable impacts from the project. The following environmental issues addressed in the Draft EIR
were determined to be less than significant, or could be reduced to less than significant levels with
mitigation measures:

e Aesthetics e Mineral Resources

e Agricultural and Forestry Resources e Noise

e Air Quality e Paleontological Resources

e Biological Resources e Population and Housing

e Cultural Resources e Public Services

e Energy e Recreation

e Geology and Soils e Transportation

e Greenhouse Gas Emissions e Tribal Cultural Resources

e Hazards and Hazardous Materials e Utilities and Service Systems
e Hydrology and Water Quality e Wildfire

e Land Use and Planning
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7.2 - List of Preparers

7.2.1 - Lead Agency
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