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MR 56, LLC 

c/o The Rancon Group, Inc. 

41391 Kalmia Street, Suite 200 

Murrieta, California 92562 

 

Attention: Dan Long 

 

Subject: PHASE I ENVIRONMENTAL SITE ASSESSMENT REPORT 

 MR 56 COMMERCIAL SITE 

 NORTHWEST OF HIGHWAY 74 AND BRIGGS ROAD 

 MENIFEE, CALIFORNIA 

 

Dear Mr. Long: 

 

As you requested on behalf of MR 56, LLC (the Client) we have performed a Phase I Environmental 

Site Assessment (ESA) for an undeveloped former agricultural property northwest of the intersection of 

Highway 74 and Briggs Road (the Site) in Menifee, California. We performed the Phase I ESA for 

updated entitlements and proposed development purposes.  

 

The accompanying report summarizes the findings of our Phase I ESA including the potential presence 

of recognized environmental conditions as defined by the American Society for Testing and Materials 

Designation E 1527-13, Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessments: Phase I Environmental 

Site Assessment Process.  

 

We appreciate the opportunity to have performed this Phase I ESA for you. Please contact us if you 

have any questions concerning this report or if we may be of further service.  

 

Very truly yours, 

 

GEOCON WEST, INC.  

 

 

 

Alice M. Orton 

Staff Geologist 

 Jim Brake, PG   

Senior Geologist 

 

(EMAIL) Addressee 
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PHASE I ENVIRONMENTAL SITE ASSESSMENT REPORT 

1. INTRODUCTION 

This report describes the methodology and presents the findings of a Phase I Environmental Site 

Assessment (ESA) for an undeveloped property northwest of the intersection of Highway 74 and  

Briggs Road (the Site) in Menifee, California. We performed the Phase I ESA for MR 56, LLC for 

updated entitlements and proposed development purposes. 

1.1 Purpose and Objectives 

The purpose of the Phase I ESA was to identify evidence or indications of ‘recognized environmental 

conditions’ (REC) as defined by the American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) Designation 

E 1527-13 Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessments: Phase I Environmental Site 

Assessment Process. Section 1.1.1 of ASTM Designation E 1527-13 defines an REC as “the presence 

or likely presence of any hazardous substances or petroleum products in, on, or at a property: (1) due to 

release to the environment; (2) under conditions indicative of a release to the environment; or (3) under 

conditions that pose a material threat of a future release to the environment. De minimis conditions are 

not recognized environmental conditions.” De minimis conditions are those that generally do not 

present a threat to human health or the environment and that generally would not be the subject of the 

enforcement action if brought to the attention of appropriate governmental agencies.  

 

ASTM Designation E 1527-13 also defines ‘Historical’ and ‘Controlled’ RECs. They define an 

‘Historical REC’ as “A past release of any hazardous substances or petroleum products that has occurred 

in connection with the property and has been addressed to the satisfaction of the applicable regulatory 

authority or meeting unrestricted use criteria established by a regulatory authority, without subjecting the 

property to any required controls (for example, property use restrictions, activity and use limitations, 

institutional controls, or engineering controls).” ASTM defines a ‘Controlled REC’ as “a recognized 

environmental condition resulting from a past release of hazardous substances or petroleum products that 

has been addressed to the satisfaction of the applicable regulatory authority (for example, as evidenced by 

the issuance of a no further action letter or equivalent, or meeting risk-based criteria established by 

regulatory authority), with hazardous substances or petroleum products allowed to remain in place subject 

to the implementation of required controls (for example, property use restrictions, activity and use 

limitations, institutional controls, or engineering controls).” An HREC is not a REC if a property meets 

current standards for unrestricted residential use. A CREC remains a REC by definition when the 

property does not meet the unrestricted residential use requirement unconditionally. 

 

We also conducted the Phase I ESA in general accordance with the requirements of 40 Code of Federal 

Regulations (CFR) Part 312 titled Standards and Practices for All Appropriate Inquiries, as required 

under Sections 101(35)(B)(ii) and (iii) of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, 

and Liability Act (CERCLA). The purpose of conducting an all appropriate inquiries investigation into 
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the previous ownership and uses of a property is to meet the provisions necessary for the landowner, 

contiguous property owner, and/or bona fide prospective purchaser to qualify for certain landowner 

liability protections under CERCLA. 

 

The following principles are an integral part of ASTM Designation E1527-13: 

 

 “Uncertainty Not Eliminated - No environmental site assessment can wholly eliminate 

uncertainty regarding the potential for recognized environmental conditions in connection with 

a property. Performance of this practice is intended to reduce, but not eliminate, uncertainty 

regarding the potential for recognized environmental conditions in connection with a property, 

and this practice recognizes reasonable limits of time and cost.” 

 “Not Exhaustive - All Appropriate Inquiries does not mean an exhaustive assessment of a 

property. There is a point at which the cost of information obtained or the time required to 

gather it outweighs the usefulness of the information and, in fact, may be a material detriment 

to the orderly completion of transactions. One of the purposes of this practice is to identify a 

balance between the competing goals of limiting the costs and time demands inherent in 

performing an environmental site assessment and the reduction of uncertainty about unknown 

conditions resulting from additional information.” 

 “Level of Inquiry is Variable – Not every property will warrant the same level of assessment. 

Consistent with good commercial and customary practice, the appropriate level of environmental 

site assessment will be guided by the type of property subject to assessment, the expertise and 

risk tolerance of the user, and the information developed in the course of the inquiry.” 

 

1.2 Scope of Services 

Our Proposal No. IE-1813, dated March 14, 2017, describes the scope of services for this Phase I ESA. 

We performed the scope of services outlined in the proposal with the exception that Sanborn Maps were 

not reviewed. Environmental Data Resources, Inc. (EDR) stated that Sanborn Map coverage does not 

exist for the Site. The main components of the Phase I ESA and their objectives, as specified by the 

referenced standards, include the following: 

 

 Physical Setting: We reviewed physical setting references to obtain information concerning 

the topographic, geologic, and hydrogeologic characteristics of the Site and vicinity.  

Such information may be indicative of the direction and/or extent that a contaminant could 

migrate in the event of a spill or release. 

 Regulatory Agency Records Review: We reviewed publicly available Federal, State, and 

local regulatory agency records to obtain information that could potentially help identify RECs 

at or potentially affecting the Site.  

 Site History: We reviewed historical references to assess the history of previous uses of the 

Site and surrounding area to identify those that could have led to RECs on or near the Site. 

Historical sources reviewed included aerial photographs, topographic maps, and city 

directories. In addition, we conducted interviews with persons who were expected to be 

reasonably knowledgeable about historical and/or current conditions at and uses of the Site.  



 

Geocon Project No. T2765-77-02 - 3 - April 27, 2017 

 Site Reconnaissance: We performed a site reconnaissance to observe site conditions and 

activities for indications of evidence of RECs. The site reconnaissance was for the Site only. 

Offsite properties and features were viewed solely from the vantage of the Site and public 

thoroughfares. 

 

1.3 Report Limitations 

We prepared this Phase I ESA report exclusively for the Client. The information obtained is only 

relevant for the dates of the records reviewed or as of the date of the latest site visit. Therefore, the 

information contained herein is only valid as of the date of the report and will require an update to 

reflect more recent records/site visits. 

 

The Client should recognize that a Phase I ESA is not a comprehensive site characterization and should 

not be construed as such. The findings and conclusions presented in this report are predicated on the site 

reconnaissance, a review of the specified regulatory records, and a review of the historical usage of the 

Site, as presented in this report. The Client should also understand that wetlands, asbestos-containing 

building materials, lead-containing paint, lead in drinking water, radon, mercury related to mining 

activities, methane, and mold surveys were not included in the scope of services for this Phase I ESA. 

Assessment for potential naturally occurring hazards such as asbestos and arsenic also was not included. 

 

Therefore, the report should only be deemed conclusive with respect to the information obtained.  

No guarantee or warranty of the results of the Phase I ESA is implied within the intent of this report or 

any subsequent reports, correspondence or consultation, either express or implied. We strived to 

conduct the services summarized herein in accordance with the local standard of care in the geographic 

region at the time the services were rendered. 

1.4 Data Gaps 

ASTM Designation E 1527-13 defines a data gap as “a lack of or inability to obtain information 

required by this practice despite good faith efforts by the environmental professional to gather such 

information.” Data gaps could include such things as insufficient historical information, the inability to 

interview persons with direct site knowledge (e.g., the owner(s), past owner(s), tenants, workers, etc.) 

or the lack of access to all parts of a site during the site reconnaissance. No significant data gaps  

were identified during the performance of this Phase I ESA. Sanborn maps were not available for  

the Site, however, this is not considered a data gap as it did not affect our ability to assess the historical 

use of the Site. 
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2. SITE DESCRIPTION 

This section provides information regarding the location and physical characteristics of the Site 

including its size, topography, geologic, soil, and hydrogeologic conditions. 

2.1 Location and Legal Description 

The Site is located northwest of the intersection of Highway 74 and Briggs Road in Menifee, California 

(Figure 1). The Site is approximately the southern quarter of County of Riverside assessor’s parcel 

number (APN) 327-320-013-9 (Appendix A). The Site is located in Section 12 of Township 5 South, 

Range 3 West, San Bernardino Base and Meridian on the United States Geological Survey’s (USGS) 

Romoland, California, 7.5-minute Topographic Map (USGS, 2015). 

2.2 Site and Vicinity General Characteristics 

The Site is an undeveloped agricultural property. The site vicinity consists of similar agricultural 

properties, a community center/park, rural residential development, and a high school. The Site Plan 

(Figure 2) depicts the site boundaries and adjoining properties. 

2.2.1 Topography 

The topography of the Site and surrounding vicinity is relatively flat. The USGS Romoland, CA  

7.5-minute Topographic Map (USGS, 2015) shows the site elevation at approximately 1,520 feet above 

mean sea level, with a general topographic gradient (downslope) of the site vicinity to the southwest. 

2.2.2 Geologic Conditions 

The Site is located in the Romoland area of southwestern Riverside County within the Peninsular 

Ranges Geomorphic Province (Province). The Peninsular Ranges are bound by the Transverse Ranges 

(San Gabriel and San Bernardino Mountains) to the north, and the Colorado Desert Geomorphic Province 

to the east. The Province extends westward into the Pacific Ocean and southward to the tip of  

Baja California. Geologic units within the Peninsular Ranges consist of granitic and metamorphic 

bedrock highlands and deep and broad alluvium-filled valleys. Faulting within the Province is typically 

northwest trending and includes the San Andreas, San Jacinto, Elsinore, and Newport-Inglewood faults. 

The Site is located on an old alluvial fan emanating from the surrounding Lakeview Mountains.  

The Site is underlain by older alluvial fan deposits underlying a veneer of topsoil, as observed in the 

concurrent Geotechnical Investigation (Geocon, 2017). 

2.2.3 Soil Conditions 

We obtained information concerning soil conditions in proximity to the Site from the United States 

Department of Agriculture’s (USDA) Web Soil Survey (http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/ 

app/HomePage.htm). The Web Soil Survey information indicates that surficial soils on the Site are 

classified as primarily Ramona sandy loam, which consists of a sandy loam on 2 to 5 percent slopes. 

http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/%20app/HomePage.htm
http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/%20app/HomePage.htm
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Other surficial soils on the Site are classified as Greenfield sandy loam, consisting of a sandy loam on 

2 to 8 percent slopes, and Exeter sandy loam, consisting of a sandy loam on 0 to 2 percent slopes.  

All of these soils formed on alluvial fans and terraces from granitic materials and are described as  

well-drained. 

2.2.4 Hydrologic and Hydrogeologic Conditions 

We reviewed groundwater quality and occurrence information available from the California 

Department of Water Resources (DWR, 2017) for the site vicinity. Groundwater was encountered at 

depths greater than 62 feet in wells within 0.5 mile of the Site between 2011 and 2015. In our 

concurrent geotechnical investigation of the Site, we did not encounter groundwater in borings drilled 

to a maximum depth of 51.5 feet (Geocon, 2017). 

 

The nearest surface water is an unnamed drainage along the southern boundary of the Site.  

2.3 Current and Planned Uses of the Site 

The Site is currently an agricultural field. The planned use of the Site is a commercial retail center.  

2.4 Descriptions of Structures, Roads, Other Improvements on the Site 

There are no improvements on the Site with the exception of a channelized drainage along the southern 

site boundary. A chain-link fence extends for approximately 20 feet along the drainage at the 

southeastern site boundary.   

2.5 Current Uses of Adjoining Properties 

Current uses of adjoining properties include similar rural agricultural use to the west, north, and east. 

Briggs Road is immediately adjacent to the east. California Highway 74 is adjacent to the south, 

beyond which is Heritage High School.  

 

3. USER–PROVIDED INFORMATION 

This section summarizes responses to inquiries made to the Client for site information. The Client was 

asked if they know of previous environmental reports or documents that may exist and, if so, whether 

copies could be provided. They were also asked if they have knowledge of legal or administrative 

proceedings involving the Site. Dan Long, the client representative, completed a User Questionnaire 

(Appendix B).  

3.1 Title, Appraisal, and Sale Agreement Records 

The Client provided a Preliminary Report of Title Insurance (Title), issued by First American Title 

Company, dated October 6, 2016.  The Title is for a Policy of Title Insurance vested in John V. Motte 

and Evelyn E. Motte, Trustees of the John V. Motte and Evelyn E. Motte 1976 Family Trust,  
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dated June 24, 1976, and includes Riverside County APNs 327-320-001-8, 327-320-010-6, and  

327-320-013-9.  The Title notes exceptions for easement for roads, utility lines and supporting 

equipment, and drainages. Some of these easements may be related to parts of the APNs of which the 

Site is not a part. None of the exceptions suggests the presence of RECs on the Site or adjacent 

properties. 

3.2 Environmental Liens or Activity and Use Limitations 

Mr. Long stated that he is unaware of any environmental liens on, or use limitations for, the Site.  

3.3 Specialized Knowledge 

In his capacity as project manager, Mr. Long has reviewed previously completed documents regarding 

the Site and is aware of the past agricultural uses.  Mr. Long indicated that the owner’s representative 

stated the Site was previously only dry farmed. 

3.4 Commonly Known or Reasonably Ascertainable Information 

Mr. Long stated that the Site is vacant with no development. 

3.5 Owner, Property Manager, and Occupant Information 

Mr. Long stated that the Site is owned by The John and Evelyn E. Motte 1976 Family Trust, dated  

June 24, 1976. The Site is managed by the Rancon Group.  

3.6 Valuation Reduction for Environmental Issues 

Mr. Long indicated that he was not aware of any environmental conditions on the Site which could lead 

to a potential valuation reduction of the Site.  

3.7 Other Documents Provided by the Client 

Mr. Long provided a previously completed Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) for the Site. 

The ESA was conducted by Natec International, Inc., dated March 15, 2005, and concluded that there 

were no areas of environmental concern regarding the Site at the time of the report.  Mr. Long also 

provided a County of Riverside Environmental Assessment Initial Study which included the Site as 

part of the larger assessment area. This study provides no specific information or comment on the 

environmental conditions of the Site. 

3.8 Reason for Performing Phase I ESA 

The Client requested the Phase I ESA for updated entitlements and proposed development purposes. 
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4. RECORDS REVIEW 

This section summarizes our review of readily available agency records for the Site and properties in 

the surrounding vicinity. 

 

4.1 Standard Environmental Record Sources 

Environmental Data Resources, Inc. (EDR) searched federal, state, and local environmental databases 

for the Site and surrounding area within one mile of the Site. A copy of The EDR Radius MapTM 

Report with GeoCheck, dated March 27, 2017, is included as Appendix C. 

4.1.1 Site 

The Site is not listed in any of the databases searched by EDR. 

4.1.2 Nearby Properties 

The adjacent property south of the Site is identified on two databases searched by EDR. Heritage High 

School (listed as High School No. 3) is listed on the EnviroStor and SCH databases. That property is 

listed as having had a school investigation performed under the oversight of the Department of Toxic 

Substances Control (DTSC). Chemicals of potential concern included pesticides, petroleum 

hydrocarbons, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs)  

due to past agricultural use. The DTSC issued a letter stating that no further action was required on 

January 12, 2005. This facility is not expected to have caused an REC at the Site due to its regulatory 

status. 

 

No other properties within ¼ mile of the Site are listed on databases searched by EDR.  

4.1.3 Orphan Summary 

The Orphan Summary in EDR’s Radius MapTM Report identifies properties that have incomplete address 

information and could not be specifically plotted. The Orphan Summary lists two properties.  Based on 

the approximate locations of the properties and the databases in which the properties are listed, it does not 

appear likely that existing or former activities associated with the listed facilities would have caused an 

REC at the Site. 

4.2 Vapor Encroachment Screening/Conditions 

The Vapor Encroachment Screen Report, dated April 17, 2017, provided by EDR (Appendix D), 

indicates that no properties within the Area of Concern had releases of either volatile organic 

compounds (VOCs) or petroleum VOCs. 
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4.3 Additional Environmental Record Sources 

We searched additional readily available environmental record sources for properties/facilities within 

approximately ¼ mile of the Site. This section summarizes our findings. 

4.3.1 GeoTracker and EnviroStor Websites 

We searched the California State Water Resources Control Board’s GeoTracker 

(http://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/) and the California Department of Toxic Substances Control’s 

(DTSC) EnviroStor (http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/) online databases for information 

regarding properties/facilities of concern within ¼ mile of the Site. Other than information for the 

adjoining high school site, EnviroStor and GeoTracker do not have information for properties/facilities 

within approximately ¼ mile of the Site.  

4.3.2 State of California Department of Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas and 
Geothermal Resources (DOGGR) 

We reviewed information available from DOGGR (http://www.conservation.ca.gov) for 

existing/former oil, gas, or geothermal wells on or within the site vicinity. No oil and gas wells are 

listed on or adjacent to the Site.  

4.3.3 County of Riverside Department of Agriculture, Weights and Measures 

The County of Riverside Department of Agriculture, Weights and Measures maintains records 

regarding restricted pesticide use at the Site. No response to our inquiry has been received to date. 

4.3.4 County of Riverside Department of Environmental Health 

The County of Riverside Department of Environmental Health (DEH) maintains records of 

underground storage tanks (UST) releases and hazardous materials releases and cleanups for properties 

and facilities in Riverside County. DEH responded that a search of their records requires a specific site 

address. No records were returned. 

 

5. HISTORICAL USE 

This section summarizes information we obtained from a variety of sources regarding the  

historical uses of the Site and identifies historical uses that could have led to RECs. The sources of 

information included historical aerial photographs, historical topographic maps, and city directories 

provided by EDR.  

5.1 Sanborn, Inc. Fire Insurance Maps 

According to EDR’s Certified Sanborn® Map Report dated March 27, 2017, Sanborn maps do not exist 

for the Site or site vicinity.  
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5.2 Aerial Photographs 

We reviewed historical aerial photographs for the years 1938, 1949, 1953, 1961, 1967, 1978, 1985, 

1989, 1996, 2002, 2005, 2006, 2009, 2010 and 2012 (Appendix E) for indications of past land uses that 

had the potential to have impacted the Site through the use, storage or disposal of hazardous substances 

and/or petroleum. The following table summarizes the observations of the Site and adjacent properties 

on the aerial photographs. 

 

AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH REVIEW SUMMARY 

Year 
Observations 

Site Adjacent Properties 

1938 

(1” = 500”) 

The Site appears to have been 

agricultural land used for farming. 

Adjacent properties also appear to have been 

agricultural land used for farming.  The property 

to the east appears to have had farm buildings and 

improvements. Property to the south may have 

had a well or other farming-related structure. A 

braided stream was present through the center of 

the property, with flow in a northeast-southwest 

direction. 

1949 

(1” = 500’) 

We observed no significant change in 

conditions from those observed on the 

previous photograph.  

There appear to have been some changes in the 

structures east of the Site. There are fewer 

structures than previously observed. 

1953 

(1” = 500’) 

We observed no significant change in 

conditions from those observed on the 

previous photograph. 

We observed no significant change in conditions 

from those observed on the previous photograph. 

1961 

(1” = 500’) 

We observed no significant change in 

conditions from those observed on the 

previous photograph. 

The farming structures to the east appear to have 

been removed. 

1967 

(1” = 500’) 

We observed no significant change in 

conditions from those observed on the 

previous photograph. 

We observed no significant change in conditions 

from those observed on the previous photograph, 

except that a structure had been added to the east-

southeast. 

1978 

(1” = 500’) 

We observed no significant change in 

conditions from those observed on the 

previous photograph. 

We observed no significant change in conditions 

from those observed on the previous photograph. 

1985 

(1” = 500’) 

We observed no significant change in 

conditions from those observed on the 

previous photograph. 

We observed no significant change in conditions 

from those observed on the previous photograph, 

except that several more structures had been 

added to the east-southeast. 

1989 

(1” = 500’) 

We observed no significant change in 

conditions from those observed on the 

previous photograph. 

We observed no significant change in conditions 

from those observed on the previous photograph, 

except that the site to the east-southeast appears 

to have been in use as a storage facility. 

1996 

(1” = 500’) 

We observed no significant change in 

conditions from those observed on the 

previous photograph. 

Drainages across the property to the east appear 

more pronounced. There were fewer structures on 

the property to the east-southeast. 
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Year 
Observations 

Site Adjacent Properties 

2002 

(1” = 500’) 

We observed no significant change in 

conditions from those observed on the 

previous photograph. 

We observed no significant change in conditions 

from those observed on the previous photograph. 

2005 

(1’ = 500’) 

We observed no significant change in 

conditions from those observed on the 

previous photograph.  

Development had begun on the school site to the 

south of the Site. The structures had been 

removed from the property to the east-southeast 

and the portion previously containing buildings 

had been graded. 

2006 

(1” = 500’) 

We observed no significant change in 

conditions from those observed on the 

previous photograph.  

Construction of the school and an adjacent 

facility to the south had begun. A storage facility 

had been constructed on the property to the east-

southeast. 

2009 

(1” = 500’) 

We observed no significant change in 

conditions from those observed on the 

previous photograph.  

Construction on the school to the south had been 

completed.  

2010 

(1” = 500’) 

We observed no significant change in 

conditions from those observed on the 

previous photograph.  

Grading and construction on the community 

center site to the north had begun.  

2012 

(1” = 500’) 

We observed no significant change in 

conditions from those observed on the 

previous photograph. 

Construction on the community center site to the 

north had been completed.  

 

We observed no site or vicinity conditions on the aerial photographs that would suggest the potential 

presence of RECs on the Site or adjoining or nearby properties. 

5.3 Topographic Maps 

We reviewed historical topographic maps for the years 1901, 1942, 1943, 1947, 1953, 1973, 1979, and 

2012 (Appendix F). The following summarizes observations of the Site and adjacent properties on the 

historical topographic maps. 

 

TOPOGRAPHIC MAP REVIEW SUMMARY 

Year 

Observations 

Site Adjacent Properties 

1901 

(1:125,000) 

No land use is depicted. No land use is depicted, with the exception of 

improved roads to the south (State Highway 

74) and east (Briggs Road).  

1942 

(1: 62,500) 

An intermittent blue-line stream is depicted 

across the property from northeast to 

southwest. 

Intermittent blue-line streams are depicted 

across properties to the east and south. 

Buildings are depicted on properties to the 

east and southeast. 
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Year 

Observations 

Site Adjacent Properties 

1943 

(1:62,500) 

No significant changes are depicted on the 

Site from the previous topographic map. 

No significant changes are depicted from the 

previous topographic map. 

1947 

(1:50,000) 

No significant changes are depicted on the 

Site from the previous topographic map. 

No significant changes are depicted from the 

previous topographic map. 

1953 

(1:24,000)  

No streams are depicted on the Site. No blue-line streams are depicted on the 

adjacent properties. No buildings are 

depicted on the property to the southeast. A 

well is depicted on the property to the south. 

1973 

(1:24,000)  

No significant changes are depicted on the 

Site from the previous topographic map. 

Buildings are depicted on the property to the 

southeast. 

1979 

(1:24,000)  

No significant changes are depicted on the 

Site from the previous topographic map. 

No buildings are depicted on the property to 

the east of the Site. 

2012 

(1:24,000)  

No significant changes are depicted on the 

Site from the previous topographic map. 

No buildings are depicted on the property to 

the southeast of the Site. 

 

The historical topographic maps depict nothing that would suggest the presence of RECs on the Site or 

adjacent properties. 

5.4 City Directories 

EDR prepared a City Directory Image Report of cross-referenced directories reviewed at 

approximately 5-year intervals from 1975 through 2013. The Site has no listed address, therefore there 

are no listings for the Site. There are no listings for adjacent properties until 2013 when the  

Heritage High School and Marion B. Ashley Community Center are listed at 26001 Briggs Road and 

25625 Briggs Road, respectively. A copy of the EDR city directory image report including information 

regarding offsite addresses is included in Appendix G. 

 

6. SITE RECONNAISSANCE 

This section summarizes observations of the Site and surrounding properties made during the site 

reconnaissance.  

6.1 Methodology and Limiting Conditions 

Alice Orton, Staff Geologist with Geocon, performed the site reconnaissance on March 28, 2017, by 

walking the Site. Ms. Orton performed the offsite survey by making observations of adjacent 

properties from the Site and adjacent roads and thoroughfares. Vegetation growth limited 

observation of the ground surface over much of the Site. Weather on the day of the site 

reconnaissance was sunny with temperatures in the mid-70s. Photographs of various site features and 



 

Geocon Project No. T2765-77-02 - 12 - April 27, 2017 

offsite properties are appended. Figure 2 illustrates selected site features and photo locations and 

orientations. 

6.2 General Site Setting 

The Site is located in an area of mainly similar agricultural properties. Heritage High School is located 

beyond Highway 74 south of the Site. Residential development, the Marion V. Ashley Community 

Center, and various businesses are located within ¼ mile of the Site. 

6.3 Onsite Survey 

The Site consists of agricultural land (Photo #s 1-3). A channelized drainage is present along the 

eastern and southern margins of the Site (Photo #s 4-6). The drainage enters under the road from the 

east and drains to the west.  The drainage inlet is concreted and riprapped. A high pressure gas pipeline 

and other underground utilities are present within the road right-of-way to the south of the Site  

(Photo #7) along State Highway 74. We observed no conditions or uses that would suggest the 

presence of RECs on the Site. 

6.4 Offsite Survey 

Properties within the site vicinity include:  

 North – Agricultural property with residences and the community center beyond. 

 East – Agricultural properties, with residential and commercial properties beyond. 

 South – Heritage High School and agricultural properties. 

 West – Agricultural properties. 

 

We observed no conditions or uses on adjoining or nearby properties with the potential to cause an 

REC on the Site. 

 

7. INTERVIEWS 

We interviewed Mr. Long, Director of Development for the Rancon Group, via a site owner 

questionnaire and email correspondence regarding the current and past uses of the Site. Mr. Long 

stated that the Site is vacant land, previously used for agricultural purposes, with no history of 

development and no structures. Mr. Long stated that there is a known drainage ditch along the southern 

site border which drains to the west and south, but that there are no known wells, tanks, or storage 

structures on the Site.  Mr. Long stated that he has no knowledge of any hazardous substances or 

petroleum products on the Site. As described in Section 3.7, Mr. Long provided other documentation 

regarding the Site.  These documents either provide no specific information on the environmental 

conditions of the Site, or indicate that there were no areas of environmental concern at the time the 

reports were issued.  
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8. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

We have performed a Phase I ESA, in general conformance with the scope and limitations of ASTM 

Designation E 1527-13, for the Site in Menifee, California. Any exceptions to, or deletions from, this 

practice are described in Section 1.4 of this report.  

 

The assessment has revealed no evidence of RECs on the Site.  

 

Agricultural use has been ongoing on the Site from at least 1938 until the present and represents a 

potential environmental concern because of the possible use of pesticides. Soil sample collection and 

analysis would be necessary to confirm the potential presence of pesticides in soil and may be required 

by the local permitting agency prior to redevelopment.  

 

Prior to any construction activities near the natural gas pipelines on the south of the Site, the owners of 

those lines should be notified so they can confirm their locations and observe construction activities at 

their discretion. 
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10. QUALIFICATIONS 

This Phase I ESA report was prepared by Ms. Alice Orton and reviewed by Mr. Jim Brake. We declare 

that, to the best of our professional knowledge and belief, we meet the definition of Environmental 

Professional as defined in Section 312.10 of 40 CFR Part 312. We have the specific qualifications 

based on education, training, and experience, to assess a property of the nature, history, and setting of 

the subject property. We have developed and performed the all appropriate inquiries investigation in 

conformance with the standards and practices set forth in 40 CFR Part 312. 

 

Ms. Orton is a Staff Geologist for Geocon.  She has Bachelor of Science and Master of Science degrees 

in Geology. 

 

Mr. Brake has an MS degree in Geological Science and 30 years of experience in environmental 

investigation and remediation, including implementation of Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study 

programs and soil and groundwater remedial actions for private industrial and government clients. He has 

managed a wide variety of projects for clients in the manufacturing, transportation, mining, automobile 

and real estate industries including Environmental Protection Agency and DTSC Superfund sites.  

Mr. Brake has extensive experience in the performance of Phase I and II ESAs of commercial, industrial, 

and agricultural properties throughout Northern California.  
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Photo 1 – View to the southwest across the Site.

Photo 2 – View to the southeast across the Site, with high school facility 
to the south.
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Photo 3 – View to the northeast across Site.

Photo 4 – View to the south of drainage at east side of Site.
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Photo 5 – View to the southwest of drainage across the south side of 
Site.

Photo 6 – View to the northeast of drainage inlets at east side of Site.
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Photo 7 – High Pressure Gas Pipeline marker along Highway 74 
across the south side of Site (view to the northwest).
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COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM: INITIAL STUDY 

Environmental Assessment (E.A.) Number: 40275 
Project Case Type (s) and Number(s): Specific Plan No. 260, Amendment No. 2; Change of Zone 
No. 07195; Tentative Tract Map No. 34118; Tentative Tract Map No. 34600 
Lead Agency Name:  County of Riverside Planning Department 
Address:   4080 Lemon Street, 9th Floor, Riverside, CA, 92501 
Contact Person:  Russell Brady 
Telephone Number:  (951) 955-1888 
Applicant’s Name: MR-56, LLC & MR-27, LLC 
Applicant’s Address:  445 South “D” Street, Perris, CA 92570 

I. PROJECT INFORMATION 

A. Project Description:  

Specific Plan No. 260, Amendment No. 2 (SP 260(A2)): To amend the previously approved 
Menifee North Specific Plan 260, Amendment 1 (SP 260(A1)) to change land use designations 
within the Specific Plan boundary.  Generally, SP 260(A2) proposes land use changes in four 
areas of the Specific Plan, as described below:  
(see Figure A, Approved Specific Plan Land Use Plan – Areas of Change;  Figure B, Proposed Specific Plan 
Amendment No. 2 Land Use Plan; and Table 1, Land Use Summary of Changes) 

1) Area of Change 1:  Approximately 76.4 acres of land designated as Industrial, located west
of Dawson Road in Planning Area 2, is proposed to be removed from the Specific Plan.
The acreage of Planning Area 2 would be reduced from 121.1 acres to 44.7 acres.

2) Area of Change 2: Planning Area 7 is proposed to be divided into Planning Areas 7A and
7B and be redesignated from Industrial to Medium High Residential (7A) and High Density
Residentia (7B).  Also, Planning Area 8 (Commercial) would be reduced in size from 6.3
acres to 3.3 acres.  This Area is also referred to as MR-27.

3) Area of Change 3:  Planning Area 10 is proposed to be redesignated from Low Density
Residential to Community Park and expanded to include an additional 5.1 acres previously
outside the Specific Plan boundary.   This 5.1-acre addition serves as an utility easement
and would be improved as part of Planning Area 10, the Community Park.

4) Area of Change 4:  Planning Area 48 is proposed to be combined with Planning Area 20
and reduced in acreage into one 9.5-acre Community Park/Center.  Planning Area 23
(Commercial) would be divided into Planning Area 23A (Garden Courts) and Planning Area
23B (Commercial), and increased in size to accommodate the size reduction in Planning
Area 20.  This area is also referred to as MR-56.

As a result of the above listed modifications and other minor changes, the total Specific Plan 
acreage would be reduced from 1,636.2 acres to 1,445.1 acres.  Residential areas would increase 
from 585.3 acres and 2,390 dwelling units to 623.1 acres and 2,624 dwelling units.  Non-
residential acreage would decrease from 1,050.9 acres to 822.0 acres, mostly reflecting the 
removal of industrial land from the Specific Plan boundary in Planning Area 10.   The analysis in 
this Environmental Assessment is focused on the four areas of change as noted above.  Other 
modifications to the Specific Plan are corrections based on updated survey information and to 
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provide compatibility with the Circulation Element of the County’s General Plan and are not 
subject to environmental review.  

 
Change of Zone No. 07195 (CZ 07195):  To change the Specific Plan zoning designations to 
provide consistency with the land use changes proposed by SP 260(A2).  The industrial area 
being removed from the Specific Plan boundary (portion of Planning Area 2) would be changed in 
zone from SP 260 to I-P (Industrial Park).  The area being added to the Specific Plan boundary 
(portion of Planning Area 10) would be redesignated from A-1-1 to SP 260. 
 
Tentative Tract Map No. 34118 (TR 34118):  Proposes to subdivide Planning Areas 7A and 7B 
(27.58 acres) for the development of 84 “garden court” residential units and 85 single-family 
residential lots with minimum lot sizes of 4,000 square feet.  TR 34118 also includes a private 
recreational center.  Property along the site’s eastern boundary would be dedicated to the County 
for right-of-way improvements to Palomar Road.  (See Figure C, Tentative Tract 34118.)  
 
Tentative Tract Map No. 34600 (TR 34600): Proposes to subdivide 17.5 acres of Planning Area 
23A for the development of 162 “garden court” residential units and a private recreation center.  
Property along the site’s eastern boundary would be dedicated to the County for right-of-way 
improvements to Briggs Road and property along the site’s western boundary would be dedicated 
to the County for right-of-way improvements to Malone Avenue.  (See Figure D, Tentative Tract 
34600.)  
 
 
B. Type of Project:  Site Specific ; Countywide ; Community ; Policy . 

 
C. Total Project Area: 132.2 Acres 

 
Residential Acres: 36.4 Lots:  N/A Units:   331 Projected Number of 

Residents: 996 
Commercial Acres:  27.0 Lots:   N/A Sq. Ft. of Bldg. Area: N/A Est. No. of Employees:  

Unknown 
Industrial Acres:  44.7 Lots:   N/A Sq. Ft. of Bldg. Area: N/A Est. No. of Employees: 

Unknown   
Other:   Community Park/Center: 9.5 acres; and Community Park: 14.6 acres 
 

 
Assessor’s Parcel No(s):  327-320-001, 007, 009 and 010; 329-110-024, 019 and 042; 329-090-
019, 020, 021 and 22; 331-140-018, 022, 031, 035, 036 and 037. 
 

D. Street References: North and south of Highway 74, south of Watson Road, east of Dawson 
Road, and west of Leon Road.  

 
E. Section, Township & Range Description or reference/attach a Legal Description: See the 

attached legal description.   
 
F. Brief description of the existing environmental setting of the Project site and its 

surroundings:  The project site is located in an unincorporated portion of southwestern 
Riverside County, California. The property is located due southeast of the City of Perris.  The 
project site is relatively flat with elevations ranging from approximately 1,550 feet above mean 
sea level (MSL) to approximately 1,450 feet above MSL.  

 
II. APPLICABLE GENERAL PLAN LAND USE POLICIES AND ZONING 
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A. General Plan Designation(s): High Industrial, Commercial Retail, Open Space-Recreation, 
Medium Density Residential, Public Facilities, Very Low Density Residential, and Business 
Park. 

 
B. Land Use Planning Area Information:   

 
1. Subarea, if any: Harvest Valley/Winchester Area Plan 

 
2. Policy Area, if any:  Highway 79 Policy Area, March Air Reserve Base Policy Area 

 
C. Area Plan Land Use Allocation Map Information 

 
1. Area Plan, if any:   Harvest Valley/Winchester Area Plan 

 
D. Area Plan Land Use Designation, if any: High Industrial, Commercial Retail, Open Space-

Recreation, Medium Density Residential, Public Facilities, Very Low Density Residential, and 
Business Park. 
 

E. Adopted Specific Plan Information 
 

1. Name and Number of Specific Plan, if any:  Menifee North 260 
 
2. Specific Plan Planning Area, and Policies, if any:   Planning Areas 2, 7, 8, 10, 20, 23, 

and 48 (refer to the Specific Plan No. 260(A2) document for applicable policies).  
 

Existing Zoning: SP 260 and A-1-1. 
  
F. Proposed Zoning, if any: SP 260 and  I-P 
 
G. Adjacent and Surrounding Zoning: SP 260, A-1-1, R-A, R-T 
 

III. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 
 
The environmental factors checked below ( x ) would be potentially affected by this Project, involving 
at least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” or “Less than Significant with Mitigation 
Incorporated” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 
 

 Aesthetics  Hazards & Hazardous Materials  Public Services 

 Agriculture Resources  Hydrology/Water Quality  Recreation 

 Air Quality  Land Use/Planning  Transportation/Traffic 

 Biological Resources  Mineral Resources  Utilities/Service Systems 

 Cultural Resources  Noise  Other 

 Geology/Soils  Population/Housing  Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 
IV. DETERMINATION 
 
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 
 

A PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/NEGATIVE DECLARATION WAS NOT 
PREPARED 

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

  I find that although the proposed Project could have a significant effect on the environment, there 



 

Page 4 of 61 
EA 40275 

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

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

 

A PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/NEGATIVE DECLARATION WAS PREPARED 

   I find that although the proposed Project could have a significant effect on the environment 
NOTHING FURTHER IS REQUIRED because all potentially significant effects (a) have been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or Negative Declaration pursuant to applicable legal standards 
and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or Negative Declaration, including 
revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed Project. 

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

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

 

    I find that at least one of the following conditions described in California Code of Regulations, 
Section 15162, exist and a SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required: (1) 
Substantial changes are proposed in the Project which will require major revisions of the previous EIR 
or negative declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial 
increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; (2) Substantial changes have 
occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the Project is undertaken which will require 
major revisions of the previous EIR or negative declaration due to the involvement of new significant 
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant 
effects; or (3) New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have 
been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified as 
complete or the negative declaration was adopted, shows any the following:(A)  The Project will have 
one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR or negative declaration;(B)  
Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the previous 
EIR or negative declaration;(C)  Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible 
would in fact be feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the Project, 
but the Project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measures or alternatives; or,(D)  Mitigation 
measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those analyzed in the previous EIR or 
negative declaration would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the Project on the 
environment, but the Project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measures or alternatives. 

 
   

Signature  Date 

Russell Brady  For Robert C. Johnson, Planning Director 

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

 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less 
Than 

Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

AESTHETICS Would the Project     

1. Scenic Resources 
     a)  Have a substantial effect upon a scenic highway 
corridor within which it is located? 

    

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

    

Source:   Specific Plan 260(A1) and EIR 329; County GIS database; County General Plan Figure C-9 
“Scenic Highways”; Project Application Materials; County General Plan Program EIR Section 4.4 
“Aesthetics/Visual Resources”; Site Field Evaluation. 
 
Findings of Fact:   
 
a) State Eligible Scenic Highway 74 borders a portion of the Specific Plan No. 260 project area, but 

Hwy. 79 does not border any portion of the Specific Plan area proposed to be affected by Specific 
Plan Amendment No. 2, TR 34118 or TR 34600.  County eligible Interstate 215 intersects with 
Highway 74 approximately 1.5 miles northwest of the property.  Because neither the two Tentative 
Tract Maps (34118 and 34600) nor any area of Specific Plan No. 260 subject to Amendment No. 2 
abuts these scenic corridors, the Project would have a less than significant impact to scenic 
highways.   

 
b)  The land use changes proposed by SP 260(A2) and the development proposed by TR 34188 and 

TR 34600 would not damage scenic trees, rock outcroppings or unique landmark features 
because no such resources are present on the site.  Landscaping and architecture elements 
proposed are consistent with the Menifee North Specific Plan Design Guidelines and Development 
Standards, adherence to which assures that development will be aesthetically pleasing.  
Residential development proposed by TR 34188 and TR 34600 would not obstruct any prominent 
scenic vista or public view.  The site is surrounded by other developed properties or properties 
planned for development.  The Project would not public block views of Double Butte Park from 
Hwy. 79 or other public viewing areas.   

 
Mitigation:   Mitigation is not required. 
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Monitoring:    Monitoring is not required.  
 
 

2. Mt. Palomar Observatory 
     Interfere with the night time use of the Mt. Palomar 
Observatory, as protected through Riverside County 
Ordinance No. 655? 

    

Source:   County Ordinance No. 655; County GIS database; County General Plan Program EIR 
Section 4.4 “Aesthetics/Visual Resources” 
 
Findings of Fact:   The proposed project site is located within Zone B of the Mt. Palomar Nighttime 
Lighting Policy Area.  Development in the area will be required to adhere to the lighting requirements 
(i.e. lighting time limits, shielding, type of light bulbs, etc.) specified in the County Ordinance No. 655 
for Zone B standards that are intended to limit light leakage and spillage that may interfere with the 
operation of the Mt. Palomar Observatory. 
 
Mitigation:   The Project shall comply with the requirements of Riverside County Ordinance No. 655 
for Zone B, which specifies standards for outdoor lighting and requires the submission of plans and 
evidence of compliance with Ordinance No. 655.  No additional mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring:  Riverside County Planning Department will ensure compliance with Ordinance No. 655. 
 
 

3. Other Lighting Issues 
     a)  Create a new source of substantial light or glare 
which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the 
area? 

    

     b)  Expose residential property to unacceptable light 
levels? 

    

 
Source: Specific Plan 260(A1) and EIR 329; Project Application Materials; County General Plan 
Program EIR Section 4.4 “Aesthetics/Visual Resources” 
 
Findings of Fact:    
 
a)  The land use changes proposed by SP 260(A2) would not result in the addition of any artificial 

lighting sources beyond those anticipated by the adopted Menifee North Specific Plan.  Artificial 
lighting sources would be introduced on Planning Areas 7A, 7B and 23A with the development of 
TR 34188 and TR 34600.  Lighting would be typical of a suburban community and would not be 
regarded as a substantial source of light.  No reflective or glare-producing building materials are 
proposed.  Therefore, the proposed project will not create a new source of substantial light or 
glare and will not adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. 

 
b) Lighting would not expose residential property to light levels beyond that anticipated by the 

adopted Menifee North Specific Plan.  The County requires that street lighting be low intensity only 
as needed for safety and security purposes.   

 
Mitigation:   Mitigation is not required. 
 
Monitoring:   Monitoring is not required. 
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AGRICULTURE RESOURCES Would the Project 

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

    

     b) Conflict with existing agricultural use, or a Williamson 
Act (agricultural preserve) contract (Riv. Co. Agricultural 
Land Conservation Contract Maps)? 

    

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

    

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

   
 

 

 
Source:  California Resources Agency FMMP; County General Plan Program EIR; County General 
Plan Figure OS-2 “Agricultural Resources”; County GIS database; Project Application Materials; 
County General Plan Program EIR Section 4.2 “Land Use/Agricultural Resources”; County Ordinance 
No. 625. 
 
Findings of Fact:    
 
a) The project site is located within an area mapped as Prime Farmland and Locally Important 

Farmland; however, the site is not designated for long-term agricultural use by Riverside County’s 
General Plan, Harvest Valley/Winchester Area Plan or approved Specific Plan No. 260.  All of 
these long-range planning documents designate the site for development.  Implementation of SP 
260(A2), TR 34188 and TR 34600 would be consistent with the County’s General Plan and would 
not result in farmland conversion impacts beyond the level of impact previously documented in the 
County’s General Plan EIR (SCH No. 2002051143).   

 
b) The proposed Project site is not located within an Agricultural Preserve and is not under a 

Williamson Act contract. 
 
c) Planning Area 7B (portion of TR 34118) and Planning Area 23A (TR 34600) fall within 300 feet of 

parcels with agricultural zoning (A-1-1); consequently, there is a potential for significant impact. 
The Project is therefore required to comply with the County’s “Right to-Farm” Ordinance, No. 
625.1.  The ordinance is intended to provide a means of giving notice to prospective homebuyers 
of new homes in newly built subdivisions and recently subdivided parcels that they are moving into 
an agricultural area and that a farm that has been in operation legally for at least three years. The 
farm and its normal agricultural operations shall not become a nuisance because residential uses 
have entered the area and are offended by the odors, dust, etc.  The ordinance applies to any 
tract or parcel map located within 300 feet of property zoned primarily for agricultural use (A-1, A-
2, A-P, and A-D zones).   

 
d) SP 260(A2) would change land use designations internal to the approved Menifee North Specific 

Plan area.  The County General Plan, Harvest Valley/Winchester Area Plan and approved Specific 
Plan No. 260 designates the site for development and do not plan for long-term agricultural use of 



 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less 
Than 

Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

 

Page 8 of 61 
EA 40275 

the area.  No adjacent properties are planned for long-term agricultural use.  Therefore, because 
adjacent properties are not designated as Farmland, development of the site as proposed would 
not result in conversion of Farmlands to non-agricultural use.    
 

Mitigation:  The title company, in preparing the developer’s application for State Department of Real 
Estate (DRE) report on the subdivision, must include the “right-to-farm” statement in accord with 
County Ordinance No. 625.1.  Developers must show the subdivision report to prospective home 
and/or lot buyers, obtain their signature that they have read it, and keep the signature on file for three 
years.   
 
Monitoring:   Riverside County’s building permit process will monitor compliance with County 
Ordinance No. 625.1. 
 
 

AIR QUALITY Would the Project 

5. Air Quality Impacts 
     a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 

    

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

    

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

    

     d) Expose sensitive receptors which are located within 1 
mile of the Project site to Project substantial point source 
emissions? 

    

     e) Involve the construction of a sensitive receptor 
located within one mile of an existing substantial point 
source emitter? 

    

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

    

 
Source: SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook Table 6-2; Project Application Materials; General Plan 
Program EIR Section 4.5, “Air Quality;” Specific Plan 260(A1) and EIR 329 
 
Findings of Fact:   
 
a) The project site is located in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB).  The South Coast Air Quality 

Management District (SCAQMD) Governing Board adopted its most recent Air Quality 
Management Plan (AQMP) for the SCAB on August 1, 2003.  The AQMP is a plan for the regional 
improvement of air quality.  As part of adoption of the County’s General Plan in 2003, the General 
Plan EIR (SCH No. 2002051143) analyzed the General Plan growth projections for consistency 
with the AQMP and concluded that the General Plan is consistent with the SCAQMD’s AQMP.  
Projects consistent with the County General Plan would therefore be consistent with the 
SCAQMD’s AQMP.  The proposed Project is consistent with the Community Development 
Foundation Component land use designations applied to the site by the County’s General Plan 
and Harvest Valley/Winchester Area Plan, and as such would not increase the severity of air 
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quality violations projected by the SCAQMD’s AQMP nor would it exceed development 
assumptions of the AQMP.  Therefore, the Project would not conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the AQMP. 

 
b & c) Implementation of SP 260(A2), TR 34118 and TR 34600 would impact air quality in the short-

term during construction, and in the long-term through operation.  Construction activities 
associated with the Project would result in emissions of carbon monoxide (CO), volatile organic 
gases (VOC), nitrogen dioxide (NOx), particulate sulfate (SOx) and particulate matter (PM10).  
Construction emissions are expected from the use of construction equipment including heavy 
diesel trucks, and fugitive dust associated with site preparation and equipment travel on paved 
and unpaved roads. Construction emissions would occur in close proximity to the disturbance 
area, but some spill over into the surrounding community may occur.   

 
Operational impacts associated with the Project would be expected to result in emissions of VOC, 
NOx, CO, PM10 and SOx.  Operational emissions would result from vehicle emissions, fugitive 
dust associated with vehicle travel, combustion emissions associated with natural gas use, 
emission related to electricity generation, and landscape equipment maintenance emissions.   In 
the long term, emissions of VOC, NOx, CO, and PM10 could exceed SCAQMD significance 
thresholds (in pounds per day), requiring mitigation.  Emissions would not occur above levels 
previously documented in the County’s General Plan EIR No. 441 and the Menifee North Specific 
Plan EIR No. 329. 

 
The SCAB is in a non-attainment status for federal ozone standards, federal carbon monoxide 
standards, and state and federal particulate matter standards.  Any development in the SCAB, 
including the proposed Project, would cumulatively contribute to these pollutant violations.  The 
Project is consistent with the County’s General Plan and Harvest Valley/Winchester Area Plan 
land use designations.  The Riverside County General Plan (2003) is a policy document that 
reflects the County’s vision for the future of Riverside County. The General Plan is organized into 
eight separate elements, including an Air Quality Element.   The purpose of the Air Quality 
Element is to protect County residents from the harmful effects of poor air quality.   
 
The Air Quality Element identifies goals, policies, and programs that are meant to balance actions 
regarding land use, circulation, and other issues with their potential effects on air quality.  The Air 
Quality Element, in conjunction with local and regional air quality planning efforts, addresses 
ambient air quality standards set forth by the Federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and 
the California Air Resources Board (CARB). Potential air quality impacts resulting from the 
proposed Project would not exceed emissions projected by the County’s Air Quality Element.  The 
County is charged with implementing the policies in its General Plan Air Quality Element, which 
are focused on reducing concentrations of criteria pollutants, reducing negative impacts to 
sensitive receptors, reducing mobile and stationary pollutant sources, increasing energy 
conservation and efficiency, improving the jobs to housing balance, and facilitating multi-
jurisdictional coordination for the improvement of air quality.  With adherence to the County’s 
General Plan, cumulative air quality impacts would be reduced to a level below significance.   

 
d)  Sensitive receptors located within one (1) mile of the Project site include residential homes.  

Because SP 260(A2), TR 34118 and TR 34600 would not emit stationary sources of pollution, 
there would be no potential to impact sensitive receptors in the long-term.  In the short-term, 
temporary emissions from stationary construction equipment during Project development would 
have the potential to impact sensitive receptors.  Air pollutants would be emitted by construction 
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equipment and fugitive dust would be generated during grading and earthmoving, resulting in a 
short-term impact to nearby sensitive receptors and requiring mitigation. 

 
e)  Sensitive receptors in the SP 260(A2), TR 34118 and TR 34600 project boundary would include 

residential homes.  No known point source emitters are known to be located within one mile of the 
site.   

 
 f)  SP 260(A2), TR 34118 and TR 34600 would not create objectionable odors.  No odor impacts 

would occur from implementation of the Project. 
 
Mitigation:   
 
During grading and construction activities, the Project is required to comply with the requirements of 
SCAQMD Rule 403, Fugitive Dust, as amended on June 3, 2005.  Applicable Rule 403 measures 
include, but are not limited to, the following: 
 

- All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials are to be covered or shall 
maintain at least two feet of freeboard (i.e. minimum vertical distance between top of the 
load and the top of the trailer) in accordance with the requirement of California Vehicle 
Code Section 23114.   

- Nontoxic soil stabilizers shall be applied to all inactive construction areas (previously 
graded areas inactive for ten days or more) according to manufacturers’ specifications.   

- Locations where grading is to occur shall be thoroughly watered prior to earthmoving.  
Areas under active grading shall be watered at least twice daily.   

- The applicant shall pave construction access roads to at least 100 feet onto the site from 
main roads.   

- The applicant shall post appropriate signage on all unpaved roads indicating that traffic 
speeds shall be reduced to 15 mph or less. 

 
In accordance with SCAQMD Rules 431.1 and 431.2, ultra-low sulfur fuel diesel shall be used for 
stationary construction equipment. 
 
Structures shall be constructed to comply with California Energy Commission Title 24, Energy 
Efficiency Standards for Residential and Non-Residential Construction.  
 
During grading and construction activities, the Project shall comply with the following dust measures 
as specified in the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook: 
 

- Soil disturbing activities, including excavating and grading operations, shall be suspended 
when wind speeds exceed 25 mph (measured as instantaneous gusts) and make dust 
control difficult.   

- Disturbed areas shall be re-vegetated as quickly as possible. 

 - All streets shall be swept once a day if visible soil materials are carried to adjacent 
streets (recommend water sweepers with reclaimed water). 
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- “Spill-over” effects shall be minimized by washing dirt from vehicles or installing wheel 
washers where vehicles enter and exit unpaved roads onto paved roads. 

 
The construction contractor shall select the construction equipment used on site based on low 
emission factors and high energy efficiency. 
 
Prior to construction commencement and throughout Project buildout, on-site equipment emissions 
shall be controlled through regularly scheduled engine maintenance and low-emissions tune-ups.  
Construction grading plans shall include a statement that all construction equipment shall be tuned 
and maintained in accordance with manufactures specifications. 
 
Electric or diesel powered construction equipment shall be used in lieu of gasoline powered engines 
wherever feasible. 
 
Construction grading plans shall include a statement that work crews shall shut off equipment when 
not in use. 
 
The construction contractor shall time the construction activities so as not to interfere with peak hour 
traffic and minimize obstruction of through traffic lanes adjacent to the site.  If necessary, a flag 
person shall be retained by the construction supervisor to maintain safety adjacent to existing 
roadways. 
 
The construction contractor shall support and encourage ridesharing and transit incentives for the 
construction crew. 
 
During clearing, grading, earthmoving, excavation, or transportation of cut or fill materials, water 
trucks or sprinkler systems shall be used to prevent dust from leaving the site and to create a crust 
after each day’s activities cease. 
 
During construction, water trucks or sprinkler systems shall be used to keep all areas of vehicle 
movement damp enough to prevent dust from leaving the site.  At a minimum, this includes wetting 
down such areas in the late morning, after work is completed for the day, and whenever wind exceeds 
15 mph.  
 
Immediately after clearing, grading, earthmoving or excavation is completed, the entire area of 
disturbed soil shall be treated until the area is paved, landscaped or otherwise developed to reduce 
dust generation. 
 
Soil stockpiled for more than two days shall be covered, kept moist, or treated with soil binders to 
prevent dust generation.  
 
Trucks transporting soil, sand, cut or fill materials and/or construction debris to or from the site shall 
be tarped from point of origin.  
 
Construction contractors shall be required to use low VOC paint products (100 grams per liter of 
VOC).  
 
Construction contractors shall be required to have 90-day low-NOX tune-ups for off-road diesel trucks. 
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Monitoring:  Monitoring would be conducted by the SCAQMD, Riverside County Department of 
Building and Safety, and the Construction Supervisor. 
R 
 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES   Would the Project 

6. Wildlife & Vegetation 
     a) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Conservation Community Plan, 
or other approved local, regional, or state conservation 
plan? 

    

     b) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on any endangered, or 
threatened species, as listed in Title 14 of the California 
Code of Regulations (Sections 670.2 or 670.5) or in Title 
50, Code of Federal Regulations (Sections 17.11 or 17.12)?

    

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

    

     d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 
Source:   Specific Plan 260(A1) and EIR 329; GIS Database; County General Plan Figure OS-4 
“Western Riverside County Vegetation”; MSHCP, County General Plan Program EIR Section 4.6 
“Biological Resources”; “Burrowing Owl Habitat Assessment Tentative Tract Map 34118” Principe and 
Associates; “  “MSHCP Consistency Analysis and Burrowing Owl Habitat Assessment for Tentative 
Tract Map 34600” prepared by Principe and Associates 
 
Findings of Fact:   
 
a.   The MSHCP is a comprehensive, multi-jurisdictional Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) focusing on 

conservation of species and their associated habitats in Western Riverside County.  The Project 
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site is not located within the Western Riverside County MSHCP Criteria Area, and as such, is not 
identified for natural open space preservation.  Properties outside of the Criteria Area are still 
required to be reviewed for consistency with: 1) the MSHCP’s Protection of Species Associated 
with Riperian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pool Guidelines; 2) the Protection of Narrow Endemic 
Plant Species guidelines; and 3) the Additional Survey Needs and Procedures.    

 
Riparian/Riverine areas are not present on the property.  The site is not located within a survey 
area for narrow endemic plant species.  The Project area is subject to MSHCP Criteria surveys for 
burrowing owl.  The TR 34118 area was surveyed for borrowing owl and its habitat in February 
and August 2005 by Principe and Associates, with negative results.  The TR 34600 area was 
surveyed for borrowing owl and its habitat in January, April and June, 2006 by Principe and 
Associates, with negative results.  Because habitat is not present, focused surveys were not 
conducted.  However, due to the migratory nature of the burrowing owl, the potential exists for the 
species to locate onto the site prior to development of the Project, resulting in a potentially 
significant impact requiring mitigation. 
 

b & c) Site-specific biological field surveys conducted by Principe and Associates determined that no 
endangered, threatened, candidate, sensitive, or special status habitats, plants and/or wildlife is 
present on the TR34118 or TR34600 properties.  As discussed above, due to the migratory nature 
of the burrowing owl, the potential exists for the species to locate onto the site prior to 
development of the Project, resulting in a potentially significant impact requiring mitigation. 

 
d)  The Project site is not identified in the MSHCP Criteria Area as a wildlife corridor and the site is 

not used as a native wildlife nursery site.  A majority of the site is actively farmed or consists of 
non-native grassland, and as such is not conducive to wildlife movement.  No rivers, streams or 
other water bodies that support fish are present on the property.  Terrestrial wildlife movement 
through the site is impeded by abutting roads and surrounding development. 

 
e & f)  The biological field surveys concluded that no riparian, riverine, jurisdictional wetlands or 

waters are present on the property.   
 
f)   According USGS maps, no blueline streams are located on the property.  The Project biologist 

conducted a field survey and confirmed that the proposed Project site does not contain any 
blueline drainages or any other kind of drainages. 

 
g) No trees are present on the property that are governed by the County’s Oak Tree Management 

Guidelines.  No other local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources are applicable to 
the site, except for the MSHCP as discussed above under item a).   

 
Mitigation:    
 
Within 30 days prior to issuance of a grading permit, a pre-construction presence/absence survey for 
the burrowing owl shall be conducted on the site by a qualified biologist and the results of this survey 
shall be provided in writing to the County Biologist.  If it is determined that that Project site is occupied 
by the burrowing owl, take of active nests shall be avoided.  When the burrowing owl is present, active 
relocation outside of the nesting season (March 1 though August 15) by a qualified biologist shall be 
required.  The County biologist shall be consulted to determine appropriate translocation sites.  
Occupation of the species on the Project site may result in the need to revise grading plans so that 



 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less 
Than 

Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

 

Page 14 of 61 
EA 40275 

take of active nests is avoided, or alternatively, a grading permit may be issued once the species has 
been actively relocated. 
 
Prior to the issuance of clearing or grading permits, the Project applicant shall pay Local Development 
Mitigation Fees (per County Ordinance No. 659.6) for implementation of the MSHCP.   
 
Monitoring:   Monitoring to ensure compliance with the biological mitigation measures shall be 
conducted by the County Biologist and County Environmental Programs Department. 
 
 

CULTURAL RESOURCES Would the Project 

7. Historic Resources 
     a) Alter or destroy an historic site? 

    

     b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in California 
Code of Regulations, Section 15064.5? 

    

 
Source:  Specific Plan 260(A1) and EIR 329; County General Plan Figure OS-6 “Archaeological 
Sensitivity”; County General Plan Program, EIR Section 4.7 “Cultural Resources”; “Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment Northwest Corner of Briggs and Highway 74” NATEC International, 
Inc.; “Phase I Environmental Site Assessment 27 Acres and Motte Country Plaza on the Northwest 
Corner of Highway 74 and Palomar Road” NATEC International, Inc.; “Phase I Cultural and 
Paleontological Assessment of the Motte Menifee North Project” PCR Services Corporation. 
 
Findings of Fact:   
 
a) and b)  According to previously certified EIR No. 329 and the Phase I Cultural and Paleontological 

Assessment, no historic sites, structures, or resources exist within the boundaries of TR 34118 
(MR-27), TR 34600 (MR-56), or the 5.1 acres proposed to be annexed into Planning Area 10 
under Specific Plan 260, Amendment 2 (SP 260(A2)).   Furthermore, according to a records 
search conducted during the Phase I analysis, no structures are shown in or within proximity of the 
project site parcels on either a 1901 USGS 30’ Elsinore or 1942 USGS 15’ Perris topographic 
map.  Because there are no recent historical-period buildings, foundations, or other sites within the 
SPA 260(A2) parcels, implementation of SPA 260(A2) would not result in an impact to a historic 
site.  

 
Mitigation:   No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
 
 

8. Archaeological Resources 
      a)  Alter or destroy an archaeological site. 

    

     b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 
California Code of Regulations, Section 15064.5? 

    

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

    

     d) Restrict existing religious or sacred uses within the     
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potential impact area? 

Source:    Specific Plan 260(A1) and EIR 329; Specific Plan 260 and EIR 329 Technical  Apendices; 
County General Plan Figure OS-6 “Archaeological Sensitivity”; County General Plan Program, EIR 
Section 4.7 “Cultural Resources”; “Phase I Cultural and Paleontological Assessment of the Motte 
Menifee North Project” PCR Services Corporation. 

 
Findings of Fact:  
 
a) & b) According to previously certified EIR No. 329 and the Phase I Cultural and Paleontological 

Assessment, a total of three cultural resources have been previously identified within a half-mile 
radius of the project site; however, no archaeological resources were identified within the 
boundaries of TR 34118 (MR-27), TR 34600 (MR-56), or the 5.1 acres proposed to be annexed 
into Planning Area 10 under Specific Plan 260, Amendment 2 (SP 260(A2)).   

 
 The extent of previous survey coverage in the area surrounding the project site and the relatively 

small number of previously identified cultural resources suggests that the project area is not 
archeologically sensitive with respect to prehistoric surface remains.  Additionally, the Phase I 
technical analysis concluded the likelihood of discovering surficial archaeological items is low due 
to the past agricultural uses on the project site, which resulted in substantial disturbance to the 
site’s surface and near-surface.  

 
 Although the Phase I technical analysis concluded that the possibility of discovering surface or 

near-surface archaeological resources on the project site is low, the potential for discovery of 
resources during grading or construction activities exists and requires mitigation.  

 
c)  The site is not known to contain, nor is it likely to contain, human remains.  However, the potential 

exists for the discovery of remains during ground disturbing activities associated with construction, 
requiring mitigation. 

 
d) There are no known religious or sacred uses within the project site. 
 
Mitigation:   
 
Prior to any clearing, grubbing and/or earth moving activities, a qualified archaeologist shall be 
retained by the developer.  Consultation with the culturally affiliated Luiseño Tribe(s) is required.  A 
pre-grading meeting between the archaeologist, a Native American observer, and the excavation and 
grading contractor shall take place to ensure an understanding of the mitigation measures required 
during construction.   
 
Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the archaeologist shall develop a mitigation plan and a 
discovery clause/treatment plan, which shall include mitigation monitoring to be implemented during 
earthmoving on the project site.  The treatment plan shall be developed in consultation with the 
culturally affiliated Luiseño Tribe(s) and shall account for treatment of any archaeological remains and 
associated data uncovered by brushing, grubbing, or earthmoving. 
 
The project applicant shall enter into a pre-excavation agreement with the culturally affiliated Luiseño 
Tribe(s). The agreement shall document archeological monitoring requirements and specify the 
disposition of any significant resources discovered during monitoring. 
 



 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less 
Than 

Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

 

Page 16 of 61 
EA 40275 

The landowner shall relinquish ownership of all cultural resources, including all Luiseno cultural 
sacred items, burial goods and all archaeological artifacts that are found on the project site, to the 
culturally affiliated Luiseño Tribe(s) for proper treatment and disposition.  
 
Archaeological and tribal monitoring shall be conducted on a full-time basis for all grading and ground 
disturbing activities, including archaeological testing, until the project archaeologist in consultation 
with the culturally affiliated Luiseño Tribe(s) and the County of Riverside determines that resources 
are not likely to be encountered. 
 
If archaeological remains are found by the archaeological monitor, earthmoving shall be diverted 
temporarily around the deposits until they have been evaluated, recorded, excavated, and/or 
recovered as necessary.  Earthmoving shall be allowed to proceed through the site when the 
archaeological supervisor, in consultation with the culturally affiliated Luiseño Tribe(s) and the County 
of Riverside, determines the artifacts are recovered and/or the site is mitigated to the extent 
necessary. 
 
If possible human remains are encountered during any earthmoving activities, all work shall stop in 
the area in which the find(s) are present, and the Riverside County Coroner must be notified.  State 
law dictates that the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified in the event that 
remains are determined to be human and of Native American descent. 
 
If a previously unknown site is encountered and it requires additional mitigation, a plan or proposal 
shall be prepared by the archaeologist, in consultation with the culturally affiliated Luiseño Tribe(s) 
and County of Riverside, outlining the plan of action that needs to be implemented to mitigate the new 
site.   
 
Any recovered archaeological resources shall be identified, recorded, mapped and artifacts 
catalogued as required by standard archaeological practices.  Examination by an archaeological 
specialist shall be included where necessary, dependent upon the artifacts, features or sites that are 
encountered.  Specialists shall identify, date, and/or determine significance potential. 
 
A final report of findings shall be prepared by the archaeologist for submission to the Eastern 
Information Center and the County of Riverside.  The report shall describe parcel history, summarize 
field and laboratory methods used, if applicable, and include any testing or special analysis 
information conducted to support the findings. 
 
Monitoring:    Monitoring shall be conducted by the Project Archaeologist, with oversight by the 
County Environmental Programs Department. 
 
 

9. Paleontological Resources 
     Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature? 

    

 
Source: Specific Plan 260(A1) and EIR 329; Specific Plan 260 and EIR 329 Technical Appendices;  
County General Plan Figure OS-8, “Paleontological Sensitivity”; County General Plan Program, EIR 
Section 4.7 “Cultural Resources”; “Phase I Cultural and Paleontological Assessment of the Motte 
Menifee North Project” PCR Services Corporation. 
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Findings of Fact: The previously certified EIR No. 329 and most recent Phase I paleontological 
analysis determined that no paleontological resources are known to occur on the site or in proximity to 
the site; however, the project site is considered sensitive for paleontological deposits, particularly in 
the subsurface.  According to the Phase I analysis, sediments of the project area are identified as 
Quaternary alluvium (Qal) of the Holocene Age.  Furthermore, the Riverside County Paleontological 
Sensitivity Map categorizes the site as “High B”, which denotes a high potential for the discovery of 
paleontological resources in subsurface sediments.  Fossil localities have been identified 
approximately 1.5-mile southwest of the project site.  Thus, although no paleontological resources are 
known to occur on the site, there is a potential for discovery of buried resources during grading and 
construction activities, and mitigation is required.  
 
Mitigation:    
 
Prior to any earthmoving activities, a vertebrate paleontologist retained by the project developer.  The 
paleontologist shall develop a mitigation plan and a discovery clause/treatment plan that, when 
implemented during earthmoving activities in the project area shall allow for the recovery and 
subsequent treatment of any fossil remains and associated specimen and site data uncovered by 
these activities. 
 
The paleontologist and a paleontologic construction monitor shall attend a pre-grade meeting to 
explain the monitoring program to grading contractor staff and to develop procedures and lines of 
communication to be implemented if fossil remains are uncovered by earthmoving activities, 
particularly when a monitor may not be on-site.  
 
Earthmoving occurring at depths greater than three (3) feet shall be monitored by a qualified 
paleontologist, along with older alluvium deposits which occur at depths of less than three feet.  
Monitoring on a part-time basis is satisfactory given the relatively low sensitivity of the sediments.  
The supervising paleontologist shall have the authority to reduce monitoring once he/she determines 
the probability of encountering fossils has dropped below an acceptable level. 
 
If fossils are encountered on the property during development, the following mitigation procedures 
shall be followed:  
 
 --If the monitor or construction contranctor finds fossil remains, earthmoving activities shall 

be diverted temporarily around the fossil site until the remains have been recovered and 
these activities are allowed to proceed through the site by the monitor. 

 
 --If fossil remains are encountered by earthmoving activities when the monitor is not on 

site, these activities shall be diverted around the fossil site and the monitor called to the 
site immediately to recover the remains.  

 
 --If fossil remains are found, an appropriate amount of fossiliferous rock shall be recovered 

from the fossil site and processed to allow for the recovery of smaller fossil remains.  Test 
samples may be recovered from other sampling sites in the rock unit. 

 
 --Any recovered fossil remains shall be prepared to the point of identification and identified 

to the lowest taxonomic level possible by knowledgeable paleontologists.  The remains 
shall then be curated (assigned and labeled with museum repository fossil specimen 
numbers and corresponding fossil site numbers, as appropriate; placed in specimen trays 
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and, if necessary, vials with completed specimen data cards) and catalogued, and 
associated specimen data and corresponding geologic and geographic site data shall be 
archived (specimen and site numbers and corresponding data entered into appropriate 
museum repository catalogs and computerized data bases) at the museum repository by a 
laboratory technician.  The remains shall then be accessioned into the museum repository 
fossil collection, where they shall be permanently stored, maintained, and, along with 
associated specimen and site data, made available for future study by qualified scientific 
investigators. 

 
 --A final report of results and findings shall be prepared by the paleontologist for 

submission to the County of Riverside and the museum repository following accessioning 
of the fossil collection into the museum repository fossil collection.  The report shall 
describe the geology and stratigraphy parcel, summarize field and laboratory methods 
used, include a faunal list and an inventory of catalogued fossil specimens, evaluate the 
scientific importance of the specimens, and discuss the relationship of any newly recorded 
fossil site in the parcel to relevant fossil sites previously recorded from the fossil-bearing 
rock unit in the parcel vicinity and from correlative rock units in other regions. 

 
Monitoring:    Monitoring shall be conducted by the Project Paleontologist, with oversight by the 
County Environmental Programs Department. 
 

GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Definitions for Land Use Suitability Ratings 
Where indicated below, the appropriate Land Use Suitability Rating(s) has been checked. 
NA - Not Applicable                    S - Generally Suitable                   PS - Provisionally Suitable 
U - Generally Unsuitable            R - Restricted 

a.  Would the Project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including 
the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 

10. Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone or County 
Fault Hazard Zones 

     Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on 
the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning 
Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on 
other substantial evidence of a known fault? 
A-P Zones     NA          PS            U            R  
CFH Zones    NA         PS             U            R  

    

 
Source:   County General Plan Figure S-2 Earthquake Fault Study Zones”; County General Plan 
Program, EIR Section 4.10 “Geology and Slope Stability”; “Geotechnical/Geological Engineering 
Study: MR 56” EnGen Corporation; “Geotechnical/Geological Engineering Study: MR 27” EnGen 
Corporation 
 
Findings of Fact:   Although the Project is located in a seismically active area, the Project site does 
not lie within a mapped Alquist-Priolo Zone or a Riverside County Fault Hazard Zone. According to 
assessments of TR 34600 (Planning Area 23A) and TR 34118 (Planning Areas 7A and 7A) by EnGen 
Corporation, the areas are located approximately 8.8 and 9.9 miles from the San Jacinto Valley 
Segment of the San Jacinto Fault, respectively.  TR 34600 and TR 34118 are located approximately 
13.6 and 12.6 miles from the Temecula Segment of the Elsinore Fault zone. No known active faults 
traverse the project site, and there is no impact.   
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Mitigation:   No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
 
 

11. Liquefaction Potential Zone  
     Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 
NA        S        PS        U        R  

    

 
Source:   Specific Plan 260 and EIR 329 Technical Appendices; County General Plan Figure S-3 
“Generalized Liquefaction”; County General Plan Program, EIR Section 4.10 “Geology and Slope 
Stability”; “Geotechnical/Geological Engineering Study: MR 56” EnGen Corporation; “Geotechnical/ 
Geological Engineering Study: MR 27” EnGen Corporation  
 
Findings of Fact:  According to assessments of TR 34600 (Planning Area 23A) and TR 34118 
(Planning Areas 7A and 7A) by EnGen Cooperation, no groundwater was encountered within 50 feet 
of the surface of the site. Additionally, high relative densities were encountered in the majority of the 
soils below the zone of proposed recompaction.  Settlement due to liquefaction is anticipated to be 
negligible; therefore, there is a less than significant impact.   As part of construction, all existing low-
density and potentially collapsible soil materials will be removed to underlying competent bedrock and 
receive compacted fill.   Actual depths and horizontal limits of soil removals will be determined during 
grading on the basis of in-grading observations and testing performed by the Project geotechnical 
consultant and/or engineering geologist.  Additionally, required compliance with the Uniform Building 
Code (UBC) during construction would reduce potential impacts to less than significant. 
 
Mitigation:   Required compliance with the Uniform Building Code (UBC) during construction would 
reduce potential ground shaking impacts to less than significant.  No additional mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring:   The County Building and Safety Department will ensure that structures are constructed 
in accordance with UBC requirements.   
 
 

12. Ground-shaking Zone 
     Strong seismic ground shaking? 
NA         S         PS         U         R  

    

 
Source:  Specific Plan 260 and EIR 329 Technical Appendices;  County General Plan Figure S-13 
“Inventory of Hazardous Materials”; County General Plan Program, EIR Section 4.10 “Geology and 
Slope Stability”; “Geotechnical/Geological Engineering Study: MR 56” EnGen Corporation; 
“Geotechnical/ Geological Engineering Study: MR 27” EnGen Corporation 
 
Findings of Fact:  Although there are no active or potentially active faults located within the 
boundaries of the site, a major earthquake in the Southern California area, including the nearby 
segments of the San Jacinto and Elsinore faults, both of which are active, could cause moderate to 
severe ground shaking at the site.   According to an EnGen Corporation assessment of TR 34118 
(Planning Areas 7A & 7B), an earthquake near the site could produce seismic shaking with an 
estimated maximum credible peak horizontal ground acceleration of 0.50g. The maximum credible 
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peak horizontal acceleration is the maximum acceleration that appears capable of occurring under the 
presently known tectonic framework and has a 10% chance of exceedance in 50 years.   An EnGen 
Corporation assessment of TR 34600 (Planning Areas 23A) concluded that an earthquake near the 
site could produce seismic shaking with an estimated maximum credible peak horizontal ground 
acceleration of 0.53g.  
 
The seismic risk for the proposed Project is not considered to be substantially different than that of 
other similar properties in the Southern California area, and the geologic investigations conducted of 
the site conclude that the property is suitable for development as proposed.  
 
Mitigation:   Required compliance with the Uniform Building Code (UBC) during construction would 
reduce potential ground shaking impacts to less than significant.  No additional mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring:   The County Building and Safety Department will ensure that structures are constructed 
in accordance with UBC requirements.   
 
 

13. Landslide Risk 
     Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 
that would become unstable as a result of the Project, and 
potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, collapse, or rockfall hazards? 
NA         S         PS         U         R  

    

 
Source:   Specific Plan 260 and EIR 329 Technical Appendices ; County General Plan Figure S-5 
“Regions Underlain by Steep Slope”; County General Plan Program, EIR Section 4.10 “Geology and 
Slope Stability”  
 
Findings of Fact:  Approximately 91% of the Specific Plan area has slopes of less than 8%; therefore, 
slope instability and landslide risk are not considered significant.  No previously identified gross slope 
instability, landslides, lateral spreading, collapse or rockfall hazards have been mapped on the 
proposed Project site.   
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation is required.   
 
Monitoring:   No Monitoring is required. 
 

14. Ground Subsidence 
     Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 
that would become unstable as a result of the Project, and 
potentially result in ground subsidence? 

    

 
Source:   Specific Plan 260 and EIR 329 Technical Appendices; County Resolution No. 94-125; 
County General Plan Figure S-7 “Documented Subsidence Areas”; County General Plan Program EIR 
Section 4.10 “Geology and Slope Stability”; “Geotechnical/Geological Engineering Study: MR 56” 
EnGen Corporation; “Geotechnical/Geological Engineering Study: MR 27” EnGen Corporation 
 
Findings of Fact:  Ground subsidence in the vicinity of the project site has not been documented.  The 
potential for subsidence is low.  According to an EnGen Corporation assessment of TR 34118 
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(Planning Areas 7A & 7B), the on-site earth materials present are considered suitable for reuse as fill. 
A similar assessment of TR 34600 (Planning Areas 23A) also concluded the on-site earth materials 
present are suitable for reuse as fill.  
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation is required.   
 
Monitoring:   No Monitoring is required. 
 
 

15. Other Geologic Hazards 
    Such as seiche, mudflow or volcanic hazard? 

    

 
Source:   Project Application; County General Plan Program, EIR Section 4.10 “Geology and Slope 
Stability”; “Geotechnical/Geological Engineering Study: MR 56” EnGen Corporation; “Geotechnical/ 
Geological Engineering Study: MR 27” EnGen Corporation 
 
Findings of Fact:  An assessment of TR 34600 (Planning Area 23A) and TR 34118 (Planning Areas 
7A and 7A) by EnGen Corporation concluded both areas are at low risk for seismically-induced 
flooding and earthquake-induced surface flooding. The Pacific Ocean is twenty-five miles from the 
site; thus there is no potential for a tsunami that could directly impact the proposed project site.  The 
project site is not located within a dam inundation area or within range of an active volcano.  The 
project site would be constructed pursuant to prevailing seismic codes.   
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required.   
 
 

Would the Project:     

16. Slopes 
     a)  Change topography or ground surface relief 
features? 

    

     b)  Create cut or fill slopes greater than 2:1 or higher 
than 10 feet? 

    

     c)  Result in grading that affects or negates subsurface 
sewage disposal systems?  

    

 
Source:  Specific Plan 260(A1) and EIR 329; Riv. Co. 800 Scale Slope Maps; County General Plan 
Figure S-5 “Regions Underlain by Steep Slopes”; County General Plan Program, EIR Section 4.10 
“Geology and Slope Stability”; “Geotechnical/Geological Engineering Study: MR 56” EnGen 
Corporation; “Geotechnical/Geological Engineering Study: MR 27” EnGen Corporation 
 
Findings of Fact:   
 
 a)  The existing topography of the proposed project site is nearly level; elevations range from 

approximately 1,550 feet above mean sea level (MSL) to approximately 1,450 feet above MSL.  
No unique topographical features are present on the property. Construction on the proposed 
project site will not substantially change the site’s topography.  Maximum indication of all cut and 
fill slopes are proposed to be 2 horizontal to 1 vertical.   
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b) Since the proposed project site is relatively flat, there will be no need for cut and fill slopes greater 

than 2:1.  An assessment of TR 34600 (Planning Area 23A) and TR 34118 (Planning Areas 7A 
and 7A) by EnGen Corporation also recommended a 2:1 cut and fill ratio; subsequently, grading 
would not be considered significant. 

 
c) The project site will not result in grading that affects or negates subsurface sewage disposal 

systems, because no sursurface sewage systems are located with the area affected by SP 
260(A2), TR 34118, and TR 34600. 

 
Mitigation:   No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required.   
 
 

17. Soils 
     a)  Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil? 

    

     b)  Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-
1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating 
substantial risks to life or property? 

    

 
Source: Western Riverside Area California, Soil Survey, Application Materials; Site Visit; County 
General Plan Program EIR Section 4.10 “Geology and Slope Stability”; “Geotechnical/Geological 
Engineering Study: MR 56” EnGen Corporation; “Geotechnical/Geological Engineering Study: MR 27” 
EnGen Corporation 
 
Findings of Fact:   
 
 a)  The soils in the proposed project area are Hanford-Tujunga-Greenfield Association.  They are 

deep and well-drained to excessively well-drained. The site is nearly level and has a surface layer 
of sand and sandy loam on alluvial fans.  Runoff from sand and sandy loam is slow and erosion is 
slight to moderate. Grading would remove the site’s existing vegetative cover and expose the 
underlying soils, which would increase the rate of runoff and increase erosion susceptibility during 
construction.   Implementation of the proposed project would result in development of the property 
and the introduction of permanent impervious surfaces and landscaping, thereby reducing erosion 
potential and loss of topsoil in the long-term.  Impacts would be significant in the short term, during 
construction. 

 
b) A site assessment of TR 34600 (Planning Area 23A) by EnGen Corporation concluded the 

Expansion Index (EI) of the soil ranged from EI=0 to 2, which is classified as having a very low 
expansion potential. In the vicinity of the site, the older alluvium may contain expansive soils. If 
present, mixing of these soils could affect the overall EI of the fill.  

  
 In a similar site assessment of TR 34600 (Planning Area 7A and 7B) by EnGen Corporation, the 

Expansion Index (EI) was EI=10, which is also classified as having a very low expansion potential. 
Based on the expansion of some of the consolidation samples below 7.5 feet, expansive soils may 
be present on site. Mixing of these soils during grading could affect the overall EI of the fill. 
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Mitigation:  
 
Graded but undeveloped land shall be maintained weed-free and planted with interim erosion control 
landscaping within 90 days of completion of grading, unless building permits are issued. 
 
Graded but undeveloped land shall provide any drainage facility deemed necessary by the County to 
control or prevent erosion.  Additional erosion protection may be required by the County during the 
rainy season from October 15 to April 15. 
 
If any cut or fill slopes are created equal to or greater than three (3) feet in vertical height, detailed 
Landscaping and Irrigation Plans shall be submitted to the County Building and Safety Department 
prior to Grading Plan approval.  Erosion control landscape plans shall be submitted for all slopes 
required to be planted and shall be signed by a registered landscape architect.  The plans shall be 
reviewed by the County for type and density of ground cover, shrubs, and trees to ensure that plant 
material would be affected as erosion control and that all slopes would be landscaped per County 
Ordinance No. 457. 
 
Positive drainage of the site shall be provided, and water shall not be allowed to pond behind or flow 
over any cut or fill slopes.  Where water is collected in a common area and discharged, protection of 
the native soils shall be as provided by planting erosion resistant vegetation. 
 
Final structure foundation design parameters shall be based on Expansion Index testing of near-
surface soils and be performed by a geotechnical engineer at the conclusion of rough grading. 
 
Recent alluvium present in the soil of TR 34118 (Planning Areas 7A and 7B) shall be removed from 
the building pad areas in order to maintain tolerable settlement predictions.  
 
Recent alluvium and upper portions of older alluvium present in the soil of TR 34600 (Planning Area 
23A) are subject to hydroconsolidation and shall be removed from the building pad areas in order to 
maintain tolerable settlement predictions. 
 
Monitoring:   Riverside County’s Building and Safety Department and County Geologist will ensure 
compliance with required mitigation measures for impacts to soils. 
 
 

18. Erosion 
     a) Change deposition, siltation or erosion which may 
modify the channel of a river or stream or the bed of a lake?

    

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

    

 
Source:   U.S.D.A. Soil Conservation Service Soil Surveys for Western Riverside Area, California; 
County General Plan Program, EIR Section 4.10 “Geology and Slope Stability”;  
 
Findings of Fact:   
 
a)  Short-term erosion would occur during Project grading and construction.  Erosion control 

measures are required by the County and the RWQCB to limit the amount of soil and sediment 
material that would leave the site boundaries.  The project site does not contain any river 
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channels, streams or lakebeds, nor is it near enough to a river channel, stream or lakebed to have 
a significant erosional effect.   

 
b) Due to the slight level of erosion and slight to moderate runoff for the soil types, the project site 

does not naturally experience much erosion; however, grading activities associated with the 
proposed Project will increase soil erosion and runoff in the short-term.  Development of the 
property will result in an increase of impermeable surfaces which could increase off-site water 
erosion.   Erosion would be controlled part of the required Storm Water Pollution and Prevention 
Plan (SWPPP) that will incorporate Best Management Practices (BMP’s) during construction.   
Following development of the property and the introduction of impervious surfaces and 
landscaping, erosion and loss of top soil will be substantially reduced. 

 
Mitigation:  
 
Prior to issuance of any grading or construction permits, whichever comes first, the applicant shall 
provide evidence to the County of compliance the National Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
requirement to obtain a construction permit from the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB).  
The permit requirement applies to grading and construction sites of one (1) acre or larger.  The owner 
operator can comply by submitting a Notice of Intent (NOI), developing and implementing a Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and a monitoring program and reporting plan for the 
construction site.   
 
 
Monitoring:   Riverside County’s Building and Safety Department will ensure compliance with required 
mitigation measures for soil erosion  during construction. 
 
 

19. Wind Erosion and Blowsand from Project either on 
or off site. 

     Be impacted by or result in an increase in wind erosion 
and blowsand, either on or off site? 

    

 
Source:  Specific Plan 260(A1) and EIR 329; County General Plan Figure S-8 “Wind Erosion 
Susceptibility Map”; Ord. 460, Sec. 14.2 & Ord. 484; County General Plan Program EIR Section 4.10 
“Geology and Slope Stability” 
 
Findings of Fact:   According to the County General Plan, the project site lies outside of the County’s 
mapped Wind/Erosion and Blowsand areas.  Under existing conditions, the site is subject to wind 
erosion when soils are exposed during harvest and tilling of the onsite agricultural fields.  During 
Project construction, the site would not be exposed to any increased wind erosion above that which 
already occurs under existing conditions.  Implementation of the proposed Project would result in 
development of the property, thereby eliminating exposed, unvegetated soils and reducing the 
potential for wind erosion. 
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation is required beyond the erosion control measures indicated under item #17, 
above. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required.   
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HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS  Would the Project 

20. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
     a)  Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal 
of hazardous materials? 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

     e) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would 
it create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

    

 
Source:   County General Plan Program, EIR Section 4.11 “Hazardous Materials”; 
http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/database/Calsites/Cortese ; “Phase I Environmental Site Assessment 
Northwest Corner of Briggs and Highway 74” NATEC International, Inc.; “Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessment 27 Acres and Motte Country Plaza on the Northwest Corner of Highway 74 and Palomar 
Road” NATEC International, Inc. 
 
Findings of Fact:   
 
a) In a review of historic aerial photographs of TR 34600 (Planning Area 23A), NATEC International, 

Inc. concluded the site has been an agricultural field for the last 50 years. A site reconnaissance 
team found no soil stains and no significant areas of environmental concern.  

 
 A similar review of historic information for TR 34118 (Planning Areas 7A and 7B) concluded the 

site was an undeveloped field in 1949 and is currently farmed.  Structures built in Planning Area 8 
include retail offices (1978), a barn (1980), a church (1997), and post office (1994). During a site 
visit, no soil stains or other areas of major environmental concern were noted. Lead-based paint 
(LBP) may have been utilized on the structures and railroad cars currently on-site in Planning Area 
8.    

 
 Due to the former land uses of the TR 34600 and TR 34118 properties and other SP 260(A2) area 

it is unlikely that large quantities of pesticides, insecticides, and/or herbicides were used on the 
property in question.  Also, the site does not contain plugged and abandoned nor active oil and/or 
gas wells.  

  
 The SP 260(A2) area is proposed to be developed primarily for suburban residential uses, 

commercial uses and active recreation. Cleaning products used in residential and commercial 
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operations that contain toxic substances are usually low in concentration and small in amount; 
therefore, there is no significant risk to humans or the environment. 
 
Planning Areas 8 and  23B are designted for commercial uses. The specific businesses that will 
be located in this portion of the site are unknown at this time; however, based on the proposed 
permitted uses, some hazardous materials could be utilized during the course of daily operations.  
Such hazardous materials may include many chemical reagents, solvents, fuels, paints, cleansers, 
and pesticides.  Proposed uses could also generate hazardous byproducts that must eventually 
be handled and disposed of as hazardous materials.   

 
b) Residential and recreational land uses would not involve the release of hazardous materials.  

Planning Areas 8 and 23B are designated for commercial uses; however, there are no reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions that could occur with possible future retail businesses if 
such businesses are in compliance with regulatory local, state, and federal laws requiring the 
proper handling and disposal of hazardous materials.  

 
c) The Project does not contain any emergency facilities nor does it serve as an emergency 

evacuation route.  During construction and at Project build-out, the proposed Project would 
maintain adequate emergency access for emergency vehicles as required by the County.  Impacts 
are considered less than significant. 

 
d) No schools are proposed within or are located adjacent to the SP 260(A2) area.   
 
e) The Department of Toxic Substances Control for the State of California does not list any  

hazardous waste and substance sites near the proposed project area.  An information search by 
NATEC International, Inc. concluded that there are no hazardous waste sites or solid waste landfill 
within a one-mile radius of the project site.  

 
Mitigation:     
 
In the event that any subsurface hazardous materials are found during grading or construction, 
including soil and/or groundwater contamination, all activity in the area of discovery and/or in an 
appropriate radius of the area of discovery shall temporarily cease and the County of Riverside 
Department of Environmental Health shall be notified.  Prior to the resumption of any construction 
activity in the area of discovery, the site shall be deemed safe by the appropriate entity prior to the 
resumption of grading and/or constructions activities. 
 
Prior to the issue of demolition permits for existing structures in Planning Area 8, the project 
proponent shall conduct a lead based paint (LBP) survey to determine if LBP is present.  If LBP is 
found, the project proponent shall take adequate steps to have the materials safely removed and 
disposed of in accordance with regulatory requirements. During the course of demolition of renovation 
activities, construction contractors shall follow regulations requiring the abatement of LBP materials to 
prevent exposure to both workers and the surrounding areas.  
 
All commercial retail tenants in Planning Area 8 and 23B shall be required to comply with applicable 
federal, state, and local regulation requiring proper storage, handling, transport and elimination of 
toxic substances and hazardous by-products as regulated by the State of California Department of 
Toxic Substances and the County of Riverside Department of Environmental Health. 
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Monitoring:   The County Department of Environmental Health will ensure implementation of the 
mitigation measures for hazardous materials. 
 
 

21. Airports 
     a) Result in an inconsistency with an Airport Master 
Plan? 

    

     b) Require review by the Airport Land Use Commission?     

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

    

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

    

 
Source:   County General Plan Figure S-19 “Airport Locations”; SJUAP Figure 4, “Harvest Valley/ 
Winchester Area Plan Policy Areas” 
 
Findings of Fact:   
 
a) SP 260(A2) affected by Areas of Change 2, 3, and 4 are located within the southern most portion 

of the March Air Reserve Base Area of Influence III. The County General Plan discourages 
building schools, auditoriums, amphitheaters and stadiums in this area.  The Project, including TR 
34600 and TR 34118, does not propose to develop these types of structures; therefore, the 
Project would not conflict with the Airport Master Plan.  The proposed project falls outside the 
Hemet Ryan Airport contours and is located over 3½ miles from the Perris Valley Airport; these 
airports do not have a significant impact on Specific Plan Amendment No. 2.  

 
b) Although a portion of the SP 260(A2) site is located within March Air Reserve Base’s Area of 

Influence Area III, the SP 260(A2) is not subject to Airport Land Use Commission review because 
no structures over 100 feet in height are proposed.   

 
c) The project site is not located with a hazard zone for the March Air Reserve Base.  The SP 260(A2) 

area affected by Areas of Change 2, 3, and 4 are located within the southern most portion of the 
March Air Reserve Base Area of Influence III; however, because no structures over 100 feet are 
proposed and the Project does not include any land uses discouraged in the Airport Envrons, 
impacts would be less than significant.   

 
d) The project site is not within the vicinity of a private airstrip or heliport and would not affect the 

safety of people residing or working within the Project boundary.  
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation is required. 
  
Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
 
 

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

 
Source:   County General Plan Figure S-11 “Wildfire Susceptibility”; Riverside County GIS database; 
Aerial photograph (2005) 
 
Findings of Fact:  According to County General Plan Figure S-11 “Wildfire Susceptibility,” the 
proposed Project site is not located within a wildfire susceptibility zone.  No wildlands are located 
adjacent to the site.  The proposed Project will adhere to County Fire Department standards and 
requirements. 
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation is required. 
  
Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
 
 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY Would the Project 

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

    

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

    

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

    

     d)  Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed 
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff? 

    

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

    

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

    

     g) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?     

 
Source:   RCFCWCD Flood Hazard Report; County General Plan Program EIR Section 4.17 “Water 
Resources”; County General Plan Figure S-9 “100 & 500 Year Flood Hazard Zones; “Water Quality 
Management Plan for Tract 34118” prepared by Albert A. Webb Associates; “Water Quality 
Management Plan for Tract 34600 prepared by Hunsaker & Associates 
 



 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less 
Than 

Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

 

Page 29 of 61 
EA 40275 

Findings of Fact:   
 
a) In the short-term, construction of the proposed Project would include grading that would result in 

potential short-term erosion and sedimentation impacts.  No stream or river course would be 
modified with implementation of the proposed Project.  The proposed Project would alter existing 
micro-drainage patterns because the sheet-flow drainage patterns that exist on the project site 
currently flow to storm drain systems that are not within the Specific Plan boundaries.  Pre-
development surface runoff within and near the site generally flows in a southwesterly direction 
towards Highway 74.  SP 260(A2) features a Master Drainage Plan, which is designed to 
accommodate on-site and tributary flows.  Runoff from the project site will be conveyed to 
proposed public drainage facilities some of which are to be constructed by the Project.  Since the 
drainage facility from the site will be a concrete pipe, site runoff will not impact erosion in the 
proximate receiving drainage facility.  

 
In TR 34118 (Planning Area 7A and 7B), the site’s onsite drainage is designed to flow towards five 
bio-swales.  These bio-swales will release runoff slowly enough to reduce downstream peak flows 
to their pre-development levels and allow fine sediments to settle before being discharged into the 
SP 260(A2) drainage system.  In TR 34600 (Planning Area 23A), storm runoff in post development 
conditions would be be conveyed in accordance with the Romoland Master Drainage Plan (MDP). 
The MDP proposes a regional facility, Line A- 3d, which will convey flow southerly along Malone 
Avenue from Watson Road to Varela Lane. At this point, Line A-3d connects to Line A-3, which 
conveys flow westerly along Varela Lane. The northwest portion of TTM 34600 is tributary to Lines 
A-3d and A-3 under pre-developed conditions.  Therefore, this portion of the development has 
been designed to drain to these lines. The remainder of the site will be designed so that the storm 
runoff continues to be conveyed southerly towards Highway 74.  There are additional master plan 
facilities along Highway 74 that will ultimately collect this southerly runoff.   
 

b)  The only receiving water that is included on the 303(d) list of impaired water bodies is Canyon 
Lake, located several miles south of the project site. The lake is impaired for nutrients and 
pathogens.   Primary sources of nutrients in urban runoff are fertilizers and eroded soils.  Eroded 
soils and the presence of agricultural fertilizers would be reduced by implementation of the Project 
because agriculture uses would be discontinued and the amount of bare soil would be greatly 
reduced with development.  Pathogens (bacteria and viruses) are proliferated by the transport of 
animal or human fecal wastes.  The proposed development would not increase human fecal 
wastes.  

 
 TR 34118 and TR 34600 and other development in the SP 260(A2) area would be required to 

comply with the Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region, Order No. R8-2002-
0011/NPDES Permit No. CAS 618033.  Order No. R8-2002-0011 requires the preparation and 
implementation of project-specific Water Quality Management Plans (WQMP). A WQMP has been 
prepared for TR 34118 by Webb and Associates and for TR 24600 by Hunsaker and Associates.  
WQMP’s also will be required for other Specific Plan Planning Areas at the time implementing 
subdivision maps are prepared. 

 
Upon implementation of TR 34118 and TR 34600, development would result in an increase in the 
amount of urban pollutants that would be washed off the site’s impervious surfaces during rainfall 
events. Urban runoff is considered a “non-point” source of water pollution; unlike “point” source 
wastes, “non-point” sources cannot be quantified through flow measurement, sampling, and 
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analysis techniques. The following table lists pollutants of concern that can potentially exist at the 
proposed site. 

 

 
 
 The Project-specific WQMP’s for TR 34118 and TR 34600 specify Best Management Practices 

(BMPs), which will control and remove pollutants typically associated with urban runoff. To 
accomplish this, the Project’s WQMP for TR 34118 proposes a series of bio-swales and the 
WQMP for TR 34600 proposes  a water quality basin as the primary BMP to be implemented at 
the site. The majority of the surface runoff from the residential development would be directed to 
this basin for filtration prior to entering the receiving facilities. In addition, grass-lined and 
vegetated swales are proposed in the landscape areas and along some portions of the site 
perimeter for filtration.  

 
c)  The Project does not propose to extract groundwater directly from any existing or proposed water 

well and, therefore, would not directly deplete groundwater supplies. Domestic water would be 
supplied to the site by EMWD. The Project is consistent with EMWD’s Urban Water Management 
Plan and would not generate a demand for water usage beyond that which has been planned for 
by EMWD. The site does not serve as a water aquifer recharge area and development of the 
Project would not interfere with groundwater recharge.   

 
d)  As discussed above under Item a), SP 260(A2) features a Master Drainage Plan, which is 

designed to accommodate on-site and tributary flows.  Runoff from the project site will be 
conveyed to proposed public drainage facilities some of which are to be constructed by the 
Project.  Drainage facilities are sized to accommodate the Project’s runoff, resulting in a less than 
significant impact.  

  
 As discussed above under Item b), development of the site would add additional urban pollutants 

to the site’s runoff.  These pollutants are not regarded as substantial and would be filtered by the 
construction of bio-swales and water quality basins. 

 
e & f) The area within the proposed Specific Plan 260 Amendment No. 2 does not lay within the 100-

year flood hazard area as mapped on a Federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate 
Map. Any structures constructed on the project site would not have the potential to impact flood 
waters.   
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g) No additional sources of water quality degradation are known beyond those listed above.   Water 
quality features and implementation of required WQMP’s would reduce direct impacts to water 
quality. 

 
Mitigation:   The developer or builder for the proposed Project shall be required to comply with the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region, Order No. R8-2002-0011/NPDES Permit 
No. CAS 618033 prior to issuance of grading permits.  The NPDES permit requires preparation and 
implementation of a site-specific WQMP for each subdivision which specifies Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) to minimize pollutants in stormwater runoff, as well as non-storm water discharges.  
 
Monitoring:  Monitoring shall be performed by the Riverside County Department of Building and Safety 
and the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board. 
 

24. Floodplains 
     Degree of Suitability in 100-Year Floodplains.  As indicated below, the appropriate Degree of 
Suitability has been checked. 
NA - Not Applicable            U - Generally Unsuitable           R - Restricted  

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

    

b) Changes in absorption rates or the rate and amount of 
surface runoff? 

    

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

    

d) Changes in the amount of surface water in any water 
body? 

    

 
Source:   Specific Plan 260 (A1) & EIR No. 329; County General Plan Figure S-9 “100- and 500-Year 
Flood Hazard Zones”; Figure S-10 “Dam Failure Inundation Zone”; Riverside County Flood Control 
and Water Conservation District; County General Plan Program, EIR Section 4.9 “Flood and Dam 
Hazards” 
  
Findings of Fact:   
 
a & b) Pre-development surface runoff within and near the site generally flows in a southwesterly 

direction towards Highway 74.  After development, runoff from the project site will be conveyed to 
proposed public drainage facilities some of which are to be constructed by the Project.  Drainage 
would be conveyed in accordance with the Romoland Master Drainage Plan (MDP) and no 
flooding would occur on- or off-site.  Surface runoff would not leave the site at any greater rate or 
intensity than occurs under existing conditions. 

 
c) The areas affected by Specific Plan 260 Amendment No. 2 is not located within a 100-year 

floodplain or within range of a levee or dam. There is no risk for significant flooding impact in this 
area.    
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d) The discharge of drainage would not result in changes in the amount of surface water in any water 
body.  No bodies of water are located on the project site.  Storm water from the proposed Project 
would discharge into a public drainage system designed as part of the Romoland Master Drainage 
Plan (MDP).    

 
Mitigation:   No mitigation is required. 
  
Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
 
 

LAND USE/PLANNING Would the Project 

25. Land Use 
     a) Result in a substantial alteration of the present or 
planned land use of an area? 

    

     b) Affect land use within a city sphere of influence and/or 
within adjacent city or county boundaries? 

    

 
Source:   County General Plan; Riverside County GIS; Project Application Materials; Harvest Valley/ 
Winchester Area Plan  
 
Findings of Fact:  
 
a)  As a result of SP 260(A2), the total Menifee North Specific Plan acreage would be reduced from 

1,636.2 acres to 1,445.1 acres.  The area being removed from the Specific Plan is designated as 
Industrial by SP 260(A1) and would retain industrial zoning (I-P) when removed from the Specific 
Plan boundary.  Internal to SP 260, residential areas would increase from 585.3 acres and 2,390 
dwelling units to 623.1 acres and 2,624 dwelling units.  Development would continue to occur in 
the context of the Menifee North master-planned community and would not be regarded as a 
substantial alteration of land use.  Menifee North has been approved for master-planned 
development since 1994. 

 
b) The project site is located in unincorporated Riverside County.  The project site is not located 

within a city sphere of influence nor is it adjacent to any city or county boundary line.   
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
 
 

26. Planning 
     a) Be consistent with the site’s existing or proposed 
zoning? 

    

     b) Be compatible with existing surrounding zoning?     

     c) Be compatible with existing and planned surrounding 
land uses? 

    

     d) Be consistent with the land use designations and 
policies of the Comprehensive General Plan (including 
those of any applicable Specific Plan)? 

    

     e) Disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an     
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established community (including a low-income or minority 
community)? 

 
Source:   County General Plan Land Use Element; Project Application Materials; Riverside County 
GIS; Harvest Valley/ Winchester Area Plan  
 
Findings of Fact:   
 
a) The project site is currently zoned Specific Plan.  Change of Zone No. 07195 proposes to change 

the Specific Plan zoning designations to provide consistency with the land use changes proposed 
by SP 260(A2).  The industrial area being removed from the Specific Plan boundary (portion of 
Planning Area 2) would be changed in zone from SP 260 to I-P (Industrial Park).  The area being 
added to the Specific Plan boundary (portion of Planning Area 10) would be redesignated from A-
1-1 to SP 260.  No inconsistencies would occur with approval of the proposed Change of Zone.  
TR 34118 and 34600 would implement the SP zoning designation for Planning Areas 7A, 7B and 
23A. 

 
b & c)  The Project would amend the previously approved Menifee North Specific Plan to change land 

use designations within the Specific Plan boundary in four areas.  Approximately 76.4 acres of 
land designated as Industrial in Planning Area 2 would be removed from the Specific Plan 
boundary, but would retain Industrial zoning (I-P); therefore, there would be no compatibility 
impacts to existing zoning or land use designations.  Planning Area 7 is proposed to be divided 
into Planning Areas 7A and 7B and be redesignated from Industrial to Medium High Residential 
(7A) and High Density Residentia (7B).  Residential uses would be compatible with the adjacent 
residential land uses to the north and west.  TR 34118 shows that the residential uses in this area 
would be separated from business park uses to the east by Palomar Road and from commercial 
uses to the south by a private recreation center, local roads, parking and landscaping, resulting in 
no land use conflicts.  Planning Area 10 is proposed to be redesignated from Low Density 
Residential to Community Park, which is a  compatible land use in the area.  Lastly, Planning Area 
48 is proposed to be combined with Planning Area 20 and reduced in acreage into one 9.5-acre 
Community Park/Center and Planning Area 23 (Commercial) would be divided into Planning Area 
23A (Garden Courts) and Planning Area 23B (Commercial), and increased in size to 
accommodate the size reduction in Planning Area 20.  TR 34600 shows that Planning Area 23A 
would be buffered from the Planning Area 23B commercial area by a slope and a setback of at 
least 19 feet, and from other surrounding land uses by public roads.  To ensure land use 
compatibility between TR 34600 and the commercial area to the south, a solid wall is required as 
mitigation. 

 
d) The Project proposes to develop the SP 260(A2) area with residential, recreation and commercial 

center land uses.  TR 34118 and TR 34600 would implement the residential land use designations 
for Specific Plan Planning Areas 7A, 7B and 23A.  The policies of the Menifee North Specific Plan 
No. 260, which govern development of the project site, would be adhered to or modified as part of 
SP 260 (A2).  The site is located within two Harvest Valley/ Winchester Area Plan Policy Areas: 
the March Air Reserve Base Airport Influence Policy Area and the Hwy. 79 Policy Area.  Project 
consistency with these applicable policies is discussed below. 

 
   March Air Reserve Base Policy Area 
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HVWAP 12.1:  To provide for the orderly development of March Air Reserve Base and the 
surrounding area, comply with the March JPA General Plan and fully set forth in Appendix L 
and as summarized in Table 5, as well as any applicable policies related to airports in the 
Land Use, Circulation, Safety and Noise Elements of the Riverside County General Plan.  SP 
260(A2) affected by Areas of Change 2, 3, and 4 are located within the southern most portion 
of the March Air Reserve Base Area of Influence III. The County General Plan discourages 
building schools, auditoriums, amphitheaters and stadiums in this area.  The Project, including 
TR 34600 and TR 34118, does not propose to develop these types of structures nor any 
structure over 100 feet in vertical height; therefore, the Project would not conflict with the 
Airport Master Plan.   
 
Highway 79 Policy Area 

 
HVWAP 7.1: Accelerate the construction of transportation infrastructure in the Highway 79 
Policy Area. The County shall require that all new development projects demonstrate  
adequate transportation infrastructure capacity to accommodate the added traffic growth.    
 
As demonstrated by Project-specific traffic studies conducted for TR 34118 and 34600, 
adequate transportation infrastructure is available to service the Project.  The proposed 
Project would construct necessary roadway improvements and would pay impact fees in 
accordance with TUMF to fund regional transportation infrastructure.   
 
HVWAP 7.2:  Establish a program in the Highway 79 Policy Area to ensure that overall trip 
generation does not exceed system capacity and that the system operation continues to meet 
Level of Service Standards.  In general, the program would establish guidelines to be 
incorporated into individual Traffic Impact Analysis that would monitor overall trip generation 
from residential development to ensure that overall within the Highway 79 Policy Area 
development projects produce traffic generation at a level that is 9% less that the trips 
projected from the General Plan traffic model residential land use designations.  Individually, 
projects could exceed the General Plan traffic model trip generation level, provided it can be 
domeonstrated that sufficeient reductions have occurred on other projects in order to meet 
Level of Service Standards.   
 
As shown on the below table, SPA 260(A2) would result in a reduction of average daily trips 
(ADT) by 22%, with a 34% reduction in the AM peak hour and a 21% reduction in the PM peak 
hour.  Traffic generation would be reduced by more than 9%; therefore, the Project would 
compoly with the Hwy. 79 Policy. 
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d) The Project proposes to develop the SP 260(A2) area with residential, recreation and commercial 

center land uses.  TR 34118 and TR 34600 would implement the residential land use designations 
for Specific Plan Planning Areas 7A, 7B and 23A.  The policies of the Menifee North Specific Plan 
No. 260, which govern development of the project site, would be adhered to or modified as part of 
SP 260 (A2).  The site is located within two Harvest Valley/ Winchester Area Plan Policy Areas: 
the March Air Reserve Base Airport Influence Policy Area and the Hwy. 79 Policy Area.  Project 
consistency with these applicable policies is discussed below. 

 
 
Mitigation:   A solid wall is required to be constructed along the southern boundary of TR 34600 to 
provide physical separation between the residential uses in TR 34600 and the commercial uses to the 
south in Planning Area 8 of SP 260 (A2).   
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
 
 

MINERAL RESOURCES Would the Project     

27. Mineral Resources 
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource in an area classified or designated by the State 
that would be of value to the region or the residents of the 
State? 
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b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important 
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general 
plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 

    

c)  Be an incompatible land use located adjacent to a State 
classified or designated area or existing surface mine? 

    

d)  Expose people or property to hazards from proposed, 
existing or abandoned quarries or mines? 

    

 
Source:  County General Plan Figure MS-5 “Mineral Resources Area”; County General Plan Program 
EIR Section 4.12 “Mineral Resources” 
 
Findings of Fact:  
 
a) The proposed Project is mapped as MRZ-3 and is not located within an area of known mineral 

resources; therefore, development of the Project would not result in the loss of availability of a 
known mineral resource.  

 
b) The Project site is designated for development by the County’s General Plan, Harvest 

Valley/Winchester Area Plan and the Menifee North Specific Plan.  Due to the project site’s lack of 
known mineral resources, development of the Project would not result in the loss of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site.   

 
c) The proposed Project is not located near a classified, designated, or existing surface mine.    
 
d) The proposed project site does not contain any historic mine sites and no mining is proposed on 

the property. Implementation of the Project would not expose people or property to existing or 
abandoned quarries or mines because these uses do not exist on the property. 

 
Mitigation:   No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
 
 

NOISE Would the Project result in 

Definitions for Noise Acceptability Ratings 
     Where indicated below, the appropriate Noise Acceptability Rating(s) has been checked. 
NA - Not Applicable          A - Generally Acceptable          B - Conditionally Acceptable 
C - Generally Unacceptable          D - Land Use Discouraged 

28. Airport Noise 
     a)  For a Project located within an airport land use plan 
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or public use airport would the 
Project expose people residing or working in the Project 
area to excessive noise levels? 
NA         A         B         C        D  

    

b)  For a Project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the Project expose people residing or working in the 
Project area to excessive noise levels? 
NA         A         B         C         D  
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Source:   County General Plan Figure S-19 “Airport Locations”, County of Riverside Airport Facilities 
Map; Harvest Valley/Winchester Area Plan Figure 4 “Harvest Valley/Winchester Area Plan Policy 
Areas”;  
 
Findings of Fact:  
 
a) SP 260(A2) affected by Areas of Change 2, 3, and 4 are located within the southern most portion 
of the March Air Reserve Base Area of Influence III, but outside of the airport’s mapped 65 CNEL 
noise contour.   
 
b)  The proposed Project is not within the vicinity of a private airstrip. 
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
 

29. Railroad Noise 
NA         A         B         C         D  

    

 
Source:   Specific Plan 260(A1) & EIR No. 329; County General Plan Figure C-1 “Circulation Plan”; S-
21 “Rail Facilities, Available Water; Oil and Natural Gas Pipelines Inventory Data”; Thomas Guide 
2005 Edition; Site Visit 
  
Findings of Fact: Tentative Tract Map No. 34118 (Planning Area 7A and 7B) is located approximately 
0.33-mile from the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe railroad.  EIR No. 329 documented that the area 
along the railroad tracts is subject to noise levels less than 65 CNEL.  At 50 feet from the railroad 
track centerline, the maximum unmitigated noise level is 62.9 CNEL.  Because Planning Areas 7A 
and 7B are 0.33 mile from the railroad tracks, noise impacts would be less than significant. 
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation is required.  
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
 
 

30. Highway Noise 
     NA         A         B         C         D  

    

 
Source:  Specific Plan 260(A1) & EIR No. 329 Project Application Materials; County General Plan 
Program EIR Section 4.13 “Noise”; “Motte Menifee Specific Plan 260 MR-27 (TM 34118) Preliminary 
Noise Study” Urban Crossroads;  “Motte Menifee Specific Plan 260 MR-56 (TM 34600) Preliminary 
Noise Study” Urban Crossroads. 
 
Findings of Fact:  The County General Plan Noise Element indicates that noise levels for commercial 
land uses are acceptable up to 70 dBA and conditionally acceptable up to 75 dBA.  Noise levels for 
residential uses and parks are acceptable up to 65 dBA for outdoor noise and 45 dBA for indoor 
noise.   
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Results of the noise analysis for TR 34118 indicate that future vehicle noise from Palomar Road and 
Ethanac Road are the principal sources of community noise that would impact the residential units in 
Planning Areas 7A and 7B.  As shown in the below tables, portions of TR 34118 would experience 
unmitigated exterior and interior noise levels that exceed Riverside County noise standards for 
transportation-related noise impacts.   
 

Future Exterior Noise Levels for TR 34118 

 
 

Future Interior Noise Levels for TR 34118 (First Floor) 
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Future Interior Noise Levels for TR 34118 (Second Floor) 
 

 
 
Noise impacts to TR 34118 from the commercial properties in Planning Area 8 would include vehicle 
noises, delivery trucks, trash compactors, speakerphones, and air conditioning units.  These impacts 
usually would occur during daytime hours and the noise impacts from the commercial center would be 
generally overshadowed by traffic noise from Ethanac Road.  Noise impacts to TR 34118 associated 
with the operation of the commercial center in Planning Area 8 are therefore not considered 
significant.   
 
Traffic noises from Ethanac Road could result in a potentially significant impact to the commercial 
properties in Planning Area 8.  At the time a plot plan for Planning Area 8 is completed, a noise study 
shall be conducted and shall specify mitigation measures to reduce exterior and interior traffic-related 
noise impacts, if such mitigation is necessary.  
 
Results of a noise analysis for TR 34600  (Planning Area 23A) indicate that future vehicle noise from 
Briggs Road, Malone Avenue, and SR-74 are the principal sources of community noise that would 
impact the residential units in Planning Area 23A.  As shown in the below tables, portions of TR 34600 
would experience unmitigated exterior and interior noise levels that would exceed Riverside County 
noise standards for transportation-related noise impacts.   
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Future Exterior Noise Levels for TR 34600 

 
 

Future Interior Noise Levels for TR 34600 (First Floor) 
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Future Interior Noise Levels for TR 34600 (Second Floor) 

 
 
Noise impacts to TR 34600 from the commercial properties in Planning Area 23B would include 
vehicle noises, delivery trucks, trash compactors, speakerphones, and air conditioning units.  These 
impacts generally occur during daytime hours and the noise impacts from the commercial center 
would be generally overshadowed by traffic noise from Ethanac Road.  Noise impacts to TR 34600 
associated with the operation of the commercial center in Planning Area 8 are not considered 
significant.   
 
Traffic noises from Ethanac Road could result in a potentially significant impact to the commercial 
properties in Planning Area 23B.  At the time a plot plan for Planning Area 23B is completed, a noise 
study shall be conducted and shall specify mitigation measures to reduce exterior and interior traffic-
related noise impacts, if such mitigation is necessary.  
 
Noise impacts from the community park in Planning Area 10 are not expected to be significant and 
are not anticipated to exceed the 65 dBA standard during daytime hours.  Any increases over 65 dBA 
would be considered intermittent noise increases and are therefore not significant.  
 
Mitigation:    
 
Exterior Noise Mitigation (TR 34118): 
 

A 5-foot high noise barrier shall be constructed along the portion of Lots 1 and 69-76 that face 
Palomar Avenue. 

 
Interior Noise Mitigation (TR 34118): 
 

Standard dual-glazed windows shall be provided for Lots 1, 69 to 76, and 98 to 100 facing 
Palomar Avenue and Lots 101, 106, 107, 112, 113, 118, 143, 148, 149, 154, and 155 facing 
Ethanac Road with a minimum Standard Transmission Class (STC) rating of 26. 
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A “windows closed” condition shall be provided, which will require a means of mechanical 
ventilation, for Lots 1, 69 to 76, and 98 to 100 facing Palomar Avenue and Lots 101, 106, 107, 
112, 113, 118, 143, 148, 149, 154, and 155 facing Ethanac Road. 
 
Lots 1, 69 to 76, and 98 to 100 facing Palomar Avenue and Lots 101, 106, 107, 112, 113, 118, 
143, 148, 149, 154, and 155 facing Ethanac Road shall be provided with weather-stripped 
solid core exterior doors and exterior wall/roof assembles that should be free of cut-outs and 
openings.  
 

Exterior Noise Mitigation (TR 34600): 
 

A 5.0-foot high noise barrier shall be constructed along the portion of Lots 1 to 3, 143, 144, 
149, 150, 155, 156, 161, 162, and 167 that face Malone Avenue. 

 
A 7.5-foot high noise barrier shall be constructed along the portion of Lots 73,74, 79, and 80 
that face Briggs Road.  

 
Interior Noise Mitigation (TR 34600): 
 

Upgraded dual-glazed windows shall be provided for Lots 73, 74, 79, and 80 facing Briggs 
Road. 
 
Standard  dual-glazed windows shall be provided for Lots 1 to 3, 143, 144, 149, 150, 155, 156, 
161, 162, and 167 facing Malone Avenue and Lots 81 to 83, 86, 87, 90, 91, 94, 95, 98, 99, 
102, 103, 105, 106, 139, 140, 141, and 142 facing SR-74 with a minimum Standard 
Transmission Class (STC) rating of 26. 

 
A “windows closed” condition shall be provided, which will require a means of mechanical 
ventilation, for Lots 1 to 3, 143, 144, 149, 150, 155, 156, 161, 162, and 167 facing Malone 
Avenue, Lots 73, 74, 79, and 80 facing Briggs Road, and Lots 81 to 83, 86, 87, 90, 91, 94, 95, 
98, 99, 102, 103, 105, 106, 139, 140, 141, and 142 facing SR-74. 
 
Lots 1 to 3, 143, 144, 149, 150, 155, 156, 161, 162, and 167 facing Malone Avenue and Lots 
73, 74, 79, and 80 facing Briggs Road shall be provided with weather-stripped solid core 
exterior doors and exterior wall/roof assembles that should be free of cut-outs and openings.  
 

A final noise study shall be prepared by an acoustical engineer and approved by the County 
Department of Industrial Hygiene prior to the issuance of building permits for residential units in TR 
34118 and TR 34600.  This report shall finalize the noise requirements based upon precise grading 
plans and actual building design specifications. 
 
Prior to the issuance of residential building permits in TR 34118 and TR 34600, the County 
Department of Building and Safety shall review building plans to ensure that any required noise 
attenuation features are noted on building plans. 
 
Prior to the issuance of residential occupancy permits, the County Department of Building and Safety 
shall verify that noise attenuation walls and/or berms recommended by the acoustical study for the 
applicable final map have been constructed. 
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Prior to the approval of Plot Plan for Specific Plan 260 Planning Area 8 and 23B, a final noise study 
shall be prepared by an acoustical engineer and approved by the County Department of Industrial 
Hygiene for commercial buildings in Specific Plan No. 260, Planning Areas 8 and 23B.  The noise 
study shall consider proposed grades, building footprints and design specifications and shall specify 
noise reduction measures, if necessary, to reduce exterior noise levels to 75dBA. 
 
Monitoring:   Monitoring will occur by the County Departments of Industrial Hygiene and Building and 
Safety. 
 
 

31. Other Noise 
NA         A         B         C         D  

    

 
Source:  Specific Plan 260(a1) & EIR No. 329; Project Application Materials; County General Plan 
Program EIR Section 4.14 “Noise”  
 
Findings of Fact:   No other noise sources are known. 
 
Mitigation:   None required. 
 
Monitoring:   None required. 
 

32. Noise Effects on or by the Project 
     a) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing without 
the Project? 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 
Source:  Specific Plan 260(a1) & EIR No. 329; Project Application Materials; County General Plan 
Program EIR Section 4.14 “Noise”; “Motte Menifee Specific Plan 260 MR-27 (TM 34118) Preliminary 
Noise Study” Urban Crossroads;  “Motte Menifee Specific Plan 260 MR-56 (TM 34600) Preliminary 
Noise Study” Urban Crossroads. 
 
Findings of Fact:   
 
a)  The Project would not result in a permanent increase in ambient noise levels beyond increases 

disclosed in the County’s General Plan EIR and in previously certified EIR No. 329.  Ambient 
noise levels are primarily affected by traffic noise, and implementation of SP260(A2) would reduce 
the number of projected traffic trips by 668 ADT. 
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b)  The Project would have a temporary, short-term significant noise impact during construction.   The 
temporary noise increase during construction activities could expose people to noise levels in 
excess of standards established in the County General Plan Noise Element.   

 
Operation of the commercial sites in Planning Areas 8 and 23B would result in noise level 
increases associated with delivery trucks, trash compactors, speakerphones, vehicle activity, and 
mechanical ventilation systems (air conditioning).   According to noise analysis conducted for TR 
34600 and TR 34118, noise generated by these commercial properties would be generally 
overshadowed by traffic noise from Ethanac Road.  However, because the nature of uses at the 
commercial sites is not known at this time, the potential for operational noise impacts is 
considered a significant impact.   

 
c) As discussed under Item #30, some of the residential units in TR 34600 and TR 34118 would be 

subject to interior and exterior noise levels exceed Riverside County exterior and interior noise 
standards.  Adherence to the mitigation measures described above would reduce such impacts to 
a level below significance.  

 
 Furthermore, traffic noise on Ethanac Road could subject the commercial properties in Planning 

Area 8 and 23B to noise levels above Riverside County’s exterior standard of 75 dBA.  At the time 
Plot Plans for Planning Area 8 and 23B are proposed, a final noise study shall be conducted and 
will specify mitigation measures to reduce levels to within acceptable limits. 

 
d)  Construction and operation of the Project would not produce any groundborne vibrations or noise, 

as the uses proposed by the Project do not permit activities that may produce groundborne 
vibrations or noise.  

 
Mitigation:   
 
Prior to the approval of building permits in Planning Areas 8 and 23B, the County shall check building 
plans to verify that the line-of-sight (view) from adjacent residential yards (exterior usable open space) 
to exposed roof and mechanical ventilation systems of proposed commercial structures is blocked. 
 
Uses in Planning Areas 8 and 23B shall be conditioned to limit delivery of goods in the nighttime 
hours between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. to decrease facility related noise during noise sensitive hours.  
Delivery truck noise shall be reduced by minimizing engine idling time during deliveries.  Delivery 
truck drivers shall adhere to California Vehicle Code Idling Standards as presented in Title 13 
California Code of Regulations § 2485.  In order to promote compliance with § 2485, the clear and 
visible signs shall be posted in all loading dock areas describing idling standards.  The locations of on-
site idling warning signs shall be indicated on construction and building plans.  Prior to the issuance of 
Use and Occupancy Permits, the Riverside County Building Inspector shall inspect the Project 
premises to confirm that the “idling warning” signs have been installed.   
 
During all excavation and grading on-site, the construction contractors shall equip all construction 
equipment, fixed or mobile, with properly operating and maintained mufflers, consistent with 
manufacturers' standards. The construction contractor shall place all stationary construction 
equipment so that emitted noise is directed away from adjacent, occupied residential homes. 
 
The construction contractor shall locate equipment staging in areas that will create the greatest 
distance between construction-related noise sources and adjacent, occupied residential homes. 
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Construction activities shall comply with Riverside County Ordinance No. 457 relating to construction 
noise. 
 
The construction contractor shall limit haul truck deliveries to the same hours specified for 
construction equipment.  To the extent feasible, haul routes shall not pass noise-sensitive land uses 
or residential dwellings. 
 
Monitoring:   Riverside County’s Building and Safety Department will monitor compliance with noise 
mitigation requirements. 
 
 

POPULATION AND HOUSING  Would the Project 

33. Housing 
     a) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 

    

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

    

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

    

     d)  Affect a County Redevelopment Project Area?     

     e) Cumulatively exceed official regional or local 
population projections? 

    

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

    

 
Source:   Project Application Materials; Riverside County GIS; County General Plan Program EIR 
Section 4.3 “Housing” 
 
Findings of Fact:   
 
a) The proposed project site is vacant; therefore, the Project would not displace existing housing or 

necessitate the construction of replacement housing elsewhere.  
 
b) As the proposed project area is part of the Menifee North master-planned community, consisting 

of residential, recreation and employment-generating land uses.  As such, the Project will not 
create a substantial need for additional housing.  

 
c) The proposed project site is vacant; therefore, the Project would not displace any persons and/or 

necessitate the construction of replacement housing elsewhere.  
  
d)  The Project is not located in a County Redevelopment Project Area. 
 
e & f)  As a result of SP 260(A2), the total Specific Plan acreage would be reduced from 1,636.2 acres 

to 1,445.1 acres.  Residential areas would increase from 585.3 acres and 2,390 dwelling units to 
623.1 acres and 2,624 dwelling units.  Non-residential acreage would decrease from 1,050.9 
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acres to 822.0 acres.  The increase of 234 dwelling units would result in a population increase of 
704 persons (using a multiplication factor of 3.01 persons per household). This population 
increase would not result in indirect population growth nor exceed cumulative projections of 
regional or local population projections because development would occur within the development 
density ranges specified for the site by the County’s Harvest Valley/Winchester Area Plan.   

 
Mitigation:   No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
 
 

PUBLIC SERVICES   Would the Project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with 
the provision of new or physically altered government facilities or the need for new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance 
objectives for any of the public services: 

34. Fire Services     

 
Source:   Specific Plan 260 (A1) & EIR 329; County General Plan Safety Element; County General 
Plan Program EIR Section 4.15 “Public Services” 
 
Findings of Fact:  The proposed Project is within an acceptable response distance/travel time from a 
County fire station located at 25730 Sultanas Road.  The station is staffed with two full-time fire 
firefighters, an emergency paramedic and a volunteer company.  The firefighters at this station are 
equipped with a standard County fire engine.   Additionally, a fire station staffed with four firefighters 
and a standard county fire engine is located southwest of the project site at 27860 Bradley Road.  
Development of the Project would not result in the need to construct a new fire station or to physically 
alter the existing fire station facility.  The Project applicant would be required to comply with the 
provisions of the County Development Impact Fee (DIF) Ordinance (Ord. No. 659), which requires a 
fee payment that the County applies to the funding of public facilities, including fire protection facilities. 
The Project also would be required to provide water mains to the site capable of providing adequate 
pressure for fire flow, and to install hydrants onsite at the locations approved by the County Fire 
Department.    
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 
 
 

35. Sheriff Services     

 
Source: Specific Plan 260(A1) & EIR 329; County General Plan Safety Element; County General Plan 
Program EIR Section 4.15 “Public Services” 
 
Findings of Fact:  The proposed Project would result in the increased population in the proposed area 
of approximately 704 persons.  Based on a goal to provide one deputy for each 1,000 persons, the 
Project would generate the need for less than one (1) new deputy.  Development of the Project would 
not result in the need to construct a new sheriff’s station or to physically alter an existing station.  The 
Project applicant would be required to comply with the provisions of the County Development Impact 
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Fee (DIF) Ordinance (Ord. No. 659), which requires a fee payment that the County applies to the 
funding of public facilities, including sheriff’s facilities.    
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation is required.    
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring is  required.   
 

36. Schools     

 
Source:  Specific Plan 260(A1) & EIR No. 329;  Romoland School District; County General Plan 
Program EIR Section 4.15 “Public Services” 
 
Findings of Fact: The proposed Project is located within the Romoland Unified School District and 
Perris Unified High School District.  The addition of 234 residential homes in the Menifee North 
Specific Plan area would incrementally increase the demand placed on public schools.  Prior to the 
issuance of residential building permits, the proposed Project is required to pay the required school 
fees in accordance with the State of California SB50.  No school sites are proposed as part in the SP 
260(A2) amendment area. 
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation is required.    
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring is  required.   
 

37. Libraries     

 
Source:  Specific Plan 260 & EIR No. 329, County General Plan Program EIR Section 4.15 “Public 
Services” 
 
Findings of Fact:   The proposed Project would increase the region’s population by approximately 704 
persons, adding an increased demand for public libraries and services. Based on the County of 
Riverside’s minimum of 1.2 book titles per capita and 0.5 square feet of library space per capita, the 
proposed Project would require 352 square feet of new library space and 844 new book titles.  Prior to 
the issuance of building permits, the applicant is required to comply with the provisions of the County 
Development Impact Fee (DIF) Ordinance (Ord. No. 659), which requires a fee payment that the 
County applies to the funding of public facilities, including library facilities.  The Project would not 
result in the need to construct a new library or physically alter an existing library.   
 
Mitigation:  No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring:   No mitigation is required.   
 
 

38. Health Services     

 
Source:   Specific Plan 260(A1) & EIR No. 329; County General Plan Program EIR Section 4.15 
“Public Services” 
 
Findings of Fact:  The proposed Project would result in a population increase and create a greater 
demand for health care services in the region.  Approximately two miles south of the proposed Project 
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site is the Menifee Valley Medical Center, which is an 84-bed, full-service acute care hospital.  The 
Project would not result in the need to construct a new public heath facility or physically alter an 
existing public heath facility.  The Project applicant would be required to comply with the provisions of 
the County Development Impact Fee (DIF) Ordinance (Ord. No. 659), which requires a fee payment 
that the County applies to the funding of public facilities, including public health facilities.    
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
 
 

RECREATION 

39. Parks and Recreation 
     a) Would the Project include recreational facilities or 
require the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 

    

     b) Would the Project include the use of existing 
neighborhood or regional parks or other recreational 
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the 
facility would occur or be accelerated? 

    

     c) Is the Project located within a C.S.A. or recreation 
and park district with a Community Parks and Recreation 
Plan (Quimby fees)? 

    

 
Source:  Specific Plan 260(A1) & EIR No. 329; Riverside County GIS; County Ord. No. 460, Section 
10.35; County Ord. No. 659; County General Plan Program EIR Section 4.14 “Parks and Recreation” 
 
Findings of Fact:   
 
a) The proposed Project includes a park site in Planning Area 10 and a community center/park in 

Planning Area 20.  The impacts of constructing those facilities are evaluated throughout this 
Environmental Assessment.  The Project would not require the construction or expansion of any 
recreational facility outside of the boundaries of SP 260(A2). 

 
b) The proposed Project would not include the use of existing neighborhood or regional parks or 

other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of such facility would occur 
or be accelerated.  

 
c) Based on Riverside County Ordinance No. 460, Section 10.35, and State Quimby Act 

requirements, 5.0 acres of parkland are required for every 1,000 residents.  SP 260(A2) would add 
234 residential units, generating 704 new residents and the need for 3.52 acres of additional park 
land.  SP 260(A2) proposes to add 10.5 acres of parkland to the boundary of SP 260, which 
exceeds the Quimby Act requirement. 

 
Mitigation:    No mitigation is required 
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring is required. 
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40. Recreational Trails     

 
Source:   Riv. Co. 800 Scale Equestrian Trail Maps; Open Space and Conservation Map for Western 
County trail alignments; County General Plan Figure C-5 “Bikeway & Trails Plan”; Harvest 
Valley/Winchester Specific Plan; Verbal Communication with County Parks and Open Space District 
(Brewer, August 2006) 
 
Findings of Fact: According to the County’s bikeways and trail plan, a regional trail is planned along 
Briggs Road.  The County Parks and Open Space District plans for the construction of this trail along 
the east side of Briggs Road.  Planning Areas 20, 23A (TR 34600) and 23B occur along the west side 
of Briggs Road and, therefore, the Project would have no effect on the placement of a Regional Trail 
along the west side of the right-of-way.   
 
Mitigation:  No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring:  No monitoring is required.   
 
 

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC  Would the Project 

41. Circulation 
     a)  Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in 
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street 
system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the 
number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on 
roads, or congestion at intersections)? 

    

     b)  Result in inadequate parking capacity?     

     c)  Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of 
service standard established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated road or highways? 

    

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

    

     e)  Alter waterborne, rail or air traffic?     

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

    

     g)  Cause an effect upon, or a need for new or altered 
maintenance of roads? 

    

     h)  Cause an effect upon circulation during the Project’s 
construction? 

    

     i)  Result in inadequate emergency access or access to 
nearby uses? 

    

     j)  Conflict with adopted policies supporting alternative 
transportation (e.g. bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? 

    

 
Source: County General Plan Circulation Element; Harvest Valley/Winchester Area Plan; County 
General Plan Program EIR Section 4.16 “Transportation and Circulation”; “Traffic Analysis: Tentative 
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Tract Map No. 34600” by Albert A. Webb Associates; Traffic Analysis: Tentative Tract Map No. 
34118” by Albert A. Webb Associates. 
 
Findings of Fact:   
 
a) Applying trip generation factors from the ITE Trip Generation Manual, the number of projected 

average daily trips (ADT) would be reduced by 668 ADT with implementation of SP 260(A2).  
Therefore, impacts associated with SP 260(A2) would not be substantial and would be less than 
the number of ADT previously projected to be generated from the Menifee North Specific Plan.  
Project-specific traffic studies were prepared for TR 34118 and TR 34600.  For TR 34600 
(Planning Area 23A), 1,550 daily trip-ends would be generated at build-out, including 122 trip-ends 
during the peak AM hour and 164 trip-ends during the peak PM hour.  For TR 34118 (Planning 
Areas 7A and 7B), 1,617 daily trip-ends would be generated at build-out, including 127 trip-ends 
during the peak AM hour and 171 trip-ends during the peak PM hour. These trips would cause an 
increase in traffic on local an regional roadways; thus, development of the Project without any 
mitigation improvements would be a significant impact.  

 
TR 34118 Trip Generation 

 
   

TR 34600 Trip Generation 
 

 
 
b) TR 34600 and TR 34118 designate an adequate number of residential parking spaces for 

Planning Areas 7A, 7B and 23A in accordance with County parking requirements.  Other planning 
areas in the SP 260(A2) area, would be required to designate parking spaces on implementing 
applications such as tract maps and plot plans to demonstrate compliance with Riverside County 
Ordinance No. 348, which establishes standards for adequate parking capacity.    

 
c)  According to the Riverside County General Plan, the Countywide Level of Service (LOS) target is 

LOS “C” along all County-maintained roads and conventional state highways and LOS “D” in 
Community Development areas at intersections of any combination of Secondary Highways, Major 
Highways, Arterials, Urban Arterials, Expressways, conventional state highways, or freeway ramp 
intersections.  

 
 For TR 34600 (Planning Area 23A), 1,550 daily trip-ends would be generated at build-out, 

including 122 trip-ends during the peak AM hour and 164 trip-ends during the peak PM hour.  For 
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cumulative plus project traffic conditions without offsite improvements, traffic from TR 34600 would 
contribute to an unacceptable LOS at seven intersections. For TR 34118 (Planning Areas 7A and 
7B), 1,617 daily trip-ends would be generated at build-out, including 127 trip-ends during the peak 
AM hour and 171 trip-ends during the peak PM hour. For cumulative plus project conditions, TR 
34118 would contribute to an unacceptable LOS at six nearby intersections.  Traffic improvements 
and mitigation would be necessary to achieve acceptable LOS levels. 

 
d)  The proposed Project does not have an air travel component; therefore, implementation of the 

proposed Project would not change air traffic patterns. 
 
e) The proposed Project would not alter waterborne, rail, or air traffic because the proposed Project 

would not utilize waterborne, rail, or air traffic.  
 
f) Implementation of the proposed Project will not substantially increase or introduce any hazardous 

design features such as sharp curves or dangerous intersections to the project site or vicinity. The 
proposed Project is consistent with the site’s SP zoning and County’s General Plan land use 
designations and would not introduce incompatible uses to the project vicinity.  

 
g) The cumulative effects of Project implementation would create a need for new or altered 

maintenance of roads. Traffic signals or signage along County-maintained roads would be needed 
at multiple intersections (see mitigation).  Internal to the site, the Project’s drive isles and parking 
areas would be privately maintained by a HOA and require no additional County maintenance.  

 
h) Construction of the proposed Project may temporarily cause an effect on traffic during construction 

if construction vehicles traveling to and from the site make uncontrolled movements into the site 
from abutting roadways. Uncontrolled movements may conflict with or interrupt through-traffic. 
Mitigation is proposed to minimize construction traffic during peak hours and to control traffic flows 
into the site during construction. 

 
i) The Project would not prevent or limit emergency access to nearby uses. TR 34600 and TR 34118 

have been reviewed by the County Fire Department to ensure adequate access for emergency 
vehicles.  

 
j)  The proposed Project would not conflict with adopted policies supporting alternative 

transportation.   A regional trail is designated along the eastern side of Briggs Road, which is not 
adjacent to any area  of the SP 260 (A2) proposed areas of change. 

 
Mitigation:    
 
The Project shall participate in the funding of regional transportation improvements through payment 
of TUMF fees at the time of building permit issuance. 
 
Prior to the commencement of construction, a traffic management plan shall be developed by the 
construction supervisor to minimize traffic flow interference from construction activities.  Construction 
traffic shall be scheduled to not interfere with peak hour traffic on adjacent roadways and to minimize 
obstruction of through traffic lanes.  If necessary, a flag person shall be retained by the construction 
supervisor to control construction traffic into and out of the site, and to maintain safety on adjacent 
roadways during construction.   
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The Project shall participate in the phased construction of off-site traffic signals through payment of 
traffic signal mitigation fees.  Prior to the issuance of the first building permit, the County 
Transportation Department shall verify that a traffic signal has been installed or is assured to be 
installed at the following intersections: 

-- Sherman Road and SR-74 
-- I-215 northbound ramp and SR-74 
-- Menifee Road and Watson Roa 
-- Antelope Road and SR-74 
-- Sherman Road North and SR-74 
 

Signing/striping shall be implemented in conjunction with construction and shown on detailed 
construction plans for all tentative maps, final maps and plot plans. 
 
In conjunction with adjacent development activity in TR 34600, the Project shall construct partial width 
improvements on the westerly side of Briggs Road at its ultimate cross-section as a major highway 
(118’ ROW). 
 
In conjunction with adjacent development activity in TR 34600, the Project shall construct partial width 
improvements on the easterly side of Malone Avenue at its ultimate cross-section as a local street (60’ 
ROW). 

 
Sight distance at the TR 34600 driveway intersection with Briggs Road shall reviewed with respect to 
standard County of Riverside sight distance standards at the time of preparation of final grading, 
landscape, and street improvement plans. 
 
In conjunction with adjacent development activity in TR 34600, the Project shall install a two-way stop 
sign at the intersection of the TR 34600 driveway and Briggs Road to include the following 
geometrics: 

-- Northbound: One shared left-turn, through, and a right turn lane.  
-- Southbound: One shared left-turn, through, and a right turn lane.  
-- Eastbound: One shared left-turn, through, and a right turn lane.  
-- Westbound: One shared left-turn, through, and a right turn lane. 

 
 
In conjunction with adjacent development activity in TR 34118, the Project shall construct partial width 
improvements on the westerly side of Palomar Road at its ultimate cross-section as an Industrial 
Collector Street (60’ ROW). 
 
In conjunction with adjacent development activity in TR 34118, the Project shall install a two-way stop 
sign at the intersection of the TR 34118 driveways and Palomar Road to include the following 
geometrics: 

-- Northbound: One shared left-turn and through lane.  
-- Southbound: One shared through and right-turn lane.  
-- Eastbound: One shared left-turn and right-turn lane.  
-- Westbound: Not applicable.  

 
Monitoring:   Monitoring shall be accomplished through the Riverside County permitting process and 
shall be overseen by County of Riverside Transportation and Land Management Agency, 
Transportation Department. 
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42. Bike Trails     
 

Source:   County General Plan Figure C-5 “Bikeways and Trail Plan”; Project Application Materials 
 

Findings of Fact:  According to the County’s bikeways and trail plan, a regional trail is planned along 
Briggs Road.  The County Parks and Open Space District plans for the construction of this trail along 
the east side of Briggs Road.  Planning Areas 20, 23A (TR 34600) and 23B occur along the west side 
of Briggs Road and, therefore, the Project would have no effect on the placement of a Regional Trail 
along the west side of the right-of-way.   
 
Mitigation:  No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring:  No monitoring is required.   
 
 

UTILITY AND SERVICE SYSTEMS Would the Project 

43. Water 
     a)  Require or result in the construction of new water 
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which would cause significant environmental 
effects? 

    

b)  Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 
Project from existing entitlements and resources, or are 
new or expanded entitlements needed? 

    

 
Source:   County General Plan Program EIR Section 4.17 “Water Resources”; Riverside County 
Department of Environmental Health; Project Application Materials; Eastern Municipal Water District’s 
2005 Urban Water Management Plan 
 
Findings of Fact:   
 
a) SP 260(A2) includes a backbone water improvement plan for the 1627’, 1693’, 1811’ and 2033’ 

pressure zones.  Proposed water lines would be located in improved public rights-of-way or in 
areas that have had prior CEQA review.  No additional environmental impacts would occur as the 
result of water facility construction VERIFY.   

 
b)  SP 260(A2) would result in the Specific Plan acreage being reduced from 1,636.2 acres to 1,445.1 

acres.  Residential areas would increase from 585.3 acres and 2,390 dwelling units to 623.1 acres 
and 2,624 dwelling units.  Non-residential acreage would decrease from 1,050.9 acres to 822.0 
acres, mostly reflecting the removal of industrial land from the Specific Plan boundary in Planning 
Area 10.  The development of the Menifee North Specific Plan was anticipated by EMWD in their 
Urban Water Management Plan, and the proposed land use revisions would not result in the need 
for additional water supplies or entitlements.   

 
Mitigation:  No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring:  No monitoring is required.   
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Source:  County General Plan Program EIR Section 4.15 “Public Services”; County of Riverside  
Department of Environmental Health Review 
 
Findings of Fact:   
 
a) SP 260(A2) includes a backbone sewer improvement plan for Assessment Districts 5 and 7.  

Proposed sewer lines would be located in improved public rights-of-way or in areas that have had 
prior CEQA review.  No additional environmental impacts would occur as the result of sewer 
facility construction VERIFY.   

 
b) SP 260(A2) would result in the Specific Plan acreage being reduced from 1,636.2 acres to 1,445.1 

acres.  Residential areas would increase from 585.3 acres and 2,390 dwelling units to 623.1 acres 
and 2,624 dwelling units.  Non-residential acreage would decrease from 1,050.9 acres to 822.0 
Acres, mostly reflecting the removal of industrial land from the Specific Plan boundary in Planning 
Area 10.  The development of the Menifee North Specific Plan was anticipated by EMWD, and the 
proposed land use revisions would not result in the need for additional wastewater treatment 
capacity.   

 
Mitigation:  No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring:  No monitoring is required.   
 

45. Solid Waste 
     a)  Is the Project served by a landfill with sufficient 
permitted capacity to accommodate the Project’s solid 
waste disposal needs? 

    

     b)  Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid wastes (including the CIWMP 
(County Integrated Waste Management Plan)? 

    

 
Source:  County General Plan Program EIR Section 4.15 “Public Services”; Letter from Riverside 
County Waste Management 
 
Findings of Fact:    
 
a) Waste Management of the Inland Empire is currently the municipal solid waste disposal service for 

the Project area.  Accordingly, the waste management company would deliver the Project’s solid 
waste to Perris Valley Transfer Station.  The Project would generate approximately 0.41 tons per 

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

    

     b) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider which 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? 
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capita per year as estimated by the California Integrated Waste Management Board, thereby 
cumulatively impacting the capacity of existing landfills. 

 
b)  The California Integrated Waste Management Act (AB 939) was approved in 1989 due to the trend 

of an increased waste stream and decrease in landfill capacity.  As a result of AB 939, the CIWMB 
was established and a reporting program was instituted.  AB 939 mandates a reduction of waste 
being disposed.  The County Solid Waste Management Plan includes programs to reduce the 
quantities of waste being sent to landfills.  Riverside County requires that waste haulers in the 
County implement recycling collection.  The Project would be required to work with its refuse 
hauler to proceed with collection of recyclable products on a regular schedule. 

 
Mitigation:    
 
The refuse hauler for the Project site shall be advised of the efforts the developer will be pursuing 
relating to recycling and waste reduction (i.e., curbside recycling, in accordance with County 
Resolution No. 90-688.)  The use of such programs shall be encouraged by the developer through 
information (e.g., location, materials accepted, etc.) provided in sales literature.   
 
The Project developer shall pursue and implement any available and feasible source reduction 
programs for the disposal of construction materials to the satisfaction of the Riverside County Waste 
Management Department.  In addition, the Project applicant shall comply with the State Model 
Ordinance, which requires adequate areas for the collection and loading of recyclable materials to be 
provided within detached, single family residential areas where solid waste is collected and loaded in 
a location which serves five or more units.   
 
Monitoring:   The Riverside County Waste Management Department shall ensure that waste reduction 
is accomplished.   
 
 

46. Utilities 
     Would the Project impact the following facilities requiring or resulting in the construction of new 
facilities or the expansion of existing facilities; the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

a)  Electricity?     

b)  Natural gas?     

c)  Communications systems?     

d)  Storm water drainage?     

e)  Street lighting?     

f)  Maintenance of public facilities, including roads?     

g)  Other governmental services?     

h)  Conflict with adopted energy conservation plans?     

 
Source:   Specific Plan 260 & EIR No. 329, Review of Project materials; correspondence with the 
Public Service Providers 
 
Findings of Fact:   
 
a, b & c)  The proposed Project is within the service boundaries of Southern California Edison for 

electricity service, Southern California Gas Co. for gas service and Verizon for communication 
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system service.  These utilities are available adjacent to the site and connections to the service 
lines would not require physical impacts beyond the boundaries of the Project’s disturbance area 
footprint or roadway rights-of-way.    

 
d) SP 260(A2) features a Master Drainage Plan, which is designed to accommodate on-site and 

tributary flows.  The Project’s drainage plan has been designed to be compatible with the 
Romoland Master Drainage Plan (MDP).  The Project will not be responsible for the installation of 
any off-site drainage improvements VERIFY.   

 
e)  Street lighting installed by the Project would not cause physical impacts beyond the boundaries of 

the Project’s disturbance area footprint or adjacent roadway rights-of-way. 
 
f)  The Project would construct new roads requiring maintenance.  Frontage improvements are 

proposed by TR 34600 to Briggs Road and Malone Avenue and frontage improvements are 
proposed by TR 34118 to Palomar Road.  Maintenance of these roadways would not cause 
physical impacts beyond the boundaries of the Project’s disturbance area footprint or adjacent 
roadway rights-of-way. 

 
g)  No other known government services would be adversely affected by development of the Project. 
 
h)  The proposed Project would not be regarded as an energy-intensive land use and as such, would 

not result in a conflict with adopted energy conservation plans.  Development would be required to 
comply with Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations regarding energy efficiency. 

 
Mitigation:  No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring:  No monitoring is required.   
 
Monitoring:   Riverside County’s building permit process will ensure that compliance with Titles 20 and 
24 is accomplished.  
 

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

47. Does the Project have the potential to substantially 
degrade the quality of the environment, substantially 
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a 
fish or wildlife population to drop below self- sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduce the number or restrict the range of 
a rare, or endangered plant or animal to eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of California 
history or prehistory? 

    

 
Sources:  County General Plan Figure OS-4 “Western Riverside County Vegetation;” Riverside 
County MSHCP GIS Database; USGS Maps; MSHCP, General Plan Program EIR Section 4.6, 
“Biological Resources”; County General Plan Figure OS-7 “Historic Resources”; General Plan 
Program EIR Section 4.7.1 “Cultural Resources”; Specific Plan 260(A1) and EIR 329; Specific Plan 
260 and EIR 329 Technical  Appendices; County General Plan Figure OS-6 “Archaeological 
Sensitivity” 
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Findings of Fact:  According to an archaeological field study and records search conducted as part of 
EIR 329, no prehistoric or historic cultural resources are located on the Project site; therefore, the 
Project would not eliminate any examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory. 
 
The Project site is not located within the Western Riverside County MSHCP Criteria Area, and as 
such, is not identified for natural open space preservation.  The Project biologist determined that that 
TR 34600 and TR 34118 site are in active agricultural use or are otherwise disturbed.  No fish, 
sensitive plants or wildlife are located on the site.  Although no signs of burrowing owl were detected 
on the site during biological field surveys, the species is migratory and as the potential to locate onto 
the site prior to development of the Project.  Within 30 days prior to issuance of a grading permit, a 
pre-construction presence/absence survey for the burrowing owl is required and if it is determined that 
that Project site is occupied by the burrowing owl, take of active nests will be avoided and active 
relocation outside of the nesting season (March 1 though August 15) by a qualified biologist is be 
required.   
 
 

48. Does the Project have the potential to achieve short-
term environmental goals, to the disadvantage of long-
term environmental goals?  (A short-term impact on the 
environment is one that occurs in a relatively brief, 
definitive period of time while long-term impacts will 
endure well into the future.) 

    

 
Source:   Project Application Materials 
 
Findings of Fact: In the short-term, the Project would remove the existing on-site agricultural  activities 
and construction activities would occur to develop the SP 260(A2) area with residential, recreational, 
commercial and business park uses.  Removal of the agricultural operation would not achieve any 
short-term environmental goals and there would be no detriments or disadvantages of achieving long-
term environmental goals. 
 
 

49. Does the Project have impacts that are individually 
limited, but 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 as defined in California Code of 
Regulations, Section 15130)? 

    

 
Source:   Specific Plan 260 (A1) & EIR No. 329; Above Checklist; Project Application Materials 
 
Findings of Fact: Construction of the Project would commit the Project site to residential, recreational, 
commercial and business park land uses for the foreseeable future.  The analysis in this Checklist 
indicates that the Project would significantly impact the environment in regards to air quality, biological 
resources (burrowing owl), cultural resources, geology/soils, hazards and hazardous materials, 
hydrology/water quality, noise, and transportation/traffic.  All impacts of the Project can be mitigated to 
below a level of significance.  Impacts in all of these areas have the potential to accumulate with 
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similar impacts on other sites in the area and result in cumulatively considerable effects, particularly in 
the areas of air quality, water quality, noise and transportation/traffic.   The mitigation measures 
presented in this Checklist would reduce the Project’s cumulative impacts to below levels of 
significance.  Moreover, because the Project is consistent with the County’s General Plan, the Project 
would not result in any cumulative impact beyond that disclosed by the County’s General Plan EIR 
(EIR No. 441; SCH No. 2002051143). 
 
 

50. Does the Project have environmental effects which will 
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly? 

    

 
Source:   Above Checklist; Project Application Materials 
 
Findings of Fact: The analysis in this Checklist indicates that the Project would significantly impact the 
environment in regards to air quality, biological resources (burrowing owl), cultural resources, 
geology/soils, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology/water quality, noise, and 
transportation/traffic.  Of these impacts, humans could be potentially affected by noise, air pollutants, 
and environmental hazards.  Sensitive human receptors include residential homes located within one 
(1) mile of the Project site that could be impacted by air quality and hazardous materials.  Mitigation 
measures are presented in this EA Checklist to reduce impacts to below a level of significance. 
 
VI. EARLIER ANALYSES 
 
Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an 
effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration.  California Code of 
Regulations, Section 15063 (c) (3) (D).  In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following: 
 
Earlier Analyses Used, if any:   
 
Menifee North Specific Plan No. 260 EIR 329; Certified 1994 
 
Riverside County Integrated Project General Plan Program EIR; Certified October 7, 2003 
 
Location Where Earlier Analyses, if used, are available for review: 
 
County of Riverside 
Planning Department 
4080 Lemon Street, 9th Floor 
Riverside, CA 92502 
 
 
VII.  REFERENCES 
 
The following documents were referred to as information sources during the preparation of this 
document. 
 
Cited As: 
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Aerial Photograph Aerial Photograph of the Project site and ½-mile radius, flown in 2005 

ALUC Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission, March Air Reserve Base 
Area of Influence Map 

Conditions of Approval Draft Conditions of Approval for TR 34118 and TR 34600, as stated in the 
Riverside County Planning Department Land Management System on June 
6, 2006. 

County General Plan  Riverside County Integrated Project, County of Riverside General Plan, 
Final Integrated Version.  Adopted October 7, 2003 

County General Plan 
Program EIR 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report for the Riverside County 
General Plan, certified by the Riverside County Board of Supervisors on 
October 7, 3003 (SCH No. 2002051143) 

Brewer 2006 Verbal Communication between M. Brewer and G. Scott in August 2006 
regarding the alignment of a future Regional Trail along Briggs Road 

EnGEN Corporation,  
TR 34118 

Geotechnical/Geological Engineering Study for APN’s 327-320-001, -007 
and -010, prepared by EnGEN Corporation, dated July 25, 2005. 

EnGEN Corporation,  
TR 34600 

Geotechnical/Geological Engineering Study for APN’s 329-110-003, -014, -
024, and -026, prepared by EnGEN Corporation, dated August 8, 2005. 

FMMP California Department of Conservation, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program, 2005 

GIS Database Riverside County Geographic Information Systems database 

Harvest Valley/ 
Winchester Area Plan 

Harvest Valley/Winchester Area Plan, County of Riverside Planning 
Department Riverside County Integrated Plan, Final Version.  Adopted 
October 7, 2003 

Hunsaker & Assoc, 
TR34600 WQMP 

Water Quality Management Plan for Tentative Tract Map No. 34600, 
prepared by Hunsaker & Associates, dated April 14, 2006. 

MSHCP  Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan, 
Final Version, Adopted June 17, 2003 

NATEC International, 
TR34118 

Phase One Environmental Site Assessment prepared for Northwest Coner 
of Briggs and Highway 74 (Tract 34118), prepared by NATEC International, 
dated March 15, 2005 

NATEC International, 
TR34600 

Phase One Environmental Site Assessment prepared for Tract 34118 (27 
Acres) and Motte Country Plaza, prepared by NATEC International, dated 
March 31, 2005 

Ord. No. 460 Riverside County Ordinance No. 460 – Regulating the Division of Land 

Ord. No. 625  Riverside County Ordinance No. 625 – Right To Farm 
  

Ord. No. 655 Riverside County Ordinance No. 655 – Regulating Light Pollution. 
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Ord. No. 659 Riverside County Ordinance No. 659 – Development Mitigation Fees 

Principe and 
Associates, TR34118 

Burrowing Owl Habitat Assessment for Tentative Tract Map 34118, 
prepared by Principe and Associate, dated September 14, 2005. 

Principe and 
Associates, TR34600 

MSHCP Consistency Analysis and Burrowing Owl Habitat Assessment for 
Tentative Tract Map 34600, prepared by Principe and Associates, dated 
June 8, 2006. 

Project Application 
Materials 

Proposed Specific Plan No. 260, Amendment No. 2; Tentative Tract Map 
No. 34600; Tentative Tract Map No. 34118 and Change of Zone No. 07195, 
on file at the Riverside County Planning Department on June 9, 2006. 

SCAQMD South Coast Air Quality Management District.  CEQA Air Quality 
Handbook.  April 1993, with November 1993 Update  

Rail Facilities, Available 
Water; Oil and Natural 
Gas Pipelines Inventory 
Data 

Rail Facilities, Available Water; Oil and Natural Gas Pipelines Inventory 
Data. Riverside Operational Area Multi-Jurisdictional Local Hazard 
Mitigation Plan (LHMP), October 5, 2004 
 

SP 260 Menifee North Specific Plan, adopted 1994 

SP 260(A1) Menifee North Specific Plan, Amendment No 1. 

SP 260(A2) Proposed Menifee North Specific Plan, Amendment No 2, prepared by T&B 
Planning, dated June 1, 2006. 

UBC State of California Uniform Building Code 
 

USDA U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service.  Soil Survey, 
Western Riverside Area, California.  November 1971 

Webb & Associates, 
TR34118 

Traffic Report for Tentative Tract Map No. 34118, prepared by Albert A. 
Web & Associates 

Webb & Associates, 
TR34118 WQMP 

Water Quality Management Plan for Tentative Tract Map No. 34118, 
prepared by Albert A. Webb & Associates, dated February 2006. 

Webb & Associates, 
Tract 34600 

Traffic Report for Tentative Tract Map No. 34600, prepared by Albert A. 
Web & Associates 

 
VIII. LIST OF INITIAL STUDY PREPARERS  
 
Riverside County Planning Department 
4080 Lemon Street, 9th Floor, Riverside, CA 92502-1409 
Russell Brady, Contract Planner 
 
T&B Planning Consultants 
17542 East 17th Street, Suite 100, Tustin, CA 92780 
Geoff Scott, Principal 
Tracy Zinn, Senior Associate 
Dave Patel, Project Manager 
Adam Drudge, Environmental Analyst 
Danielle Griffith, Environmental Analyst 
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Caitlin Noris, Staff Planner 
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APPENDIX D



































SCH
This category contains proposed and existing school sites that are being evaluated by DTSC for possible hazardous materials contamination. In some cases, these properties may be listed in the CalSites category depending on the level of threat to public health and safety or the environment they pose.





ENVIROSTOR
The Department of Toxic Substances Control's (DTSC's) Site Mitigation and Brownfields Reuse Program's (SMBRP's) EnviroStor database identifes sites that have known contamination or sites for which there may be reasons to investigate further.  The database includes the following site types: Federal Superfund sites (National Priorities List (NPL)); State Response, including Military Facilities and State Superfund; Voluntary Cleanup; and School sites.  EnviroStor provides similar information to the information that was available in CalSites, and provides additional site information, including, but not limited to, identification of formerly-contaminated properties that have been released for reuse, properties where environmental deed restrictions have been recorded to prevent inappropriate land uses, and risk characterization information that is used to assess potential impacts to public health and the environment at contaminated sites.
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