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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) has been prepared in accordance
with relevant provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970, as
amended, and the CEQA Guidelines, as revised. This IS/MND evaluates the environmental
effects of the Lee Lake Wells Project (project or proposed project). Elsinore Valley Municipal
Water District (EVMWD or District) is the lead agency for the proposed project, with the
IS/MND including the following components:

e A Draft MND and the formal findings made by the District that the project would not
result in significant effects on the environment, as identified in the IS Checklist.

e A detailed project description.

e The CEQA IS Checklist, which provides standards to evaluate the potential for
significant environmental impacts from the proposed project, as adapted from
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. The project is evaluated in 21 environmental issue
categories to determine whether the project’s environmental impacts would be significant
in any category. Brief discussions are provided that further substantiate the project’s
anticipated environmental impacts in each category.

The proposed project fits into the definition of a “project” under Public Resources Code Section
21065 requiring discretionary approvals by EVMWD and could result in a significant effect on
the environment; therefore, the project is subject to CEQA review. The IS Checklist was
prepared to determine the appropriate environmental document to satisfy CEQA requirements:
an Environmental Impact Report (EIR), an MND, or a Negative Declaration. The analysis in this
IS Checklist supports the conclusion that the project would not result in significant
environmental impacts with the incorporation of mitigation measures; therefore, an MND has
been prepared.

This IS/MND will be circulated for 30 days for public and agency review, during which time
individuals and agencies may submit comments on the adequacy of the environmental review.
Following the public review period, the EVMWD Board of Directors will consider comments
received on the IS/MND when deciding whether to adopt the MND.
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3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION
1.  PROJECT

Lee Lake Wells Project

2.  LEAD AGENCY & ADDRESS

Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District
31315 Chaney Street
Lake Elsinore, CA 92530

3. CONTACT PERSON & PHONE

Parag Kalaria, P.E.

Project Manager

Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District
(951) 674-3146 ext. 8201

4. PROJECT LOCATION

The 15.9-acre project site is located within unincorporated Riverside County, within the Sphere
of Influence for the City of Lake Elsinore. The project site is located approximately 0.8 mile
southwest of Lee Lake and 0.1 mile north of Interstate 15 (I-15) in western Riverside County
(Figure 1, Regional Location). The project site is situated in Township 5 south, Range 5 west,
and Section 17 of the Alberhill, California U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) quadrangle map
(Figure 2, USGS Topography). More specifically, the project site is located north of Temescal
Canyon Road, approximately 1,200 feet southeast of the intersection of Temescal Canyon Road
and Horsethief Canyon Road, near the intersection of Temescal Canyon Road and Earthmover
Circle (Figure 3, Aerial Vicinity). The project site is located on a District-owned parcel
(Assessor’s Parcel Number 393-130-001). The project site is currently vacant and contains
remnants of a dairy/cattle yard consisting of concrete foundations.

5. APPLICANT

Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District

6. GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION
Rural Residential

7. ZONING

Manufacturing-Service Commercial (M-SC)

Lee Lake Wells Project August 2019
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8. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Project Background

Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District is a public non-profit agency that provides water,
wastewater, and reclaimed water service to the City of Lake Elsinore, the City of Canyon Lake,
portions of the City of Murrieta, and unincorporated portions of the County of Riverside. The
District has over 45,650 water connections and serves a population of approximately 158,200.
EVMWD provides water services to its Elsinore and Temescal Divisions, which encompass

96 square miles, including the Cities of Lake Elsinore, Canyon Lake, Wildomar, and portions of
Murrieta and unincorporated areas of Riverside County. The water system contains 41 pressure
zones, with approximately 3,618,000 feet (685) miles of pipelines, 73 storage reservoirs with a
storage capacity of approximately 93 million gallons, and 51 booster pump stations. EVMWD
water sources include 12 operating groundwater wells, the Canyon Lake Water Treatment Plant,
and imported water from The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (provided via
the Auld Valley Pipeline and Temescal Valley Pipeline).

Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District’s 2016 Water System Master Plan (WSMP; August
2016) was prepared to provide a guideline for planning of EVMWD’s potable water system
under existing and future (year 2040) conditions. Based on the evaluation of projected growth
and existing water supplies, the WSMP identifies improvements necessary to meet the projected
water demand under 2040 conditions. Two wells in the Lee Lake Basin area of the Elsinore
Groundwater Basin were identified as planned projects in the WSMP, providing a capacity of
1.2 million gallons per day (mgd). The Lee Lake Wells project is part of the Near-Term Water
Supply Program developed by EVMWD to meet anticipated potable water demand, maximize
assets in the Lee Lake Groundwater Basin, and ultimately provide a more local, sustainable
water supply. The program aims to optimize groundwater resources to increase potable supply
while reducing dependence on imported water sources.

Project Description

Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District proposes the construction and operation of two wells
and associated systems at the project site. The proposed project includes the construction of two
up-to-140-foot-deep, 400-gpm wells and a centralized disinfection facility and booster pump
station (Figure 4, Project Plans). The raw water piping would be routed from the wells to a
centralized disinfection facility located approximately 300 feet from each well site. The water
treatment site would be in undeveloped land south of existing dairy/cattle yard remnants on the
project site. A new booster pump station would convey treated water into EVMWD’s Temescal
Valley Pipeline. The Temescal Valley Pipeline is a transmission pipeline in Temescal Canyon
Road, which runs adjacent to the project site. The centralized disinfection facility and booster
pump station would include the following main components:

o Flush-to-waste facility for groundwater from the Lee Lake Wells and dechlorinated
process water;

e Aboveground welded steel chlorine contact tank;

e Approximately 20-foot-tall, 2,400-square-foot mechanical building to house the required
booster pump station, laboratory/work area, electrical and chemical facilities;

Lee Lake Wells Project August 2019
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e Chlorine and ammonia chemical storage and feed facilities within the mechanical
building;
e Associated piping and appurtenances;

e Associated electrical equipment and connections;

o New site security facilities including 8-foot-high concrete masonry unit perimeter wall
and security gate;

e New 8-foot-high, screened chain-link fencing around the perimeter of the well sites and
access road areas not encompassed by the concrete masonry perimeter wall, and
associated security gates; and

e Associated site civil improvements.
Wells

The project proposes two new wells. Lee Lake Well 1 would be located in the northwestern
portion of the project footprint, as shown on Figure 4. Lee Lake Well 2 would be located
approximately 550 feet southeast of Well 1. Concrete demolition associated with existing
remnants on site would be required for the Lee Lake Well 1 site. Well pumps would be installed
on concrete pads that are four feet by four feet. Each well would be equipped with associated
piping, valves, and appurtenances installed above grade on an approximately 20-foot by 10-foot
concrete pad, a sand separator installed above grade on an approximately 5-foot by 8-foot
concrete pad, and a precast concrete sand pit.

Conveyance Pipelines

The proposed project would include the construction of a conveyance piping system. The well
discharge pipeline would consist of approximately 300 feet of piping from each well site to the
centralized disinfection facility. The project would include a pump-to-waste and dechlorinated
chlorine analyzer sample stream discharge pipeline consisting of approximately 400 feet of
piping from the centralized disinfection facility to an existing 24-inch reinforced concrete pipe
(RCP) storm drain located south of the project site, within Temescal Canyon Road. A treated
water pipeline would consist of approximately 200 feet of 8-inch pipeline from the centralized
disinfection facility to its connection point to the Temescal Valley Pipeline in Temescal Canyon
Road, adjacent to the project site. Pump to waste (intermittent) would be discharged to an onsite
air gap structure and a new 12-inch gravity line would divert the flow to the existing 24-inch
RCP storm drain within Temescal Canyon Road. Dechlorinated water from the chlorine tank
overflow/drain would be diverted to the 24-inch RCP storm drain in the event of an overflow or
planned maintenance activity.

Sodium Hypochlorite Storage and Feed System

Primary and secondary disinfection (chloramine residual for distribution) would be accomplished
through the use of 12.5% sodium hypochlorite (SHC). A 1,000-gallon double-wall high-density
polyethylene tank would be used to store the SHC. A chemical feed metering system would
supply a free chlorine concentration of approximately two milligrams per liter (mg/L) to the
injection point prior to entering the chlorine contact tank. Chemical feed pumps would be used

Lee Lake Wells Project August 2019
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for SHC feed pumping to minimize off-gassing and potential gas binding in the chemical feed
system. The SHC solution would be fed upstream of the chlorine contact tank into the static
mixer located in the raw water pipe.

The SHC feed point would incorporate the use of an inline static mixer, which requires no
power, has relatively low maintenance requirements, and provides consistent mixing
performance. The inline static mixer can be equipped with chemical injection ports that would
allow the chlorine to be injected directly into the body of the mixer and would be sized to have a
maximum pressure drop of five pounds per square inch (psi). The inline mixer would be located
aboveground, near the chlorine contact tank, in the mechanical building.

Ammonia Storage and Feed System

The ammonia storage and feed system, using ammonium hydroxide (19% ammonia), would
supply ammonia at a chlorine to ammonia ratio of 5:1. A 220-gallon double-wall high-density
polyethylene chemical storage tank with secondary containment would store the ammonia.
Ammonia would be fed downstream of the chlorine contact tank, prior to the booster pumps, into
a static mixer located in the treated water pipeline. Diaphragm feed pumps would be used for
ammonia feed pumping to minimize off-gassing and potential gas binding in the chemical feed
system. The finished water is anticipated to contain a chloramine residual of two mg/L.

The ammonia feed point would incorporate the use of an inline static mixer similar to that used
for the SHC feed. The inline static mixer can be equipped with chemical injection ports that
would allow the ammonia to be injected directly into the body of the mixer and would be sized to
have a maximum pressure drop of five psi. The inline mixer would be located above grade, near
the discharge piping of the chlorine contact tank, in the mechanical building.

Chlorine Contact Tank

A 35,000-gallon welded steel tank would be constructed adjacent to the mechanical building.
The approximate dimensions of the chlorine contact tank would be a 22-foot-diameter, 12-foot
overall height, with approximately 5.7 feet of freeboard. The chlorine contact tank would be
outfitted with an internal baffle system, inlet, outlet, overflow, access manway, and vent. The
welded steel tank would include the required Occupational Safety and Health Administration
(OSHA)- and EVMWD-preferred safety appurtenances (e.g. vertical ladder, safety rail, and
safety cage).

Mechanical Building and Booster Pumps

The project includes the construction of a 2,400-square-foot mechanical building, which would
be located between the proposed wells and include the disinfection chemical storage and feed
areas, laboratory/work area, electrical room, and booster pump station. The building would be
approximately 60 feet by 40 feet. Approximately 200 feet of new 8-inch piping would convey
treated water from the centralized disinfection facility to the existing Temescal Valley Pipeline.

The booster pump station would include a three-variable-frequency-drive 400-gpm,
240-horsepower vertical turbine can pumps (two pumps in operation and one pump on standby).
A 225 kilovolt-amps transformer from Southern California Edison would be located onsite.

Lee Lake Wells Project August 2019
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Summary of Project System

e Lee Lake Wells 1 and 2 would pump groundwater at a constant speed of approximately
400 gpm each to the chlorine contact tank located in between the two wells sites, adjacent
to Temescal Canyon Road and the proposed mechanical building.

e The SHC feed pumps contained within the mechanical building would dose chlorine to
the groundwater prior to entering the chlorine contact tank.

e Booster pumps (variable frequency driven) would pump disinfected water from the
chlorine contact tank to the existing Temescal Valley Pipeline in the following manner:

- Booster pumps would maintain the minimum water surface elevation in the tank to
meet the primary disinfection requirements;

- Ammonia would be added to the treated water directly after the chlorine contact tank
to provide a chloramine residual in the finished potable water; and

- The booster pump station would be designed to operate between 400 gpm to
800 gpm, conveying potable water to the Temescal Valley Pipeline at a design
pressure range of 110 psi to 150 psi.

All proposed facilities would be designed/constructed in conformance with pertinent engineering
standards, including applicable elements of EVMWD’s Design Standards and Standard
Drawings for the Design and Construction of Potable Water, Recycled Water, and Sewer
Facilities (Design Standards; EVMWD 2017a), current versions of the International Code
Council (ICC) International Building Code (IBC, formerly the Uniform Building Code), and the
related California Building Standards Commission California Building Code (CBC).

Construction Equipment, Access, Staging and Schedule

Construction of the proposed project is expected to begin in the first or second quarter of 2020
with drilling/construction of the wells. Equipping of the wells and construction of the
disinfection facilities and booster pump station is expected to begin late summer/early fall of
2020. Construction activities would occur over a 24-month period and would consist of
drilling/constructing the two wells; trenching; installing pipelines; site grading; equipping the
two wells; constructing the mechanical building, booster pump station (located within the
mechanical building), and chlorine contact tank; architectural and protective coatings; and
paving at pipeline installation locations within Temescal Canyon Road, areas around the
disinfection facility, and access road to/from the well sites. Pipeline construction activities would
include trenching, installing pipes, backfilling, and repaving affected portions of Temescal
Canyon Road.

The proposed project would not require night work and would be limited to the hours of

6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Depending on the time of year, construction lighting may be required in
the time between sundown and 6:00 p.m. The anticipated construction equipment associated with
the project is shown in Table 1. The equipment mix is anticipated for construction activity based
on typical construction practices for this type of project. The equipment mix is meant to

Lee Lake Wells Project August 2019
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represent a reasonable conservative estimate of construction activity. The analysis assumes that
the equipment would operate 5 days per week (22 days per month).

Table 1
Anticipated Construction Equipment
Construction Phase Workers | Equipment Quantity | Hours/Day
Trenching (pipeline 5 Concrete/industrial saws 1 2
installation) Plate compactors 1 4
Tractors/loaders/backhoes 1 8
Paving (pipeline 5 Pavers 1 8
installation) Paving Equipment, street 1 8
sweeper and striping machine,
Traffic Control
Grading (disinfection 5 Tractors/loaders/backhoes/water 1 8
facility and well sites) truck
Wells and Building 8 Forklifts/crane 1 4
Construction (wells, Generator sets 2 8
;?(j)srtlenrepcuomn;aggggﬁ’ Tractors/loaders/backhoes 1 8
mechanical building,’and Welders ! !
associated facilities) Drill rig 1 8
Architectural and 2 Air compressors 1 6
protective coatings
(mechanical building
and chlorine contact
tank)
Site Paving 8 Pavers 1 8
Paving equipment 1 6
Rollers 1 6
Site Demolition 3 Backhoe/loader/10-wheel dump 1 8

(concrete)

truck/concrete saw

Access to the project site area would be provided via existing roadways, including I-15 and
Temescal Canyon Road. Project-related traffic would include ingress/egress for construction
equipment and vehicles, daily construction worker trips, and occasional material delivery and
haul truck trips. Because portions of the project are proposed in public streets (Temescal Canyon
Road), appropriate traffic control measures would be implemented as necessary in pertinent
areas to maintain access and ensure safety. Such measures would likely include standard efforts
such as the use of cones, barriers, signs and flaggers, where applicable. Construction-related
equipment/material staging and storage would be located entirely within the project site.

Lee Lake Wells Project
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Operation of the Proposed Project

During operation of the project, chemical deliveries would be required and would be conducted
by chemical delivery trucks. Deliveries of liquid SHC and liquid ammonia hydroxide would each
occur roughly once every 21 days. Chlorine analyzer reagent waste would be stored on site in a
fiber-reinforced tank and hauled offsite approximately once or twice per week. Non-reagent
analyzer sample flow that is not stored would be recirculated into the chlorine contact tank.
Sample sink, fire sprinklers and chemical eyewash station would drain into a holding tank and
would be hauled offsite approximately twice per year. Should the holding tank/chlorine contact
tank overflow, or need to be drained for maintenance, the water would be de-chlorinated and
discharged to the storm drain located in Temescal Canyon Road. Regular inspection and
maintenance work by EVMWD staff would occur once per day on weekdays. Long-term
operation of the project would include well flushing a maximum of two times per year. This
would entail the release of groundwater at a flowrate of approximately 800 gpm to the existing
County of Riverside storm drain located in Temescal Canyon Road via the new pipeline added as
part of the project. The water from storm drain discharges into the existing Temescal Wash.
Electric power requirements for operation of the facility are estimated to be approximately 4,100
kilowatt hours (kWh) per day.

9. SURROUNDING LAND USES & PROJECT SETTING

The project site is located in a small, narrow area of land between 1-15 and the Temescal Wash.
This small area is characterized by manufacturing and industrial type uses along Temescal
Canyon Road. Businesses along this corridor include heavy equipment rentals, construction,
communications, stone, and paving companies. Land uses surrounding the project site include
Temescal Wash to the northwest, with a recreational company for ziplining to the north beyond
the wash, vacant land to the east, equipment rentals and a construction company to the south
(beyond Temescal Canyon Road), a vacant graded parcel to the southwest (beyond Temescal
Canyon Road), and a concrete-paver manufacturer to the west of the project site.

10. OTHER REQUIRED AGENCY APPROVALS

Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District is both the project proponent and the Lead Agency
under CEQA. In its role as Lead Agency, EVMWD is responsible for ensuring the adequacy of
this IS/MND. Review and approval of project construction plans would be conducted internally
by EVMWD staff. Applicable permits or approvals required from other agencies for the
proposed project would include the following:

e Conformance with the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Construction General Permit

e RWQCB Groundwater Discharge Permit

¢ Final Drinking Water Source Assessment and Protection (DWSAP) acceptance from the
California State Water Resources Control Board Division of Drinking Water (DDW)

e Riverside County Fire Department Building Permit

e Riverside County Department of Environmental Health Certified Unified Program
Agency (Hazardous Materials)

Lee Lake Wells Project August 2019
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e Riverside County Transportation Department Encroachment Permit for construction
along Temescal Canyon Road

¢ Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District Encroachment Permit
e South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) — Dust Control Plan

e Adoption of the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration — EVMWD Board of
Directors

e Project Bid and Approval of Contractor/Approval of Funds — EVMWD Board of
Directors

11. CALIFORNIA NATIVE TRIBE CONSULTATION

Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District has consulted with applicable Native American tribal
representatives through written correspondence, based on a contact list provided by the Native
American Heritage Commission (NAHC). Additionally, EVMWD staff and HELIX
Environmental Planning, Inc. (HELIX) Director of Cultural Resources Mary Robbins-Wade met
with representatives from Pechanga Band of Luisefio Mission Indians and Soboba Band of
Luisefio Indians to discuss the project and potential effects to significant cultural resources.
Consultations with the Pechanga Band of Luisefio Mission Indians and Soboba Band of Luisefio
Indians will be completed prior to EVMWD’s adoption of the MND and consideration of the
project for approval.

12. SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

A summary of the environmental factors potentially affected by this project, consisting of a
Potentially Significant Impact or Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated, include:

O Aesthetics O Agriculture/Forestry Resources O Air Quality

B Biological Resources B Cultural Resources O Energy

C Geology/Soils ) Greenhouse Gas Emissions - Hazards & Hazardous
Materials

O Hydrology/Water Quality O Land Use & Planning O Mineral Resources

O Noise O Population & Housing O Public Services

O Recreation O Transportation B Tribal Cultural Resources

. Utilities Systems O Wildfire - Mandatory Findings of
Significance
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

This section analyzes the potential environmental impacts which may result from the proposed
project. For the evaluation of potential impacts, the questions in the Initial Study Checklist are
stated and answers are provided according to the analysis undertaken as part of the Initial Study.
The analysis considers the project’s short-term impacts (construction-related), and its operational
or day-to-day impacts. For each question, there are four possible responses. They include:

1. No Impact. Future development arising from the project’s implementation will not have a
measurable environmental impact on the environment and no additional analysis is required.

2. Less-Than-Significant Impact. The development associated with project implementation will
have the potential to impact the environment; these impacts, however, will be less than the
levels or thresholds that are considered significant, and no additional analysis is required.

3. Less-Than-Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The development will have the potential
to generate impacts which may be considered as a significant effect on the environment,
although mitigation measures or changes to the project’s physical or operational
characteristics can reduce these impacts to levels that are less than significant.

4. Potentially Significant Impact. Future implementation will have impacts that are considered
significant, and additional analysis is required to identify mitigation measures that could
reduce these impacts to less-than-significant levels.

4.1 Aesthetics
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Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the
project:
a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? a | u |
b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to,
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic O O u O

highway?

c. Innon-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are
those that are experienced from publicly accessible vantage point). If O O u O
the project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with
applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality?

d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely
affect day or nighttime views in the area?

Lee Lake Wells Project August 2019
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a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? Less-Than-Significant Impact. The
project site is located within the Elsinore Area Plan of Riverside County (County of
Riverside 2003). The Elsinore Area Plan identifies the ridgelines of the Santa Ana Mountains
and the Gavilan and Sedco Hills as significant visual resources for users of I-15 and
occupants of the valley floor. Additionally, the Elsinore Area Plan identifies the Temescal
Wash, which is located adjacent to the project site, as a unique feature of the area. Scenic
vistas in the project area are primarily associated with the Santa Ana Mountains and the
Gavilan and Sedco Hills. The proposed project would result in short-term construction-
related aesthetic impacts, including the presence of construction equipment and vehicles at
the project site. While this would result in minor alterations to the local visual environment
for viewers in the immediate site vicinity, project construction activities would be temporary
and minor in nature/extent. Following the completion of construction, the security walls,
fencing, gates, wellheads, associated above-grade piping, appurtenances and sand separators,
mechanical building, above-ground piping appurtenances, and chlorine contact tank would
be the visible components of the project, as the proposed conveyance piping and most of the
wells would be located below ground. Although the proposed wellheads and associated
facilities would be visible to vehicle passengers along I-15 and Temescal Canyon Road, the
project would not substantially obstruct existing scenic vistas, consisting of views to the
surrounding hills/mountains. The Santa Ana Mountains are located south of I-15, and the
project site is located to the north of I-15. As such, the project would not affect or impede
views of scenic vistas associated with the Santa Ana Mountains for users on I-15. Likewise,
given the project site’s location in a narrow area of developed land between I-15 and the
Temescal Wash, development of the project would not impede views of the Santa Ana
Mountains or the Gavilan or Sedco Hills for occupants of the valley floor.

The project site would not be visible to valley floor occupants outside of the immediate
project vicinity. Adjacent land uses to the project site include manufacturing/industrial-type
businesses, many of which include storage yards and material stockpiling, surrounded by
fences. Most of the project components would be similar scale to the surrounding uses yard
storage and fencing heights. While the proposed mechanical building would be
approximately 20 feet in height and the proposed chlorine contact tank would be
approximately 12 feet in height, and both would be visible to adjacent properties and users
on I-15, these structures would not significantly alter views of the Gavilan and Sedco Hills.
Based on the scale of the proposed project, the surrounding/adjacent land uses in the project
area, and the scale of scenic vistas identified in the area, the project would result in a less-
than-significant impact associated with scenic vistas.

b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings along a State-designated scenic highway? Less-Than-
Significant Impact. State scenic highways are designated by the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans). According to the Caltrans California Scenic Highway Mapping
System, the only identified scenic highway in the project vicinity is I-15, which is located
approximately 0.15 mile southwest of the project site and is listed as an Eligible (i.e., not
officially designated) State Scenic Highway (Caltrans 2019). The portion of I-15 near the
project site is at an elevated level in the project area, and provides views to the project site
through vegetation, buildings, and equipment located on the intervening properties between
I-15 and the project site. While the project site is visible from I-15, and portions of project
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components such as the proposed buildings, the chlorine contact tank, and the 8-foot-tall
concrete masonry unit wall, screened chain link fencing, and security gates would likely be
visible to motorists passing on I-15, the project does not entail any high-profile surface
facilities or facilities that would substantially stand out from the surrounding development.
There are no historic buildings or rock outcroppings located within or adjacent to the project
site. Based on the described conditions, project-related impacts to scenic resources associated
with a state scenic highway would be less than significant.

c. In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the
site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced from publicly
accessible vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict
with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality? Less-Than-
Significant Impact. The project site is currently vacant and contains remnants of a
dairy/cattle yard consisting of concrete foundations. During the approximately 24-month
construction period, construction activities associated with the project, including the presence
of construction vehicles, equipment, and staging area(s), would result in short-term visual
effects to the project site and surrounding areas. However, the proposed construction
activities are relatively small scale and would occur in an area consisting of manufacturing/
industrial type uses. Due to the short-term and generally minor nature of the proposed
construction activities, impacts associated with the existing visual character or quality of the
site and surrounding areas during construction activities would be less than significant.
During the long-term operation of the site, the above-ground components of the project
(wellheads, mechanical building, chlorine contact tank, and concrete masonry unit wall,
screened chain-link fencing, and security gates) would result in the alteration of the visual
character of the site. The two wells would be constructed on concrete pads measuring four
feet by four feet. The proposed mechanical building would be small, approximately 60 feet
by 40 feet (approximately 2,400 square feet) and would be 20 feet in height. The chlorine
contact tank would have a diameter of 22 feet and a height of 12 feet. As discussed above,
the project site is located within a narrow area of development between the I-15 and the
Temescal Wash. Adjacent land and nearby land uses consist of manufacturing and industrial-
type businesses, many of which include storage yards and material stockpiling, surrounded
by fences. While the project would result in changes to the visual character of the site during
long-term operation of the project, the proposed water facilities, the concrete masonry unit
wall surrounding the site, and the screened chain-link fencing surrounding the well sites and
access road areas not encompassed by the concrete masonry unit wall would be similar in
appearance to the surrounding properties and their associated fencing and walls. The project
site would be visible to neighboring properties, as well as users of I-15 and Temescal Canyon
Road. Given the existing setting of the project site and uses on adjacent properties, coupled
with the proposed development at the site, the project would not substantially degrade the
existing visual character of site or the surrounding areas, and impacts would be less than
significant.

d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area? Less-Than-Significant Impact. As noted in the Project Description,
project construction may require the use of lighting from the time between sundown and
6:00 p.m., depending on the time of year construction is occurring. If construction lighting is
required, its use would be temporary and restricted to these evening hours. It would therefore
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not be a substantial source of light and would not adversely affect views in the area. The
project would include lighting at the well sites and at the disinfection facility to illuminate
the site corners, mechanical building, and chlorine contact tank areas for security purposes.
The proposed security lighting would not substantially increase light or glare at the site. The
project site is located within Zone B of the Riverside County Mount Palomar Nighttime
Lighting Policy Area and would be required to comply with the lighting requirements of
Riverside County Ordinance No. 655 (Regulating Light Pollution) to minimize nighttime
light pollution. Zone B restricts the use of certain light fixtures that emit undesirable light
rays into the night sky, which may have a detrimental effect on astronomical observation and
research at the Mt. Palomar Observatory. Development within that zone requires that the
project maintain preservation of the night sky. Additionally, the project would not include
surface structures with the potential to generate substantial glare (e.g., higher profile glass or
stainless steel facilities). Compliance with County lighting requirements contained in
Ordinance No. 655 would ensure impacts related to light or glare would remain less than
significant.

4.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources
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In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may
refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California
Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In
determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead
agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest
Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by
the California Air Resources Board. Would the project:

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

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
Contract?

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as
defined in Public Resources Code 12220(g)), timberland (as defined
by Public Resources Code Section 4526), or timberland zoned O O O u
Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section
51104(g))?

d. Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-
forest use?

e. Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their
location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non- a | m] u
agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
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a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance as
depicted on maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of
the California Resources Agency? No Impact. There are no areas within or adjacent to the
project site designated as Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique
Farmland (California Department of Conservation [CDC] 2016a). The project site is
designated as Farmland of Local Importance by the CDC (2016a). Adjacent land includes
land designated as Urban and Built-Up Land and Other Land to the south, Other Land and
Farmland of Local Importance to the west and east, and Grazing Land to the north of the
project site. The project site and adjacent land are not designated as Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance by the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program. As such, the project would not result in the conversion of Prime or Unique
Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance to a non-agricultural use. Implementation of
the proposed project would not convert farmland to a different land use, however, because
the site is currently vacant and is not planned to be used as farmland. No impact would occur.

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act Contract? No Impact.
There are no areas zoned for agriculture or designated Williamson Act Contract lands within
or adjacent to the project site (CDC 2016b). The project site is designated as Non-Enrolled
Land, and adjacent areas are designated as Non-Enrolled Land and Urban and Built-Up
Land. As a result, no associated impacts would result from implementation of the proposed
project.

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code Section 4526),
or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section
51104(g))? No Impact. The project site is not designated or zoned for forest land,
timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production. Therefore, implementation of the
project would not conflict with existing zoning for such lands, and no impact would occur.

d. Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? No Impact. As
previously stated, the project site is not located within or adjacent to areas designated or
zoned as forest land. As a result, project implementation would not convert forest land to
non-forest use, and no impact would occur.

e. Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature,
could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land
to non-forest use? No Impact. As described above for Responses 4.2a through 4.2d, there are
no pertinent agricultural- or forestry-related uses or designations located within or adjacent to
the project site. Accordingly, the proposed project would not involve changes that could
result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to
non-forest use, and no associated impacts would occur.
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4.3

Air Quality
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Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management district or air
pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project:

a.

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

O O | u

Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under the O O u O
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard?

c. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? m] O u O

Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely
affecting a substantial number of people?

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? No Impact. The
project is located within the South Coast Air Basin (Basin) under the jurisdiction of the South
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). SCAQMD develops and administers
local regulations for stationary air pollutant sources within the Basin and develops plans and
programs to meet attainment requirements for both federal and State Ambient Air Quality
Standards (AAQS). SCAQMD and the Southern California Association of Governments
(SCAQ) are responsible for formulating and implementing the Air Quality Management Plan
(AQMP) for the Basin (SCAQMD 2017). The AQMP is a series of plans adopted for the
purpose of reaching short- and long-term goals for those pollutants that the Basin is
designated as a “nonattainment” area because the Basin does not meet federal and/or state
AAQS. To determine consistency between the project and the AQMP, the project must
comply with applicable SCAQMD rules and regulations; comply with proposed or adopted
control measures; and be consistent with the growth forecasts utilized in preparation of the
AQMP, which are based on regional population, housing, and employment projections
prepared by SCAG.

The project would not result in a significant air quality impact from operational activity, as
described below. Moreover, as discussed under Section 4.14, Population and Housing, the
proposed project does not include growth-generating components, but rather would
accommodate existing and planned growth. As such, the project would be consistent with
growth projections contained in the County’s General Plan and SCAG and AQMP forecasts.
Based on these considerations and pursuant to SCAQMD guidelines, project-related
emissions are accounted for in the AQMP, and no impact would occur.

Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment under the applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard? Less-Than-Significant Impact. The SCAQMD establishes significance
thresholds to assess the regional impact of project-related air pollutant emissions in the
SCAQMD. Table 2, SCAQMD Criteria Pollutant Mass Emissions Significance Thresholds,
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summarizes the SCAQMD’s mass emissions thresholds, which are presented for both short-
term construction and long-term operational emissions. A project with emissions rates below
these thresholds is considered to have a less-than-significant impact on air quality.

Table 2
SCAQMD CRITERIA POLLUTANT MASS EMISSIONS
SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS
o . Emission Threshold (pounds per da
el BT Construction ® Opefation v

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) 75 55
Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) 100 55
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 550 550
Particulate Matter (PMo) 150 150
Particulate Matter (PM> s) 55 55
Oxides of Sulfur (SOx) 150 150

Source: SCAQMD 2015
Regional Construction Impacts

The proposed project would result in emissions during construction activities, including
emissions associated with concrete demolition; grading; pipeline trenching, installation, and
backfill; paving; building, tank, and well construction; and application of architectural and
protective coatings. These emissions would be limited and short term in nature. Additionally,
construction emissions include those associated with the transport of construction materials
and equipment to the site, and emissions associated with equipment operation and soil
movement at the site. Other construction-related emissions would occur from workers’
vehicles traveling to and from the project site for construction activities. EVMWD prepared
an Initial Study for a similar project in 2017, the Flagler Well Conversion Pipeline Project.
That project included components that were nearly identical to the currently proposed Lee
Lake Wells Project, with two primary exceptions: (1) the Flagler Well Conversion Pipeline
Project included the demolition of an old fire station, which is not proposed as part of the Lee
Lake Wells Project, and (2) the currently proposed project would construct two new wells,
while the Flagler Well Conversion Pipeline Project converted two existing agricultural wells.
For this reason, the emissions calculated for the Flagler Well Conversion Pipeline Project
would be similar to those associated with the proposed project. For the purposes of assessing
the environmental impacts of the project associated with air quality, the construction
emissions from the Flagler Well Conversion Pipeline Project are presented below. Because
the proposed project has nearly identical components, construction emissions would be
similar; however, the project is expected to have reduced emissions compare to Flagler Well
Conversion Pipeline Project because it does not include the demolition of a building (the
proposed project includes demolition of concrete), as the Flagler Well Conversion Pipeline
Project did. Construction emissions calculated for the Flagler Well Conversion Pipeline
Project occurred over a 12-month period. Construction activity for the proposed project
would occur over a 24-month period, which would further reduce daily construction
emissions or the proposed project as compared to the Flagler Well Conversion Pipeline
Project. Dust control by watering was assumed, consistent with the requirements of
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SCAQMD Rule 403. The anticipated construction equipment mix is shown in the Project
Description section of this Initial Study (Table 1).

Maximum daily emissions during the peak work day, based on the Flagler Wells Conversion
Pipeline Project are shown in Table 3, Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Emissions.
As shown in Table 3, criteria pollutant emissions would not exceed the respective screening
thresholds. In addition, actual emissions could be less than those identified for the Flagler
Wells Conversion Pipeline Project due to the fact that no building demolition is required for
the proposed project, and construction activities would occur over a 24-month period versus
the 12-month period analyzed for the Flagler Well Conversion Pipeline Project. As shown in
Table 3, construction emissions associated with the Flagler Wells Conversion Pipeline
Project were far below SCAQMD thresholds. As the proposed project would be expected to
have similar, although potentially reduced emissions as compared to the Flagler Wells
Conversion Pipeline Project, construction-related air quality impacts would be less than
significant.

Table 3
ESTIMATED MAXIMUM DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS

Pollutant Emissions (pounds per day)
VOC NOx CO SOx PMio PM,s
Year | of Construction 2.73 25.28 15.27 0.03 1.79 1.42
Year 2 of Construction 3.43 15.56 12.39 0.03 1.19 0.90
Maximum Daily Emissions 3.43 25.28 15.27 0.03 1.79 1.42
SCAQMD Regional Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55
Significant Impact? No No No No No No

Source: SCAQMD 2015 (Thresholds); Flagler Wells Conversion Pipeline Project Initial Study 2017 (Estimated Pollutant

Emissions)

PM10 and PM2.5 estimates reflect control of fugitive dust required by SCAQMD Rule 403.

Localized Construction Impacts

The localized effects from the on-site portion of daily emissions were evaluated at sensitive
receptor locations potentially impacted by the project according to the SCAQMD’s localized
significance threshold (LST) methodology, which utilizes on-site mass emissions rate look
up tables and project-specific modeling, where appropriate. LSTs are applicable to the
following criteria pollutants: nitrogen dioxide (NO2), CO, PM1o, and PM» 5. LSTs represent
the maximum emissions from a project that are not expected to cause or contribute to an
exceedance of the most stringent applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard and
are developed based on the ambient concentrations of that pollutant for each source receptor
area and distance to the nearest sensitive receptor. For PMio and PM, 5, LSTs were derived
based on requirements in SCAQMD Rule 403, Fugitive Dust. The mass rate look-up tables
were developed for each source receptor area and can be used to determine whether or not a
project may generate significant adverse localized air quality impacts. The SCAQMD
provides LST mass rate look-up tables for projects that are one acre, two acres, or five acres.
For projects that exceed five acres, the five-acre LST look-up values can be used as a
screening tool to determine which pollutants require detailed analysis.
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When quantifying mass emissions for localized analysis, only emissions that occur on site are
considered. Consistent with the SCAQMD’s LST methodology guidelines, emissions related
to off-site delivery/haul truck activity and employee trips are not considered in the evaluation
of localized impacts. The LSTs for a five-acre site located in Source Receptor Area 25, Lake
Elsinore, with receptors at a distance of 25 meters were used (25 meters is a conservative
distance, given that residences are located at a distance of 0.3 mile, or 482 meters, from the
site). The results of the LST analysis are provided in Table 4, Localized Construction
Emissions. As shown in Table 4, localized emissions for all criteria pollutants would be less
than their respective SCAQMD LST significance thresholds. Thus, associated impacts would
be less than significant.

To reduce potential effects to sensitive receptors, the project would comply with SCAQMD
Rule 403, which requires fugitive dust control measures, including the use of an on-site water
truck to wet down active grading areas and roads at least twice daily.

Table 4
LOCALIZED CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS

Pollutant Emissions (pounds per day)
NOx CcO PM; PM; s
Maximum Daily Emissions 25 15 2 1
SCAQMD LSTs 371 1,965 13 8
Significant Impact? No No No No

Source: SCAQMD 2009 (Thresholds)

Operational Impacts

Emissions associated with operation of the project would result from daily EVMWD
maintenance trips, chlorine analyzer reagent waste hauling (approximately once or twice per
week), and chemical truck deliveries (SHC liquid trucks roughly every 21 days and liquid
ammonium hydroxide truck once roughly every 21 days). No generators would be used
during operation, as the wells would be powered by electricity provided by existing Southern
California Edison facilities. The operational scenario for Flagler Wells Conversion Pipeline
Project (EVMWD 2017b) is similar to the proposed Lee Lake Wells project. Thus, the
emissions calculated for the Flagler Wells Conversion Pipeline Project are shown in Table 5,
Maximum Daily Operational Emissions. The proposed project would result in similar
operational emissions. As shown in Table 5, maximum daily operational emissions generated
by the project would be substantially lower than the regional and LST screening level
thresholds for criteria pollutants. Therefore, operational-related air quality impacts would be
less than significant.
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Table 5

ESTIMATED MAXIMUM DAILY OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS

Pollutant Emissions (pounds per day)
vVOC NOx co SOx PMy PM:s
Zni};f)‘;fg tsr‘i’;;"e CIISSIONS = 0.00 0.04 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.01
t\;j?l‘fgé‘i‘fvi‘gsce CIISSIONS = 0.02 0.57 1.75 0.00 0.01 0.02
Maximum Daily Emissions 0.02 0.61 1.82 0.00 0.01 0.03
SCAQMD Regional Thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 55
SCAQMD LSTs N/A 371 1,965 N/A 4 2
Significant Impact? No No No No No No

Source: SCAQMD 2009 and 2015 (Thresholds); Flagler Wells Conversion Pipeline Project Initial Study 2017 (Estimated

Pollutant Emissions)

The SCAQMD’s approach for assessing cumulative impacts is based on the AQMP forecasts
of attainment of ambient air quality standards in accordance with the requirements of the
federal and State Clean Air Acts. As discussed in response 4.3a above, the proposed project
would be consistent with the AQMP, which is intended to bring the Basin into attainment for
all criteria pollutants. In addition, daily emissions would be localized within the immediate
project vicinity, with the majority of project-related emissions being temporary and below
established SCAQMD thresholds. Accordingly, impacts to air quality would be less than

significant.

c. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? Less-Than-Significant
Impact. Sensitive populations (i.e., children, senior citizens, and acutely or chronically ill
people) are more susceptible to the effects of air pollution than the general population. Land
uses considered sensitive receptors typically include residences, schools, playgrounds,
childcare centers, hospitals, convalescent homes, and retirement homes. The project site is
not located within an area containing sensitive receptors. The closest sensitive receptors are
located approximately 0.3 mile from the project site, on the south side of I-15. During the
24-month project construction period, diesel exhaust particulate matter would be generated
from construction equipment and vehicles. Diesel exhaust particulate matter is known by the
State of California to include carcinogenic compounds, and long-term exposure to diesel
exhaust emissions has the potential to result in adverse health effects. The risks associated
with exposure to carcinogenic substances are typically evaluated based on a lifetime of
chronic exposure, however, which is defined in the California Air Pollution Control Officers’
Association Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Program Risk Assessment Guidelines as 24 hours per
day, 7 days per week, 365 days per year, for 70 years. Accordingly, due to the short-term
nature of project construction, the fact that long-term operation would entail only minimal
emissions generation as described, and the distance to the nearest sensitive receptors,

potential impacts related to exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations (including diesel exhaust emissions) would be less than significant.

Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial
number of people? Less-Than-Significant Impact. During the construction period,
emission-related odors from construction equipment/vehicles (particularly diesel exhaust)
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may occur temporarily in the immediately surrounding area. Specifically, construction
equipment and vehicles could intermittently emit diesel exhaust perceptible by nearby
receptors along roadways (i.e., from transport vehicles) and near the project site during
construction. These odors would not affect a substantial number of people, as construction
activities (including vehicle trips) would be minor in duration and extent as previously
described. Diesel-powered construction equipment and vehicles would also be required to
comply with the State Airborne Toxics Control Measure (ATCM) standards for diesel
particulate matter emissions, including a five-minute idling limit. Based on the described
conditions, exposure of local receptors to diesel exhaust emissions and odors would be
minimized. Operation of the wells, pipelines, and booster pump station would not result in
the generation of odors. The chlorine contact tank would store chlorinated water, but no
water treatment or odor-causing activities would be associated with the tank. Ammonium
hydroxide has the potential to off-gas during transfer from the delivery truck to the storage
tank (and thus, result in odors), which would be conducted on site as part of normal
operations. The storage tank would be equipped with a camlock connection to provide a
secured, sealed connection between a chemical feed hose from the delivery truck to the tank.
The storage tank would be a closed system and would be installed with a submerged vent
connected to a water bath to prevent vapors from escaping into the atmosphere. The transfer
and storage measures described would prevent odors associated with the ammonia feed and
storage system during long-term operation of the site. As such, the project would not create
odors that would affect a substantial number of people, and associated potential impacts
would be less than significant.

4.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
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Would the project:

a.

Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat

modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or

special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or | u | O
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

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

Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected
wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal,
etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means?

Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife
nursery sites?
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e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological - . - -

resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, O O O u
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

A Biological Resources Letter Report was prepared for the project by HELIX (HELIX 2019a;
Appendix A) to summarize the existing biological resources within the site and provide an
analysis of the proposed impacts in accordance with CEQA and applicable federal, state, and
local policy, including consistency with the adopted Western Riverside Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan (MSHCP). The following discussion of impacts to biological resources
associated with the project is based on the Biological Resources Letter Report.

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

Sensitive Species

A general biological survey and reviews of United States Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) species records, the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)
California Natural Diversity Database, and the California Native Plant Society (CNPS)
Electronic Inventory were conducted to determine the potential presence of sensitive species
within the project site and surrounding area. Based on the reviews, 73 special-status plant
species are known to occur within the records search assessment area. Eighteen of the 73
plant species have potential to occur in the project vicinity, including two listed species, the
federally listed as endangered San Diego ambrosia (Ambrosia pumila) and the federally and
state-listed as endangered San Diego button-celery (Eryngium aristulatum var. parishii). The
San Diego ambrosia has a moderate potential to occur, and the San Diego button-celery has
low potential to occur in the project vicinity. The project site was assessed for potential to
support sensitive plant species on January 31, 2019. The assessment included documenting
the habitats and soils that occur on site, along with documenting plants observed within and
adjacent to the project site. Sensitive plant species have potential to occur on the east side of
the project site. The project proposes to restrict activities to the west side of the project site
that is essentially void of vegetation. Based on the habitat assessment, the potential to support
sensitive plant species does not occur within the proposed project impact area. As such, no
impact to habitat with potential to support sensitive plants would occur.

Fifty-six listed or sensitive animal species are known to occur in the general vicinity of the
project site. A total of 17 of the 56 have moderate or low potential to occur in the project
vicinity, including the federally and state-listed as endangered least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii
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pusillus). The other 16 species include 3 mammals, 8 birds, and 5 reptiles and amphibians.
The project site was assessed for potential to support sensitive plant species on January 31,
2019. Based on this assessment, burrowing owl is the only listed or sensitive animal species
that has the potential to occur within the project site. The project site area is mostly void of
vegetation and thus void of habitat that would be used by most of the species with potential
to occur in the project vicinity. The project area includes a few fossorial mammal burrows of
appropriate size to support burrowing owls. No sign of burrowing was observed during the
habitat assessment or the four protocol surveys conducted in February, April, May, and June
2019. Impacts to burrowing owls, if present prior to construction, would be potentially
significant and mitigation is required. Implementation of mitigation measure BIO-1 would
reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. While the least Bell’s vireo is not expected to
occur on the project site due to lack of habitat, the least Bell’s vireo is known to occur in the
riparian habitat along Temescal Wash. Refer to response 4.4(d) for further a discussion of
impacts to least Bell’s vireo breeding habitat.

Nesting Birds

The study area contains some trees, shrubs, and other vegetation that provide potential
nesting habitat for common birds, including birds and raptors protected under the Migratory
Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and California Fish and Game Code (CFG Code). Construction of
the proposed project could occur during the general bird nesting season (January 15 through
September 15) and, therefore, could result in impacts to nesting birds and violation of the
MBTA and CFG Code. Direct impacts could occur as a result of removal of vegetation or
soil supporting an active nest. Indirect impacts could occur as a result of construction noise
impacting nearby trees or rocky beach areas, if they supported an active nest. Impacts would
be considered significant if construction occurs within 300 feet of an active passerine nest or
within 500 feet of an active raptor nest. Implementation of mitigation measure BIO-2 would
reduce potentially significant impacts on nesting birds and raptors to less-than-significant
levels. In addition, although protocol burrowing owl surveys were negative, the study area
supports potential burrowing owl habitat, and therefore a pre-construction survey is required
in order to avoid impacts on burrowing owls, as detailed in mitigation measure BIO-1 below.

BIO-1 Burrowing Owl. In compliance with the CDFW Staff Report on Burrowing Owl
Mitigation (2012), a protocol four-visit survey has been conducted for the project,
with surveys conducted in April, May, and June 2019. No burrowing owls or signs
of burrowing owl were identified at the project site during the surveys. A take
avoidance survey shall be conducted on the project site no more than 14 days prior
to ground disturbance to determine presence of burrowing owl. If the take
avoidance survey is negative and burrowing owl is confirmed to be absent, then
ground-disturbing activities shall be allowed to commence, and no further
mitigation would be required.

If burrowing owl are observed during the take avoidance survey, active burrows
shall be avoided by the project, in accordance with the CDFW’s Staff Report
(2012). The CDFW shall be immediately informed of any burrowing observations.
A Burrowing Owl Protection and Relocation Plan (plan) shall be prepared by a
qualified biologist, which must be sent for approval by CDFW prior to initiating
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ground disturbance. The plan shall detail avoidance measures that shall be
implemented during construction and passive or active relocation methodology.
Relocation shall only occur outside of the nesting season for burrowing owl
(February 1 through August 31).

BIO-2 Nesting Bird and Raptor Avoidance. If initial grading and vegetation removal
activities (i.e., earthwork, clearing, and grubbing) must occur during the general
bird breeding season for migratory birds and raptors (January 15 through September
15), the project applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to perform a pre-
construction survey of potential nesting habitat to confirm the absence of active
nests belonging to migratory birds and raptors afforded protection under the MBTA
and CFG Code. The pre-construction survey shall be performed no more than seven
days prior to the commencement of the activities. If the qualified biologist
determines that no active migratory bird or raptor nests occur within 300 feet of the
impact site (500 feet for raptors), the activities shall be allowed to proceed without
any further requirements. If the qualified biologist determines that an active
migratory bird or raptor nest is present, no impacts shall occur until the young have
fledged the nest and the nest is confirmed to no longer be active, or until noise
barriers have been installed that adequately protect the nest, as determined by the
qualified biologist.

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? Less-Than-
Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The project biological study area supports seven
vegetation communities or land cover types, four of which are considered sensitive natural
communities, including: riparian scrub, riparian woodland, southern willow scrub, and
emergent wetland. All temporary and permanent project impacts would occur within
disturbed habitat and developed land. Temporary impacts would be associated with the
construction staging areas and trenching for underground pipes. Permanent impacts would be
associated with the wells, booster pump station, centralized disinfection facility, and security
walls and fencing.

Potentially significant indirect impacts could occur if storm water runoff is not controlled at
the construction site, and sediment, toxics, and/or other materials are inadvertently carried
into adjacent or downstream sensitive habitats. Further, if the construction work areas are not
properly fenced, inadvertent encroachment into adjacent sensitive habitat could occur.
Compliance with existing regulations for water quality, storm water management, and
implementation of mitigation measure BIO-3 would reduce potentially significant impacts to
sensitive natural communities to less-than-significant levels.

BIO-3 Construction Fencing. Temporary construction fencing shall be installed at the
limits of project impacts (including construction staging areas and off-street access
routes) adjacent to sensitive habitat to prevent sensitive habitat impacts and to
prevent the spread of silt from the construction zone into adjacent habitats.
Temporary fencing shall be located on the eastern and northern boundary of the

Lee Lake Wells Project August 2019
Initial Study Checklist / Mitigated Negative Declaration Page 25



impact area. Fencing shall be installed in a manner that does not impact habitats to
be avoided.

Construction crews shall strictly limit their activities, vehicles, equipment, and
construction materials to the fenced project footprint. Equipment maintenance,
staging, and dispensing of fuel, oil, coolant, or other such activities shall occur in
designated areas within the fenced project impact limits. These designated areas
shall be located as to prevent runoff from entering adjacent habitat and shall be
shown on the construction plans. Contractor equipment shall be checked for leaks
prior to operation and repair, as necessary. “No-fueling zones” shall be designated
on construction plans.

If work occurs beyond the fenced or demarcated limits of impact, work shall cease
until the problem has been remedied to the satisfaction of EVMWD. Impacts that
occur to sensitive areas beyond the approved fence shall be mitigated as determined
by EVMWD and, as applicable based on the jurisdiction of the affected resources,
in coordination with the USFWS, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE),
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and/or CDFW. Temporary
construction fencing shall be removed upon project completion.

c. 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? No impact.
Jurisdictional waters and wetlands include waters of the U.S. regulated by the USACE
pursuant to Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404; waters of the State regulated by the
RWQCB pursuant to Section 401 of the CWA and State Porter-Cologne Water Quality
Control Act; streambed and riparian habitat regulated by the CDFW pursuant to Sections
1600 et seq. of CFG Code; and/or Riparian/Riverine Areas defined in Section 6.1.2 of the
MSHCP.

HELIX’s jurisdictional delineation determined that the small pipe outlets on the northern side
of the project site drains toward the riparian habitat that comprises Temescal Wash. The
riparian habitat associated with Temescal Wash occurs outside of the project site. Additional
riparian habitats and streambed were mapped on the eastern side of the project site, outside of
the project impact area. A concrete channel occurs on the south side of Temescal Canyon
Road and connects to the natural stream that is tributary to Temescal Wash. The concrete
channel appears to be a channelization of a naturally occurring stream. Waters collected from
the west side of I-15 are conveyed underground and emerge in the concrete channel west of
Temescal Canyon Road. Flows in the channel connect to the streambed on the east side of
Temescal Canyon Road, and then to Temescal Wash.

Pump-to-waste water associated with the proposed project would be routed to an air gap
onsite. The water would gravity flow to the existing County of Riverside storm drain within
Temescal Canyon Road. As such, the proposed project would not discharge to or have a
substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands. No impact would occur.

Lee Lake Wells Project August 2019
Initial Study Checklist / Mitigated Negative Declaration Page 26



d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use
of native wildlife nursery sites? Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation
Incorporated. The study area occurs adjacent to Temescal Wash. The project impacts will
not interfere with the movement of resident or migratory fish or wildlife species. Noise from
project construction has potential to affect breeding habitat for least Bell’s vireo.

BIO-4 Least Bell’s Vireo Nesting. Least Bell’s vireo are known to occur in the riparian
habitat along Temescal Wash. Between March 15 and September 15, which
represents the least Bell’s vireo breeding season, the increase in ambient noise
levels due to construction shall not exceed 3 dBLeq (one-hour average) at the nearest
active least Bell’s vireo nest. In the absence of U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service-
protocol least Bell’s vireo surveys to determine specific nest locations, this noise
limit shall apply to the near edge of the riparian habitat that occurs to the northeast
of the proposed project limits of construction. This limit on noise increases may be
achieved by conducting the loudest construction activities (e.g., well drilling and
grading) prior to March 15, altering construction equipment to make it quieter (e.g.,
using flashes instead of beeps as a backup alarm), erecting noise-reducing barriers
between the limits of construction and the riparian habitat, placing stationary
equipment (e.g., generators) as far from the riparian habitat as feasible, or some
combination of these methods.

If construction noise monitoring indicates that construction during the least Bell’s
vireo breeding season is causing an increase in excess of 3 dBieq at the nearest nest
or edge of the riparian habitat, as applicable, additional/larger noise barriers and/or
additional changes to reduce construction noise generation will be required until the
noise level increase is reduced to 3 dBpreq or less.

Modeling of projected construction noise indicates that a 10-foot-high noise barrier would be
adequate to prevent construction-related noise levels from generating an increase of 3 dBreq or
higher in the potential least Bell’s vireo habitat near the proposed project footprint.

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance? No Impact. The project would not conflict with local
policies or ordinances protecting biological resources.

f.  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan? No
Impact. The project occurs within the boundaries of the adopted MSHCP. Although
EVMWD is not subject to the MSHCP, the project would be consistent with the MSHCP.
The project would not impact land targeted for conservation to contribute to assembly of the
MSHCP preserve. For the complete MSHCP consistency analysis, see the Biological
Resources Letter Report included as Appendix A. No impacts related to the MSHCP would
occur.
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Would the project:
a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical - - - -
resource as pursuant to Section 15064.5 of CEQA?
b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an - - - -
archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5 of CEQA?
c. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal - - - -
cemeteries?

A Cultural Resources Survey Report for the project was prepared by HELIX (HELIX 2019b;
Appendix B) to document existing cultural resource conditions within the project site and
vicinity, identify the presence of sensitive resources, and evaluate the potential for project-related
impacts. The results and conclusions of the Cultural Resources Survey Report are summarized
herein as appropriate.

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as pursuant
to Section 15064.5 of CEQA? No Impact. The project’s Cultural Resources Survey Report
assessed the potential for the presence of historical resources in and around the project site
through a records search at the Eastern Information Center (EIC), a review of historical
photographs, and a pedestrian survey. The only archaeological resources identified within the
project area are the remnants of a cattle yard/dairy dating to the mid-1960s. The end date of
the cattle yard is not known, but the buildings and structures were removed by the mid-
1990s. These features were recorded at EIC as a single resource. The cattle yard/dairy does
not meet the criteria for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources or the
National Register of Historic Places; it is not associated with events that have made a
significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history; is not known to be associated
with the lives of persons significant in our past; does not embody the distinctive
characteristics of a type, period or method of construction, represent the work of a master,
possess high artistic values, or represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose
components may lack individual distinction; and has not yielded, nor may be likely to yield,
information important in prehistory or history. Therefore, the cattle yard/dairy is not a
historical resource under CEQA or a historic property under the National Historic
Preservation Act, and impacts to it do not constitute significant effects. As such, the project
would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource and
no impact would occur.

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to Section 15064.5 of CEQA? Less-Than-Significant with Mitigation
Incorporated. The project’s Cultural Resources Survey Report assessed the potential for the
presence of archaeological resources in and around the project site through a records search
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at the EIC, Native American outreach, and a pedestrian survey. The investigation indicated
that despite the lack of recorded cultural resources within and immediately adjacent to the
project site, numerous resources have been recorded within one mile of the project site. In
addition, representatives of the Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians indicated that the area is
part of Traditional Cultural Property and is sensitive in terms of cultural resources.
Representatives of the Rincon Band of Luisefio Indians have identified the area as being
within the Traditional Cultural Landscape of the Luisefio people, and within Rincon’s
specific area of Historic interest. Further, the Rincon Band of Luisefio Indians indicated that
the City of Lake Elsinore is considered by the Rincon Band to be a Traditional Cultural Place
(TCP) within a Traditional Cultural Landscape (TCL), as it is associated with the Luisefo
Creation Story and traditional practices and the Temescal Valley Road is believed by Rincon
to be a trading route, utilized by the Luiseno people for thousands of years. The Soboba Band
of Luisenio Indians indicated that although the project site is outside of the existing
reservation, the project area is within the bounds of Soboba’s Tribal Traditional Use Areas, is
in proximity to known sites, is a shared use area that was used in ongoing trade between the
tribes, and is considered to be culturally sensitive by the people of Soboba. Soboba
requested to initiate consultation with the project proponents and lead agency and the transfer
of information to Soboba regarding the progress of the project. Soboba also requested to
continue to act as a consulting tribal entity for the project, for Native American Monitors
from the Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians to be present during any ground disturbing
proceedings, proper procedures be taken, and requests of the tribe be honored. It is therefore
recommended that a cultural resource monitoring program be implemented for the project, as
described below in mitigation measures CR-1 through CR-9. With the inclusion of mitigation
measures CR-1 through CR-9, impacts associated with archaeological resources would be
less than significant.

CR-1  Monitor Ground-disturbing Activities. At least 30 days prior to grading,
excavation and/or other ground-disturbing activities on the Project site, EVMWD
shall retain a qualified archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s
Professional Qualifications Standards for archacology and listed on the Register of
Professional Archaeologists (RPA) or the County of Riverside list of qualified
archaeologists to monitor ground-disturbing activities.

CR-2  Tribal Monitoring Agreements. At least 30 days prior to grading, excavation,
and/or other ground-disturbing activities EVMWD shall contact both the Pechanga
Band of Luiseno Indians and Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians to notify each Tribe
of excavation activities and coordinate with the Tribes to develop Monitoring
Agreements. The Agreements shall address the designation, responsibilities, and
participation of Native American tribal monitors during excavation and other
ground disturbing activities and construction scheduling.

CR-3 Develop a Cultural Resources Monitoring Plan. The Project Archaeologist, in
consultation with the Monitoring Tribe(s) and EVMWD, shall develop a Cultural
Resources Monitoring Plan (CRMP) to address the details, timing and responsibility
of archaeological and cultural activities that will occur on the project site. Details in
the Plan shall include:
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Project grading and development scheduling;

b. The coordination of a monitoring schedule as agreed upon by the
Monitoring Tribe(s), the Project archaeologist, and EVMWD; and

c. The protocols and stipulations that EVMWD, the Monitoring Tribe(s) and
the Project archaeologist will follow in the event of inadvertent cultural
resources discoveries, including newly discovered cultural resources.

CR-4  Cultural Resources Sensitivity Training. Prior to grading, excavation and/or other
ground-disturbing activities on the project site, the project archaeologist and the
Monitoring Tribe(s) shall conduct cultural resources sensitivity training for all
construction personnel. Construction personnel shall be informed of the types of
archaeological resources that may be encountered, and of the proper procedures to
be enacted in the event of an inadvertent discovery of archaeological resources or
human remains. EVMWD’s construction manager shall ensure that construction
personnel are made available for and attend the training and shall retain
documentation demonstrating attendance.

CR-5  Authority to Stop and Redirect Excavation. In accordance with the agreement
required in CR-2, the Project archaeologist and designated tribal monitor(s)
assigned to the project by the Luisefio Tribe(s) shall have the authority to stop and
redirect excavation in order to evaluate the significance of archaeological resources
discovered on the property.

CR-6 Evaluation of Discovered Artifacts. All artifacts discovered at the development
site shall be inventoried and analyzed by the project archaeologist and Native
American monitor(s). If artifacts of Native American origin are discovered,
activities in the immediate vicinity of the find (within a 50-foot radius) shall stop.
The project archaeologist and Native American monitor(s) shall analyze the Native
American artifacts for identification as everyday life and/or religious or sacred
items, cultural affiliation, temporal placement, and function, as deemed possible.
The significance of Native American resources shall be evaluated in accordance
with the provisions of CEQA and shall consider the religious beliefs, customs, and
practices of the Luisefio tribes. All items found in association with Native American
human remains shall be considered grave goods or sacred in origin and subject to
special handling.

EVMWD shall relinquish ownership of all cultural resources. Native American
artifacts that cannot be avoided or relocated at the project site shall be prepared in a
manner for curation. Within a reasonable amount of time, the project archaeologist,
following consultation with the Monitoring Tribe(s), shall deliver the materials to a
qualified repository in Riverside County that meets or exceeds federal standards per
36 CFR Part 79 and which shall be made available to qualified researchers and
tribal representatives.

CR-7 Inadvertent Discovery of Resources. If inadvertent discoveries of subsurface
archaeological/cultural resources are discovered during grading, EVMWD and the
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project archaeologist with the Monitoring Tribes shall assess the significance of
such resources and shall meet and confer regarding the mitigation for such
resources. The determination as to the significance or the mitigation for such
resources will be based on the provisions of CEQA and shall take into account the
religious beliefs, customs, and practices of the Monitoring Tribes.

CR-8  Sacred Sites. All sacred sites, should they be encountered within the project area,
shall be avoided and preserved as the preferred mitigation, if feasible.

CR-9 Final Archaeological Report. The project archaeologist shall prepare a final
archaeological report within 60 days of completion of the project. The report shall
follow Archaeological Resource Management Report (ARMR) Guidelines
(California Office of Historic Preservation 1990) and EVMWD requirements and
shall include at a minimum: a discussion of monitoring methods and techniques
used, the results of the monitoring program including artifacts recovered, an
inventory of resources recovered, updated Department of Parks and Recreation
(DPR) forms, if any, and any other site(s) identified, final disposition of the
resources, and any additional recommendations. A final copy shall be submitted
to EVMWD, EIC, and the Monitoring Tribe(s).

c. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries? Less-
Than-Significant with Mitigated Incorporated. As noted in Response 4.5b, no cultural
resources (including human remains) were observed within or immediately adjacent to the
project site during the pedestrian survey. Although not anticipated, the potential exists to
encounter human remains during project implementation. If human remains are discovered,
impacts would be potentially significant. As such, mitigation measures CR-1 through CR-9
listed in Response 4.5b, as well as mitigation measure CR-10 below, are required, and would
reduce impacts related to human remains to a less-than-significant level.

CR-10 Human Remains. If human remains are encountered, California Health and
Safety Code Section 7050.5 states that no further disturbance shall occur until the
Riverside County Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin. Further,
pursuant to California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98(b) remains shall be
left in place and free from disturbance until a final decision as to the treatment
and disposition has been made. If the Riverside County Coroner determines the
remains to be Native American, the coroner shall contact the NAHC within
24 hours. Subsequently, the NAHC shall identify the person or persons it believes
to be the “most likely descendant.” The most likely descendant may then make
recommendations and engage in consultations concerning the treatment of the
remains as provided in Public Resources Code 5097.98.
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Would the project:

a. Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during O O u O
project construction or operation?

b. Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or
energy efficiency?

a.  Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. Project construction would occur over a period of 24
months. During construction, there would be a temporary consumption of energy resources
(ie. fuel) through the operation of construction equipment, trucks, and worker vehicle traffic.
During the long-term operation of the project, energy would be consumed through the
electric power used to operate the facility as well as the fuel usage associated with daily
worker maintenance trips and the chemical delivery truck trips. Average electricity usage at
the site is anticipated to be 4,100 kWh per day from operation of the 225 kilovolt-amps
Southern California Edison transformer that would operate the two well pumps, two booster
pumps, and disinfection facilities. The annual electricity usage (assuming 365 days of
operation) was estimated to be 1,500,000 kilowatt-hours per year. The project is part of the
Near-Term Water Supply Program developed by EVMWD which aims to optimize
groundwater resources to increase potable supply while reducing dependence on imported
water sources. Increased dependence on local water supplies would reduce energy
consumption associated with the import of water. The temporary consumption of fuel during
project construction, as well as the fuel and electrical requirements associated with the
operation of the project would not be considered wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary and
would not result in a potential significant environmental impact. Impacts would be less than
significant.

b. Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency??
No Impact. The project would be built and operated in accordance with existing, applicable
regulations. Construction equipment and operational equipment would be maintained to
allow for continuous energy-efficient operations. Accordingly, the project would not
conflict with existing energy standards or regulations, and no impact would occur.
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4.7 Geology and Soils
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Would the project:
a. Directly or indirectly cause substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving (i) rupture of a known
earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the - - - -
area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault (Refer to
California Geological Survey Special Publication 42)?; or, (ii) strong
seismic ground shaking?; or, (iii) seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction?; or, (iv) landslides?
b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? m] O L] O
c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would
become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on-
. . . . . . O O u O
or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or
collapse?
d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the
Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial direct or indirect ad O u O
risks to life or property?
e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks
or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not a O O u
available for the disposal of waste water?
f. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site - . - .
or unique geologic feature?

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

1) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on
other substantial evidence of a known fault (Refer to California Geological Survey
Special Publication 42)? Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed project is
located approximately 1.5 mile from the Glen Ivy North Fault, which is part of the
Elsinore Fault Zone (California Geological Survey [CGS] 2010). Other nearby faults
include the Wildomar and Willard Faults. A large magnitude earthquake along local
segments of these faults could potentially result in local ground rupture effects which
could damage the facilities. While the probability of such an occurrence is considered
low, due to the location of the proposed facilities and the active nature and seismicity
potential of the Elsinore Fault Zone, the proposed project’s design includes measures
that would minimize the potential for pipeline rupture and associated damages.

The potential impacts related to the proximity of the proposed project to local and
regional fault zones would be addressed through conformance with associated
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regulatory and industry standards, including applicable elements of the IBC and CBC.
Compliance with these requirements would reduce impacts to less than significant.

i1)  Strong seismic ground shaking? Less-Than-Significant Impact. As noted above, the
proposed project is located near the Elsinore Fault Zone, which is a seismically active
region subject to potential ground acceleration (ground shaking) effects from
earthquake events along associated faults. While the project site and proposed facilities
could potentially be subject to moderate or severe ground shaking effects from
earthquakes along the noted (or other regional) fault structures, they would be designed
and constructed in conformance with applicable elements of the IBC and CBC.
Specifically, these standards typically involve incorporating seismic factors into facility
design, through efforts such as remedial grading (e.g., removal and/or reconditioning
unsuitable soils), appropriate slope design and drainage, and use of properly engineered
fill. Conformance with pertinent regulatory and industry standards as noted, would
reduce the potential effects of seismic ground shaking on proposed facilities to less-
than-significant levels.

iil) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? Less-Than-Significant Impact.
Liquefaction and related effects such as dynamic settlement can be caused by seismic
ground shaking. Loose (cohesionless), saturated, and granular (low clay/silt content)
soils with relative densities of less than approximately 70 percent are the most
susceptible to these effects. Liquefaction results in a rapid pore-water pressure increase
and a corresponding loss of shear strength, with affected soils behaving as a viscous
liquid. Surface and subsurface manifestations from these events can include loss of
support for structures, excessive (dynamic) settlement, the occurrence of sand boils
(i.e., sand and water ejected at the surface), and other effects such as lateral spreading
(horizontal displacement on sloped surfaces as a result of underlying liquefaction).

According to the Riverside County General Plan Elsinore Area Plan, the project site has
low to moderate liquefaction potential due to shallow groundwater and susceptible
sediments. A site-specific liquefaction evaluation was performed by Leighton
Consulting which determined that the liquefaction potential at the project site is
considered to be low (Leighton Consulting 2018). The effects of liquefaction can be
reduced through standard design and construction techniques similar to those described
above under the discussion of seismic ground shaking. As previously noted, the
proposed project would be designed and constructed in conformance with associated
regulatory and industry standards, including applicable elements of the IBC and CBC.
Based on these considerations, potential impacts associated with liquefaction and
related hazards from implementation of the proposed project would be less than
significant.

iv) Landslides? Less-Than-Significant Impact. The occurrence of landslides and other
types of slope failures (e.g., rock falls and mudflows) is influenced by a number of
factors, including slope grade, geologic and soil characteristics, moisture levels and
vegetation cover. Landslides can be triggered by a variety of potentially destabilizing
conditions or events, such as gravity, fires, precipitation, grading and seismic activity.
The project site is not located within an area identified by the Elsinore Area Plan as
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containing existing landslides, or areas of susceptibility to seismically induced
landslides (Figure 14 of the Elsinore Area Plan). The project site and surrounding areas
are relatively flat, at approximately 1,200 feet above mean sea level (AMSL); therefore,
the occurrence of landslides is not likely. The proposed project would be designed and
constructed in conformance with associated regulatory and industry standards as
previously described, including applicable elements of the IBC and CBC. Based on
these considerations and general site conditions, potential impacts related to landslide
hazards from implementation of the proposed project would be less than significant.

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? Less-Than-Significant Impact.
Implementation of the proposed project would increase the potential for erosion and transport
of eroded material (sedimentation) both within and around the project site. Specifically,
proposed activities would involve: (1) removal of surface stabilizing features
(e.g., vegetation); (2) excavation of previously undisturbed and compacted materials; and
(3) redeposition of backfill in proposed development areas. While these areas would be
stabilized through efforts such as paving/repaving and revegetation/landscaping, erosion
potential would be higher in the short-term than during pre-construction conditions. Potential
erosion and sedimentation effects are primarily associated with the project construction
period and are not considered to be significant long-term concerns, as developed areas would
be stabilized as noted. The off-site transport of sediment could also potentially result in
effects to downstream receiving waters, such as increased turbidity and the provision of a
transport mechanism for other contaminants that tend to adhere to sediment particles
(e.g., hydrocarbons). Additional discussion of potential water quality effects associated with
project-related erosion and sedimentation is provided below in Response 4.10a.

Short-term erosion and sedimentation impacts would be addressed through conformance with
applicable elements of the NPDES Construction General Permit and related County
requirements, including the County grading and water quality ordinances. Specifically, this
would entail measures such as implementing an approved SWPPP, an associated
Construction Site Monitoring Program (CSMP), employee training, and minimum best
management practices (BMPs), as well as a Rain Event Action Plan (REAP) for applicable
projects (i.e., those in Risk Categories 2 or 3 outlined below). Under the Construction
General Permit, project sites are designated as Risk Level 1 through 3 based on site-specific
criteria (e.g., erosion potential and receiving water risk), with Risk Level 3 sites requiring the
most stringent controls. While specific BMPs would be determined during the SWPPP
process based on site-specific characteristics (soils, slopes, etc.), typical erosion and sediment
control measures that may be required in the project SWPPP include: (1) seasonal grading
restrictions during the rainy season (October 1 to April 30) for applicable areas;

(2) preparation and implementation of a CSMP and, if applicable, a REAP to provide
enhanced erosion and sediment control measures prior to predicted storm events; (3) use of
erosion control/stabilizing measures such as geotextiles, mats, fiber rolls, or soil binders;

(4) use of sediment controls to protect the site perimeter and prevent off-site sediment
transport, including measures such as silt fencing, fiber rolls, gravel bags, temporary
sediment basins, street sweeping, stabilized construction access points and sediment
stockpiles, and use of properly fitted covers for sediment transport vehicles; (5) compliance
with local dust control measures; and (6) implementation of additional BMPs as necessary to
ensure adequate erosion/sediment control and regulatory conformance.
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Based on implementation of appropriate erosion and sediment control BMPs as part of, and
in conformance with, the project SWPPP and related County and NPDES requirements,
associated potential erosion and sedimentation impacts from implementation of the proposed
project would be less than significant.

c. Belocated on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? Less-Than-Significant Impact. Refer to
Response 4.7a above, regarding potential impacts related to landslides, lateral spreading, and
liquefaction. Land subsidence is the lowering of the ground surface due to groundwater
withdrawal or seismic activity. The project site is located within an area identified as
susceptible to subsidence (County of Riverside 2019a) and the project would result in
groundwater withdrawal in the Lee Lake Basin area of the Elsinore Groundwater Basin.
According to EVMWD’s Elsinore Basin Groundwater Plan (EVMWD 2005), groundwater
withdrawal is the most likely mechanism or cause for land subsidence in the Elsinore Basin.
EVMWD implements a Groundwater Monitoring Plan, which collects information and
provides guidance for adjusting management parameters according the monitoring results.
The monitoring program includes land subsidence monitoring (EVMWD 2005). Based on the
long-term planning of EVMWD, as well as EVMWD’s active groundwater management and
conjunctive use programs, that includes monitoring for subsidence, the project is not
expected to result in significant impacts associated with subsidence. Impacts would be less
than significant.

An additional potential issue related to geologic and soil instability involves proposed
pipeline trenches and related safety effects for construction workers. Trench excavations
typically involve vertical or near-vertical walls and can exhibit instability and the potential
for collapse related to loose or unstable soil and geologic materials. These potential hazards
would be addressed through required conformance with applicable U.S. Occupational Safety
and Health Administration (OSHA) and California Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (Cal-OSHA) requirements. These standards include criteria related to factors
such as trench slope limitations and dimensions; use of appropriate shoring, shielding, and
benching to provide trench stability; and restrictions on adjacent uses (e.g., heavy equipment
use). Conformance with these regulatory standards would avoid or reduce potential impacts
related to trench stability below a level of significance.

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code
(1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property? Less-Than-
Significant Impact. Expansive (or shrink-swell) behavior in surface or near-surface materials
is attributable to the water holding capacity of clay materials. Such behavior can adversely
affect structural integrity (including underground pipelines) through shifting of support
materials during the shrink-swell process. Soil types mapped at the project site include
Gorgonio loamy sand, 0 to 8 percent slopes and Hanford coarse sandy loam, 2 to 8 percent
slopes (U.S. Department of Agriculture 2018). Gorgonio loamy sand and Hanford coarse
sandy loam both have a low shrink-swell potential (U.S. Department of Agriculture 1971). If
expansive soils are present/encountered during project implementation, however, associated
potential impacts would be addressed through conformance with regulatory and industry
standards, including applicable elements of the IBC, CBC and related County requirements.
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Specifically, this may include efforts such as removal of expansive soils and replacement
with engineered fill. Conformance with the described regulatory standards would reduce
potential impacts related to expansive soils to less-than-significant levels.

e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste
water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water? No
Impact. While the proposed project would store chlorine analyzer reagent waste onsite and
haul the waste offsite approximately once or twice per week, the proposed project does not
include the use or placement of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems, and
no associated impacts would occur.

f. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature? Less-Than-Significant Impact. According to the Riverside County Map My County
website, the project site is within an area of low paleontological sensitivity (County of
Riverside 2018). Based on the low sensitivity of the area and the relatively minor scale of
project-related excavation of native soils and bedrock, impacts to paleontological resources
would be less than significant.

4.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions
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Would the project:
a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that - - - -
may have a significant impact on the environment?
b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the - . - -
purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment? Less-Than-Significant Impact. Global climate change refers to
changes in average climatic conditions, including temperature, wind patterns, precipitation,
and storms. Global temperatures are moderated by naturally occurring atmospheric gases,
including water vapor, carbon dioxide (CO.), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), ozone,
and certain hydro-fluorocarbons. These gases, known as greenhouse gases (GHGs), allow
solar radiation (sunlight) into the Earth’s atmosphere, but prevent radiative heat from
escaping, thus warming the Earth’s atmosphere. GHGs are emitted by both natural processes
and human activities. The accumulation of GHGs in the atmosphere regulates the Earth’s
temperature. Emissions of GHGs in excess of natural ambient concentrations are thought to
be responsible for the enhancement of the greenhouse effect and contributing to what is
termed “global warming,” the trend of warming of the Earth’s climate from anthropogenic
activities. Global climate change impacts are by nature cumulative, as direct impacts cannot
be evaluated due to the fact that the impacts themselves are global rather than localized
impacts.

Lee Lake Wells Project August 2019
Initial Study Checklist / Mitigated Negative Declaration Page 37



California Health and Safety Code Section 38505(g) defines GHGs to include the following
compounds: CO2, CHs, N2O, ozone, chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs), hydrofluorocarbons
(HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SFs). As individual GHGs have
varying heat-trapping properties and atmospheric lifetimes, GHG emissions are converted to
carbon dioxide equivalent (COe) units for comparison. The COae¢ is a consistent
methodology for comparing GHG emissions because it normalizes various GHG emissions
to a consistent measure.' The most common GHGs related to the project are those primarily
related to energy usage: CO2, CHs, and N2O.

There are no established federal, state, or local quantitative thresholds applicable to the
project to determine the quantity of GHG emissions that may have a significant effect on the
environment. The California Air Resources Board, SCAQMD, and various cities and
agencies have proposed, or adopted on an interim basis, thresholds of significance that
require the implementation of GHG emission reduction measures. The County has adopted a
Climate Action Plan (County of Riverside 2018) that follows the state’s adopted AB 32 GHG
reduction target of reducing emissions back to 1990 levels by 2020. The County Climate
Action Plan identifies a threshold value of 3,000 metric tons (MT) COxe for screening small
development projects that would be considered less than significant and would not require
use of the Climate Action Plan Screening Tables or alternative GHG mitigation analysis.

Construction Impacts

Project construction would generate GHG emissions associated with construction equipment
and construction worker vehicle trip exhaust. CO> from gasoline and diesel fuel combustion
would be the main GHG emission during the construction period. As discussed in response
4.3b, EVMWD prepared an Initial Study for a similar project in 2017. The Flagler Well
Conversion Pipeline Project includes components that are nearly identical to the proposed
Lee Lake Wells Project, with two exceptions: (1) the Flagler Well Conversion Pipeline
Project included the demolition of an old fire station, which is not proposed as part of the Lee
Lake Wells Project, and (2) the currently proposed project would construct two new wells
while the Flagler Well Conversion Pipeline Project converted two existing agricultural wells.
For this reason, the GHG emissions calculated for the Flagler Well Conversion Pipeline
Project would be similar to those associated with the proposed project. For the purposes of
assessing the GHG impacts of the project, the construction GHG emissions from the Flagler
Well Conversion Pipeline Project are presented below. Because the proposed project has
nearly identical components, construction emissions would be similar; however, the Lee
Lake Wells Project is expected to have reduced emissions compare to Flagler Well
Conversion Pipeline Project because the Lee Lake Wells Project does not include the
demolition of a building, as the Flagler Well Conversion Pipeline Project did. Total GHG
emissions from project construction are presented in Table 6 Total Estimated Construction

! The effect each GHG has on climate change is measured as a combination of the volume of its emissions, and its
global warming potential. The global warming potential is the potential of a gas or aerosol to trap heat in the
atmosphere, and is expressed as a function of how much warming would be caused by the same mass of CO,. For
instance, CHy has a global warming potential of 21, meaning that 1 gram of CHy traps the same amount of heat as
21 grams of CO,. N2O has a global warming potential of 310.
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GHG Emissions. As shown in Table 6, the proposed construction activities would contribute
a total of approximately 210 MT of COze. Amortized over 30 years, the proposed
construction activities would contribute approximately 7 MT COze per year. GHG emissions
generated during project construction would be short term, during the 24-month construction
period and would not result in a long-term source of GHGs. Impacts associated with
construction GHG emissions would be less than significant.

Table 6
TOTAL ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION GHG EMISSIONS
Year MT CO, MT CH,4 MT N;O MT CO:E
Construction Year 1 142.16 0.02 0 142.66
Construction Year 2 66.77 0.01 0 66.96
Total 208.93 0.03 0 209.62

Source: Flagler Wells Conversion Pipeline Project Initial Study 2017 (Table 4-5, Estimated
Annual Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions)

Operational Impacts

The proposed project’s operational scenario is similar to the operational scenario for the
Flagler Well Conversion Pipeline Project. Operational GHG emissions for the Flagler Well
Conversion Pipeline Project (EVMWD 2017b) are presented in Table 7, Total Estimated
Operational GHG Emissions, below. Long-term operational emissions would result from
mobile sources (employees’ vehicles, chlorine analyzer reagent waste hauling, and delivery
trucks traveling to and from the site), electricity usage from the transformer at the project
site, and as-need maintenance activities. Vehicle trips to and from the site include a daily
round trip during the work week from EVMWD staff, chlorine analyzer reagent waste
hauling approximately once or twice per week, a chemical delivery truck of liquid SHC once
every 21 days, and one chemical delivery truck of liquid ammonium hydroxide once every
21 days. Average electricity usage at the site is anticipated to be 4,100 kilowatt-hours per day
from operation of the 225 kilovolt-amps Southern California Edison transformer that would
operate the two well pumps, two booster pumps, and disinfection facilities. The annual
electricity usage (assuming 365 days of operation) was estimated to be 1,500,000 kilowatt-
hours per year. Average electricity usage at the site is reduced as compared to the Flagler
Wells Conversion Pipeline Project, and thus, the project would result in lower GHG
emissions associated with electricity usage than that identified in Table 7. Potential
maintenance or repair of pipelines would be temporary and would not result in a substantial
source of GHG operational emissions. As shown in Table 7, the project would result in
annual GHG emissions of approximately 828 MT COze. This would be substantially lower
than the 3,000 MT COze per year screening threshold, and impacts would be less than
significant.

Lee Lake Wells Project August 2019
Initial Study Checklist / Mitigated Negative Declaration Page 39



Table 7

TOTAL ESTIMATED OPERATIONAL GHG EMISSIONS

Operational Activity (M’lﬁ/l;zlézs:%l(s)ze)
Vehicular source emissions — employee trips 2.69
Vehicular source emissions — truck deliveries 2.21
Electricity usage at the booster pump station 816.43
Construction (amortized over 30 years) 6.99
Total 828.32

Source: Flagler Wells Conversion Pipeline Project Initial Study 2017 (Table 4-6 Estimated Annual

Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions)

b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing
the emissions of greenhouse gases? Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed project
would not result in emissions that would adversely affect state-wide attainment of GHG
emission reduction goals as described in AB 32, Executive Order S-21-09, Senate Bill

(SB) 32, and the County Climate Action Plan. As shown in response 4.8a above, project
GHG emissions would be below the screening threshold established in the County Climate
Action Plan and further GHG analysis would not be required. Project emissions would
therefore have a less than cumulatively considerable contribution to global climate change
impacts, and the project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. Impacts would be less than significant.

4.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials
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Would the project:
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 O O u O
release of hazardous materials into the environment?
c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing O O O u
or proposed school?
d. 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?
e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or - . - -
public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard or
excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area?
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f. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted - . - .
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
g. Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly to a - - - -
significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires?

a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport,
use, or disposal of hazardous materials? Less-Than-Significant Impact. During the project
construction period, small amounts of hazardous substances such as fuels and lubricants
would be used and/or stored onsite. During the operation of the project, liquid SHC and
liquid ammonium hydroxide would be transported to the site and would be stored and used at
the project site. Deliveries of liquid SHC and liquid ammonium hydroxide would occur
roughly once every 21 days, each. Chlorine analyzer reagent waste would be stored onsite in
a fiber-reinforced plastic tank and would be hauled offsite approximately once or twice per
week. The volume of each chemical stored on site would be consistent with the storage
requirements and limits established in the California Fire Code. Ammonium hydroxide has
the potential to off-gas during transfer from a delivery truck to the storage tank, which would
be conducted on site as part of normal operations. The storage tank would be equipped with a
camlock connection to provide a secured, sealed connection between a chemical feed hose
from the delivery truck to the tank. The storage tank would be a closed system and would be
installed with a submerged vent connected to a water bath to prevent vapors from escaping
into the atmosphere. Both the SHC storage tank and the ammonium hydroxide storage tank
would have secondary containment, pursuant to California Fire Code requirements. As
discussed in the project description, the chlorine contact tank would be equipped with an
internal baffle system, inlet, outlet, overflow, access manway, and vent, as well as the
required OSHA and EVMWD safety appurtenances, including a vertical ladder, safety rail,
and safety cage. While the project would result in the routine transport, use, storage, and
disposal of hazardous materials as part of the long-term operation of the site, these chemicals
would be transported, stored, handled, and disposed of in accordance with federal, state, and
local regulatory requirements. Based on the described conditions, including compliance with
federal, state, and local laws regulating hazardous materials, as well as compliance with
OSHA and EVMWD safety protocols, potential impacts associated with the routine
transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials would be less than significant.

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? Less-Than-Significant Impact. As described in Response 4.9a, hazardous
materials would be present at the project site during the construction and operation of the
project. EVMWD provides initial and annual training to employees in safety procedures in
the event of a release or threatened release of a hazardous material. The training includes
identification of the location and availability of the hazardous material management plan,
evacuation procedures, and spill containment equipment. Hazardous materials present at the
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project site would be handled, stored, and disposed of in accordance with federal, state, and
local regulatory requirements. Compliance with regulatory requirements, as well as EVWMD
training and requirements would ensure that impacts associated with the release of hazardous
materials into the environment would remain less than significant.

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances,
or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? No Impact. No existing
or proposed school facilities are located within a one-quarter mile radius of the project site.
The nearest school is Luiseno Elementary School, located approximately 0.9 mile south of
the project site. Therefore, no impact associated with hazardous materials within one-quarter
mile of a school would occur.

d. 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? Less-Than-Significant Impact With Mitigation
Incorporated. Pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 (Cortese List) requirements,
the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) GeoTracker database (SWRCB 2019)
and the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) EnviroStor database
(DTSC 2019) were searched for hazardous materials sites in the project site and vicinity
(within 1,000 feet). The results of these searches indicated that no listed hazardous material
sites are located within or adjacent to the project site. While it is not anticipated that
contaminated soil would be encountered during construction activities associated with the
project, in the event that contaminated soils are encountered during construction, the
following mitigation measure would be implemented to ensure that impacts would be less
than significant:

HAZ-1 Hazardous Waste Handling. To reduce potentially hazardous conditions and
minimize impacts from the handling of potentially hazardous material, EVMWD
will include the following measures as requirements in the construction contract
documents for this project:

The contractor(s) shall:

e Monitor soil for the presence of discolored or odorous soil during excavation
and construction activities. If impacted soil is encountered, the site shall be
evaluated by a qualified hazardous material professional and handled in
accordance with applicable environmental laws and regulations. During
excavation and construction activities, environmental monitoring for the
presence of contamination and impacted groundwater shall be conducted.
Health and safety measures shall be followed to minimize the risk of human
exposure to contaminants during excavation and construction activities.
Additionally, impacted soil shall be exported to an approved off-site disposal or
recycling facility. However, if impacted soil is encountered and planned to be
used as backfill, such a scenario must be evaluated by a local regulatory agency
such as the RWQCB. The stockpiling and reuse of impacted soil would likely
be subject to Waste Discharge Requirements mandated by the RWQCB. If
construction of the project requires export of excavated soil, the construction
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contractor shall be required to screen the soil for potential contaminants prior to
removal from the site.

e Prepare a Health and Safety Plan in compliance with the requirements of
Chapter 6.95, Division 20 of the Health and Safety Code (§§ 25500 — 25532).
The plan shall include measures to be taken in the event of an accidental spill.

e Enforce strict on-site handling rules to keep construction and maintenance
materials out of receiving waters and storm drains. In addition, the contractor(s)
shall store all reserve fuel supplies only within the confines of a designated
construction staging area, and regularly inspect all construction equipment for
leaks.

e Design the construction staging area to contain contaminants such as oil, grease,
and fuel products so that they do no drain towards receiving waters (e.g.,
Temescal Wash) or storm drain inlets. Additionally, the construction staging
area shall be located within the temporary construction fencing limits.

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in
a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area? No
Impact. The nearest public-use airport, the Perris Valley Airport, is a privately owned airport
open to public use and is located approximately 12 miles east of the project site. The
proposed project site is not within two miles of a public airport, and no related impacts would
occur.

f.  Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan
or emergency evacuation plan? Less-Than-Significant Impact. As noted in the Project
Description, project construction would occur within Temescal Canyon Road. Traffic control
measures would be implemented in applicable locations to maintain access and ensure public
safety. In addition, if trenching is to occur within Temescal Canyon Road, it would be done
in a manner that would allow one side of the road to be open to traffic at all times. Based on
the described conditions, as well as the small scale and short duration of proposed
construction, project implementation would not substantially impair or interfere with
emergency access or evacuation, and impacts would be less than significant.

g. Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury
or death involving wildland fires? Less-Than-Significant Impact. The project site is
mapped as a Moderate Fire Hazard Severity Zone, with small areas of Very High Fire Hazard
along the boundary of the project site (adjacent to Temescal Canyon Road) and at the
northeastern corner of the project site (County of Riverside 2019a). The project would not
expose people or structures to significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland
fires because the proposed project is the construction and operation of water supply
infrastructure. It does not include habitable structures. The construction phase of the project
could potentially increase the risk of wildland fires on a short-term basis, if, for example,
equipment-related fires were accidentally started at the site. The probability for such fires to
occur is low, however, and construction equipment would be outfitted with spark arrestors
and other fire protection features such as on-board fire extinguishers. As a result, potential
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impacts associated with short-term wildland fire hazards from project construction would be
less than significant. During the long-term operation of the project, employees would be on-
site once per weekday for routine maintenance activities and security checks. The project
does not include components that would require the presence of a high number of employees
or employees at the site for long periods of time. As such, implementation of the project
would not result in exposure of people or structures to significant risk of loss, injury or death

involving wildland fire. Impacts would be less than significant.

4.10 Hydrology and Water Quality
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Would the project:
a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements - - - -
or otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality?
b. Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially
with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede a a n O
sustainable groundwater management of the basin?
c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river u
> . . . . . a O O
through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which
would:
1 Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? O O " O
ii  Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in n
. . . . O O O
a manner which would result in flooding on- or off- site?
iii Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the -
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems O | O
or provide substantial additional resources of polluted runoff?
iv  Impede or redirect flood flows? O O u O
d. In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants - - u -
due to project inundation?
e. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of water quality control plan - - u -
or sustainable groundwater management plan?

Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise

substantially degrade surface or ground water quality? Less-Than-Significant Impact.
Short-term construction activities would have potential water quality impacts due to erosion
and sedimentation, as well as the presence of hazardous materials (such as oil/lubricants)
associated with typical construction activities. Potential construction-related water quality
impacts would be avoided or reduced below a level of significance through conformance
with the existing NPDES Construction General Permit and related County requirements.
Specifically, this would entail implementing a SWPPP and related BMPs in conformance
with applicable regulatory requirements. The noted SWPPP would also address project-
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related use and storage of construction-related hazardous materials, through the use of
appropriate BMPs in accordance with applicable regulatory standards. While detailed BMPs
would be determined as part of the NPDES/SWPPP process based on site-specific
parameters, they may include the following types of standard industry measures:

(1) restricting paving operations during wet weather and use of sediment control devices
downstream of paving activities; (2) proper containment and disposal of paving wastes and
slurry (e.g., use of properly designed and contained washout areas); (3) minimizing the
amount of hazardous material storage and restricting storage/use locations to areas at least 50
feet from storm drains and surface waters; (4) using raised (e.g., on pallets), covered and/or
enclosed storage facilities for all hazardous materials; (5) maintaining accurate and up-to-
date written inventories and labels for all stored hazardous materials; (6) using berms, ditches
and/or impervious liners (or other applicable methods) in material storage and
vehicle/equipment maintenance and fueling areas to provide a containment volume of 1.5
times the volume of stored/used materials and prevent discharge in the event of a spill;

(7) placing warning signs in areas of hazardous material use or storage and along drainages
and storm drains (or other appropriate locations) to avoid inadvertent hazardous material
disposal; (8) providing training for applicable employees in the proper use, handling and
disposal of hazardous materials, as well as appropriate action to take in the event of a spill;
(9) storing absorbent and clean-up materials in appropriate on-site locations where they are
readily accessible; (10) properly locating, containing and maintaining portable trash and
wastewater facilities; (11) posting regulatory agency telephone numbers and a summary
guide of clean-up procedures in a conspicuous location such as at or near the job site trailer;
(12) regularly (at least weekly) monitoring and maintaining hazardous material use/storage
facilities and operations to ensure proper working order; and (13) implementing a CSMP and
a REAP (if applicable) pursuant to regulatory guidelines.

Construction would also involve pressure testing and cleaning of the piping that would be
installed as part of the project. Water from the pressure testing and cleaning of these
pipelines would be held in baker tank and then released to the onsite air gap structure for
gravity flow into the 24-inch RCP storm drain within Temescal Canyon Road. The discharge
of such water is covered under the General Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges
from Drinking Water Systems to Surface Waters (SWRCB Order No. 2014-194-DWQ;
NPDES No. CAG140001). To obtain coverage under this permit, EVMWD must submit a
Notice of Intent to the RWQCB including information on locations, frequency, and duration
of planned discharges; comply with standard provisions (which include BMPs to address
dechlorination and copper and zinc management); implement a monitoring and reporting
program; and agree to notify the RWQCB and municipal storm sewer system (MS4) operator
(Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District) immediately of
unplanned/emergency discharges and describe the corrective measures taken. Compliance
with the requirements of the Statewide Construction General Permit, the General Waste
Discharge Requirements for Discharges from Drinking Water Systems to Surface Waters, the
use of appropriate BMPs as part of a SWPPP, and conformance with applicable NPDES and
County requirements would ensure impacts to water quality remain less than significant.

The project would increase the amount of impervious surfaces at the site, in the form of the
concrete pads associated with the wells, sand separators and associated above-grade piping,
and concrete/paving associated with the access way to the well sites and disinfection facility
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and around the mechanical building and chlorine contact tank. During operation of the
project, stormwater runoff would be conveyed to onsite treatment/percolation BMPs sized for
the first flush.

As discussed in response 4.9a, long-term operation of the site would include the presence of
liquid SHC, liquid ammonium hydroxide, and chlorine analyzer reagent waste at the site. An
accidental release of these chemicals could result in impacts to water quality; however, as
discussed in Section 4.9, the materials would be transported, stored, handled, and disposed of
in accordance with existing federal, state, and local regulations related to hazardous
materials. Compliance with regulations and the safe handling and storage methods described
in Section 4.9 would minimize the potential for release.

Long-term operation of the project would include well flushing a maximum of two times per
year. This would entail the release of groundwater at a flowrate of approximately 800 gpm
(periodic, twice per year) and approximately 0.2 gpm (continuous flow) of dechlorinated
analyzer cycle water not recirculated, and intermittent dechlorinated water to the existing
24-inch County of Riverside storm drain within of Temescal Canyon Road via the new
pipeline added as part of the project. The water from this line discharges into Temescal
Wash. Thus, during well flushing, non-stormwater discharges to surface waters would occur.
These discharges would be covered under the General Waste Discharge Requirements for
Discharges from Drinking Water Systems to Surface Waters. Compliance with the
requirements of the permit would ensure that the well flushing activities would not violate
water quality standards or waste discharge requirements.

Additionally, the project would produce limited amounts of wastewater during operational
activities. Wastewater would consist of approximately 0.07 gpm from the proposed chlorine
analyzers and laboratory sink waste, and up to 45 gpm (intermittently) from fire sprinklers in
the sodium hypochlorite room, chemical eye wash, building drain, or facility washdown. This
wastewater would be diverted to an onsite storage tank and periodically hauled off site for
disposal in accordance with applicable state and federal regulations.

In summary, compliance with hazardous materials regulations and NPDES requirements
described above would ensure that the operation of the project would not result in significant
impacts to water quality.

Project implementation would not result in direct or indirect impacts to groundwater quality
through activities such as underground storage of hazardous materials or discharge of
contaminated runoff that could percolate into local aquifers. For construction-related
dewatering, the project would be required to obtain a NPDES groundwater extraction and
waste discharge permit and conform to requirements therein. Requirements under such
permits are generally applicable to all groundwater discharge regardless of volume, with
certain exceptions as noted in the permit text. Specific requirements for permit conformance
may include: (1) implementing an appropriate sampling and analysis/monitoring program;
(2) providing at least 30 days notification to the appropriate local agency prior to discharging
to a municipal storm drain system; (3) conforming with applicable water quality standards,
including (but not limited to) the Water Quality Control Plan for the Santa Ana Basin
(RWQCB 2016), CWA, and State Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act; and
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(4) submitting applicable monitoring reports. Conformance with applicable requirements
under the NPDES groundwater permit would ensure that associated regulatory standards are
met and would reduce potential construction-related water quality impacts from groundwater
extraction/disposal (if required) below a level of significance. No impact to groundwater
quality from operational activities would occur. EVMWD collects water quality samples
from their existing wells on an annual basis and has a Groundwater Monitoring Plan, which
contains specified recommended parameters, locations, and frequency for water quality and
water level monitoring (EVMWD 2005). The proposed wells would be included in
EVMWD’s Groundwater Monitoring Plan and wells would be monitoring as required by the
Plan to ensure water quality.

b. Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the
basin? Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed project would pump groundwater from
the Lee Lake Basin of the Elsinore Groundwater Basin. Inflow sources of groundwater
recharge in the Lee Lake Basin include infiltration of streamflow from Temescal Wash,
recharge from precipitation, infiltration beneath Lee Lake, recycled water recharge, and
return flow from irrigation in urban areas (Thomas Harder & Co. 2014). Groundwater
outflow includes evapotranspiration and groundwater pumping (Thomas Harder & Co.
2014), with groundwater pumping being the primary source of groundwater discharge.
Based on the Water Budget for the Lee Lake Groundwater Basin, the Lee Lake Groundwater
Basin has been able to support at least 590 acre-feet per year of groundwater production and
export during a relatively dry hydrological period without a significant change in
groundwater storage (Thomas Harder & Co. 2014). Active groundwater management and
conjunctive use programs have been implemented by EVMWD to balance basin inflows and
outflows. EVMWD has planned and accounted for existing and future potable water supplies,
taking into account the safe yield of specific basins for groundwater pumping wells.
EVMWD limits withdrawals to stay within the safe yield of the basin. Based on the long-
term planning of EVMWD, as well as EVMWD’s active groundwater management and
conjunctive use programs, the project is not expected to substantially decrease groundwater
supplies. Approximately 33,000 square feet of impervious area would be added to the site as
part of the project, consisting of concrete pads for the wells and associated piping and sand
separator, chlorine contact tank, mechanical building, and associated paved access to and
from the site and around the facilities. Development of the project would result in the
addition of new impervious areas to the site; however, approximately 33,000 square feet of
new impervious areas at the site would not substantially interfere with groundwater recharge.
The project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with
groundwater recharge such that the project would impede sustainable groundwater
management of the basin. Impacts would be less than significant.

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces,
in a manner which would.:

1. result in substantial erosion or siltation on or off site? Less-Than-Significant Impact.
Implementation of the proposed project would include construction activities to install
subsurface pipeline facilities and above-ground project components. The proposed above-
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ground components of the project (security walls/fencing/gate, wellheads, mechanical
building, and chlorine contact tank) would result in new approximately 33,000 square
feet of new impervious surfaces at the site and would not substantially alter the existing
drainage pattern of the surrounding area. Disturbed areas associated with pipeline
installation would be returned to the original grade and repaved or revegetated, as
appropriate. During operation of the project, stormwater runoff would be conveyed to
onsite treatment/percolation BMPs sized for the first flush. Runoff in excess of the first
flush would sheet flow offsite to the 24-inch RCP County of Riverside storm drain.
Further, as discussed in more detail in Response 4.7b, the project would comply with
NPDES requirements and implement BMPs at the site. For these reasons, impacts
associated with alterations to the drainage pattern and erosion would be less than
significant (additional discussion of potential erosion hazards is provided above in
Response 4.7b).

il. substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would
result in flooding on- or off-site? Less-Than-Significant Impact. As noted above in
Response 4.10c(1), no significant impacts related to drainage alteration would result from
the proposed project. The proposed structures for the site would add new impervious
areas, but they are minor and would occupy a relatively small footprint. Based on these
conditions, potential impacts associated with drainage alteration, including related effects
to runoff rates/amounts and flooding hazards, would be less than significant.

111. create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned storm water drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff? Less-Than-Significant Impact. Based on the discussions provided
above in Responses 4.10a, 4.10c(i), and 4.10c(ii), the proposed project would not
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff, with no associated effects to the capacity of
existing or planned storm water drainage systems. Additionally, as outlined in Responses
4.7b and 4.10a, potential project-related water quality impacts would be avoided or
reduced below a level of significance through required conformance with applicable
NPDES and County regulatory standards. As a result, potential impacts related to
drainage system capacity and the generation of polluted runoff from project
implementation would be less than significant.

iv. impede or redirect flood flows? Less-Than-Significant Impact. Based on review of
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM)
No. 06065C2006G (FEMA 2008), the majority of the project site is located in an area of
minimal flood hazard; however, portions of the site near the northern boundary and in the
northwestern corner of the site are located within the Special Flood Hazard Area (Zone
AE), which is subject to inundation by the 100-year flood. While portions of the project
site are located within mapped 100-year FEMA floodplains, no proposed structures or
development activities are proposed within these areas. As such, impacts associated with
impeding or redirecting flood flows would be less than significant.

d. In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project
inundation? Less-Than-Significant Impact. As discussed in response 4.10c(iv) above, most
of the project site is located within an area of minimal flood hazard. Portions of the project
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site along the northern boundary and in the northwestern area of the site are within the
Special Flood Hazard Area (Zone AE), which is subject to inundation by the 100-year flood.
While portions of the site are located within mapped 100-year FEMA floodplains, no
structures or improvements are proposed in those areas. Based on the site location
(approximately 25 miles inland), no impacts related to inundation by tsunami would result
from project implementation. The project site is located adjacent approximately 1 mile
southeast of Lee Lake, and approximately 5.5 miles northwest of Lake Elsinore. Based on
the distance of the project site from enclosed water bodies, and the lack of habitable
structures proposed for the project, the project would not result in significant impacts
associated with a seiche. The proposed structures at the site would be located outside of flood
hazard areas, are not subject to inundation from a tsunami or seiche, and as such, the project
would not result in the risk of release of pollutants due to inundation. Impacts would be less
than significant.

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of water quality control plan or sustainable
groundwater management plan? Less-Than-Significant Impact. Refer to Responses 4.10a
through 4.10d. The project would comply with all storm water quality standards during
construction and operation, and appropriate BMPs would be implemented to address
potential water quality impacts and reduce them to less than significant. As discussed in
Response 4.10b, active groundwater management and conjunctive use programs have been
implemented by EVMWD to balance basin inflows and outflows. EVMWD has planned and
accounted for existing and future potable water supplies, taking into account the safe yield of
specific basins for groundwater pumping wells and limits withdrawals to stay within the safe
yield of the basin. Impacts would be less than significant.

4.11 Land Use and Planning
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Would the project:
a. Physically divide an established community? O O O u
b. Cause significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land
use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or m] O m] u
mitigating an environmental effect?

b.

Physically divide an established community? No Impact. The proposed project is located
within a small, narrow area of development between I-15 and Temescal Wash. There are no
homes or an established community located in the immediate project vicinity. As such,
project implementation would not affect the physical arrangement of an established
community, and no associated impacts would result.

Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with
Jjurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the General Plan, specific plan,
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local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect? No Impact. The project site is located within
unincorporated Riverside County and is located within the Sphere of Influence for the City of
Lake Elsinore. The project site is located within the Elsinore Area Plan of the Riverside
County General Plan. According to the Elsinore Area Plan, the land use designation of the
project site is Rural Residential. The zoning classification for the site is Manufacturing-
Service Commercial (M-SC). The project site or portions of the project site are located
within two policy areas of the Elsinore Area Plan. The northeastern corner of the project site
is located within the Temescal Wash Policy Area and the entire project site is located within
the Warm Springs Policy Area. Both of these policy areas contain specific applicable policies
to address important issues specific to their location. The Temescal Wash Policy Area covers
the same area as the 100-year-flood zone area associated with Temescal Wash. Policies
specific to this area include protecting the multipurpose open space attributes of the Wash
through adherence to General Plan policies and through encouraging the maintenance of the
Wash in its natural state. There is no construction proposed in this portion of the site. The
Warm Springs Policy Area covers a rural area within the steep slopes of the Gavilan Hills.
The project site is located within this policy area, near the southern boundary, but is not
located within steep hillsides or slopes. The policies within this area include one policy
related to adherence to the County’s Hillside Development and Slope section of the General
Plan, among other General Plan policies, mostly specific to hillside development. The project
site is not located within or directly adjacent to a steep hill. The remaining policies are
specific to Light Industrial and Commercial uses and do not apply to the proposed project.
Based on the nature and location of the proposed facilities and on-site land use/zoning
designations, project implementation would not conflict with applicable land use plans,
policies or land use/zoning designation standards, and no associated impacts would result
from project implementation.

4.12 Mineral Resources
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Would the project:
a. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that
. . O O d u
would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?
b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan d O O u
or other land use plan?

a. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the
region and the residents of the state? No Impact. The project site is not currently used or
planned for mineral resources in the Elsinore Area Plan. The area within and surrounding the
project site is mapped as Mineral Resource Zone 3 (areas containing known or inferred
mineral occurrences of undetermined mineral resource significance) by the CGS (Miller and
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Busch 2008); however, one of the policies of the Elsinore Area Plan is to avoid mineral
extraction within the Temescal Wash Policy Area (in which a portion of the project site is
located). As the project site is not designated for current or planned mineral extraction
activities, the proposed project would not have an impact related to the loss of availability of
mineral resources.

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? No Impact. Refer
to Response 4.12a, above.

4.13 Noise
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Would the project result in:

a. Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in

ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of
standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or ad O n O
applicable standards of other agencies?

Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise
levels?

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip or 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 O O O u
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise

levels?

Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the
vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? Less-Than-Significant Impact.
Noise-related standards in the County of Riverside are contained in the County’s Noise
Ordinance 847 (County of Riverside 2007). Excessive construction noise is prohibited by the
Noise Ordinance. Section 2(h) exempts private construction projects located more than 0.25
mile from an inhabited dwelling. The nearest residences are located approximately 0.3 mile
from the project site, on the south side of I-15. Although the nearest residence is located at a
greater distance than 0.25 mile, the project construction activities would adhere to the hours
contained in Section 2(i) of the Noise Ordinance. The Noise Ordinance restricts construction
hours, with no construction activities allowed to occur between the hours of 6:00 p.m. and
6:00 a.m. between June and September and between the hours of 6:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.
between October and May.

Construction of the proposed project would require the use of heavy equipment for
excavation, trenching and pipeline installation, construction of the wells and associated
structures, and paving. Construction activities also would involve the use of smaller power
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tools, generators, and other sources of noise for construction of the proposed tank, as well as
noise from construction-related vehicular traffic. Each construction activity would create
elevated short-term construction noise impacts. The nearest existing residence is
approximately 0.30 mile from the project site (that is, more than a quarter-mile), with I-15
(and its associated traffic noise) dividing the two. Due to the distance of existing noise-
sensitive receptors from the project site, construction noise impacts on the residences would
be less than significant. Given the project’s location in an industrial area, with I-15 and its
associated traffic noise located approximately 700 feet from the project site, and the lack of
noise sensitive receptors in the project area, temporary construction impacts would be less
than significant. Construction activities would be temporary and limited to daytime hours in
accordance with the County Noise Ordinance.

During long-term operation of the site, vehicle trips attributable to the project typically would
consist of up to eight weekly round-trips (if both chemical deliveries and reagent waste
hauling occur within the same week; there would be fewer trips per week otherwise). The
addition of eight round-trips to area roadways over a week-long period would not perceptibly
alter traffic noise in the area. Noises associated operations of the site would be minimal. The
level of noise generated by maintenance activities at the site and the operation of the
equipment is not expected to be substantially perceptible to surrounding uses. The operation
of the project is not expected to expose persons to or generate noise levels in excess of
standards for residential uses established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, and
therefore, impacts associated with operational noise would be less than significant.

b. Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? Less-Than-
Significant Impact. Ground-borne vibration is a concern for projects that require heavy
construction activity such as blasting, pile-driving, and operating heavy earth-moving
equipment. Ground-borne vibration can result in a range of impacts, from minor annoyances
to people to major shaking that damages buildings. Typically, ground-borne vibration
generated by man-made sources attenuates rapidly with distance from the source of vibration.
Sensitive receptors for vibration include structures (especially older masonry structures),
people (especially residents, the elderly and sick), and vibration-sensitive equipment.
Construction activities associated with the project, such as the use of heavy tracked vehicles
(e.g., excavators), have the potential to result in minor amounts of ground-borne vibration.
Vibration from construction activity is typically below the threshold of perception when the
activity is more than 50 feet away from receivers. Vibration effects would be temporary, and
likely indistinguishable from vibration generated by nearby traffic on area roadways. Impacts
associated with construction-related ground-borne vibration would be less than significant.

Ground-borne vibration and ground-borne noise are not typically associated with the
operation of wells and associated systems; therefore, operation and maintenance of the
proposed project is not expected to produce ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise
levels and no operational impacts would occur.

c. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip or 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? No Impact. The nearest private airstrip, the Skylark Field Airport, is located
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approximately 10 miles southeast of the project site. The nearest public-use airport, the Perris
Valley Airport, is a privately owned airport open to public use and is located approximately
12 miles east of the project site. The proposed project site is not within two miles of a public
airport or within an airport land use plan, and no related impacts would occur.

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

a. Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads
or other infrastructure)? Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed project is part of the
Near-Term Water Supply Program developed by EVMWD to meet anticipated potable water
demand, maximize assets in the Lee Lake Groundwater Basin, and ultimately provide a more
local, sustainable water supply. The project is designed to meet the local service needs of
existing and planned development in EVMWD’s service area. Because the project would
help accommodate existing and planned growth, it would not induce substantial unplanned
growth, and impacts would be less than significant.

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere? No Impact. The project site is currently vacant and does
not contain any housing. Implementation of the proposed project would not require the
removal of existing housing or the associated construction of replacement housing and would
not displace people. No impact would occur.
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4.15 Public Services

Issue

Potentially
Significant
Less Than
Significant with
Mit. Incorp.
Less Than
Significant
No Impact

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

Fire protection? m] O L] O
Police protection? | O ] O
Schools? O O O u
Parks? m] O m] u

O | O ]

Other public facilities?

1y

2)

3)

4)

Fire Protection? Less-Than-Significant Impact. The construction and operation of the
proposed project would not result in an increased need for fire protection services. During
construction, fire protection may be required, but these would be short-term demands and
would not require permanent increases in the level of public service offered or affect
response times associated with fire protection services. Once constructed, the project site
would not be more fire-prone than other land uses in the area, and it would not include
habitable structures. Based on these factors, the proposed project would result in less-than-
significant impacts associated with fire protection services.

Police Protection? Less-Than-Significant Impact. Impacts associated with police protection
would be similar to those described above for fire protection. During construction, there may
be a need for increased police protection associated with potential theft and vandalism at the
project site. However, long-term operation of the project would not result in increased need
for police protection services. Similar to the low probability and short-term nature of fire
protection needs described above, there are no significant impacts related to police protection
or service anticipated with implementation of the proposed project. Impacts would be less
than significant.

Schools? No Impact. The proposed project would not result in new housing or unplanned
population growth that would generate increased demand for school services. Accordingly,
project implementation would not result in the need for construction of additional school
facilities and no associated impacts would occur.

Parks? No Impact. Implementation of the proposed project would not affect existing park
facilities or increase the demand for additional recreational facilities. As a result, no impacts
related to parks would result from the proposed project.
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5) Other Public Facilities? No Impact. No impacts to other public facilities are anticipated to
occur with project implementation, for similar reasons as noted in the above public services
responses.

4.16 Recreation
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a. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and
regional parks or other recreational facilities, such that substantial a O O u
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?

b. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities, which might have O O O u
an adverse physical effect on the environment?

a. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities, such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur
or be accelerated? No Impact. The proposed project involves construction of water
infrastructure. Implementation of the proposed project would not generate an increase in
demand for existing public/private parks or other recreational facilities that would result in or
increase physical deterioration of these facilities. As a result, no associated impacts would
result from project implementation.

b. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities, which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? No
Impact. Implementation of the proposed project would not include recreational facilities or
require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. No associated impacts would
result.

4.17 Transportation
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Would the project:
a. Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the
circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian O O L O
facilities?
b. Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines
. C .. O | O u
section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?
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Issue

Potentially
Significant
Less Than
Significant with
Mit. Incorp.
Less Than
Significant
No Impact

c. Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g.,
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., a O O u
farm equipment)?

d. Result in inadequate emergency access? O O ] O

a. Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system,
including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? Less-Than-Significant Impact.
Access to the project site is provided via Temescal Canyon Road. Other roadways in the
project vicinity that would be likely be utilized during project construction and operation
include Horsethief Canyon Road, I-15, I-15 Frontage Road, De Palma Road, and/or Lake
Street. The project would generate traffic during construction activities and during the long-
term operation of the site. Due to the size of the project, construction traffic would include a
relatively small number of vehicles. Project-related construction traffic would include
deliveries of equipment and materials and construction employee travel to and from the work
site. According to the County of Riverside Traffic Counts (Riverside County 2014), average
daily trips (ADT) at the intersection of Horsethief Canyon Road and Temescal Canyon Road
were 4,328 in 2014. Construction traffic trips would be minimal and temporary during the
24-month construction period. Temporary construction activities may occur within Temescal
Canyon Road during construction of the pipeline to the storm drain located within Temescal
Canyon Road and for the pipeline connection to the Temescal Valley Pipeline in Temescal
Canyon Road. Traffic control measures would be implemented in applicable locations to
maintain access and ensure public safety. In addition, if trenching is to occur within
Temescal Canyon Road, it would be done in a manner that would allow one side of the road
to be open to traffic at all times. Long-term traffic associated with the site would be minimal.
As discussed in the project description, typical operational activities would include once
daily (weekday) visits to the site for maintenance/security check, as well as chemical truck
deliveries about every 21 days, and chlorine analyzer reagent waste hauling approximately
once or twice per week. Thus, the project would typically generate around 5 round-trip trips
associated with EVMWD workers and up to 4 round-trip delivery truck trips in a single
week. The addition of approximately 9 trips in the project area over a 5-day work week
period would not significantly change road volumes or effect the circulation system in a
negative way. The proposed project would not substantially affect existing public transit,
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, as there are no such facilities at the site or adjacent to the site.
As such, the project would not conflict with an applicable program, plan, ordinance, or policy
addressing the circulation system. Impacts would be less than significant.

b. Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3,
subdivision (b)? No Impact. Refer to Response 4.17a, above. While the project site is not
located within one half-mile of an existing or planned transit stop, the project would not
introduce land uses to the site that would generate significant amounts of traffic trips. The
project would generate a small number of temporary daily trips during the 24-month
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construction period. The long-term operation of the project site would typically generate, at
most, eight round-trips per week. Thus, the project would not conflict with, or be inconsistent
with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3. No impact would occur.

Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? No Impact. The
proposed project would not include the construction of hazards (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections), and would not result in incompatible uses with the surrounding
developed area. Accordingly, no impacts regarding design features or incompatible uses
would occur.

Result in inadequate emergency access? Less-Than-Significant Impact. Portions of the
pipeline construction activities would occur within Temescal Canyon Road. Traffic control
measures would be implemented in applicable locations, to maintain access and ensure
public safety. Operation of the project would not interfere with emergency access. Impacts
would be less than significant.

4.18 Tribal Cultural Resources
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Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in
Public Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically
defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California
Native American tribe, and that is:

a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical
Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as defined in a u a O
Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k); or
b) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and
supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to
criteria set forth in Subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section - - - -
5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in Subdivision (c) of Public
Resources Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe.

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined
in Public Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape
that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place,
or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is listed or
eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register of
historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k)? Less-Than-
Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The records search at the EIC and pedestrian
survey conducted as part of the Cultural Resources Survey Report prepared for the project
(HELIX 2019b, refer also to Section 4.5) indicated that no sacred sites or other cultural
resources are present on site.
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A Sacred Lands File (SLF) search was requested from the NAHC on February 4, 2019. The
response, received on February 8, 2019 indicated that a records search of the SLF was
completed with negative results. During a meeting with representatives from the Pechanga
Band of Luisefo Indians and the Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians, representatives from both
Tribes stated that the negative SLF search was incorrect. They indicated that the area is part
of Traditional Cultural Property and is sensitive in terms of cultural resources. Pechanga
planned to contact the NAHC for a revised SLF search for the project. HELIX waited to
conduct further tribal outreach in anticipation of a revised SLF search. When no revised SLF
search was received by March 25, 2019, letters were sent to the tribal contacts listed by the
NAHC. Written responses have been received from five Tribes. The Morongo Band of
Mission Indians responded on March 28, 2019 that they have no additional information to
provide and would defer to the Pechanga Band of Mission Indians when the Lead Agency
begins the AB 52 process. The Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians responded on April
2, 2019, indicating that the project site is outside their Traditional Use Area, and they defer to
other Tribes in the area. The Augustine Band of Cahuilla Indians, in a letter dated April 2,
2019 responded that they were unaware of specific cultural resources that may be affected by
the project, but they encourage contacting Native American tribes and individuals in the
project vicinity, recommended Native American monitoring during preconstruction and
construction activities, and requested to be contacted if cultural resources are discerned
during project development. The Rincon Band of Luisefio Indians (Rincon) responded on
April 23, 2019 and indicated that the location is “within the Traditional Cultural Landscape
of the Luisefio people, and is also within Rincon’s specific area of Historic interest.” The
response from Rincon also stated, “The City of Lake Elsinore is considered by the Rincon
Band to be a Traditional Cultural Place (TCP) within a Traditional Cultural Landscape
(TCL), as it is associated with the Luisefio Creation Story and traditional practices. We have
knowledge of several Luisefio Place Names (TCP’s) within the City of Lake Elsinore to
include the TCP 4Anoomay within a one mile radius. In addition, the Temescal Valley Road is
believed by Rincon to be a trading route, utilized by the Luiseno people for thousands of
years.” The Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians responded on July 2, 2019, and indicated that
although the project site is outside of the existing reservation, the project area is within the
bounds of Soboba’s Tribal Traditional Use Areas, is in proximity to known sites, is a shared
use area that was used in ongoing trade between the tribes, and is considered to be culturally
sensitive by the people of Sobaba. Soboba requested to initiate consultation with the project
proponents and lead agency and the transfer of information to Soboba regarding the progress
of the project. Soboba also requested to continue to act as a consulting tribal entity for the
project, for Native American Monitors from the Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians to be
present during any ground disturbing proceedings, proper procedures be taken, and requests
of the tribe be honored. For AB 52 consultation, EVMWD staff and HELIX Environmental
Planning, Inc. (HELIX) Director of Cultural Resources Mary Robbins-Wade met with
representatives from Pechanga Band of Luisefio Mission Indians and Soboba Band of
Luiseiio Indians to discuss the project and potential effects to significant cultural resources.
EVMWD will complete the Tribal consultation process prior to finalizing/approving the
MND and considering the proposed project for approval. Therefore, although no tribal
cultural resources have been identified on site, the cultural sensitivity of the area allows for
the potential of tribal cultural resources to be encountered on site during the project’s ground-
disturbing activities. Impacts would be potentially significant, and mitigation measures CR-1
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through CR-10 would be required. With implementation of the mitigation measures, impacts
would be less than significant.

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined
in Public Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape
that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place,
or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is a resource
determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be
significant pursuant to criteria set forth in Subdivision (c) of the Public Resources Code
Section 5024.1? Less-Than-Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Refer to
Response 4.17a.

4.19 Utilities and Service Systems
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Would the project:
a. Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded
water, wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, - - - -

natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the construction or
relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects?

b. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and
reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and O | ] a
multiple dry years?

c. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which
serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve
the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing
commitments?

d. Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess
of the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the O m] L] m]
attainment of solid waste reduction goals?

e. Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction
statutes and regulations related to solid waste?

a. Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater
treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental
effects? Less-Than-Significant Impact. The project would entail the construction and
operation of water wells and associated facilities as part of EVMWD’s Near-Term Water
Supply Program to meet anticipated potable water demand. The project would not require or
result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water facilities but is intended as
part of EVMWD’s overall water supply program. Wastewater generation associated with the
project would occur as part of short-term construction activities during the 24-month
construction period; however, this wastewater generation would be minor and temporary.
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During the long-term operation of the project, wastewater generation would be limited and
would consist of approximately 0.07 gpm from the proposed chlorine analyzers and
laboratory sink waste, and up to 45 gpm (intermittently) from fire sprinklers in the sodium
hypochlorite room, chemical eye wash, building drain, or proposed facility washdown. This
water would be diverted to an onsite storage tank and periodically hauled off site for disposal
in accordance with applicable state and federal regulations and would not require or result in
the need for new wastewater treatment or storm water drainage facilities. Additionally, long-
term operation of the project would include well flushing a maximum of two times per year.
This would entail the release of groundwater at a flowrate of approximately 800 gpm
(periodic, twice per year) and approximately 0.2 gpm (continuous flow) of dechlorinated
analyzer cycle water not recirculated to the existing County of Riverside storm drain line
within Temescal Canyon Road via the new pipeline added as part of the project. The water
from this line discharges into the existing Temescal Wash discharge. The proposed well
flushing would not result in the need for new or expanded wastewater or storm water
drainage facilities, except for the new gravity conveyance pipeline to connect to the existing
storm drain. A 225 kilovolt-amps transformer from Southern California Edison would be at
the project site to provide electricity to the project. The project would not result in or require
the need for additional electrical facilities beyond that provided as part of the project. The
project does not propose structures or facilities that would be manned as part of normal
operations. Daily maintenance and security checks would occur, but the project does not
include components that would require natural gas or telecommunication facilities, and as
such, the project would not result in the need for new or altered natural gas or
telecommunication facilities. Impacts associated with environmental effects caused by the
need for new or altered water, wastewater, stormwater, electrical, natural gas, or
telecommunications facilities would be less than significant.

b. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable
future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years? Less-Than-Significant
Impact. The project consists of the construction of wells and associated facilities to pump
groundwater. The proposed project is part of EVWMD’s Near Term Water Supply Program
to meet anticipated potable water demand, maximize assets in the Lee Lake Groundwater
Basin, and ultimately provide a more local, sustainable water supply. The program aims to
optimize groundwater resources to increase potable supply while reducing dependence on
imported water sources. EVMWD has planned and accounted for existing and future potable
water supplies, taking into account the safe yield of specific basins for groundwater pumping
wells. EVMWD limits withdrawals to stay within the safe yield of the basin. Based on the
long-term planning of EVMWD, as well as EVMWD’s active groundwater management and
conjunctive use programs, the project would not result in significant impacts associated with
water supplies. Impacts would be less than significant.

C. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve
the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition
to the provider’s existing commitments? Less-Than-Significant Impact. As discussed in
Response 4.19.a, the project would not generate substantial amounts of wastewater, and as
such, would not result in significant impacts associated with wastewater service. Impacts
would be less than significant.
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d. Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of
local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals? Less-
Than-Significant Impact. Waste generation and disposal requirements associated with the
proposed project would be limited to minor quantities of waste associated with construction
activities (e.g., material packaging) and employees (e.g., food-related trash) during the
construction period. The generation of solid waste during construction activities would be
minor and would only occur during the 24-month construction period. The project does not
include operational components which would generate solid waste, and as such, would not
generate solid waste in excess of state or local standards or in excess of the capacity of
location infrastructure. Impacts would be less than significant and limited to the construction
phase of the project.

e. Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations
related to solid waste? Less-Than-Significant Impact. Refer to Response 4.19d, above.
Project construction is not anticipated to generate substantial volumes of solid waste. Solid
waste debris would be disposed of at a permitted landfill. Moreover, AB 939, also known as
the Integrated Waste Management Act, and AB 341 mandate the reduction of solid waste
disposal in landfills by requiring a minimum of 50 percent diversion rate. Accordingly, at
least half of the potential construction waste would be diverted from a landfill. The
remaining quantity is reasonably anticipated to be within the permitted capacity of the
permitted landfills serving the project area. Impacts would be less than significant.

4.20 Wildfire

=
= .
Z‘ - = T e = = -
s 2235 23| &
S g e s = s
Issue =l BLE s E
SH| 55 8| o
O o= ‘E o= o
& R - 5S -~ R 4
73
If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very
high fire hazard severity zones, would the project:
a. Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or - - - -
emergency evacuation plan?
b. Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire
risks, and thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant
. . O O O ]
concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a
wildfire?
c. Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure
(such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or . - - -
other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in
temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment?
d. Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope
or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire O O O |
slope instability, or drainage changes?

a. Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
No Impact. The proposed project would not impair an adopted emergency plan or emergency

Lee Lake Wells Project August 2019
Initial Study Checklist / Mitigated Negative Declaration Page 61



evacuation plan. Construction vehicles accessing the site would use Temescal Canyon Road.
Any lane closures required during project construction would incorporate appropriate traffic
control measures as necessary in pertinent areas to maintain access and ensure safety. Such
measures would likely include standard efforts such as the use of cones, barriers, signs and
flaggers, where applicable. Construction-related equipment/material staging and storage
would be located entirely within the project site. During operation of the project, no
obstruction of area roadways would occur. As such, the project would not substantially
impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. No impact would
occur.

b. Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby
expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled
spread of a wildfire? No Impact. The project site is relatively flat. The project does not
include uses that would result in project occupants. Daily maintenance and security checks
would result in the presence of EVWMD workers at the site on a daily basis; however,
worker(s) would not be present for long periods or time. The project does not include
components which would exacerbate wildfire risks or expose project occupants to pollutant
concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of wildfire. No impact would
occur.

C. Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk
or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment? No Impact. The
project does not include habitable structures and would not require the installation or
maintenance of roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, or other infrastructure that
would exacerbate fire risk. No impact would occur.

d. Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding
or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes? No
Impact. The project does not include habitable structures. As such, there would be no
exposure of people to significant risks associated with downslope or downstream flooding or
landslides as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes. The project
site is mostly designated as a Moderate Fire Hazard Severity Zone (with small areas of Very
High Fire Hazard Severity Zone along the boundary of the project site, adjacent to Temescal
Canyon Road), and is mostly surrounded by land designated as Very High Fire Hazard
Severity Zone (County of Riverside 2019a). Land adjacent to the south, west, and east are
relatively flat and would not expose the project site to significant risks associated with
runoff, slope instability, or drainages changes. As such, no impact would occur.
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4.21 Mandatory Findings of Significance
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a. 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, a u O O
substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or prehistory?

b. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable (“cumulatively considerable” means that
the incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in O O u O
connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable future projects)?

c. Does the project have environmental effects which will cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or a O L] O
indirectly?

a. 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, substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered
plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history
or prehistory? Less-Than-Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. As described in
Response 4.4a, the project site supports potential burrowing owl habitat; however, no sign of
burrowing was observed during the habitat assessment or during the four-visit protocol
burrowing owl survey conducted in February, April, May, and June 2019. Impacts to
burrowing owls, if present prior to construction, would be potentially significant.
Implementation of mitigation measure BIO-1 would reduce impacts to a less-than-significant
level. Construction of the proposed project could occur during the general bird nesting season
(January 15 through September 15) and, therefore, could result in impacts to nesting birds
and violation of the MBTA and CFG Code. Direct impacts could occur as a result of removal
of vegetation or soil supporting an active nest. Indirect impacts could occur as a result of
construction noise impacting nearby trees or rocky beach areas, where active nests may be
present. Implementation of mitigation measure BIO-2 would reduce potentially significant
impacts on nesting birds and raptors to less-than-significant levels.

Indirect impacts to nearby sensitive vegetation communities could occur if storm water
runoff is not controlled at the construction site, and sediment, toxics, and/or other materials
are inadvertently carried into adjacent sensitive habitat. Further, if the construction work
areas are not properly fenced, inadvertent encroachment into adjacent sensitive habitat could
occur. Compliance with existing regulations for water quality, storm water management, and
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implementation of mitigation measures BIO-1 through BIO-4 would reduce potentially
significant impacts to sensitive natural communities to less than significant levels.

The project would not reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, as no natural habitat
would be removed, nor would the project cause a wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, or reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal.

As described in Response 4.5a, no substantial adverse change in the significance of historical
resources is anticipated to occur as a result of project implementation; thus, it would not
eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history. The project has the
potential to encounter archaeological resources, and human remains during excavation
activities, which could result in significant impacts to important examples in California
prehistory; implementation of mitigation measures CR-1 through CR-10 would ensure that
potential impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant levels.

b. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable
(“cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probable future projects)? Less-Than-Significant Impact.
Cumulative impacts are defined as two or more individual project effects that, when
considered together or in concert with other projects, combine to result in a significant
impact (CEQA Guidelines Section 15355). The project site is located within unincorporated
Riverside County. Proposed projects within the immediate vicinity of the project site include
the Temescal Canyon Road Bridge Replacement and Road Realignment Project and Toscana
Village at Temescal Valley (County of Riverside 2019b and City of Lake Elsinore 2019).
The Temescal Canyon Road Bridge Replacement and Road Realignment Project is located
approximately 1.4 southeast of the project site and would consist of the replacement of a
bridge over Temescal Wash and realignment of approaching roadways. The Toscana Village
Project is located approximately 1.5 miles northwest of the project, near Indian Truck Trail
Road and Temescal Canyon Road. It consists of a 27-acre commercial development.

Although construction and operation of the proposed project could occur in concert with the
above-described planned development projects, the majority of impacts associated with the
proposed project would be localized and short-term. Based on a review of the anticipated
impacts of the proposed project when considered in the context of cumulative development
projects identified above, implementation of the proposed project would not result in impacts
that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable. Additionally, the project is
consistent with local and regional plans, including the AQMP, and the project’s air quality
and GHG emissions are well below the SCAQMD-established thresholds of significance.
The project adheres to all other land use plans and policies with jurisdiction in the project
area. Therefore, cumulative impacts would be less than significant.

c. Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly? Less-Than-Significant Impact. With adherence
to regulatory codes, ordinances, regulations, standards, and guidelines, in conjunction with
the discussed mitigation measures, construction and operation of the proposed project would
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not present a substantial adverse effect on human beings either directly or indirectly. In
addition, all resource topics associated with the project have been analyzed in accordance
with State CEQA Guidelines and found to pose no impact, less-than-significant impact, or
less-than-significant impact with mitigation. Further environmental analysis is not required.
Impacts would be less than significant.
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South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
2017 Final 2016 Air Quality Management Plan. March.
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https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/santaana/water_issues/programs/basin_plan/index.html

2015 Air Quality Significance Thresholds. Available from:
http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/scagmd-air-quality-
significance-thresholds.pdf?sfvrsn=2.

2010 Greenhouse Gas CEQA Significance Threshold Stakeholder Working Group
Meeting #15 (slide presentation). Diamond Bar, CA. SCAQMD. Available from:
http://www.agmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/GHG/2010/sept28mtg/ghgmtgl S-web.pdf.
September 28.

2009 Mass Rate Localized Significance Thresholds Look-up Tables. Available from:
http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/localized-significance-
thresholds/appendix-c-mass-rate-Ist-look-up-tables.pdf?sfvrsn=2. November.

State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)
2019 GeoTracker Database. Available at: http://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov.
Accessed February 11, 2019.

Thomas Harder & Co.
2014 Water Budget for the Lee Lake Groundwater Basin. December 17.

U.S. Department of Agriculture
2018 Web Soil Survey. Western Riverside County. Available from:
https://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/WebSoilSurvey.aspx.

1971 Soil Survey, Western Riverside Area, California. November.
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http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/scaqmd-air-quality-significance-thresholds.pdf?sfvrsn=2
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7.0 ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

AAQS
AB
ADT
AMSL
AQMP
ARMR
ATCM

Basin
BMPs

Cal-OSHA
Caltrans
CBC

CDC
CDFW
CEQA
CFCs
CFG Code
CGS

CH4
CNPS

CcO

COz

COqe
County
CRMP
CSMP
CWA

DPR
DTSC

EIC
EIR
EVMWD

FEMA
FIRM

GHGs
gpm

Ambient Air Quality Standards

Assembly Bill

average daily trips

above mean sea level

Air Quality Management Plan
Archaeological Resources Monitoring Report
Airborne Toxics Control Measure

South Coast Air Basin
best management practices

California Occupational Safety and Health Administration
California Department of Transportation
California Building Code

California Department of Conservation
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
California Environmental Quality Act
chlorofluorocarbons

California Fish and Game Code

California Geological Survey

methane

California Native Plant Species

carbon monoxide

carbon dioxide

carbon dioxide equivalent

County of Riverside

Cultural Resources Monitoring Plan
Construction Site Monitoring Program
Clean Water Act

Department of Parks and Recreation
Department of Toxic Substances Control

Eastern Information Center
Environmental Impact Report
Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District

Federal Emergency Management Agency
Flood Insurance Rate Map

greenhouse gases
gallons per minute
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HELIX
HFCs

I-15
IBC
ICC
IS/MND

kWh
LST

MBTA
MGD
Mg/L
MSHCP
MS4
MT

N20
NAHC
NO;
NOx
NPDES

OSHA

PFCs
PMio
PMazs
Psi

REAP
RPA
RWQCB

SB

SCAG
SCAQMD
SCH

SFs

SLF

SOx
SWPPP
SWRCB

HELIX Environmental Planning, Inc.
hydrofluorocarbons

Interstate 15

International Building Code

International Code Council

Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

kilowatt hour
Localized Significance Threshold

Migratory Bird Treaty Act

million gallons per day

milligrams per liter

Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan
municipal separate storm sewer system
metric ton

nitrous oxide

Native American Heritage Commission

nitrogen dioxide

oxides of nitrogen

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

Occupational Safety and Health Administration

perfluorocarbons

particulate matter (less than 10 microns in diameter)
particulate matter (less than 2.5 microns in diameter)
pounds per square inch

Rain Event Action Plan
Register of Professional Archaeologists
Regional Water Quality Control Board

Senate Bill

South Coast Association of Governments
South Coast Air Quality Management District
sodium hypochlorite

sulfur hexafluoride

Sacred Lands File

oxides of sulfur

Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan

State Water Resources Control Board

Lee Lake Wells Project

August 2019

Initial Study Checklist / Mitigated Negative Declaration Page 71



USACE
USFWS
USGS
VOC

WSMP

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
U.S. Geological Survey

volatile organic compounds

Water System Master Plan
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http://checklist.aou.org/
https://map.dfg.ca.gov/rarefind/view/RareFind.aspx
http://cnps.web.aplus.net/cgi-bin/inv/inventory.cgi
http://cnps.web.aplus.net/cgi-bin/inv/inventory.cgi
http://davisherb.ucdavis.edu/cnpsActiveServer/hollandlist.aspx
http://www.tlma.co.riverside.ca.us/epd/documents/Burrowing_Owl%20_Survey_Instructions.pdf
http://www.cnah.org/
http://ecos.fws.gov/crithab/



























































































































http://www.fs.fed.us/r5/projects/sensitive-species
http://www.fs.fed.us/r5/projects/sensitive-species
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https://books.google.com/books?id=E8M1AAAAIAAJ&pg=RA2-PA12&lpg=RA2-PA12&dq=History+of+Temescal+Valley&source=bl&ots=0MqluE3mYR&sig=FM5mDvgI8pDeND4tPRmkQFAuzsA&hl=en&ei=EpC9TO7GJ5GksQPpxN3MDA&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=9&sqi=2&ved=0CDQQ6AEwCA#v=onepage&q=History%20of%20Temescal%20Valley&f=false
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https://soilseries.sc.egov.usda.gov/OSD_Docs/H/HANFORD.html
https://soilseries.sc.egov.usda.gov/OSD_Docs/H/HONCUT.html
https://soilseries.sc.egov.usda.gov/OSD_Docs/G/GORGONIO.html



https://www.usclimatedata.com/climate/lake-elsinore/california/united-states/usca1648



https://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/App/WebSoilSurvey.aspx
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