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CEQA Environmental Checklist Form 
Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
 
Project Information  
 

  
1. Project Title: 

 
Eastern Municipal Water District Well 204  

  
2. Lead Agency Name and 
Address: 

  
Eastern Municipal Water District  
Post Office Box 8300 
Perris, CA 92572 

  
3. Contact: 

  
Joseph Broadhead 
Principal Water Resources Specialist-CEQA 
Eastern Municipal Water District 
(951) 928-3777 ext. 4545  
Email: broadhej@emwd.org 

  
4. Project Location: 

  
115 East Nance Street Perris, CA 92571 
Total Project Area: 2.5 gross acres, 2.39 net acres 
Assessor’s Parcel No: 302-110-028  
Map: USGS Perris 7.5 Minute Quadrangle Map  
Section, Township & Range: Section 5, Township 4 South, Range 3 West of the San 
Bernardino Base and Meridian 
Latitude: 33° 51’ 17.0” N 
Longitude: 117° 13’ 23.3” W 
Elevation: 1461 feet above mean sea level (amsl) 
  

5. Project Sponsor’s Name 
and Address: 

  
Eastern Municipal Water District, 2270 Trumble Road, Perris, CA  

 
6. General Plan Designation: 

  
Perris Valley Commerce Center Specific Plan: Business Professional Office 

 
7. Zoning: 

  
PVCC SP - Perris Valley Commerce Center Specific Plan 
 

8. Project Description:  
 

Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD) is proposing to construct and operate a 
new potable groundwater production well (Project) located on East Nance Street 
(APN 302-110-028), just east of Perris Boulevard and west of Redlands Avenue in 
the City of Perris (City) (See Figure 1). The proposed Project is situated in the Perris 
North Groundwater Management Zone and would provide water to the local 
community and surrounding areas.  
 
The proposed Project consists of three phases: Phase 1 – Drilling and Testing, Phase 
2 – Equipping, and Phase 3 – Operation and Maintenance. See Figures 2 and 3.   
 
It is anticipated that the proposed project would produce approximately 1,000 to 
3,000 acre-feet per year (AFY) of potable water from the well at production rates 
ranging between 600 and 2,000 gallons per minute (gpm). The first two project 
phases and components are summarized in Table 1 below, and described in greater 
detail in the following section.  
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Placeholder for  
Figure 1: Regional and Vicinity Map 
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Placeholder for  
Figure 2: Phase I -  Drilling and Testing 
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Placeholder for  
Figure 3: Phase II – Equipping 
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Table 1: 
Summary of Project Components by Phases 1 and 2 

Phase 1 – Drilling and Testing  
Construction Schedule:  
3 to 4 weeks of continuous (24 hours a day, 7 days a week) activity  
After 4 weeks – drilling and testing activity decrease to 12 hours per day for 2 weeks 

Component Subcomponents and Description 
Groundwater production 
well 

• 18-inch diameter well 510 feet below ground surface 
• Fire hydrant/blow-off located within public right-of-way 4-inch 

diameter pipeline, approximately 20 linear feet connecting to 
existing potable water pipeline on Nance Street.  

Temporary groundwater 
production well 
components  

Development of: 
• water discharge pump 
• Settling tanks (3) 
• Mud tank 
• 4-inch diameter pipeline, approximately 60 linear feet (connection 

to supply water needed for construction) 
• 18-inch diameter pipeline, approximately 60 linear feet (sewer 

connection) 
Construction equipment  • Drill rig 

• Air compressor 
• Tractor/backhoe/loader 
• Off-highway trucks 
• Water trucks 
• Sweeper/scrubber 
• Plate compactor  

Other Temporary 
Appurtenances  

• 24-foot high sound barrier 
• Field office  
• Dog house  
• Pipe trailer  
• Material storage area 
• Cuttings storage area 

Phase 2 – Equipping 
Construction Schedule:  
12 hours a day for four weeks 

Component Subcomponents and Description 
Well head facilities & 
appurtenances 
 

• Wellhead Treatment Facility, which includes: 
o Degassing tank 
o Booster pump 
o Granular activated carbon vessels 
o Blending facility/clearwell 
o Disinfection system 

• 2,500 square foot footprint building to house chemical and electrical 
equipment, which includes: 
o Pumping plant* 
o Disinfection facilities  
o Electrical instrumentation and control equipment  
o Air removal facilities with variable frequency drive (optional)  
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 * Other options for pumping plant include exterior vertical turbine pumping unit with 
noise attenuation equipment or submersible pump 

Blow off pond 
 

Area: 0.75 acres 
Depth: up to 5 feet  
Capacity: 1.2 million gallons  

Transmission pipelines  • 200 linear feet 18” diameter pipe connecting groundwater 
production well to blow-off pond 

• Alternatives for connecting to existing potable water lines (using 18 
inch diameter pipes within right-of-way along Nance Street) 
o Perris Blvd. (1,200 feet of pipeline) 
o Redlands Ave. (3,600 feet of pipeline)  

• Temporary well discharge pipes 4-inch diameter for 60 linear feet 
• Temporary 18-inch diameter line connecting the pump house to the 

sewer line on Nance Street (60 linear feet) 
Construction equipment • Crane 

• Air compressor 
• Tractor/backhoe/loader 
• Off-highway trucks 
• Water trucks 
• Sweeper/scrubber 
• Plate compactor 

Other Site Improvements • Electrical services connection (Southern California Edison) and 
transformer located at the northeastern corner of the project site  

• Drought tolerant landscaping around perimeter 
• 40 foot tall communication tower antennae  
• Chain link fence, masonry block wall, or a combination of the two 

surrounding the perimeter of the project site  
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Placeholder for  
Figure 4: Transmission Pipeline Alternatives 
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 Phase 1 – Drilling and Testing 
 
Grading 
 
The project site would be rough graded to accommodate temporary components. 
 
Well Drilling  
 
The proposed Project would involve drilling a well approximately 18-inches in 
diameter, up to 510 feet below ground surface (bgs).  A new fire hydrant or blow-
off would be installed within the public right-of-way, as well as a new pipeline 
measuring up to 4-inch diameter and approximately 20 linear feet, connecting to 
the existing potable water pipeline located within Nance Street.  
 
Temporary Groundwater Production Well Components 
 
In order to provide water supply for the drilling process, approximately 60 linear 
feet of a temporary 4-inch diameter pipeline would be connected to the new fire 
hydrant or blow-off. Another temporary pipeline measuring up to 18-inches in 
diameter and approximately 60 linear feet would be constructed and connect to 
the existing sewer line, also located within Nance Street, to allow for the discharge 
of development and testing water during the drilling of the well. Several temporary 
building components would be constructed including: a 24 foot high sound barrier, 
a field office, a “dog house,” a pipe trailer, material storage area, and a cuttings 
storage area. 
 
Construction Equipment  
 
Construction equipment would include a drill rig, air compressor, a 
tractor/backhoe/loader, off-highway trucks, water trucks, a sweeper/scrubber, 
and a plate compactor.   
 
Phase 2 – Equipping  
 
Wellhead and Treatment Facility 
 
The Proposed Project includes the construction/operation of one fully equipped 
well (approximately 650 gpm) and wellhead treatment facility. The site would be 
enclosed by a perimeter block wall and certain features of the wellhead and 
wellhead treatment facilities would be situated within a block-walled structure and 
some features situated outside on site. The facilities would generally include a 
degassing tank, well pump, electrical gear, granular activated carbon vessels for 
VOC/PCE removal and related constituents; a backwash tank, a blending 
facility/clearwell, booster pump; and a disinfection system. This facility would also 
require construction of two monitoring wells in close proximity to the well. Treated 
water exiting the site would travel north to existing or proposed transmission 
pipelines within Nance Street and eventually be interconnected with the existing 
EMWD distribution system 
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Blow-off Pond 
 
An onsite blow-off pond would be constructed for the purpose of capturing and 
percolating water that could become stagnant or dormant in the well between 
operational runs. The blow-off pond, with a footprint of up to 0.75-acres and a 
depth up to 5-feet, would have the capacity to capture up to 1.2 million gallons 
(MG) of water. The blow-off pond would take up the southern half of the project 
site.  
 
Pipelines 
 
The Project proposes to construct a new transmission pipeline, measuring up to 
18-inch diameter, located within the public right-of-way along Nance Street; 
currently two alternative alignments are being considered. Alternative alignment 
one would construct approximately 1,200 linear feet of pipeline from the well site, 
along Nance Street westerly to Perris Boulevard and connect to an existing 39-inch 
diameter pipeline. Alternative two would construct approximately 3,600 linear feet 
of pipeline from the well site, along Nance Street easterly to Redlands Avenue and 
then north to an existing 24-inch line. Proposed pipeline alternatives are shown on 
Figure 4. Additionally, an estimated 200 linear feet of up to 18-inch diameter 
pipeline would be installed, connecting to the blow-off pond within the well site. 
 
Other Site Improvements 
 
A new Southern California Edison (SCE) electrical services connection would be 
required. A transformer would be located at the northeastern corner of the project 
site. Additionally, a communication tower antenna measuring approximately 40 
feet high may be constructed for purpose of communicating with EMWD’s 
Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) system.  
 
The perimeter of the proposed Project site would be secured to prevent entry onto 
the site, with a chain link fence, masonry block wall or a combination of both.  
 
Phase 3 – Operations and Maintenance  
 
Staffing 
 
One EMWD staff person would visit the site typically once a week.   
 
Regional Water Quality Issue 
 
Perfluorooctanoic acid (PFOA) and perfluorooctane sulfonate (PFOS) are 
fluorinated organic chemicals that are part of a larger group of chemicals referred 
to as perfluoroalkyl substances (PFASs).  PFOA and PFOS have been the most 
extensively produced and studied of these chemicals.  They were used to make 
carpets, clothing, fabrics for furniture, paper packaging for food and other 
materials (e.g., cookware) that are resistant to water, grease or stains.  PFOA is 
used for firefighting at airfields and in a number of industrial processes.   
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This background information on PFAS’s and PFOA is relevant in that the proposed 
Project site is in the vicinity of March Air Reserve Base (ARB), which has used 
firefighting suppressant (foam) that contain PFOS.  To provide Americans, including 
the most sensitive populations, with a margin of protection from a lifetime of 
exposure to PFOA and PFOS from drinking water, the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) has established the health advisory levels at 70 parts per 
trillion (ppt). This health advisory level offers a margin of protection for all 
Americans throughout their life from adverse health efforts resulting from 
exposure to PFOA and PFOS in drinking water. Testing of another EWMD well (well 
59) near March ARB yielded concentrations of PFOS that exceeded 70 ppt.  
Subsequent to this test, EMWD shut down the well, and is currently working with 
March ARB on treatment options to reduce concentrations below the 70 ppt.   
 
It should be noted that before EWMD can bring Well 204 online, water quality 
would need to be tested for a variety of constituents, including PFOA, following 
procedures established by the Riverside County Department of Environmental 
Health, the State Division of Drinking Water (formerly known as the California 
Department of Public Health), and the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control 
Board.   
 

  
9. Surrounding Land Uses & 
Environmental Setting:  
 
 

  
The project site is located on parcel 302-110-028 located south of Nance Street, 
between North Perris Boulevard and Redlands Avenue in the City of Perris. Nance 
Street is currently an unpaved direct roadway. The proposed Project site is 
currently vacant. The project site is relatively flat, with elevations ranging from 
1,470 feet in the northwest corner to 1,458 along the southwestern corner. No 
jurisdictional drainages are located on the project site.  
 
The surrounding area is a mixture of residential, and vacant land uses (See Table 2, 
Surrounding Land Uses). The site is bounded to the north, south, and east by vacant 
land, and on the west by a residential use. Figure 5 shows the project site and 
surrounding land uses.  

Table 2: 
Adjacent Land Uses 

 
 

Direction 
Specific Plan 
Designation Zoning District Existing Land Use 

Project Site Business 
Professional Office Business Park Vacant 

North Light Industrial Commercial 
Community Vacant 

South Business 
Professional Office Business Park Vacant 

East Business 
Professional Office Business Park Vacant 

West Business 
Professional Office Business Park Residential 

10. Approvals needed 
 

• California Division of Drinking Water,  Water Supply Permit 
• California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region, General 

Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction and Land 



Well 204 IS/MND Page 16 
 

 Disturbance Activities 
• Riverside County Community Health Agency, Department of Environmental 

Health, Well Permit and Hazardous Materials Management Permit  
• South Coast Air Quality Management District, Emergency Back-Up Genset and 

Carbon Vessels 
• City of Perris, Encroachment Permit 
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Placeholder for  
Figure 5: Adjacent Land Uses 
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Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
  
The environmental factors checked below (x) would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one 
impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 
 

 Aesthetics  Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Public Services 
 Agriculture Resources  Hazards & Hazardous Materials  Recreation 
 Air Quality  Hydrology/Water Quality  Transportation 
 Biological Resources 
 Cultural Resources 

 Land Use/Planning 
 Mineral Resources 

 Tribal Cultural Resources 
 Utilities and Service Systems 

 Energy  Noise  Wildfire 
 Geology/Soils  Population and Housing  Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 
The environmental factors checked below (x) would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one 
impact that is a “Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated” as indicated by the checklist on the following 
pages. 
 

 Aesthetics  Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Public Services 
 Agriculture Resources  Hazards & Hazardous Materials  Recreation 
 Air Quality  Hydrology/Water Quality  Transportation 
 Biological Resources 
 Cultural Resources 

 Land Use/Planning 
 Mineral Resources 

 Tribal Cultural Resources 
 Utilities and Service Systems 

 Energy  Noise  Wildfire 
 Geology/Soils  Population and Housing  Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 
The environmental factors checked below (x) would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one 
impact that is a “Less than Significant” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 
 

 Aesthetics  Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Public Services 
 Agriculture Resources  Hazards & Hazardous Materials  Recreation 
 Air Quality  Hydrology/Water Quality  Transportation 
 Biological Resources 
 Cultural Resources 

 Land Use/Planning 
 Mineral Resources 

 Tribal Cultural Resources 
 Utilities and Service Systems 

 Energy  Noise  Wildfire 
 Geology/Soils  Population and Housing  Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 
The environmental factors checked below (x) would have “No Impact” by this project as indicated by the checklist 
on the following pages. 
 

 Aesthetics  Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Public Services 
 Agriculture Resources  Hazards & Hazardous Materials  Recreation 
 Air Quality  Hydrology/Water Quality  Transportation 
 Biological Resources 
 Cultural Resources 

 Land Use/Planning 
 Mineral Resources 

 Tribal Cultural Resources 
 Utilities and Service Systems 

 Energy  Noise  Wildfire 
 Geology/Soils  Population and Housing  Mandatory Findings of Significance 
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Determination 
(To be completed by the Lead Agency) 
  
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 
   
 

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

 
 

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

 
 

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

 
 

  
I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially significant 
unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in 
an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation 
measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

 
 

  
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all 
potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to 
that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed 
upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 
 
 

  
  
Signature 

  
  
Date 

 
  
Printed Name 
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Evaluation of Environmental Impacts 
  
1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are adequately supported by 

the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A "No Impact" answer 
is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to 
projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A "No Impact" answer should 
be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not 
expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis). 

  
2) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as 

well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts. 
  
3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist answers 

must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or less than 
significant. "Potentially Significant Impact" is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be 
significant. If there are one or more "Potentially Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made, 
an EIR is required. 

  
4) "Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies where the incorporation of 

mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact" to a "Less Than Significant 
Impact." The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the 
effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from "Earlier Analyses," as described in (5) below, 
may be cross-referenced). 

  
5) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect has 

been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief 
discussion should identify the following: 
a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review. 
b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of 

and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether 
such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis. 

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures Incorporated," 
describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the 
extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project. 

  
6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential 

impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside document 
should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated. 

  
7) Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals 

contacted should be cited in the discussion. 
  
8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies 

should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project's environmental effects 
in whatever format is selected. 

  
9) The explanation of each issue should identify: 

a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and 
b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.  
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I. Aesthetics 

Except as provided in Public Resources code 
Section 21099, would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic 
vista? 

 
  X  

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, 
including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within view 
from a state scenic highway? 

   X 

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade 
the existing visual character or quality of public 
views 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? 

  X  

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

  X  

 
a) Less than significant. The City of Perris General Plan describes the project vicinity as a flat, broad basin, with 
rolling foothills to the east and west of the basin. Significant scenic vistas that may be viewed from the proposed 
project site include the Russell Mountains and Bernasconi Hills within the Lake Perris State Recreation Area, located 
about a mile northeast of the project site. Terri Peak (elevation 2,569 feet), which is part of the Russell Mountains, 
can be seen from the Project site. Views immediately west of the Project site consist of trees; vacant lots with vehicle 
storage can be seen immediately north, east, and south of the site. Buildings in the City of Perris consist of low-rise 
buildings that preserve scenic vistas; for example, the Home Depot distribution center located east of the proposed 
Project site is a one-story building and does not obscure the view of mountains and hills.  
 
Scenic vistas can be impacted by development in two ways: a structure may be constructed that blocks the view of 
a vista or the vista itself may be altered (i.e., development on a scenic hillside). The Project site is not considered to 
be within or to comprise a portion of a scenic vista; therefore, the proposed Project would not alter existing scenic 
vistas. The visible portions of the Project would include the perimeter fencing, a one-story building with a 2,500 
square foot footprint, well treatment facility, blow-off pond, and a 40-foot tall communications antennae. The 
visible structures of the proposed Project would be minimal and would be consistent with the structures and land 
use found in this area. The proposed Project would not block the scenic vista from public right-out ways; therefore, 
impacts would be less than significant.  
 
b) No impact. The Project site is not adjacent to an officially designated State scenic highway as identified on the 
California Scenic Highway Mapping System. The Project site is located in a suburbanized area visually dominated by 
developing commercial/warehousing uses, surface street features, and vacant land and contains no scenic 
resources such as rock outcroppings, significant trees, or historical buildings. No impact would occur.  
 
c) Less than significant impact. The Project site is located in an urbanized area. The Project site is zoned for business 
and professional office use; therefore, the proposed Project  would not conflict with applicable zoning. The existing 
visual character surrounding the Project site is vacant land and RV storage, and is zoned for commercial uses. 
Depending on the type of perimeter fencing used (chain link, masonry block, or combination of the two) various 
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components of the proposed Project may be visible from the public right-of-way. The visible structures of the Project 
(one-story 2,500 square foot structure, communications antennae, and perimeter fencing) would be consistent with 
the land use in the area.  Additionally, perimeter fencing would have drought tolerant landscaping to visually screen 
fencing and other Project features.  Impacts would be less than significant. 
 
d) Less than significant impact. Excessive or inappropriately directed lighting can adversely impact nighttime views 
by reducing the ability to see the night sky and stars. Glare can be caused from unshielded or misdirected lighting 
sources. Reflective surfaces (i.e., polished metal) can also cause glare. Impacts associated with glare range from 
simple nuisance to potentially dangerous situations (i.e., if glare is directed into the eyes of motorists). The proposed 
Project would include security lights at the Project site and would comply with the zoning code and general plan 
policies. The communications antennae and electrical/chemical housing structure would not include reflective 
surfaces. Impacts would be less than significant.  
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II. Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

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

   X 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural 
use, or a Williamson Act contract?    X 
c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public 
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland 
(as defined in Public Resources Code section 
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland 
Production (as defined in Government Code 
section 51104(g))? 

   X 

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

   X 

 
a) No Impact. The Department of Conservation classifies the project site as Farmland of Local Importance, which is 
defined as an area with “soils that would be classified as Prime and Statewide but lack available irrigation water” or 
“lands identified by city or county ordinance as agricultural zones or contracts, which include Riverside County 
‘Proposition R’ lands.”1 The Perris Valley Commercial Center Specific Plan designates the Project site as Business 
Park/Professional Office (BPO), which does not include agricultural uses. The land use discrepancy between the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program and the Specific Plan shows the intentional shift in land use from 
agricultural use to commercial, which was specified in the 1991 City of Perris General Plan. The Project site is 
currently vacant and has not been used for agriculture since 2009.2 The proposed Project would not convert Prime 
Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-agricultural use.  Therefore, no impacts 
would occur.   
 
b) No Impact. No Williamson Act Contracts are active for the proposed Project site.3 The proposed Project would 
not conflict with existing Williamson Act Contracts.  
 
c) No Impact. Public Resources Code Section 12220(g) identifies forest land as “land that can support 10-percent 
native tree cover of any species, including hardwoods, under natural conditions, and that allows for management 
of one or more forest resources, including timber, aesthetics, fish and wildlife, biodiversity, water quality, 
recreation, and other public benefits”. The Project site and surrounding properties are not currently being managed 
or used for forest land as identified in Public Resources Code Section 12220(g). The Project site is vacant, graded 
and devoid of trees. Additionally, the Project site is not zoned for timberland use; therefore, no impact to timberland 
zoning would occur. 
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d) No Impact. The proposed Project site is vacant, graded land devoid of trees; thus, there would be no loss of forest 
land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use as a result of this Project. No impacts in reference to loss of 
forestland would occur. 
 
e) No Impact. The proposed Project is located in an area dominated by vacant land and commercial/warehousing 
uses. Per the discussion in section (a), (c), and (d), the proposed Project would not change the existing environment 
in a manner that would result in the conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural land or forest land to non-
forest land. No impacts would occur.  
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III. Air Quality 
  
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:  

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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

 
   X 

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

  X  

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations?   X  
d) Result in other emissions (such as those 
leading to odors) adversely affecting a 
substantial number of people? 

  X  

 
a) No Impact. A significant impact could occur if the proposed project conflicts with or obstructs implementation of 
the South Coast Air Basin 2016 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). Conflicts and obstructions that hinder 
implementation of the AQMP can delay efforts to meet attainment deadlines for criteria pollutants and maintaining 
existing compliance with applicable air quality standards. Pursuant to the methodology provided in Chapter 12 of 
the 1993 South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) CEQA Air Quality Handbook, consistency with the 
South Coast Air Basin 2016 AQMP is affirmed when a project (1) does not increase the frequency or severity of an 
air quality standards violation or cause a new violation and (2) is consistent with the growth assumptions in the 
AQMP.4 Consistency review is presented below: 
 

(1) The proposed Project will result in short-term construction and long-term pollutant emissions that are 
less than the CEQA significance emissions thresholds established by the SCAQMD, as demonstrated by the 
CalEEMod analysis conducted for the proposed site (See Appendix A, Air Quality Modeling Data), 
summarized in Section III et seq. of this report; therefore, the Project will not result in an increase in the 
frequency or severity of any air quality standards violation and will not cause a new air quality standard 
violation. 

 
(2) The CEQA Air Quality Handbook indicates that consistency with AQMP growth assumptions must be 
analyzed for new or amended General Plan Elements, Specific Plans, and significant projects. Significant 
projects include airports, electrical generating facilities, petroleum and gas refineries, designation of oil 
drilling districts, water ports, solid waste disposal sites, and off-shore drilling facilities. This Project does not 
involve a General Plan or Specific Plan Amendment and is not considered a significant project. The proposed 
Project, a potable water well, would not generate any new population or employment in the area; 
therefore, the Project would not have an impact on AQMP growth assumptions. 

 
According to the Air Quality Analysis prepared for the proposed Project and the consistency analysis presented 
above, the proposed Project would not conflict with the AQMP; no impact would occur. 
 
b) Less Than Significant Impact.  A project may have a significant impact if project-related emissions exceed federal, 
state, or regional standards or thresholds, or if project-related emissions substantially contribute to existing or 
project air quality violations. The proposed Project is located within the South Coast Air Basin, where efforts to 
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attain state and federal air quality standards are governed by the SCAQMD. Both the state of California (state) and 
the federal government have established health-based ambient air quality standards (AAQS) for seven air pollutants 
(known as ‘criteria pollutants’). These pollutants include ozone (O3), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), 
sulfur dioxide (SO2), inhalable particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or less (PM10), fine particulate 
matter with a diameter of 2.5 microns or less (PM2.5), and lead (Pb). The state has also established AAQS for 
additional pollutants. The AAQS are designed to protect the health and welfare of the populace within a reasonable 
margin of safety. Where the state and federal standards differ, California AAQS are more stringent than the national 
AAQS. 
 
Air pollution levels are measured at monitoring stations located throughout the air basin. Areas that are in 
nonattainment with respect to federal or state AAQS are required to prepare plans and implement measures that 
will bring the region into attainment. Table 3 (South Coast Air Basin Attainment Status – Riverside County) 
summarizes the attainment status in the project area for the criteria pollutants. Discussion of potential impacts 
related to short-term construction impacts and long-term area source and operational impacts are presented 
below. 

Table 3: 
South Coast Air Basin Attainment Status – Riverside County 

Pollutant Federal State 
O3 (1-hr) No Data  Nonattainment  
O3 (8-hr) Nonattainment Nonattainment  

PM10 Attainment Nonattainment 
PM2.5 Nonattainment Nonattainment 

CO Unclassified/Attainment Attainment 
NO2 Unclassified/Attainment  Attainment 
SO2 Attainment  Attainment  
Pb Unclassified/Attainment  Attainment 

Source: CalEPA Air Resources Board. State and National Area Designation Maps. 2017.  
 
Construction Emissions 
The proposed Project would result in construction-related and operational emissions of criteria pollutants and toxic 
air contaminants. A project may have a significant impact if project-related emissions exceed federal, state, or 
regional standards or thresholds, or if project-related emissions will substantially contribute to existing or project 
air quality violations.  
 
The California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) version 2013.2.2 was utilized to estimate emissions from the 
proposed construction activities (see Appendix A, Air Quality Modeling Data). This modeling was conducted in 
August 2016, and while a newer version of the CalEEMod emissions model has since been promulgated, the newer 
version of the software in fact estimates less emissions than the earlier versions. This is due to the newer version 
having efficiencies built into it based on updated SCAQMD and California Building Code (CBC) standard regulations, 
which reduce emissions projections in the short and long-term. As such, the air quality modeling data that was 
generated in 2016 is likely overestimating emissions relative to the newer version of the emissions model. 
Therefore, the data is still valid for use in this analysis.   
 
Project-specific construction phase lengths provided by EMWD were utilized. Table 4 (Maximum Daily Construction 
Emissions) summarizes the results of the CalEEMod outputs. Based on the results of the model, maximum daily 
emissions from the construction of the proposed Project would not exceed established SCAQMD thresholds. 
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Table 4: 
Unmitigated Maximum Daily Construction Emissions (lbs/day) 

Year ROG* NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 
Summer 20171 2.82 27.37 19.04 0.04 1.95 1.42 

SCAQMD Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55 
Potential Impact? No No No No No No 

* Reactive Organic Gases 
1. Summer and winter CalEEMod output numbers are substantially the same. 
Note: Volatile organic compounds are measured as reactive organic compounds 
Source: MIG 2016 

 
Operational Emissions 
Long-term emissions are evaluated at build-out of a project. The Project was assumed to be operational in 2017 
based on the CalEEMod analysis conducted in 2016. Long-term criteria air pollutant emissions would result from 
the operation of the groundwater well facilities. Long-term emissions are categorized as area source emissions, 
energy demand emissions, and operational emissions. Operational emissions would result from automobile and 
other vehicle sources associated with intermittent maintenance trips to and from the proposed facility. Energy 
demand emissions result from use of electricity. Mobile source emissions refer to on-road motor vehicle emissions 
generated from the Project’s traffic. However, mobile source emissions from the proposed Project are expected to 
be minimal, as operation of the facility would not include daily employee trips or customer and vendor trips and 
would only require weekly maintenance trips to the facility. Area source emissions from the proposed Project 
include landscape maintenance and an average square footage to be repainted each year. As such, operational 
emissions were not modeled for this Project. Long-term emissions would not exceed the daily thresholds 
established by SCAQMD; impacts would be less than significant. 
 
Cumulative Emissions 
Cumulative short-term, construction-related emissions and long-term, operational emissions from the Project 
would not contribute considerably to any potential cumulative air quality impact because short-term Project and 
operational emissions would not exceed any SCAQMD daily threshold. As required of the proposed Project, other 
concurrent construction projects and operations in the region would be required to implement standard air quality 
regulations and mitigation pursuant to state CEQA requirements, thus ensuring that air quality standards are not 
cumulatively exceeded. Impacts are considered less than significant. 
 
c) Less than Significant Impact. Sensitive receptors are those segments of the population that are most susceptible 
to poor air quality such as children, the elderly, the sick, and athletes who perform outdoors. Land uses associated 
with sensitive receptors include residences, schools, playgrounds, childcare centers, outdoor athletic facilities, long-
term health care facilities, rehabilitation centers, convalescent centers, and retirement homes. The surrounding 
land uses are vacant or occupied by storage units and distribution centers. The proposed groundwater well and 
associated facilities would not generate toxic pollutant emissions. Impacts would be less than significant. 
 
d) Less than Significant Impact. The implementation of the proposed Project would result in diesel exhaust odors 
from heavy-duty construction equipment. Construction activities would take place over a short period of time 
(approximately 8 weeks) and is not expected to have permanent contributions to objectionable odors. Long-term 
operational activities are not expected to be the cause of objectionable odors; any chemicals associated with the 
groundwater well facilities would be housed in the pump house. The proposed Project is located in an area zoned 
as Business Park/Professional Office, which indicates that most people would be inside buildings for the majority of 
the day (compared to areas zoned as open space or parks). The number of people that would be present outdoors 
at build-out conditions for the PVCC SP would be relatively low. Therefore,  the proposed Project would have less 
than significant impacts for objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number of people.   
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IV. Biological Resources 

  
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
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? 

 
 X 

  

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

   

X 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or 
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? 

   

X 

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? 

   
X 

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

   X 

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? 

 
X 

  

 
A baseline biological survey of the Project site was conducted, in accordance with the requirements of the Western 
Riverside County Multi-species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP), on October 29, 2019 and included a Step I 
(Habitat Assessment) and Step II-a (Focused Burrow Survey) MSHCP burrowing owl survey (MSHCP 2006) . During 
this survey, it was observed that the Project site is dominated by disturbed and ruderal habitats.  A review of 
historical aerial photography (Google Earth 2002-2019) indicate that it is subject to regular disking.  Surficial soils 
(Domino silt loam, saline-alkali) are mixed with gravel and vegetation is limited to sparse, non-native weeds, 
primarily along the fenceline bordering the Project site.  Plant species observed onsite include stinknet (Oncosiphon 
piluliferum), tree tobacco (Nicotiana glauca), london rocket (Sisymbrium irio), summer mustard (Hirschfeldia 
incana), ripgut (Bromus diandrus), tree of heaven (Ailanthus altissimus), and prickly lettuce (Lactuca serriola).  

 
a) Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated.  
 
Special Status Plant Species 
Based on a review of the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Information for Planning and Conservation Tool (IPaC), 
a search of the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), 
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and a search of the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Rare and Endangered Plant Inventory, a total of thirty-
eight (38) special status plant species have been identified in the region of the Project site (Appendix B).  None of 
these special status species are expected to occur onsite due to a lack of suitable habitat.   
 
The Project site is located within the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) 
Mead Valley Area Plan and occurs within a Predetermined Survey Area for nine (9) MSHCP Criteria Area Plant Species 
(San Jacinto Valley crownscale, Parish's brittlescale, Davidson's saltscale, thread-leaved brodiaea, round-leaved 
filaree, smooth tarplant, coulter's goldfields, little mousetail, and mud nama) and four (4) Narrow Endemic Plant 
Species (San Diego ambrosia, spreading navarretia, California Orcutt grass, Wright's trichocoronis). No MSHCP 
Criteria Area Plant Species or Narrow Endemic Plant Species are expected to occur onsite due to a lack of suitable 
habitat. 
 
Special Status Wildlife Species 
Based on a review of the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Information for Planning and Conservation Tool (IPaC) 
and a search of the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) California Natural Diversity Database 
(CNDDB), a total of eighteen (18) special status wildlife species have been identified in the region of the Project site 
(Appendix B).   
 
The Project site is located within an MSHCP Predetermined Survey Area for burrowing owl. Based on the October 
29, 2019 field survey, the Project Site contains suitable habitat for burrowing owls (Step I, MSHCP 2006).  However, 
the Project site does not contain suitable burrowing owl burrows (Step II-a, MSCHP 2006) and therefore focused 
burrowing owl surveys (Step II-b, MSCHP 2006) are not required.  Nevertheless, construction-related activities have 
the potential to impact burrowing owls, as outlined in Impact BIO-1: Burrowing Owls. All project sites containing 
suitable burrowing owl habitat or burrows (based on Step I - Habitat Assessment), whether owls were found or not, 
require pre-construction surveys that shall be conducted within fourteen (14) days prior to ground disturbance to 
avoid direct take of burrowing owls. 
 
Impact BIO-1: Burrowing Owls. Construction-related activities have the potential to impact burrowing owls.  
Implementation of MM BIO-1 would reduce impacts to burrowing owl to a level of less than significant. 
 
MM BIO-1:  Preconstruction Burrowing Owl Survey. Pre-construction burrowing owl surveys (within 

14-days of construction) will be conducted prior to the onset of construction-related 
activities, which include grading, grubbing, vegetation removal, etc. Pre-construction 
surveys would follow the guidance outlined in Burrowing Owl Survey Instructions for the 
Western Riverside MSHCP (2006).  

 
Although there are no trees or shrubs rooted in the Project Site due to recent and regular disking, ground-nesting 
species (e.g. killdeer) have potential to nest in bare ground areas located on-site. Also, neighboring properties 
possess trees which overhang the Project Site and provide suitable habitat for nesting birds that are protected under 
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. A raptor nest (inactive at the time of the October 29, 2019 field survey) is present in 
a eucalyptus tree overhanging the Project Site and project-related construction activities have the potential to 
impact potential nesting pairs. 
 
Impact BIO-2: Nesting Birds. Construction-related activities have the potential to impact nesting birds on the Project 
site grounds and in trees and shrubs located on adjacent properties. An inactive raptor nest is located in a eucalyptus 
tree that is rooted in a neighboring property, but overhangs the Project site. Implementation of MM BIO-2 would 
reduce impacts to nesting birds to a level of less than significant. 
 
MM BIO-2:  Preconstruction Nesting Birds Surveys. If vegetation removal is scheduled during the 

nesting season (typically February 1 to September 1), a preconstruction focused survey 
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for active nests shall be conducted by a qualified biologist (as determined by a 
combination of academic training and professional experience in biological sciences and 
related resource management activities) no more than five (5) days prior to the beginning 
of project-related activities (including but not limited to equipment mobilization and 
staging, clearing, grubbing, vegetation removal, and grading). Surveys shall be conducted 
in proposed work areas, staging and storage areas, and soil, equipment, and material 
stockpile areas. For passerines and small raptors, surveys shall be conducted within a 250-
foot radius surrounding the work area (in areas where access is feasible). For larger 
raptors, such as those from the genus Buteo, the survey area shall encompass a 500-foot 
radius. Surveys shall be conducted during weather conditions suited to maximize the 
observation of possible nests and shall concentrate on areas of suitable habitat. If a lapse 
in project-related work of five (5) days or longer occurs, an additional nest survey shall be 
required before work can be reinitiated. If nests are encountered during any 
preconstruction survey, a qualified biologist shall determine if it may be feasible for 
construction to continue as planned without impacting the success of the nest, depending 
on conditions specific to each nest and the relative location and rate of construction 
activities. If the qualified biologist determines construction activities have potential to 
adversely affect a nest, the biologist shall immediately inform the construction manager 
to halt construction activities within minimum exclusion buffer of 50 feet for songbird 
nests, and 200 to 500 feet for raptor nests, depending on species and location. Active 
nest(s) within the Project Site shall be monitored by a qualified biologist during 
construction if work is occurring directly adjacent to the established no-work buffer.  
Construction activities within the no-work buffer may proceed after a qualified biologist 
determines the nest is no longer active due to natural causes (e.g. young have fledged, 
predation, or other non-anthropogenic nest failure). 

 
The Project site does not occur within an MSHCP Predetermined Survey Area for amphibians or mammals. 
Furthermore, no other special status wildlife species listed in a nine quad search of the USFWS IPaC and CDFW 
CNDDB databases (Appendix B) are expected to occur onsite due to a lack of suitable habitat.   
 
b) No Impact. Based on the results of the October 29, 2019 field survey, the Project site is completely disked and 
does not contain any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community.  
 
c) No Impact. Based on the results of the October 29, 2019 field survey and a review of the USFWS National Wetlands 
Inventory (NWI), the Project site is completely disked and does not contain any federally protected wetlands.  
 
d) No Impact. Based on the results of the October 29, 2019 field survey, the Project site is completely disked and 
does not act as a corridor for native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species.  
 
e) No Impact. Based on the results of the October 29, 2019 field survey, the Project site is completely disked and 
does not contain any trees or other resources protected by local policies or ordinances. 
 
f) Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The Project site occurs within the Western Riverside County 
MSHCP Mead Valley Area Plan. The Project site does not occur within an MSHCP Area Plan Subunit or Criteria Cell.  
The Project site does not occur within an MSHCP Predetermined Survey Area for mammals or amphibians.   
 
As described in Section (a) above, the Project site occurs within an MSHCP Predetermined Survey Area for burrowing 
owls.  Implementation of MM-BIO 1 would reduce potential impacts to burrowing owls to a level of less than 
significant. As described in Section (a) above, the Project site occurs within a Predetermined Survey Area for nine 
(9) MSHCP Criteria Area plant species (San Jacinto Valley crownscale, Parish's brittlescale, Davidson's saltscale, 
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thread-leaved brodiaea, round-leaved filaree, smooth tarplant, coulter's goldfields, little mousetail, and mud nama) 
and four (4) Narrow Endemic plant species (San Diego ambrosia, spreading navarretia, California Orcutt grass, 
Wright's trichocoronis).  No MSHCP Criteria Area or Narrow Endemic plant species are expected to occur onsite due 
to a lack of suitable habitat.  
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V. Cultural Resources 

 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource pursuant to § 
15064.5? 

 
   X 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to § 15064.5? 

 X   

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

 
This section addresses cultural, historic, and tribal cultural resource impacts associated with the Project. Issues of 
interest are cultural, archaeological and historic impacts identified by the CEQA Guidelines: whether the Project will 
cause a substantial adverse change in an archaeological or historic resource or disturb human remains. A Phase I 
Cultural Resource Assessment was completed for the Project by MIG, Inc., dated June 17, 2016. The information in 
this chapter is taken from the Phase I Cultural Resource Assessment which can be found in Appendix C of this 
document. 
 
a) No Impact. Results from the California Historical Resources Information System – Eastern Information Center 
(CHRIS-EIC) (Appendix C) indicated that there were no previously recorded historical resources within the Project 
site. However, there was one (1) previously recorded historic structure (CA-RIV- 005516H) located within a one-mile 
radius of the Project site. Although, this historic resource would not be impacted by the proposed Project. There 
were no historic structures (built environments) identified during the pedestrian survey. Therefore, the proposed 
Project would result in no adverse change in the significance of a historical resource.  No impacts would occur. 
 
b) Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Results from the CHRIS-EIC indicated that there were no 
previously recorded archaeological resources within the Project site. However, there are three (3) previously 
recorded archaeological resources (prehistoric and historic) and one (1) historic structure located within a one-mile 
radius (1-prehistoric, 2-historic, and 1-historic structure) of the Project site. None of these resources would be 
impacted by the proposed Project. There were no archaeological resources identified on the Project site during the 
pedestrian survey. A search of the City of Perris’s General Plan indicates that the Study Area lies in a vicinity of low 
sensitivity for cultural resources, consisting of one recorded cultural site (prehistoric or historic) per square mile 
(City of Perris General Plan 2005). Nevertheless, despite the heavy disturbances of the Project site that may have 
displaced archaeological resources on the surface, it is possible that intact archaeological resources exist at depth. 
The proposed project could have potentially significant impacts to archaeological resources, and Mitigation 
Measures MM CUL-1 through CUL-6 are proposed to reduce the potential impacts to previously undiscovered 
archaeological resources to less than significant levels.  
 
Impact CUL-1: The proposed Project has the potential to cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
previously undiscovered archaeological resource.  

 
MM CUL-1:  Cultural Resources Treatment and Monitoring Agreement. At least 30 days prior to the 

start of any ground-disturbing activities, EMWD shall contact the Consulting Tribe(s) to 
develop Cultural Resource Treatment Monitoring Agreement(s) ("Agreement"). The 
Agreement(s) shall address the treatment of archaeological resources inadvertently 
discovered on the project site; project grading; ground disturbance and development 
scheduling; the designation, responsibilities, and participation of tribal monitor(s) 
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during grading, excavation, and ground disturbing activities; and compensation for the 
tribal monitors, including overtime, weekend rates, and mileage reimbursements. 

 
MM CUL-2:  Develop a Cultural Resources Monitoring Plan. Prior to any grading activities, a Cultural 

Resources Monitoring Plan shall be prepared by a qualified archaeologist in consultation 
with the Consulting Tribe(s). The plan shall also identify the location and timing of 
cultural resources monitoring. The plan shall contain an allowance that the qualified 
archaeologist, based on observations of subsurface soil stratigraphy or other factors 
during initial grading, and in consultation with the Native American monitor and the 
lead agency, may reduce or discontinue monitoring as warranted if the archaeologist 
determines that the possibility of encountering archaeological deposits is low. The plan 
shall outline the appropriate measures to be followed in the event of unanticipated 
discovery of cultural resources during project implementation (including during the 
survey to occur following vegetation removal and monitoring during ground-disturbing 
activities). The plan shall identify avoidance as the preferred manner of mitigating 
impacts to cultural resources. The plan shall establish the criteria utilized to evaluate 
the historic significance (per CEQA) of the discoveries, methods of avoidance consistent 
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3), as well as identify the appropriate data 
recovery methods and procedures to mitigate the effect of the project if avoidance of 
significant historical or unique archaeological resources is determined to be infeasible. 
The plan shall also include reporting of monitoring results within a timely manner, 
disposition of artifacts, curation of data, and dissemination of reports to local and state 
repositories, libraries, and interested professionals. A qualified archaeologist and 
Consulting Tribe(s) tribal monitor shall attend a pre-grade meeting with EMWD staff, 
the contractor, and appropriate subcontractors to discuss the monitoring program, 
including protocols to be followed in the event that cultural material is encountered. 

 
MM CUL-3:  Tribal Monitoring Agreements. A qualified archaeological monitor and a Consulting 

Tribe(s) monitor shall be present for ground-disturbing activities associated with the 
Project, and both the project archaeologist and Tribal Monitor(s) will make a 
determination as to the areas with a potential for encountering cultural material. At 
least seven business days prior to project grading, EMWD shall contact the tribal 
monitors to notify the Tribe of grading/excavation and the monitoring 
program/schedule, and to coordinate with the Tribe on the monitoring work schedule. 
Both the archaeologist and the tribal monitor shall have the authority to stop and 
redirect grading activities in order to evaluate the nature and significance of any 
archaeological resources discovered within the project limits. Such evaluation shall 
include culturally appropriate temporary and permanent treatment pursuant to the 
Cultural Resources Treatment and Monitoring Agreement, which may include 
avoidance of cultural resources, in-place preservation, data recovery, and/or reburial so 
the resources are not subject to further disturbance in perpetuity. Any reburial shall 
occur at a location predetermined between EMWD and the Consulting Tribe(s), details 
of which shall be addressed in the Cultural Resources Treatment and Monitoring 
Agreement in MM CR-1. Treatment may also include curation of the cultural resources 
at a tribal curation facility, as determined in discussion among EMWD, the project 
archaeologist, and the tribal representatives and addressed in the Cultural Resources 
Treatment and Monitoring Agreement referenced in MM CUL-1. 

 
MM CUL-4  Evaluation of Discovered Artifacts. All artifacts discovered at the development site shall 

be inventoried and analyzed by the project archaeologist and tribal monitor(s). A 
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monitoring report will be prepared, detailing the methods and results of the monitoring 
program, as well as the disposition of any cultural material encountered. If no cultural 
material is encountered, a brief letter report will be sufficient to document monitoring 
activities. 

 
MM CUL-5  Disposition of Inadvertent Discoveries. In the event that Native American cultural 

resources are recovered during the course of grading (inadvertent discoveries), the 
following procedures shall be carried out for final disposition of the discoveries with the 
tribe. EMWD shall relinquish ownership of all cultural resources, including sacred items, 
burial goods, and all archaeological artifacts and non-human remains as part of the 
required mitigation for impacts to cultural resources, and adhere to the following: 

 
1)  Preservation-in-place is the preferred option; preservation-in-place means avoiding 

the resources and leaving them in the place where they were found with no 
development affecting the integrity of the resource. 

2)  If preservation-in-place is not feasible, on-site reburial of the discovered items as 
detailed in the Monitoring Plan required pursuant to MM CR-2 is the next preferable 
treatment measure. This shall include measures and provisions to protect the future 
reburial area from any future impacts in perpetuity. Reburial shall not occur until all 
legally required cataloging and basic recordation have been completed. No 
recordation of sacred items is permitted without the written consent of all 
Consulting Native American Tribal Governments. 

3)  In the event that on-site reburial is not feasible, EMWD will enter into a curation 
agreement with an appropriate qualified repository within Riverside County that 
meets federal standards per 36 Code of Federal Regulations 800 Part 79 and 
therefore would be curated and made available to other archaeologists/researchers 
for further study. The collections and associated records shall be transferred, 
including title, to an appropriate curation facility within Riverside County, to be 
accompanied by payment of the fees necessary for permanent curation. 

 
MM CUL-6  Non-Disclosure of Reburial Locations. It is understood by all parties that unless 

otherwise required by law, the site of any reburial of culturally sensitive resources shall 
not be disclosed and shall not be governed by public disclosure requirements of the 
California Public Records Act. The Coroner, pursuant to the specific exemption set forth 
in California Government Code 6254(r), parties, and Lead Agencies will be asked to 
withhold public disclosure information related to such reburial. 

 
c) Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. No known human remains have been identified from the 
database within a one-mile radius of the Project site. No human remains were identified during the pedestrian 
survey of the Project site. The potential for uncovering significant resources, including Tribal Cultural Resources, at 
the Project site during construction activities is considered unlikely given that no such resources have been 
discovered during prior development activity on the site. However, these findings do not preclude the existence of 
previously unknown human remains located below the ground surface, which may be encountered during 
construction excavations associated with the proposed Project. Similar to the discussion regarding archaeological 
resources above, it is also possible to encounter buried human remains during construction given the proven 
prehistoric occupation of the region, the identification of multiple surface archaeological resources within two-miles 
of the Project site, and the favorable natural conditions that would have attracted prehistoric inhabitants to the 
area. If human remains are encountered during excavations, all work would halt and the County Coroner (Coroner) 
would be notified (Public Resources Code § 5097.98). The Coroner would determine whether the remains are of 
forensic interest. If the Coroner determines that the remains are prehistoric, the Coroner would contact the Native 
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American Heritage Commission (NAHC). The NAHC would be responsible for designating the most likely descendant 
(MLD), who would be responsible for the ultimate disposition of the remains, as required by Section 7050.5 of the 
California Health and Safety Code (H&SC). The MLD would make recommendations within 24 hours of notification 
by the NAHC. This recommendation may include scientific removal and nondestructive analysis of human remains 
and items associated with Native American burials (Health & Safety Code § 7050.5).The proposed Project could have 
potentially significant impacts to previously undiscovered human remains, and MM CUL-7 is incorporated to reduce 
this impact to less than significant. 

 
Impact CUL-2: The proposed Project has the potential to disturb previously undiscovered human remains, including 
those interred outside of formal cemeteries.  

 
MM CUL-7:  Human Remains. If Native American human remains are encountered, Public Resources 

Code Section 5097.98 and California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 will be 
followed. If human remains are encountered 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 shall then make recommendations and 
engage in consultations concerning the treatment of the remains as provided in Public 
Resources Code Section 5097.98. 
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VI. Energy 

 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

 
   X 

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state of local plan 
for renewable energy or energy efficiency?   X  

 
a) No Impact. The proposed Project, a potable water well and associated equipment and appurtenances, would be 
subject to all applicable Federal, State, and local building regulations, including the California Building Code (CBC) 
as approved by the Garden Grove Building & Safety Division. 
 
Construction of the Project would require the use of nonrenewable construction material, such as concrete, metals, 
and plastics. Nonrenewable resources and energy would also be consumed during the Drilling and Testing Phase 
and the Equipping Phase of the Project. Construction activities are anticipated to last approximately 8 weeks. Large 
amounts of energy would not be expended, and all construction vehicles would comply with federal and state 
standards for on- and off-road vehicles (e.g., emission standards set by the California Air Resources Board), meaning 
wasteful usage of energy would not occur. Construction-related impacts would therefore be less than significant.  
 
Electricity would be provided by Southern California Edison (SCE), which obtains its energy supplies from various 
renewable energy sources, power plants and natural gas fields in southern California, as well as from energy 
purchased outside its service area and delivered through high voltage transmission lines and pipelines. Power is 
generated from various sources, including fossil fuel, hydroelectric, nuclear, wind, and geothermal plants; and is fed 
into the electrical grid system serving Southern California. SCE is subject to California’s Renewables Portfolio 
Standard, which was established in 2002 under Senate Bill 1078, accelerated in 2006 under Senate Bill 107, and 
expanded in 2011 under Senate Bill 2. This program requires investor-owned utilities, electric service providers, and 
community choice aggregators to increase procurement from eligible renewable energy resources to 33 percent of 
total procurement by 2020. According to the CPUC, as of 2017, SCE already provided 32% of its retail electricity from 
renewable energy resources.5 As such, the proposed Project’s electricity source is expected to be produced and 
utilized in an efficient manner.  
 
Energy, in the form of fossil fuels, would also be used to fuel vehicles traveling to and from the site to inspect, repair 
or maintain the facilities. However, as described in Section 2.17, Transportation, vehicle maintenance trips would 
be irregular (typically once per week), and the operation of the potable water well would not generate daily trips.  
 
With respect to lifecycle emissions, although there is no regulatory definition for “lifecycle emissions,” the term is 
generally used to refer to all emissions associated with the creation and existence of a project, including emissions 
from the manufacture and transportation of component materials, and even emissions from the manufacture of 
the machines required to produce those materials. However, since it is impossible to accurately estimate the entire 
chain of emissions associated with any given project, lifecycle analyses are limited in effectiveness and meaning 
(relative to assessing or reducing Project-specific emissions for the CEQA analysis). The California Natural Resources 
Agency (“CNRA”) has stated that lifecycle analyses are not required under CEQA6, and in December 2009 CNRA 
issued new energy conservation guidelines for EIRs that make no reference to lifecycle emissions.7 The CNRA 
explained that: (1) There exists no standard regulatory definition for lifecycle emissions, and (2) Even if a standard 
definition for ‘lifecycle’ existed, the term might be interpreted to refer to emissions “beyond those that could be 
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considered ‘indirect effects’” as defined by CEQA Guidelines, and therefore, beyond what an EIR is required to 
estimate and mitigate.8 
 
In accordance with all of the above, the proposed Project would not encourage activities that result in the use of 
large amounts of energy, or use of energy in a wasteful manner. Therefore, operational impacts with regard to use 
of energy would have a less than significant impact. 
 
b) Less Than Significant Impact. As noted in the City’s 2008 General Plan Conservation Element, the City of Perris 
has adopted sustainability goals to address several sustainable design issues. The first goal addresses the vision for 
energy and resource conservation and the use of green building design in the City. The second goal encourages 
project designs that support the use of alternative transportation facilities. The third goal encourages improved 
energy performance above the minimum California Title-24 standards. The fourth goal identifies the City of Perris’ 
commitment to community leadership in environmentally conscience building practices and resource 
conservation.9 The City of Perris 2008 General Plan Conservation Element also identifies several policy measures for 
projects to identify consistency with: 
 
Policy VIII.A  Adopt and maintain development regulations that encourage water and resource conservation. 
Policy VIII.B  Adopt and maintain development regulations that encourage recycling and reduced waste 

generation by construction projects. 
Policy VIII.C  Adopt and maintain development regulations which encourage increased energy efficiency in 

buildings, and the design of durable buildings that are efficient and economical to own and operate. 
Encourage green building development by establishing density bonuses, expedited permitting, and 
possible tax deduction incentives to be made available for developers who meet LEED building 
standards for new and refurbished developments (U.S. Green Building Council’s Leadership in 
Energy and Environmental Design green building programs). 

Policy IX.A  Encourage land uses and new development that support alternatives to the single occupant vehicle. 
Policy X.A  Establish density bonuses, expedited permitting, and possible tax deduction incentives to be made 

available for developers who exceed current Title 24 requirements for new development. 
Policy X.B  Encourage the use of trees within project design to lessen energy needs, reduce the urban heat 

island effect, and improve air quality throughout the region. 
Policy X.C  Encourage strategic shape and placement of new structures within new commercial and industrial 

projects. 
Policy XI.A  The City shall support LEED development standards and gray water usage for all new and 

refurbished public buildings and facilities. All projects undertaken by the City, or that receive 
funding from the City or the Redevelopment Agency should be encouraged to utilize green building 
practices. 

Policy XI.B  The City shall actively reduce greenhouse gas emissions from public facilities throughout the 
community. 

Policy XI.C  The City shall encourage Green Building and Sustainable Community actions whenever possible 
through subsidy funding. 

 
The proposed potable water well and associated equipment and appurtenances would use electrical power service 
that is currently provided by Southern California Edison. The proposed Project would be constructed pursuant to 
current electrical codes, including Title 24 of the State Building Code satisfying Policy VIII.C. Consistency with the 
Sustainability Goals and Policies of the Perris General Plan Conservation Element would further ensure that 
electrical energy would be used efficiently. As such, the proposed Project would have a less than significant impact.   
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VII. Geology and Soils 

  
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Directly or indirectly cause potential 
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 
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 
42. 

 
 

 X  

 ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?   X  
 iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

 X   
 iv) Landslides?    X 
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil?   X  
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable, or that would become unstable as a 
result of the project, and potentially result in on- 
or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

 
 X  

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in 
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code 
(1997), creating substantial direct or indirect risks 
to life or property? 

 
 X  

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? 

 
  X 

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 

 X   

 
a.i.) Less than Significant Impact. According to the Perris Valley Commerce Center Specific Plan Environmental 
Impact Report (SPEIR), the Project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone or other known 
earthquake fault. The nearest Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone is 8 miles east of the Project site. Therefore, 
impacts would be less than significant. 
 
a.ii) Less than Significant Impact. The Project site is subject to strong seismic ground shaking, as are the majority of 
properties in Southern California. Since the Project consists of a wellhead, wellhead treatment facility, pumphouse, 
pipelines, and related facilities that are not intended for human habitation, the Project would not expose people or 
critical structures to adverse effects resulting from seismic-related ground. In addition, the Project facilities are 
specifically designed to withstand seismic conditions anticipated to occur at the Project site. Seismic conditions 
expected to occur in the Project area (see Seismicity discussion below) can be mitigated by special design using 
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reasonable construction and/or maintenance practices in the current California Building Code (CBC). Therefore, the 
seismic-related impacts related to strong seismic ground shaking would be less than significant. 
 
a.iii) Less than significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Liquefaction is a phenomenon that occurs when soil 
undergoes transformation from a solid state to a liquefied condition when subjected to high intensity ground 
shaking. This typically occurs where susceptible soils (particularly the medium sand to silt range) are located over a 
high groundwater table (within 50 feet of the surface). Affected soils lose all strength during liquefaction and 
foundation failure can occur. According to the North Perris Groundwater Development Initial Siting Study (See 
Appendix D), groundwater depth in the Project area ranges from approximately 30 feet to 138 feet below ground 
surface (bgs).10  The findings from the Drilling and Testing Summary Report for Exploratory Borehole 
EMWD_EX_PV01 (See Appendix E) indicate groundwater presence at 80 feet below ground surface (bgs) during 
drilling; the static water level in the borehole was then measured at 52 feet bgs.11 Moreover, subsurface lithology 
is described as sandy soils, which are prone to liquefaction. These findings are consistent with the map of 
liquefaction zones from the PVCC SP EIR, which indicates that the Project site is located in an area with shallow 
groundwater and susceptible sediments, and thus may be subject to very high or high liquefaction susceptibility. 
The proposed Project could potentially expose people or structures to seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction. This is a potentially significant impact, and mitigation is proposed to reduce the impact to less than 
significant.  
 
Impact GEO-1: The proposed project would potentially expose people or structures to seismic-related ground 
failure, including liquefaction.  

 
MM GEO-1:  Prepare Geotechnical Report. Prior to obtaining an encroachment permit from the City of 

Perris, EMWD shall prepare a geotechnical report that details any design features for the 
proposed shed, fencing, well, wellhead treatment facility, and any related infrastructure. 
In addition, the investigation should evaluate the potential for liquefaction to occur onsite 
in accordance with the recommendations of the California Geological Survey. If portions 
of the site area identified as liquefiable, mitigation measures will be recommended by the 
project geotechnical consultant, which the project proponent shall implement in order to 
reduce the potential for liquefaction related distress to the proposed structures to less 
than significant.  

   
a.iv.) No Impact. According to the site plan the Project site is located in an area that is relatively flat and there is no 
potential for landslides. No impacts would occur. 
 
b) Less than Significant Impact. Topsoil is used to cover surface areas for the establishment and maintenance of 
vegetation due to its high concentrations of organic matter and microorganisms. The Project has the potential to 
expose surficial soils to wind and water erosion during construction activities. Wind erosion would be minimized 
through soil stabilization measures required by SCAQMD Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust), such as daily watering. Water 
erosion would be prevented through the City’s standard erosion control practices required pursuant to the CBC and 
the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) regulations, such as silt fencing, fiber rolls, or 
sandbags. Following Project construction, the site itself would consist of a wellhead, wellhead treatment facility, 
pumphouse, pipelines, and related facilities. Impacts related to soil erosion would be less than significant with 
implementation of existing regulations. 
 
c) Less than Significant Impact. Impacts related to liquefaction and landslides are discussed above in Sections a.iii 
and a.iv. Lateral spreading is the downslope movement of surface sediment due to liquefaction in a subsurface 
layer. The downslope movement is due to gravity and earthquake shaking combined. Such movement can occur on 
slope gradients of as little as one degree. Lateral spreading typically damages pipelines, utilities, bridges, and 
structures. Lateral spreading of the ground surface during a seismic activity usually occurs along the weak shear 
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zones within a liquefiable soil layer and has been observed to generally take place toward a free face (i.e., retaining 
wall, slope, or channel) and to lesser extent on ground surfaces with a very gentle slope. Collapse refers to a soil 
settling under its own weight when saturated with water. Over excavation and replacement with compacted fill 
would reduce potential adverse impacts related to collapse within the development. Since the Project site is located 
in an area that is highly susceptible to liquefaction, the proposed Project would have potentially significant impacts. 
However, adherence to the Project Geotechnical Report and the CBC would ensure impacts are less than significant.  
 
d) Less than Significant Impact. The CBC requires special design considerations for foundations of structures built 
on soils with expansion indices greater than 20 that occur at a depth of four feet or less below grade. With adherence 
to the special design considerations for foundations and structures, the proposed Project will have less than 
significant impacts related to soil expansion. Impacts will be less than significant.  
 
e) No Impact. The proposed Project includes a well, pumphouse, wellhead treatment facility, pipeline and related 
facilities. These facilities would connect to existing sewer lines. No impacts would occur. 
 
f) Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Results of the paleontological resources records search 
through the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County (NHMLAC) indicated no known paleontological 
resources recorded within the Project site or within a one-mile radius. Moreover, no paleontological resources were 
identified by MIG during the pedestrian survey. Nevertheless, the results of the literature review and the search at 
the NHMLAC indicate that the Project site is situated upon surficial deposits of Quaternary Alluvium, derived 
primarily as alluvial fan deposits from the hills immediately to the northeast and to the west. These Quaternary 
alluvial fan deposits are unlikely to contain significant fossil vertebrates, at least in the uppermost layers. Deeper 
and older Quaternary deposits that may contain significant fossil vertebrate remains underlie the surficial 
Quaternary Alluvium deposits. Excavations in this older alluvium has high potential to impact paleontological 
resources. A review of the City of Perris’s General Plan indicate that the Project site is located within the vicinity of 
low to high paleontological sensitivity, exhibiting surface exposures of younger Pleistocene valley deposits overlying 
older valley alluvium at depth; thus, this Project requires paleontological construction monitoring once subsurface 
excavations reach five (5) feet in depth. The proposed Project could have potentially significant impacts to a 
previously undiscovered paleontological resource or unique geologic feature. Implementation of MM GEO-2 
through MM GEO-5 would reduce potentially significant impacts to previously undiscovered paleontological 
resources or unique geological features to a less than significant level. 
 
Impact GEO-2: The proposed Project has the potential to directly or indirectly destroy a previously undiscovered 
unique paleontological resource, site, or unique geologic feature.  

 
MM GEO-2:  Conduct Paleontological Sensitivity Training for Construction Personnel. The Applicant 

shall retain a professional paleontologist, who meets the qualifications set forth by the 
Society of Vertebrate Paleontology, shall conduct a Paleontological Sensitivity Training for 
construction personnel prior to commencement of excavation activities. The training 
would include a handout and would focus on how to identify paleontological resources 
that may be encountered during earthmoving activities, and the procedures to be 
followed in such an event; the duties of paleontological monitors; notification and other 
procedures to follow upon discovery of resources; and, the general steps a qualified 
professional paleontologist would follow in conducting a salvage investigation if one is 
necessary. 

 
MM GEO-3:  Monitor Construction Excavations for Paleontological Resources is required at all depths 

and strata’s below five (5) feet. The Applicant shall retain a qualified paleontological 
monitor, who would work under the guidance and direction of a professional 
paleontologist, who meets the qualifications set forth by the Society of Vertebrate 
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Paleontology. The paleontological monitor shall be present during all construction 
excavations including, but not limited to grading, trenching, boring, and 
clearing/grubbing). Multiple earth-moving construction activities may require multiple 
paleontological monitors. The frequency of monitoring shall be based on the rate of 
excavation and grading. Paleontological monitoring levels can be reduced if appropriate, 
at the discretion of a professional qualified paleontologist.  

 
MM GEO-4:  Cease Ground-Disturbing Activities and Implement Treatment Plan if Paleontological 

Resources Are Encountered. In the event that paleontological resources and or unique 
geological features are unearthed during ground-disturbing activities, ground-disturbing 
activities shall be halted or diverted away from the vicinity of the find so that the find can 
be evaluated. A buffer area of at least 50 feet shall be established around the find where 
construction activities shall not be allowed to continue until appropriate paleontological 
treatment plan has been approved by the Applicant and the City. Work shall be allowed 
to continue outside of the buffer area. The Applicant and City shall coordinate with a 
professional paleontologist, who meets the qualifications set forth by the Society of 
Vertebrate Paleontology, to develop an appropriate treatment plan for the resources. 
Treatment may include implementation of paleontological salvage excavations to remove 
the resource along with subsequent laboratory processing and analysis or preservation in 
place. At the paleontologist’s discretion and to reduce construction delay, the grading and 
excavation contractor shall assist in removing rock samples for initial processing. 

 
MM GEO-5:  Prepare Report Upon Completion of Monitoring Services. Upon completion of the above 

activities, the professional paleontologist shall prepare a report summarizing the results 
of the monitoring and salvaging efforts, the methodology used in these efforts, as well as 
a description of the fossils collected and their significance. The report shall be submitted 
to the Applicant, the City, the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County, and 
representatives of other appropriate or concerned agencies to signify the satisfactory 
completion of the project and required mitigation measures. 
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VIII. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

  
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

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

 
  X  

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

    
X 

 
a) Less than Significant Impact. Climate change is the distinct change in measures of climate for a long period of 
time.  Climate change is the result of numerous, cumulative sources of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions all over the 
world. Natural changes in climate can be caused by indirect processes such as changes in the Earth’s orbit around 
the Sun or direct changes within the climate system itself (e.g., changes in ocean circulation). Human activities can 
affect the atmosphere through emissions of GHG and changes to the planet’s surface. Human activities that produce 
GHGs are the burning of fossil fuels (coal, oil and natural gas for heating and electricity, gasoline and diesel for 
transportation); methane from landfill wastes and raising livestock, deforestation activities; and some agricultural 
practices. 
 
GHGs differ from other emissions in that they contribute to the “greenhouse effect.” The greenhouse effect is a 
natural occurrence that helps regulate the temperature of the planet. The majority of radiation from the Sun hits 
the Earth’s surface and warms it. The surface in turn radiates heat back towards the atmosphere, known as infrared 
radiation. Gases and clouds in the atmosphere trap and prevent some of this heat from escaping back into space 
and re-radiate it in all directions. This process is essential to supporting life on Earth, because it warms the planet 
by approximately 60° Fahrenheit. Emissions from human activities since the beginning of the industrial revolution 
(approximately 250 years ago) are adding to the natural greenhouse effect by increasing the gases in the 
atmosphere that trap heat, thereby contributing to an average increase in the Earth’s temperature. GHGs occur 
naturally and from human activities. GHGs produced by human activities include carbon dioxide (CO2), methane 
(CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6). Since 
1750, it is estimated that the concentrations of carbon dioxide, methane, and nitrous oxide in the atmosphere have 
increased over 36 percent, 148 percent, and18 percent, respectively, primarily due to human activity. Emissions of 
GHGs affect the atmosphere directly by changing its chemical composition while changes to the land surface 
indirectly affect the atmosphere by changing the way the Earth absorbs gases from the atmosphere. 
 
GHG emissions for the proposed Project were quantified utilizing the California Emissions Estimator Model 
(CalEEMod) version 2013.2.2 to determine if the Project could have a cumulatively considerable impact related to 
greenhouse gas emissions. This modeling was conducted in August 2016, and while a newer version of the CalEEMod 
emissions modeler has since been promulgated, the newer version of the software in fact estimates less emissions 
than the earlier versions. This is due to the newer version having efficiencies built into it based on updated SCAQMD 
and California Building Code standard regulations, which reduce emissions projections in the short and long-term. 
As such, the air quality modeling data that was generated in 2016 is likely overestimating emissions relative to the 
newer version of the emissions modeler. As a worst-case estimator, the data is still valid for use in this analysis.  
Project related GHG emissions are summarized below in Table 5 (Total Project-Related GHG Emissions). The 
emissions inventory accounts for GHG emissions from construction activities and operational activities. 
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Table 5: 
Total Project-Related GHG Emissions  

Source 
Metric Tons Per Year (MT/yr) 

CO2 CH4 N2O Total CO2E 
Construction (30-YR) 3.21 0.00 0.00 3.22 

Energy 3.46 0.00 0.00 3.48 
Mobile 0.59 0.00 0.00 0.59 

Total  7.26 0.00 0.00 7.29* 
Source: MIG 2016 
* Totals may not equal due to rounding. “0.00” does not indicate the emissions are less than or equal to 0; rather, 
it indicates the emission is smaller than 0.01 but larger than 0.000. 

 
Metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent or MTCO2e is the unit of measurement used to measure GHG. The unit 
"CO2e" represents an amount of a GHG whose atmospheric impact has been standardized to that of one unit mass 
of carbon dioxide (CO2), based on the global warming potential (GWP) of the gas. The total GHG emissions 
generated from the Project is approximately 7.29 metric tons of CO2 equivalents MTCO2E per year which includes 
construction-related emissions amortized over a typical project life of 30 years. The total GHG emissions from the 
Project are below the lowest SCAQMD recommended screening level of 1,400 MTCO2E/yr for commercial projects. 
Therefore, the proposed Project would not exceed the applicable draft GHG screening thresholds and impacts would 
be less than significant. 
 
b) No Impact. As shown above, the Project’s greenhouse gas emissions would not result in a significant impact on 
the environment. Additionally, the Project’s consistency with AB 32 and Senate Bill (SB) 32 are discussed below. 
 
AB 32 Consistency. AB 32 was adopted in 2006 and requires California to reduce its GHG emissions to 1990 levels 
by 2020. CARB identified reduction measures to achieve this goal as set forth in the CARB Scoping Plan. Thus, 
projects that are consistent with the CARB Scoping Plan are also consistent with AB 32 goal.  
 
The Project would generate GHG emissions, directly and indirectly, from a variety of sources. The CARB Scoping Plan 
includes strategies for implementation at the statewide level to meet the goals of AB 32. These strategies serve as 
statewide measures to reduce GHG emissions levels. The Project would be subject to the applicable measures 
established in the Scoping Plan because these measures are implemented at the state level. Therefore, the Project 
would not conflict or otherwise interfere with implementation of AB 32. 
 
SB 32 Consistency. SB 32 was adopted in 2016 and requires the state to reduce statewide GHG emissions 40% below 
1990 levels by 2030. SB 32 codifies the reduction target issued in Executive Order B-30-15. SB 32 builds upon the 
AB 32 goal of 1990 levels by 2020 and provides an interim goal to achieving Executive Order S-3-05’s 2050 reduction 
goal of 80% below 1990 levels.  
 
The CARB 2017 Scoping Plan identified reduction measures to achieve the SB 32 GHG reduction goal. Like the 
previously adopted Scoping Plans, the 2017 Scoping Plan includes statewide reduction measures that are 
implemented at the state level. The Project would be subject to the applicable measures established in the 2017 
Scoping Plan because these measures are implemented at the state level.  
 
Additionally, the 2017 Scoping Plan Update indicates "California is on track to meet the near-term 2020 greenhouse 
gas limit and is well positioned to maintain and continue reductions beyond 2020 as required by AB 32"; and it 
recognizes the potential for California to "reduce emissions by 2030 to levels squarely in line with those needed in 
the developed world and to stay on track to reduce emissions to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050."  
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The Project does not propose facilities or operations that would substantively interfere with any future County-
mandated, state-mandated, or federally-mandated regulations enacted or promulgated to legally require 
development to assist in meeting state-adopted GHG emissions reduction targets, including those established under 
Executive Order S-3-05, Executive Order B-30-15, SB 32, or the 2017 Scoping Plan.  
 
Therefore, the Project would not conflict with implementation of SB 32 or otherwise interfere with implementation 
of this or future goals.  
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IX. Hazards and Hazardous Materials  

  
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

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

 
  X  

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? 

  X  

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

  X  

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? 

  X  

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? 

  X  

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

  X  

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or 
indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or 
death involving wildland fires,? 

  X  

 
a) Less than Significant Impact. Implementation of the project could create significant hazards as a result of the 
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. 
 
Short-term (Construction Period) Activities. Project construction activities would involve the temporary use and 
transport of fuels, lubricating fluids, solvents, and other hazardous materials. The contractor would be required to 
develop and adhere to a Health and Safety Plan, which pursuant to California state Health and Safety Code Chapter 
6.95, Division 20 (§§ 25500-25532), would minimize potentially hazardous effects of handling potentially hazardous 
materials during construction. 
 
In addition, well drilling activities would use well fluids and produce drilling spoils, both of which would require 
disposal according to EMWD protocols, which conform to applicable governmental agency ordinances and 
regulations.12 
 
Project compliance with federal, state, and local regulations pertaining to safe transport, use, handling, and disposal 
of hazardous materials would reduce these effects, and this potential would be considered a less-than-significant 
impact. 
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Long-term (Operational) Activities. The Project proposes to disinfect well water before distribution used sodium 
hypochloride at low concentrations (0.8%). Routine transport and use of sodium hypochloride to be used for 
disinfecting water would need to comply with federal, State and local regulations in addition to regulations related 
to disposal of wastes. Compliance with these regulations would minimize potentially hazardous effects, and impacts 
would be less than significant.   
 
b) Less than Significant Impact. A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Phase I ESA)  was prepared for the Project 
(See Appendix F) and included a search of environmental records and governmental databases, a permits search, 
contact with regulatory agencies, an on-site inspection, interviews with appropriate staff and regulatory agencies, 
and review of historical aerial photographs.13 
 
The Phase I ESA revealed no evidence of “recognized environmental conditions” (RECs) on the Project site. During 
the site inspection, minor spills from stored waste oil and hydraulic fluid drums were observed, but the Phase I 
considered these to be de minimis conditions that would only require routine cleanup and removal by the applicant, 
and therefore would be considered a less-than-significant impact. 
 
The Phase I ESA noted that there was no observed evidence of stormwater facilities, drains, or drainage ditches on 
the site, but indicated that a residential structure was formerly on-site, which would likely have used a sewage 
effluent disposal system ("onsite wastewater treatment system") that must be assumed to still be present. This 
could pose a hazard during proposed drilling operations. However, Project compliance with standard state plumbing 
code procedures for abandoned onsite wastewater treatment systems and Riverside County standards pertaining 
to water well location near onsite wastewater treatment systems would reduce the potential hazardous effects, 
and therefore any impact would be considered less than significant. 
 
The Phase I ESA also indicated the possible presence of pesticides and herbicides from past agricultural use and 
potential lead-based paint and asbestos-containing materials (ACMs) present in the soils immediately surrounding 
the former residential structure. Depending on the depth and location of grading and trenching during Project 
construction, the potential exists that pesticide or herbicide residues in site soils and possible lead-based paint or 
ACMs could be encountered. However,  the potential for human health risk may be considered low because of the 
elapsed time since these chemicals were used. Moreover, it is unlikely significant concentrations of these 
compounds are present in the soil underlying the Project site. Based on the evidence uncovered within the scope 
of the Phase I ESA, no negative impact to the target property from pesticides. No follow-up actions (e.g., soil borings 
or soil sampling to confirm the extent of possible soil contamination) were proposed. Therefore, impacts with regard 
to the above referenced substances would be less than significant.  
 
c) Less than Significant Impact. No known existing or proposed schools exist within one-quarter mile of the Project 
site. The nearest school is over one-quarter mile away (Rancho Verde High School, approximately 1.0 miles 
northeast of the Project site). Impacts would be less than significant.  
 
d) Less than Significant Impact. The Project site is not included on any state (Cortese) list of hazardous materials 
sites. In addition, the Project site is not included on any federal (EPA) list of hazardous materials sites. Impacts would 
be less than significant. 
 
e) Less than Significant Impact. The Project site is located approximately 1.25 miles southeast of March ARB/Inland 
Port Airport, in Compatibility Zone D. Compatibility Zone D has no explicit upper limit on the intensity of 
development, except that land uses that would attract very high concentrations of people below or near the 
principal arrival and departure flight tracks would be discouraged. The Project site is not located in a principal flight 
track; therefore, on-site workers would not be exposed to safety hazards. Also, because the Project does not 
propose residential uses, there would be no people residing onsite. 
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However, the Project proposes construction of a 40-foot communication antennae that could pose a hazard to flight 
based on its height and because it is a source of electromagnetic radiation. This is a potentially significant impact, 
and could potentially pose a hazard to flights. However, prior to obtaining construction permits from the City of 
Perris, EMWD will be required to consult with staff at March Air Reserve Base regarding the height and 
electromagnetic radiation of the proposed communications antennae. With consultation with March Air Reserve 
Base prior to beginning construction, impacts would be less than significant. 
 
f) Less than Significant Impact. The Project would not interfere with an emergency response plan. Project 
equipment and facilities would not impair access to any surrounding property. Construction of the water 
distribution pipeline would occur within public rights-of-way. In addition, review of Project plans by the City's Fire 
Department would ensure that adequate emergency access and circulation would be provided. Therefore, potential 
interference by the Project with emergency response and emergency evacuation plans would be a less-than-
significant impact.  
 
g) Less than Significant Impact. The Project Site is not located within or near any State Responsibility Areas14 or 
other wildland areas  The nearest such area is approximately 1.15 miles east of the Project site. Therefore, the 
potential impact related to wildland fire would be less-than-significant.  
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X. Hydrology and Water Quality  

  
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements or otherwise 
substantially degrade surface or ground water 
quality? 

 
 X   

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies 
or interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that the project may impede 
sustainable groundwater management of the 
basin? 

 
 X  

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 result in:  

 
   

i) result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or 
off-site; 

  X  
ii) substantially increase the rate or the amount 
of surface runoff in a manner which would 
result in flooding on- or off-site; 

  X  

iii) create or contribute runoff water which 
would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff; or 

 
 X  

iv) impede or redirect flood flows?   X  
d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk 
release of pollutants due to project inundation? 

  X  
e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a 
water quality control plan or sustainable 
groundwater management plan? 

  X  

 
a) Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. A project normally would have an impact on surface water 
quality if discharges associated with the project would create pollution, contamination, or nuisance as defined in 
Water Code Section 13050, or that cause regulatory standards to be violated as defined in the applicable National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) stormwater permit or Water Quality Control Plan for a receiving 
water body. For the purpose of this specific issue, a significant impact could occur if the proposed Project would 
discharge water that does not meet the quality standards of the agencies which regulate surface water quality and 
water discharge into stormwater drainage systems. Significant impacts could also occur if the Project does not 
comply with all applicable regulations with regard to surface water quality as governed by the State Water 
Resources Control Board (SWRCB). These regulations include preparation of a Water Quality Management Plan 
(WQMP) to reduce potential post-construction water quality impacts. 
 
Construction Impacts 
Three general sources of potential short-term, construction-related stormwater pollution associated with the 
proposed Project include: 1) the handling, storage, and disposal of construction materials containing pollutants; 2) 
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the maintenance and operation of construction equipment; and 3) earth-moving activities which, when not 
controlled, may generate soil erosion via storm runoff or mechanical equipment. During site grading and excavation 
activities, bare soil would be exposed to wind and water erosion. If precautions are not taken to contain sediments, 
construction activities could produce sediment-laden storm runoff. In addition to increased erosion potential, 
hazardous materials associated with construction equipment could adversely affect water quality if spilled or stored 
improperly. Impacts associated with construction would be reduced to less than significant with the incorporation 
of MM-HYD 1. 
 
Impact HYD-1: Construction activities have the potential to violate water quality or waste discharge requirements.  
 
MM HYD-1:  Requirements for Contractors to Implement BMPs and Best Available Technologies. 

EMWD would require contractors to implement BMPs and best available technologies to 
reduce potential impacts to water quality that would result from construction activities. 
To reduce or eliminate construction-related water quality impacts before the onset of 
construction activities, EMWD would obtain coverage under the National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Construction Permit. Construction 
activities would comply with the conditions of the permit including preparation of a storm 
water pollution prevention plan, implementation of BMP’s, and monitoring impacts, if 
any, to water quality. As part of this process, multiple BMP’s should be implemented to 
provide effective erosion and sediment control.  BMP’s to be implemented as part of this 
mitigation measure may include, but not be limited to, the following: 

 
• Temporary erosion control measures such as silt fences, staked straw bales, 

silt/sediment basins and traps, check dams, sandbag dikes, and temporary re-
vegetation or other groundcover shall be employed for disturbed areas. 

• Storm drain inlets on the site and in downstream offsite areas shall be protected from 
sediment with the use of BMP’s acceptable to EMWD, local jurisdictions and the 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region. 

• Dirt and debris shall be swept from the construction zone on a regular basis, 
particularly before predicted rainfall events. 

• No disturbed surfaces shall be left without erosion control measures in place from 
early fall to early spring (October 15 and April 15). 

 
Operational Impacts 
The proposed Project would be subject to post-construction BMPs to address increases in impervious surfaces, 
methods to decrease incremental increases in off-site stormwater flows, and methods for decreasing pollutant 
loading in off-site discharges as required by the applicable NPDES requirements. Common post-construction BMPs 
include filtering stormwater through vegetated areas prior to discharge into the City’s storm drain system or 
retaining stormwater on-site to filter back into the groundwater. The proposed well would not generate hazardous 
wastewater that would require any special waste discharge permits.  
 
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant with adherence to existing regulatory requirements and with 
incorporated mitigation. 
 
b) Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project is anticipated to produce between 1000 to 3000 acre feet of 
water annually.  According to the North Perris Groundwater Development Initial Siting Study (EMWD, 2014), the 
estimated production rate in the area of the proposed well is up to 3000 acre feet per year. As such, the well would 
not overdraft water supplies from the groundwater basin.  Therefore, the operation of the well would not 
substantially decrease groundwater supplies, interfere with groundwater recharge, nor impede sustainable 
groundwater management of the basin. 



Well 204 IS/MND Page 50 
 

 
c.i) Less than Significant Impact. According to the City of Perris General Plan EIR, the project lies within San Jacinto 
watershed; the only major tributary within the City is the Perris Valley Channel (City of Perris, 2005). The channel 
lies less than a mile east of the Project.  In addition, a smaller drainage ditch, “Lateral A”, which flows into the Perris 
Valley Channel lies roughly one-quarter mile to the north of the proposed Project area.  However, these do not lie 
within the proposed Project site and the Project would not result in the alteration of these drainages.  Additionally, 
the Project is small in scale and would not lead to a substantial alteration of existing drainage patterns.  Therefore, 
the impact is less than significant.   
 
c.ii) Less than Significant Impact. As discussed in Section IX(c.i), a river or stream does not lie within the proposed 
Project site.  Additionally, the Project is small in scale and would not lead to a substantial alteration of the existing 
drainage patterns.  Therefore, the impact is less than significant.   
 
c.iii) Less than Significant Impact.  The project has the potential to produce runoff as “blow-off” (stagnant or 
dormant water which accumulates in the well between operational runs) results in excess water on-site.  However, 
the project includes the construction of a blow-off pond designed to capture this water.  The blow off pond would 
be up to 0.75 acres and be able to store u to 1.2 MG of water.  The blow off pond also serves the purpose of 
percolating the water.  In addition, the Project would include a wellhead treatment facility, which would prevent 
additional polluted runoff. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant.   
 
c.iv) Less than Significant Impact. According to the General Plan EIR (City of Perris 2005), the Project does lie within 
the 100-year flood inundation zone; however, the Project does not contain features that would impede or re-direct 
flood flows under the flood scenario.  Therefore, the impact would be less than significant.   
 
d) Less than Significant Impact. According to the General Plan EIR (City of Perris 2005), the Project does lie within 
the maximum dam inundation area of four reservoirs (Pigeon Pass Reservoir, Lake Perris Reservoir, Little Lake 
Reservoir and Diamond Valley Lake).  Lake Perris Reservoir is less than two miles east of the project.  In 2005, the 
California Department of Water Resources (CDWR) identified a seismic safety risk in the Perris Dam (City of Perris, 
2005); currently DWR is in the process of upgrading the dam for seismic safety (California Department of Water 
Resources, 2016). Therefore, the structures being built as a part of this Project would be subject to potential damage 
under a dam failure scenario. However, existing dam safety regulations along with the benefit of the new seismic 
upgrade would result in a less than significant impact.  The Project site is not subject to tsunami due to its elevation 
(over 1000 feet) and distance from the ocean.  According to DWR’s Perris Dam Remediation Program EIR (2010), 
there is the possibility of a seiche waves at Lake Perris; however, the dam is designed to contain these events; 
additionally, the strengthening of the dam further reduces this risk.  According to the General Plan, the Perris Valley 
does contain areas with risk of mud or debris flow however these areas with the highest risk are within canyon or 
stream bottoms.  Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 
 
e) Less than Significant Impact. The Regional Board's Basin Plan is designed to preserve and enhance water quality 
and protect the beneficial uses of all regional waters. Specifically, the Basin Plan (i) designates beneficial uses for 
surface and ground waters, (ii) sets narrative and numerical objectives that must be attained or maintained to 
protect the designated beneficial uses and conform to the state's anti-degradation policy, and (iii) describes 
implementation programs to protect all waters in the region. Development allowed by the Project would be 
required to adhere to requirements of the water quality control plan, including all existing regulation and permitting 
requirements. This would include the incorporation of best management practices (BMPs) to protect water quality 
during construction and operational periods. Development of the Project would also be subject to all existing water 
quality regulations and programs, including all applicable construction permits. Existing General Plan policies related 
to water quality would also be applicable to the Project. Implementation of these policies, in conjunction with 
compliance with existing regulatory programs, would ensure that water quality impacts related to the Project would 
be less than significant.  



Well 204 IS/MND Page 51 
 

XI. Land Use and Planning 

  
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Physically divide an established community?  

   X 
b) Cause a significant environmental impact 
due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, 
or regulation adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

   
X 

 
a) No Impact. The Project site is located in the northern part of the city, in Planning Area 1, which is primarily made 
up of land designated for industrial and business park uses. Existing uses are characterized as agricultural, 
residential, commercial, and industrial. The Project site is also included in the Perris Valley Commerce Center 
Specific Plan, which has been designed to encourage a mix of land uses, and also to implement General Plan 
infrastructure improvement needs, such as roads, water, sewer, and flood control facilities. As such, the Project use 
would be consistent with the general uses in the vicinity and therefore would not divide an established community. 
 
b) No Impact. As stated above, the Project site is included in the Perris Valley Commerce Center Specific Plan, which 
encourages urbanization of this area/site. The proposed Project would not change the land use designation/zoning 
of the site because it is exempt from the City zoning ordinance pursuant to Section 53091( e ) of the California 
Government Code, which exempts construction of facilities for production, generation, storage, treatment, or 
transmission of water.  With that said, as the analysis herein shows, the Project would avoid significant 
environmental impacts with the implementation of mitigation measures. Therefore, implementation of the 
proposed Project would not conflict with applicable plans, policies and regulations. As discussed previously, the 
Project would not conflict with the Western Riverside MSHCP. 
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XII. Mineral Resources 

  
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
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? 

 
   X 

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? 

   
X 

 
a) No Impact. The Project site is designated as "Urban Area" by the California Geological Survey, and therefore is 
not considered a mineral resource site by the state. No impacts would occur. 
 
b) No Impact. The Project site is not designated as a mineral resource site in either the General Plan or the Perris 
Valley Commerce Center Specific Plan. No impacts would occur.  
  



Well 204 IS/MND Page 53 
 

XIII. Noise 

  
Would the project result in 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
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 applicable standards of other 
agencies? 

 
 

X   

b) Generation of excessive groundborne 
vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

 X   
c) For a project located 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? 

 

 X  

 
a) Less-than-Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. Chapter 7.34.060 of the Perris Municipal Code regulates 
construction noise in the City. It is unlawful for any person between the hours of 7:00 p.m. of any day and 7:00 a.m. 
of the following day, or on a legal holiday, with the exception of Columbus Day and Washington's birthday, or on 
Sundays to erect, construct, demolish, excavate, alter or repair any building or structure in such a manner as to 
create disturbing, excessive or offensive noise. Construction activity shall not exceed 80 dBA in residential zones in 
the city. 
 
Chapter 16.22 of the Perris Municipal Code regulates new development including “sensitive receptors” located near 
arterials, railroads and the airport. “Sensitive receptors” refers to types of land uses that are adversely affected by 
various noise sources. Such land uses are defined in Section 16.22.020 of the Municipal Code to include: residences, 
schools, libraries, hospitals, churches, offices, hotels, motels, and outdoor recreational areas. Factors used to define 
sensitive receptors include the potential for interference with speech communication, the need for freedom from 
noise intrusion, the potential for sleep interference, and subjective judgment. “Noise impacted projects” are defined 
as residential projects, or portions thereof, which are exposed to an exterior noise level of 60 dBA CNEL or greater. 
Such projects must include noise insulation design and construction assemblies that achieve an exterior-to-interior 
noise reduction sufficient to keep interior noise levels to a maximum of 45 dBA CNEL. This standard applies to any 
habitable room furnished for normal use with doors and windows closed. Specific construction techniques and 
materials that will achieve various levels of noise reduction are defined. Specifications for preparation of an 
acceptable acoustical report are also defined.  
 
Existing Noise Environment.  The Project site is located in the northern part of the city, in Planning Area 1, where 
existing uses are characterized as agricultural, residential, commercial, and industrial. General Plan noise 
measurements for the area indicate ambient noise levels ranging from 41.4 dBA to 72.7 dBA, with an average noise 
level of approximately 53.5 dBA.  The Project site is bounded to the north, south, and east by vacant land, and on 
the west by a residential dwelling, with an office building and RV storage further west. The greatest contributor to 
ambient noise near the Project site is traffic noise along Nance Street, which is minimal given that Nance Street is a 
dirt road. Other noise sources in the area include construction activities and aircraft overflights. There are no 
discernible, substantial stationary noise sources within or near the Project site. 
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As described above under "Project Description," the Project would be developed in three phases:  Phase 1 (Drilling 
and Testing) and Phase 2 (Equipping) would constitute short-term activities; Phase 3 (Operation and Maintenance) 
would constitute long-term activities.  
 
Short-Term Activities.  Phase 1 would include continuous activities (24 hours per day, seven days per week) for three 
to four weeks, followed by a decrease in activity to 12 hours per day for an additional two weeks. These activities 
would include drilling test wells, constructing temporary structures (a field office, dog house, pipe storage areas, 
etc.), and installing an approximately 60-foot long sewer line connection.  Project plans also call for installation of a 
24-foot high sound barrier. At the end of Phase 1, the temporary structures would be removed. Equipment for Phase 
1 would include a drill rig, air compressor, tractor/backhoe/loader, off‐highway trucks, water trucks, 
sweeper/scrubber, and plate compactor. 
 
Phase 2 anticipates activities for 12 hours per day for a period of four weeks. Activities would include construction 
of the well building (approximately 2,500 square feet) and installation of related equipment (i.e., wellhead 
treatment facility, turbine pumping unit and drive, disinfection equipment, possible air removal facilities). An 
alternative pump design may be considered during Project design. A new transmission pipeline would be 
constructed either along the public right-of-way west on Nance Street to Perris Boulevard (Alternative #1) or east 
on Nance Street to Redlands Avenue (Alternative #2).   
 
Other improvements during Phase 2 would include creating a blow-off pond and connecting it to the well production 
facility via an approximately 200 foot long pipe, and constructing an electrical transformer for connection to 
Southern California Edison service. (A 40-foot high communication antenna tower is anticipated at some unspecified 
future date.) Equipment for Phase 2 would be similar to Phase 1, but would include a crane instead of a drilling rig. 
 
Short-Term Noise Impacts.  Noise associated with short-term (Phase 1 and Phase 2) activities would result primarily 
from construction activities. Construction noise impacts usually occur during the noise-sensitive times of the day 
(i.e., early morning, evening, or night hours), or in areas immediately adjoining noise-sensitive land uses, or if 
construction lasts a long time. Construction activities expected to generate considerable amounts of noise would 
depend on the types of construction equipment used, the timing and duration of noise-generating activities, and 
the distance between the noise sources and noise-sensitive receptors. 
 
Earth-moving equipment such as graders, scrapers, bulldozers, and backhoes commonly generate maximum noise 
levels of 80 to 85 dBA at a distance of 100 feet. Table 6 shows noise levels from typical construction equipment at 
a distance of 50 feet. (Note that pile drivers, the noisiest piece of construction equipment, are not planned to be 
used for the proposed Project.)  Noise levels at 50 feet associated with general types of construction projects are 
shown in Table 7.  As Table 7 shows, construction noise levels commonly range from about 78 to 88 dBA measured 
at a distance of 50 feet from the center of the activity.  Construction noise levels drop off at a rate of about 6 decibels 
per doubling of distance between the source and the receptor. However, these short-term (Phase 1 and Phase 2) 
activities could produce substantial noise effects in excess of agency standards. 
 
EMWD follows the Riverside County Noise Standard (County Ordinance No. 847 & 847.1), which permits a maximum 
noise level up to 65 dBA during daytime hours and 55 dBA during nighttime hours (Table 1, Sound Level Standards). 
Some construction would occur near property lines, and could exceed the County noise standard, which would 
therefore be considered a potentially significant impact. However, implementation of MM NOI-1 is recommended 
to reduce this potentially significant impact to less than significant. 
 
Impact NOI-1:  The proposed Project could expose people to excess noise levels. 
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MM NOI-1:  Implement Noise Control BMPs. Consistent with EMWD noise control practices,15 the 
following measures shall be implemented to reduce noise from short-term project 
activities: 

 
(a) Scheduling.  Noise levels in excess of 65 db shall be allowed only during daytime 

operations for brief periods of time. Every reasonable effort shall be made to 
minimize noise levels during nighttime operations to below the allowed 55 dBA, 
including, as appropriate, limiting activities near sensitive receptors to daytime hours. 
The measures to be used in effecting noise suppression shall include, but are not 
limited to, equipping all internal combustion engines with critical residential silencers 
(mufflers), sound blankets shielding noise-producing equipment from nearest areas 
of human occupancy by locating in such positions as to direct greatest noise emissions 
away from such areas, and conducting operations in the most effective manner to 
minimize noise generation consistent with the execution of the contract in a timely 
and economic manner. 
 

(b) Noise Control Barriers.  Noise control barrier walls and equipment shall be installed 
as needed to achieve a noise level of 55 db or less at the property lines.  Noise control 
barrier walls shall be designed by a registered civil engineer to minimize disturbance 
to persons living or working nearby, and to the general public. 

 
(c) Equipment Mufflers and Maintenance.  Equip all internal combustion engines with 

critical residential silencers (mufflers); install sound blankets over equipment; shield 
noise-producing equipment; and install noise control barrier walls. 
 

(d) Idling.  Prohibit unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines. 
 

(e) Equipment Location.  Locate all stationary noise-generating equipment, such as air 
compressors, as far as practical from existing nearby residences and other noise 
sensitive land uses.   
 

(f) Quiet Equipment Selection.  Select quiet equipment, particularly air compressors, 
whenever possible.  Fit motorized equipment with proper mufflers in good working 
order. 
 

(g) Noise Disturbance Coordinator.  A noise disturbance coordinator responsible for 
responding to any local complaints about construction noise shall be designated.  The 
disturbance coordinator shall determine the cause of any noise complaint (i.e., bad 
muffler) and require that reasonable measures be implemented to correct the 
problem.  Prior to beginning of noise-intensive activities, a telephone number for the 
noise disturbance coordinator shall be prominently included in the notice to be issued 
by the EMWD to all adjacent residents who may be affected by the project. 

 
Implementation of these measures would reduce the short-term noise impacts of the Project to a less-than-
significant level. 
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Table 6: 
Typical Construction Equipment Noise Levels 
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Table 7: 
Typical Noise Level Ranges at 50 Feet, Leq in dBA at Construction Sites 

 Domestic Housing 

Public Works Roads 
and Highways, 

Sewers, and Trenches 
Phase I II I II 
Ground Clearing 83 83 84 84 
Excavation 88 75 88 78 
Foundations 81 81 88 88 
Erection 81 65 79 78 
Finishing 88 72 84 84 

SOURCE:  U.S. EPA, Legal Compilation on Noise, Vol. 1, p. 2-104, 1973. 
 
I - All pertinent equipment present at site. 
II - Minimum required equipment present at site. 

 
Sensitive Receptors.  As shown in Figure 1 (Regional and Vicinity Map), there are three nearby residential dwellings 
that could be considered sensitive receptors. One dwelling unit is located on Flair Court, immediately west and 
adjacent to the Project.  The other two dwelling units are located along Nance Street; one at the corner of Las 
Palmas (aka Johnson) and Nance Street approximately 705 feet to the east of the Project site, and the second 
approximately 1,090 feet to the east of the Project site on Nance Street. These residential dwellings could be subject 
to substantial construction period noise. Noise from constructing the field office and settling tanks near the west 
side of the Project site could exceed the EMWD noise standard for the dwelling on Flair Court. Noise from 
constructing the new transmission pipeline proposed in Alternative #2 could exceed the EMWD noise standard for 
the two dwellings along Nance Street. Noise effects exceeding the EMWD standard on any of these residential 
dwellings would therefore be considered a potentially significant impact, and mitigation is proposed to reduce this 
impact to a less than significant level.   
 
Impact NOI-2: The proposed Project would expose sensitive receptors to excess noise levels.  
 
MM NOI-1  See description above. 
 
With MM-NOI-1 incorporated, impacts would be less than significant.  
 
Long-term (Operational) Activities.  Project long-term activities would include operation of the well (running the 
pump and turbine, possible use of air removal equipment, disinfectant preparation, etc.).  Weekly site visits by staff 
are also anticipated, but are not expected to produce a noticeable (3 dBA) increase in traffic noise, and so would 
not be considered a significant effect. The well building would house the pumping plant equipment, disinfection 
facilities, and possible air removal equipment, and would be located approximately 125 feet from the nearest 
sensitive receptor (the residential dwelling on Flair Court, on the western adjacent parcel). Though the building 
structure as well as its distance from the dwelling might provide sufficient noise attenuation, Project mechanical 
(i.e., pump and turbine) noise could create excessive noise levels. Because Project details do not include noise 
characteristics of the production equipment or how effective the structure would be in buffering mechanical noise, 
project operations could exceed noise level standards, which would represent a potentially significant impact. 
Mitigation is proposed to reduce this impact to a less than significant level.   
 
Impact NOI-3: Long-term operation of the proposed project could expose people to excess noise levels.  
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MM NOI-2:  Project Equipment Review and Revision by Acoustic Specialist. Prior to any Project design 
approval, information regarding equipment sound generation characteristics and 
sufficiency of buffering or other attenuation measures that demonstrate Project 
compliance with established noise standards shall be reviewed by a qualified acoustical 
specialist, and any necessary changes to Project plans shall be made. 

 
With MM-NOI-2 incorporated, impacts would be less than significant.  
 
b) Less-than-Significant With Mitigation Incorporated.  Project noise impacts are discussed under item (a) above, 
including measures designed to reduce impacts. 
 
Common sources of vibration within communities include railroads and construction activities. The Project site is 
approximately 1.8 miles to the east of the nearest railroad tracks, and therefore would not be exposed to vibration 
from railroad activities. However, short-term Project activities may cause a temporary increase in groundborne 
vibration in the Project vicinity.   
 
Groundborne vibration generated by construction activities is generally highest during pile driving, which is not 
planned. Next to pile driving, grading activity has some potential for structural vibration impacts if large bulldozers, 
large trucks, or other heavy equipment are used where very old structures are present. Though the Project would 
not require pile driving, short-term (Phase 1 and Phase 2) activities would be expected to use heavy equipment (i.e,. 
tractor/backhoe/loader, trucks, air compressor, drill rig, crane) that could produce excessive short-term 
groundborne vibration. Use of heavy equipment during Project demolition and construction activities could 
generate substantial vibration levels that may damage nearby structures and/or interfere with human activities, 
which would be considered a  potentially significant impact.  Mitigation is proposed to reduce this impact to a less 
than significant level.  
 
Impact NOI-4: Short-term construction activities could expose people to excess groundborne noise and vibration.  

 
MM NOI-3:  Implement Groundborne Vibration BMPs. To reduce groundborne vibration levels on 

nearby receptors (within 50 feet of project activities) to acceptable levels, incorporate the 
following measures: 

 
(a) Restrict vibration-generating activity to between the hours of 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM, 

Monday through Friday.  (People are more aware of vibration in their homes during 
the nighttime hours.)  Prohibit such activity on weekends and holidays. 
 

(b) Operate earth-moving equipment on the construction lot as far away from vibration-
sensitive sites as possible. 
 

(c) Phase demolition, earth-moving and ground-impacting operations (including removal 
of temporary structures) so as not to occur in the same time period. Unlike noise, the 
total vibration level produced could be significantly less when each vibration source 
operates separately. 
 

(d) Select demolition methods not involving impact, where possible. 
 

(e) Avoid vibratory rollers and packers near sensitive areas. 
 

(f) Notify nearby residents and property owners prior to the beginning of vibration-
generating activities. 
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Incorporation of these measures would reduce groundborne vibration impacts to less-than-significant levels. 
 
c) Less-than-Significant Impact.  The Project site is located approximately 1.5 miles south of March Air Reserve 
Base/Inland Port Airport. The Project site is located outside of the 60 dB noise contour and outside the designated 
General Approach/Departure Traffic Pattern Envelope, within which approximately 80 percent of aircraft overflights 
are estimated to occur. Therefore, the impact from airport noise would be less-than-significant. 
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XIV. Population and Housing 

  
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
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)? 

 
   

X 

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

   X 

 
a) No Impact. The City of Perris is a rapidly growing City; the United States Census Bureau estimates the City’s 
population as 74,971 as of 2015; this is an increase of over 6000 residents from 2010 when the population was 
68,386 (United States Census Bureau 2016). In fact, the population has increased from 36,393 since the year 2000. 
This Project is not anticipated to create new jobs and result in subsequent growth in the area. In general, the Project 
is designed to meet planned growth demands for water in the region. The proposed Project would not require any 
regularly employed staff. The only operations at the facility would be monthly landscaping and periodic 
maintenance visits. Therefore, the proposed Project would not be expected to generate any new employment or 
induce any population growth in the City or region, and no impact would occur. Therefore, no impacts would occur.   
 
b) No impact. The proposed Project would occur on a vacant parcel of land and, thus would not result in the 
displacement of any existing people or housing. No impact would occur.   
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XV. Public Services 
  
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:  

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
  

a) Fire protection? 

 
   X 

  
b) Police protection? 

   X 
  

c) Schools? 
   X 

  
d) Parks? 

   X 
  

e) Other public facilities? 
   X 

 
a) No impact. The City of Perris contracts with the Riverside County Fire Department provide fire protection services 
within the City; the City has two fire stations and fourteen firefighters.16 The proposed Project consists of water 
extraction, treatment and distribution facilities to be constructed on a vacant parcel and within the existing roadway 
right of way. All facilities would be constructed to existing code requirements using materials that would minimize 
potential fire related issues. The Project would not spur the growth of the region in an unplanned manner that 
would place unexpected future demands on existing fire services. As such, it would not require the building of new 
fire protection related buildings or structures. There would be no impact to fire protection services.  
 
b) No impact. The City of Perris contracts with the Riverside County.17 The Project would occur on one parcel and 
the property will have a security fence around it to secure the well and the property. No other increased demands 
for security would occur as a result of the proposed Project. The Project would not result in increased demand for 
police services and subsequently not result in the provision of new or expanded police facilities. Therefore, there 
would be no impact to police protection services. 
 
c) No impact. The City of Perris is served by three school districts: (1) the Perris Elementary School District (2) the 
Perris Union High School District; and (3) the Val Verde Unified School District.18 Including charter schools, the Perris 
Elementary School District has eight elementary schools and one middle school. The Perris Union High School 
District is comprised of five high schools (this includes the California Military Institute). The Val Verde Unified School 
District contains six elementary schools, two middle schools and three high schools. The proposed Project includes 
the construction of water extraction, treatment and delivery facilities on a vacant parcel, and the extension of 
pipelines within the existing roadway right-of-way. The proposed Project would not directly impact area schools, 
nor would it result in the demand for additional schools as there would be no increase of population. The Project 
would not require the construction or expansion of schools or education related facilities. There would be no impact 
to schools as a result of the proposed Project. 
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d) No impact. The City of Perris maintains 17 parks and/or facilities (e.g Senior Center) throughout the City.19 The 
proposed Project includes the construction of water extraction, treatment and delivery facilities on a vacant parcel, 
and the extension of pipelines within the existing roadway right-of-way. The proposed project would not directly 
impact existing parks, nor would it result in the demand for additional parks as there would be no increase of 
population. There would be no impact to parks.  
 
e) No impact. The proposed Project would not impact any other public facilities.  
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XVI. Recreation 
  
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
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? 

 
   

X 

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? 

   
X 

 
a) No Impact. The City of Perris maintains 17 parks and/or facilities (e.g Senior Center) throughout the City. 20 The 
proposed Project includes the construction of water extraction, treatment and delivery facilities on a vacant parcel, 
and the extension of pipelines within the existing roadway right-of-way. The proposed project would not directly 
impact existing parks, nor would it result in the demand for additional parks as there would be no increase of 
population. Therefore, the Project would not result in the increased deterioration of a recreational facility. 
Therefore, there would be no impact. 
 
b) No Impact. The Project does not include any recreational facilities or require the construction of new facilities 
and there would not be an adverse physical effect to the environment. Therefore, there would be no impact. 
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XVII. Transportation 

  
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Conflict with program plan, ordinance or policy 
addressing the circulation system, including 
transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities? 

 
  

X  

b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent 
with CEQA guidelines section 15064.3, 
subdivision (b)? 

   X 

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

  
X  

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?   X  
 
a) Less than Significant Impact. The Project area is within the Perris Valley Commerce Specific Plan; the specific plan 
has the purpose of providing guidance to create a high quality area for industrial, commercial, and office land uses 
(City of Perris 2012). The plan addresses transportation and circulation in the specific plan area; the area includes a 
freeway (I-215), a parkway (Mid-County Parkway), the Ramona Expressway, three arterials and several secondary 
arterials. The plan is designed, in part, to accommodate the traffic associated with existing and future trucking and 
vehicular traffic in the area. Numerous truck routes exist in the specific plan area including Perris Blvd, Redmond 
Avenue and Harvey Knox Blvd; all three of these roads are relatively close to the Project area. These truck routes 
serve the commercial and industrial uses in the area including the Home Depot, Lowes and Ross Stores Distribution 
Centers; the result is increased traffic due to employees traveling to the warehouses and traffic associated with 
delivery trucks. There would be an increase construction related traffic while the facilities were being constructed. 
Operation of the facility would include occasional maintenance and landscaping trips to and from the site. The 
increase in both construction and operational traffic is considered a less than significant impact. 
 
The Perris Valley Commerce Center Specific Plan (2012) addresses non-vehicular traffic in the specific plan area; the 
plan considers both pedestrian and bicycle path circulation. The proposed Project does not include changes to 
roadways or design features that would conflict with the performance or safety of alternative transportation 
facilities. Therefore, there would be no impact. 
 
b) No Impact. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 subdivision (b) has been included in the 2018 CEQA Guidelines as 
part of the implementation of SB 743 which requires local jurisdictions to use Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT) instead 
of Level of Service (LOS) methodologies for the purpose of determining the significance of traffic impacts under 
CEQA. Also, as part of the implementation of SB 743 local jurisdictions are given until July 1, 2020 to develop and 
implement thresholds of significance criteria and methodologies for evaluating VMT under the new SB 743 
requirements.  Moreover, as discussed in Section XVII(a) above, the contribution to traffic due to this Project would 
be minimal. Therefore, impacts with respect to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b) are less than significant.   
 
c) Less than Significant Impact. The operation of the Project would occur within one parcel and would not impact 
surrounding roads or create dangerous curves or intersections. During construction, routine road closures or one-
way traffic may be required when extending the pipelines from the project site to existing underground utilities. 
During construction, the proposed Project would comply will all local regulations regarding temporary road closures 
or and/or one-way traffic controls. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 
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d) Less than Significant Impact. The operations of the proposed Project would not result in inadequate emergency 
access. If road closures and/or one way traffic controls are required during construction, EMWD would comply with 
all requirements of the City, Sherriff, and Riverside County Fire. Impacts would be less than significant.  
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XVIII. Tribal Cultural Resources 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
 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 
Cultural 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 
Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k), or 

 
   

X 

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 Resource Code Section 
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a California Native 
American tribe. 

 

X 

 

 

 
California Assembly Bill (AB) 52, through its implementing regulations, requires that lead agencies consult with 
California Native American tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the 
Proposed Project and who have requested in writing to be informed by the lead agency of proposed projects in the 
tribe’s geographic area (PRC Section 21080.3.1(b) and (d)). Pursuant to AB 52, EMWD as the CEQA Lead Agency sent 
AB 52 consultation notification letters via certified mail on November 27, 2019 to six Native American groups 
affiliated with the Project’s geographic area (Table 8). The letters included a description of the Proposed Project 
and provided a map figure depicting the Project location. In a letter dated December 30, 2019, Lacy Padilla, 
Archaeologist with the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians’ Tribal Historic Preservation Office requested formal 
government-to-government consultation. EMWD responded with an e-mail to Lacy Padilla on December 30, 2019. 
EMWD held AB52 consultation with the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians on January 6, 2020. In an e-mail 
dated December 6, 2019, Travis Armstrong, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer for the Morongo Band of Mission 
Indians, deferred to the Pechanga Band of Luiseno Indians for the Proposed Project. In an e-mail dated January 2, 
2020 from Juan Ochoa, Assistant Tribal Historic Preservation Office for the Pechanga Cultural Resources 
Department, the Tribe transmitted a letter from Tuba Ebru Ozdil (Tribal Cultural Analyst) requesting formal 
government-to-government consultation. EMWD responded to Juan Ochoa via e-mail on January 2, 2020. EMWD 
held AB52 consultation with the Pechanga Band of Luiseno Indians on January 27, 2020. In a letter dated December 
19, 2019, Cheryl Madrigal, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer with the Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians stated that 
the Tribe did not request immediate government to government consultation. EMWD responded with an e-mail to 
Cheryl Madrigal on December 26, 2019. In a letter dated January 3, 2020, Joe Ontiveros, Tribal Historic Preservation 
Officer with the Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians requested formal government-to-government consultation. EMWD 
responded with an e-mail to Joe Ontiveros on January 6, 2020. EMWD held AB52 consultation with the Soboba Band 
of Luiseno Indians on January 23, 2020. In an e-mail dated December 17, 2019, Alexandra McCleary, Tribal 
Archaeologist with the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians stated that the Tribe did not request government to 
government consultation. EMWD responded with an e-mail to Alexandra McCleary on December 17, 2019. 
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Table 8: 

Summary of AB52 Consultation  

Contact Tribe/Organization 
Date Notification 

Sent 
Response 
Received 

EMWD 
Response Meeting 

Lacy Padilla  Agua Caliente 
Band of Cahuilla 
Indians  

11/27/19 12/30/19 12/30/19 1/6/20 

Travis 
Armstrong 

Morongo Band of 
Mission Indians 

11/27/19 12/6/19 12/9/19 Deferred to 
Pechanga 

Tuba Ebru Ozdil Pechanga Band of 
Luiseno Indians 

11/27/29 1/2/20 1/2/20 1/27/20 

Destiny Colocho Rincon Band of 
Luiseno Indians 

11/27/19 12/19/19 12/26/19 Did not request 
consultation 

Joe Ontiveros Soboba Band of 
Luiseno Indians 

11/27/19 1/3/20 1/6/20 1/23/20 

Alexandra 
McCleary  

San Manuel Band 
of Mission Indians 

11/27/19 12/17/19 12/17/29 Did not request 
consultation 

SOURCE: EMWD, 2020 

 
a) No Impact. No tribal cultural resources were identified as a result of consultation with Aqua Caliente Band of 

Cahuilla Indians, Pechanga Band of Mission Indians or Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians. Therefore, no tribal 
cultural resources listed in or eligible for listing in the California Register, or on a local register of historic 
resources as defined in PRC Section 5020.a(k) would be impacted by the Project and no mitigation is required. 
No impact would occur.  

 
a) No impact. No tribal cultural resources were identified as a result of the consultation with Agua Caliente 

Band of Cahuilla Indians, Pechanga Band of Mission Indians or Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians. Therefore, 
no tribal cultural resources that have been 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 PRC Section 
5024.1, would be impacted by the Project and no mitigation is required. No impact would occur. 
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XIX. Utilities and Service Systems 

  
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
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? 

  

X  

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to 
serve the project and reasonably foreseeable 
future development during normal, dry, and 
multiple dry years? 

  
X  

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? 

  
X  

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? 

  
X  

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

   X 

 
a) Less than significant impact. The Project would require water, wastewater collection and treatment, storm water 
drainage, electrical power, natural gas, and telecommunication facilities. An analysis of impacts is provided below. 
 
Water 
 
Operation of the proposed water well would not require the provision of any municipal water supplies. As the 
Project does not include the construction of dwelling units, no WSA is required.21 Water use within the City includes 
domestic, commercial, industrial and landscape irrigation. Most connections within the City’s service area, including 
landscaped areas and City parks, are metered. Based on the fact that the proposed well will not require municipal 
water supply during operation, and will actually contribute to the overall water supply in the region, it can be 
assumed that water demand from the development will not exceed the City’s annual water demand and would not 
require the relocation or construction of new or expanded water supply facilities. Therefore, impacts will be less 
than significant.  
 
Wastewater  
 
The local wastewater treatment system is designed to comply with federal regulations (National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System) administered by the RWRCB (City of Perris 2004). Moreover, the proposed Project is anticipated 
to generate nominal wastewater during normal operations and periodic maintenance activities as a result of 
inclusion of a restroom that will connect to existing sewer lines in Nance Street. Therefore, the proposed Project 
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would not result of new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities. Therefore, the Project would have a less than 
significant impact. 
 
Stormwater  
 
At Project completion the site would be comprised of pervious and impervious surfaces. Stormwater would either 
be absorbed into pervious surfaces or would travel as sheet flow off the impervious surfaces and onto the pervious 
surfaces where it would be absorbed. Post-Project runoff from the site would equal pre-project runoff, with excess 
runoff from increased impervious surfaces being directed to an on-site retention/detention basin. Therefore, 
through the proposed Project would have a less than significant impact on stormwater facilities.  
 
Electric Power 
 
The Project site would be serviced by Southern California Edison, and would connect to the existing power grid via 
above ground electrical lines along Nance Street. Although the Project would require new electrical line tie ins for 
service, it would not result in the need for new electrical substations or electrical generating facilities. Additionally, 
the potable water well and associated equipment and appurtenances would use a minimal amount of electricity 
during operation. Therefore, the Project would have a less than significant impact.  
 
Natural Gas 
 
The Southern California Gas Company (Gas Company) would provide natural gas services to the Project site. The 
majority of the gas supply is transported via transmission pipelines owned by private companies. Any new 
connections and service installations would be reviewed and approved by the Gas Company and the Riverside 
County Public Works Department. Although the Project would require new natural gas services connections, it 
would not result in the need for new natural gas supplies or infrastructure. Therefore, the Project would have a less 
than significant impact. 
 
Telecommunication Facilities 
 
The proposed Project would include construction of a communication tower antenna measuring approximately 40 
feet high for purpose of communicating with EMWD’s Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) system. 
The Project would not require the construction of any other telecommunications facilities. The Project site would 
be required to comply with all Federal, State and local regulations for installation and wiring of telecommunications 
to the Project. With adherence to existing Riverside County Electrical, Building and Safety code requirements, the 
Project would have a less than significant impact. 
 
For the above reasons, the Project is not anticipated to require relocation or construction of new or expanded 
wastewater treatment, storm drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities. 
 
b) Less than Significant Impact. EMWD provides water service for the majority of the City of Perris; a relatively small 
portion of the City is served by the City of Perris Water District (near downtown). However, the City of Perris Water 
District purchases water for distribution from EMWD (City of Perris 2004). The proposed Project is a new water 
facility and provides EMWD with an additional source of supply in light of the decrease in water available through 
the SWP during the drought years and due to the uncertainty in the future of this source. The Project itself would 
not increase the demand for water in the region, as it would serve the existing population and anticipated future 
growth. Therefore, the proposed Project would have a less than significant impact as sufficient water supplies are 
available to serve the Project during normal, dry, and multiple dry years. 
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c) Less than Significant Impact. Wastewater is treated by  EMWD at the Perris Valley Regional Water Reclamation 
Facility; the facility has typical inflows of 13.8 million gallons per day (mgd) (Eastern Municipal Water District, 2014). 
Currently, the facility has the capacity to treat 22.0 mgd so the facility has capacity for potential future increases in 
wastewater. In any case, the Project, a potable water well and treatment facility, is not anticipated to result in a 
substantial increase the amount of wastewater because wastewater would not be a byproduct of the proposed 
operations.  
 
d) Less than Significant Impact. Solid waste disposal is provided by CR&R Incorporated – Environmental Services. 
According to CalRecycle (2016) , in 2015, waste is primarily transferred to the El Sobrante Landfill in Corona or the 
Badlands Landfill in Moreno Valley (these two landfills took in about 96% of the waste produced in Perris during 
2015). Several other landfills received substantially smaller amounts of waste including the Sycamore Landfill in 
Santee and Lamb Canyon Sanitary Landfill in Beaumont. This analysis would focus on the El Sobrante and Badlands 
landfills The El Sobrante Landfill is managed by Waste Management and was estimated to have 209 million cubic 
yards of remaining capacity as of 2014 (Waste Management 2014); the landfill was estimated to have 50 years of 
projected operations as of 2014. The Riverside County Department of Waste Resources operates the Badlands 
Sanitary Landfill. As of 2015, the remaining capacity of the landfill was slightly less than 16 million cubic yards and 
the landfill is expected to reach capacity around 2022 (Cal Recycle 2016). Construction of the facility is anticipated 
to result in the production of some solid waste. Project operations are not expected to produce substantial amounts 
of solid waste. Overall, the amount of solid waste produced, as a result of this Project is negligible compared to the 
daily waste produced in the City of Perris and in comparison to the capacity available at the two primary landfills. 
The proposed Project would not require any regularly employed staff. The only operations at the facility would be 
weekly inspections, monthly landscaping, and periodic maintenance visits, and would generate negligible amounts 
of solid waste during operation (primarily related to landscaping and minor refuse from maintenance). Therefore, 
because there would be adequate landfill capacity in the region to accommodate Project-generated waste, and the 
proposed Project is not expected to generate a substantial quantity of solid waste, the impact would be less than 
significant. 
 
e) No Impact. The proposed Project would be required to comply with all applicable federal, state, County, and City 
statutes and regulations related to solid waste as a standard Project condition of approval. Therefore, no impact 
would occur. 
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XX. Wildfire 

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

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

 
   X 

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other 
factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby 
expose project occupants to, pollutant 
concentrations from a wildfire or uncontrolled 
spread of a wildfire? 

   
X 

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? 

   

X 

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? 

   
X 

 
a) No Impact.  The Project Site is not located within or near any State Responsibility Areas or very high fire hazard 
severity zones.22 The nearest such area is approximately 1.15 miles east of the Project site. No circulation changes 
are proposed as part of the Project. Implementation of the proposed Project would not impair an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. 
 
b) No Impact.  The Project Site is not located within or near any State Responsibility Areas or very high fire hazard 
severity zones. The nearest such area is approximately 1.15 miles east of the Project site. The Project site is relatively 
flat with no noticeable slopes in the Project vicinity. Impacts related to exacerbation of wildfire would not occur. 
 
c) No Impact.  The Project Site is not located within or near any State Responsibility Areas or very high fire hazard 
severity zones. The nearest such area is approximately 1.15 miles east of the Project site. The Project does not 
require the installation of 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 would occur. 
 
d) No Impact.  The Project site is located within a completely urbanized area. The Project Site is not located within 
or near any State Responsibility Areas or very high fire hazard severity zones. The nearest such area is approximately 
1.15 miles east of the Project site. The Project will not expose people or structures to significant risks as a result of 
runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes. No impact would occur. 
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XXI. Mandatory Findings of Significance 
  
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
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? 

 
 

X 

  

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)? 

 

X 
 

  

c) Does the project have environmental effects 
which will cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly? 

 
X 

  

 
a) Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The proposed Project would not substantially impact habitat 
of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to 
eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory. Adverse impacts to 
biological resources would not occur. Mitigation measures BIO-1 and BIO-2 would be implemented to ensure 
impacts to fish and wildlife species, plant and animal communities, and rare or endangered plants animals would 
not occur. Adverse impacts to historic resources would not occur. Mitigation Measures CUL-1 through CUL-5 and 
Mitigation Measures GEO-2 through GEO-5 would be implemented in the event any important archaeological 
resources, paleontological resources, tribal cultural resources, or human remains are discovered during ground 
disturbing activities. This site is not known to have any association with an important example of California’s history 
or prehistory. The environmental analysis provided in Section III concludes that impacts related to emissions of 
criteria pollutants and other air quality impacts would be less than significant. Sections pertaining to impacts related 
to climate change and hydrology and water quality would be less than significant. Based on the preceding analysis 
of potential impacts, no evidence is presented that this Project would degrade the quality of the environment.  
EMWD finds that impacts related to degradation of the environment would be less than significant with mitigation 
incorporated. 
 
b) Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Cumulative impacts can result from the interactions of 
environmental changes resulting from one proposed project with changes resulting from other past, present, and 
future projects that affect the same resources, utilities and infrastructure systems, public services, transportation 
network elements, air basin, watershed, or other physical conditions. Such impacts could be short-term and 
temporary, usually consisting of overlapping construction impacts, as well as long term, due to the permanent land 
use changes and operational characteristics involved with the Project. 
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Section 15130(b)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines identifies two methods to determine the scope of related projects for 
cumulative impact analysis: 
 
List-of-Projects Method: a list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or cumulative 
impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside the control of the agency. The Well 204 Project is currently 
being considered as one project of several within a grant application to the State Water Board called the Perris 
North Program. The other projects include projects that would result in the construction and operation of 
groundwater monitoring wells, extraction wells, treatment and distribution facilities also within the Perris North 
Basin. The other projects include the following: 
 

- Cactus Avenue Corridor Groundwater Wells Project; 
- Perris North Groundwater Monitoring Project; and  
- Well 65/66 Project. 

 
The Cactus Corridor Project consists of the development and use of up to six groundwater extraction wells, one 
water treatment plant and pipelines. The Perris North Groundwater Monitoring Project is designed to monitor the 
presence of groundwater contaminants of concern from nonpoint sources throughout the Perris North Basin. The 
Groundwater Monitoring project consists of up to nine monitoring wells that would be constructed at various 
locations within the Perris North Groundwater Management Zone. The Well 65/66 Project consists of the 
development and use of two new groundwater wells and water treatment plant also within the Perris North Basin. 
Although related due to their inclusion in the grant application, each project is a stand-alone project independent 
of the other for project implementation.  
 
Construction of these projects would occur at different times and sites far enough removed from each other that 
construction related cumulative effects such as fugitive dust and construction noise would be less than significant. 
Development would adhere to applicable rules and regulations related to dust suppression, traffic control, storm 
water control, handling/storage of hazardous materials, and regulations related to protections for 
plants/animals/waters of the State and US. Cumulative impacts in these areas are also considered less than 
significant. The only operational vehicle trips associated with the various projects listed above would be the 
infrequent monitoring/maintenance trips, which would result in an insignificant cumulative increase on area 
roadways separated in time and distance. Cumulative noise and air quality effects from these projects would also 
be less-than-significant due to their minimal contribution. Therefore, these projects are not expected to create 
impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable.  
 
Summary-of-Projections Method: a summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related 
planning document or in a prior environmental document that has been adopted or certified, which described or 
evaluated regional or area wide conditions contributing to the cumulative impact. Any such planning document 
shall be referenced and made available to the public at a location specified by the lead agency. 
 
Non-Cumulative Impacts 
Impacts related to  aesthetics, air quality, population and housing, public services, recreation, transportation, and 
utilities have no potential for cumulative impacts because impacts are limited to on-site conditions and include no 
component that could result in similar impacts over time or space. Therefore, no cumulative impacts related to 
these topics would occur. 
 
Impacts related to biological resources, cultural/tribal cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards, hydrology and 
water quality, and noise were found to be potentially significant and require mitigation to reduce to less than 
significant levels; therefore, the Project could contribute considerably to significant regional cumulative impacts in 
these topical areas. These topics are discussed in detail below. 
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Biological Resources.  The context for assessing cumulative impacts to biological resources is the Project site and 
vicinity that includes other non-developed properties. Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2 have been incorporated 
requiring preconstruction surveys for burrowing owls or any other nesting birds.  These measures would eliminate 
potentially significant impacts associated with next or tree removal. Therefore, the Project would have no 
contribution to a cumulative loss of important biological resources in the region.  
 
Cultural/Tribal Cultural Resources. The context for assessing cumulative impacts to local archeological and 
paleontological knowledge of our past is the resources in the Project site and vicinity that includes other non-
developed properties. Loss of on-site or nearby archaeological and paleontological resources could reduce or 
eliminate important information relevant to the San Jacinto Basin and the State of California. Mitigation Measures 
CUL-1 through CUL-5 and Mitigation Measures GEO-2 through GEO-5 have been incorporated requiring evaluation 
of any discovered potential archaeological resources, paleontological resources or human remains, the uniqueness 
of the archaeological or paleontological sample or ancestry of the remains, and appropriate steps to preserve or 
curate the artifact or remains. This would eliminate any potential loss of important regional archaeological and 
paleontological information that may be buried under the project site; therefore, the Project would have no 
contribution to a cumulative loss of important regional archaeological or paleontological knowledge.  
 
Geology and Soils.  The context for assessing geology and soils impacts is the project site and the project vicinity. 
The project site and vicinity are in a liquefaction zone as defined by the PVCCSP. Mitigation Measure GEO-1 would 
require geotechnical analysis or a geotechnical report that would evaluate the potential for damage to the well and 
related infrastructure. Therefore, the Project would have no contribution to a cumulative impact related to 
liquefaction impacts to well infrastructure.  
 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials.  The context for assessing cumulative hazards impacts is the Project site and 
vicinity that includes other non-developed properties. Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 has been incorporated requiring 
consultation between EMWD and March Air Reserve Base prior to issuance of construction permits. These measures 
would eliminate potentially significant impacts associated with nearby flights associated with the base. Therefore, 
the Project would have no contribution to a cumulative hazards impact in the region.  
Hydrology and Water Quality. The context for assessing geology and soils impacts is the Project site and the Project 
vicinity. Project construction activities could generate soil erosion off-site that could impact water quality.  
Mitigation Measure HYD-1 would require BMPS for erosion control and eliminate any potentially significant impacts 
to water quality.  Therefore, the Project would have no contribution to a cumulative impact to water quality.   
 
Noise. The context for assessing cumulative noise impacts to the region is the extent to which temporary or 
permanent noise generating sources exist in the area. Noise generating sources can create annoyance to residents 
and can cause vibration impacts. Mitigation Measure NOI-1 would require noise control BMPs to be implemented.  
Mitigation Measure NOI-2 would require construction equipment review by an acoustic specialist, and NOI-3 would 
require implementation of groundborne vibration BMP’s to reduce impacts to sensitive receptors. These measures 
would eliminate any regional noise impacts resulting from construction or operation of the proposed Project site; 
therefore, the Project would have no contribution to cumulative noise impacts in the region. 
 
Global Impacts 
One topic of global concern is climate change. As discussed in the greenhouse gas section of this document, climate 
change is the result of numerous, cumulative sources of greenhouse gas emissions all over the world. The Project 
would not contribute considerably to global climate change. 
 
Based on the above analysis concerning the local, regional, and global impacts of the Project in consideration of 
past, current, and future projects, the EMWD hereby finds that the contribution of the proposed Project to 
cumulative impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 
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c) Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Based on the analysis of the Project’s impacts in the 
responses to the environmental topics previously discussed, there is no indication that this Project would result in 
substantial adverse effects on human beings. While there would be a variety of temporary adverse effects during 
construction related to noise, these would be reduced to less than significant levels through mitigation. Long-term 
effects include a slight increase in vehicular traffic and traffic related noise, use of hazardous materials, emissions 
of criteria pollutants and greenhouse gas emissions. The analysis herein concludes that direct and indirect 
environmental effects would at worst require mitigation to reduce to less than significant levels. Generally, 
environmental effects would result in less than significant impacts. Based on the analysis in this Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration, the EMWD finds that direct and indirect impacts to human beings would be 
less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 
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