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SCS Sustainable Communities Strategy 

SDWA Safe Drinking Water Act 

sf Square feet 

SF6 Sulfur hexaflouride 

SGMA Sustainable Groundwater Management Act 

SLF Scared Lands File 

SO2 Sulfur dioxide 

SoCalGas Southern California Gas Company 

SOx sulfur oxides 

SP Specific Plan 

SPL Sound power level 

SR State Route 

SRA Source Receptor Area 

SSC Species of Special Concern 

STC Sound transmission class 
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STEM Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math 

SVP Society for Vertebrate Paleontology 

SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 

SWQMP Storm Water Quality Management Plan 

SWRCB Storm Water Resources Control Board 

TACs Toxic air contaminants 

TAZ Traffic analysis zone 

TCR Tribal Cultural Resources 

TIA Traffic Impact Analysis 

TMDL Total maximum daily load 

TNM FHWA’s Traffic Noise Model 

TUMF Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee 

UCMP University of California Museum of Paleontology 

UFC Uniform Building Code 

USACE United States Army Corps of Engineers 

USEPA United States Environmental Protection Agency 

USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service UTRs utility tractors 

USGS United States Geological Survey 

UWMP Urban Water Management Plan 

VHFHSZ Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone 

VMT Vehicle miles traveled 

VOC Volatile organic compounds 

WCE Western Community Energy 

WEAP Worker Environmental Awareness Program 

WMO World Meteorological Organization 

WMWD Western Municipal Water District 

WoS Water of the State 

WRCOG Western Riverside Council of Governments 

WRCRWA Western Riverside County Regional Wastewater Authority 

WSA Water Supply Assessment 

WQMP Water Quality Management Plan 

ZEV Zero Emissions Vehicle 
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Figure 3-1 Cumulative Projects 
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4 Environmental Impact Analysis 

This section discusses the possible environmental effects of the Norco Valley Square Project for the 
specific issue areas that were identified through the scoping process as having the potential to 
experience significant effects. “Significant effect” is defined by the CEQA Guidelines Section 15382 
as:  

“…a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions 
within the area affected by the project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient 
noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance. An economic or social change by itself 
shall not be considered a significant effect on the environment. A social or economic change 
related to a physical change may be considered in determining whether the physical change is 
significant.” 

The assessment of each issue area begins with a discussion of the environmental setting related to 
the issue, which is followed by the impact analysis. In the impact analysis, the first subsection 
identifies the methodologies used and the “significance thresholds,” which are those criteria 
adopted by the City and other agencies, universally recognized, or developed specifically for this 
analysis to determine whether potential effects are significant. The next subsection describes each 
impact of the proposed project, mitigation measures for significant impacts, and the level of 
significance after mitigation. Each effect under consideration for an issue area is separately listed in 
bold text with the discussion of the effect and its significance. Each bolded impact statement also 
contains a statement of the significance determination for the environmental impact as follows: 

 Significant and Unavoidable. An impact that cannot be reduced to below the threshold level 
given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures. Such an impact requires a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations to be issued if the project is approved per CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15093. 

 Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. An impact that can be reduced to below the 
threshold level given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures. Such an impact 
requires findings under CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. 

 Less than Significant. An impact that may be adverse but does not exceed the threshold levels 
and does not require mitigation measures. However, mitigation measures that could further 
lessen the environmental effect may be suggested if readily available and easily achievable. 

 No Impact. The proposed project would have no effect on environmental conditions or would 
reduce existing environmental problems or hazards. 

Following each environmental impact discussion is a list of mitigation measures (if required) and the 
residual effects or level of significance remaining after implementation of the measure(s). In cases 
where the mitigation measure for an impact could have a significant environmental impact in 
another issue area, this impact is discussed and evaluated as a secondary impact. The impact 
analysis concludes with a discussion of cumulative effects, which evaluates the impacts associated 
with the project in conjunction with other planned and pending developments in the area listed in 
Table 3-1 of Section 3, Environmental Setting.  
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4.1 Aesthetics 

This section evaluates the project’s potential impacts to scenic vistas, scenic resources, visual 
character or quality, and light or glare. The analysis consists of a description of the visual setting for 
the project site and the surrounding area, a discussion of potential impacts the project would have, 
and any mitigation measures required to reduce impacts. The aesthetics analysis concerns public 
views only. Impacts to private views, such as those from residences, are not required to be analyzed 
under CEQA. 

4.1.1 Setting 
Visual quality is defined as the overall visual impression or attractiveness of an area based on the 
scenic resources, both natural and built. The attributes of visual quality include variety, vividness, 
coherence, uniqueness, harmony, and pattern. Viewshed is a term used to describe a range of 
resources and their context that relate to what people can see in the immediate environment in 
terms of foreground, middle ground, and background distances. Viewsheds refer to the visual 
qualities of a geographical area defined by the horizon, topography, and other natural features that 
give an area its visual boundary and context. Viewsheds are defined further by development that 
forms a prominent visual component of the area. Public views are those available from publicly 
accessible vantage points, such as streets, freeways, parks, and vista points. These views are 
available to a greater number of persons than private views, which are those available from vantage 
points on private property.  

Sensitive viewer groups include people who reside in the area, permanently or temporarily, and 
those who pass through or otherwise appear in the area (e.g., commuters), who have the potential 
to be affected by the area’s scenic features and visual quality, and by the character of scenic vistas 
and viewsheds.  

Visual Character of the Site 
The project site is in central Norco, which contains a mix of residential, commercial, and industrial 
development. Visually, it is a mix of relatively modern, low-rise, low-to-medium-density urban 
development, two-to-four lane streets with sidewalks and streetlights, and ornamental landscaping, 
with undeveloped hillsides in immediate or medium-distance views and mountains in long-distance 
views. The area is generally flat with small grade hills. 

The project site is located at the southwestern corner of Third Avenue and Hamner Avenue. These 
two streets are lined with existing commercial, industrial, and institutional uses that primarily 
consist of auto repair and sales shops and other uses associated with automotive travel, food 
establishments, and some religious and educational institutions. 

The project site is mostly vacant except for an existing RV sales lot on the northeastern portion of 
the site closest to the intersection. The RV sales lot is visible along the western side of Hamner 
Avenue for approximately 600 feet, from the intersection to the North Norco Channel. RVs for sale 
are the dominate visible element of the space. The RVs are also visible for approximately 200 feet 
along the southern side of Third Avenue from the intersection with Hamner Avenue. West of the 
RVs, the visible elements of the project site from Third Avenue include deciduous street trees, 
unpaved pedestrian pathway, low wooden fencing, and occasional fire hydrants in the foreground, a 
vacant lot with minimal vegetation in the middle distance, and a row of Italian cypress trees in front 
of a small hill.  
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Visual Character of the Surrounding Area 
The project site has a land use and zoning designation of Specific Plan as it is located within the 
Norco Auto Mall Specific Plan Area, as well as the HDO zoning designation. Incremental changes to 
the visual character of Norco and surrounding jurisdictions have already occurred consistent with 
City of Norco General Plan objectives, which includes keeping a semi-rural, western-themed 
character exemplified by consistent visual elements such as wooden fencing along streets, drought-
tolerant landscaping, western design on signage, and the occasional wagon wheel ornamentation at 
driveway entrances. Figure 4.1-1 maps the locations and the view directions of project site 
photographs and the surrounding area, included as Figure 4.1-2a through as Figure 4.1-2f. 

Buildings and facilities near the project site include the following: 

 The Calvary Chapel Norco, located in the northeast corner of the Third Street and Hamner 
Avenue intersection at 1695 Third Street, is a one-story modern adobe building with a front 
parking lot. 

 The Norco Western Town Plaza at 2395 Hamner Avenue, located on the southeast corner of the 
Third Street and Hamner Avenue intersection, is a one-story strip mall with food and 
commercial services with front parking lot and ornamental landscaping. 

 A portion of the North Norco Channel, which crosses Hamner Avenue adjacent to the 
southeastern corner of the project site, is a concrete-lined channel surrounded by a chain-link 
fence. The channel continues westward under Hamner Avenue and adjacent to the NAVI 
Exchange auto dealership. The channel is not visible from public vantage points except for 
eastern and western views from Hamner Avenue. 

 John F. Kennedy Middle College High School at 1951 Third Street is located northwest of the 
project site, with a modern, two-story building with a front parking lot, side and back 
courtyards, and ornamental landscaping. 

 Norco College Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math (STEM) Center at 1900 Third Street is 
located west of the project site. The site consists of a modern, two-story buildings with a front 
parking lot, side and back courtyards, and ornamental landscaping. An approximately 340-foot 
long landscaped garden is west of the building. A vacant, grassy area is located west of the 
Norco College STEM Center. 

 The Norco Campus Office Park at 1801 Third Street north of the project site, is a seven-building 
complex of modern one-story buildings with glass and stone design elements, ornamental 
landscaping, and parking. 

 Les Schwab Tire Center at 1701 Third Street on the northwest corner of Third Street and 
Hamner Avenue is a large single-story automotive repair center and tire store with a parking lot 
fronting Third Street. 

 Single-family residences located to the south and west of the project site along Paddock Lane 
and Mountain Avenue are mid-Century ranch-style houses, some with small plots for domestic 
animals such as horses. 

I-15 runs north-south through the City of Norco and is located approximately 900 feet east of 
Hamner Avenue and the project site. Portions of the project site where the elevation is highest are 
visible from I-15. Although distant mountain views to the north and south are accessible for 
travelers on I-15, there are no portions of I-15 that are designated or eligible for designation as a 
State scenic highway (Caltrans 2020). 
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Figure 4.1-1 Photograph Locations 
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Figure 4.1-2a Views of the Project Site and Surrounding Area 

 
Photograph 1. The project site looking southeast from Third Street 

 
Photograph 2. The project site looking south from Third Street 
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Although not entirely seen in Viewpoints 1 and 2, the buildings adjacent to Third Street, such as the 
Norco College STEM Center and Norco Campus Office Park (Photographs 6 and 7 in Figure 4.1-2c, 
and in Figure 4.1-2d, respectively), are built with a soft-color, modern aesthetic that blends in with 
surrounding natural elements. The Les Schwab Tire Center (Photograph 8 in Figure 4.1-2d) is also 
modern with bolder features. All three buildings are under three stories and contain perimeter trees 
and landscaping along the street frontage. Therefore, the project would be visually compatible with 
existing structures on Third Street based on proposed building scale, design, and finishing materials.  

Viewpoints 3 and 4, depicting views while traveling north and south on Hamner Avenue, are 
generally low-quality views, as there are distant scenic mountain views, but foreground views are 
generally inconsistent and uninteresting, particularly the RV sales lot on the project site as it lacks 
ornamental landscaping. Aside from the red-tiled building roofs and row of street trees, there is 
little visual consistency on the eastern side of Hamner Avenue. The project would provide street 
frontage and strengthen the visual identity on the southwest corner of the intersection of 
Third Street and Hamner Avenue and improve overall visual quality with the development of 
ornamental landscaping, street trees, and cohesive façade.  

Compatibility with Local Requirements 
The project would be consistent with General Plan Land Use Element Policy 2.4.1a and Norco 
Municipal Code Section 18.41.11, which require new development to incorporate western-themed 
architectural features and building style. The project would also be consistent with General Plan 
Land Use Element Policy 2.4.1e, which encourages the development of high quality commercial and 
public facilities requiring landscaping, maintenance, and permanent upkeep on all new 
development. The project would also comply with the requirements set forth in Norco Municipal 
Code Sections 18.41.11 and 15.12.080.  

The project would be consistent with the Norco Auto Mall Specific Plan policies regarding earth-
tone and exposed wooden beam facades; the creation of a unified design theme for buildings, 
landscaping and all site improvements; the inclusion of attractive park-like open spaces with 
pedestrian concourses, and aesthetically pleasing entrances. The proposed buildings would 
incorporate western-themed architectural features, which would be inconsistent with the early 
California Spanish architectural style specified in the Norco Auto Mall Specific Plan. However, the 
Norco Auto Mall Specific Plan was intended for automobile dealerships and associated uses; not 
residential or mixed-use development. The HDO does not contain any development standards or 
guidelines for residential development, but does provide site plan requirements, which are subject 
to City review. As such, the proposed site plan and designs will be reviewed by the City to ensure 
proposed development is consistent with applicable development standards and provisions of the 
General Plan.  

The Norco Auto Mall Specific Plan’s maximum height allowance is 35 feet; however, a conditional 
use permit application may allow for a height increase up to 50 feet. The project would develop 
residential buildings with a maximum height of 45 feet, food garden buildings with a maximum 
height of 35 feet, and a hotel with a maximum height of 60 feet. The City’s Architectural Review 
Subcommittee would review the height of the proposed hotel, and development standards for the 
project would be specified in the Standard Conditions of Approval. As previously stated, the 
proposed site plan and designs would be reviewed by the City pursuant to the HDO zoning 
regulations. An analysis of the project’s compatibility with applicable zoning requirements is 
discussed in Section 4.10, Land Use and Planning. 
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The project would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views 
of the site and its surroundings and would not conflict with regulations governing scenic quality. 
Therefore, project impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures  
No mitigation measures are required.  

Significance After Mitigation 
Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. 

Threshold 4: Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare that would 
adversely affect daytime or nighttime views in the area? 

Impact AES-4 THE PROJECT WOULD INTRODUCE NEW SOURCES OF LIGHT AND GLARE TO THE PROJECT 
SITE TYPICAL OF RESIDENTIAL, COMMERCIAL/FOOD ESTABLISHMENT, AND HOTEL USES. ADHERENCE TO STATE 
AND LOCAL STANDARDS AND REGULATIONS REGARDING INTERIOR AND EXTERIOR LIGHTING, SITE DESIGN, AND 
CONSTRUCTION PERMITTING WOULD ENSURE PROJECT IMPACTS ARE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

Under current conditions, light and glare from existing development is moderate on the portion of 
the project site that is used as an RV sales lot. The remainder of the project site has minimal light 
from streetlights along Third Street. However, the project site is in an urbanized area with existing 
uses that contribute to light and glare, such as vehicles traveling on Third Street and 
Hamner Avenue, streetlights, and exterior lighting from residential, commercial, and institutional 
structures.  

Construction 

Construction of the project would be restricted to the City’s permitted construction hours, which 
prohibits activities between 7:00 p.m. and 6:30 a.m., Saturdays, Sundays, or legal holidays. This 
would limit the need for auxiliary lighting that would illuminate construction activities, as those 
would occur during the day. Therefore, no adverse light or glare impacts to adjacent properties 
would result from temporary construction activities. 

Operation 
Implementation of the project would create new light sources from interior and exterior 
illumination associated with the residential, hotel, and food garden buildings and security lighting in 
parking areas, as well as headlights of cars entering and leaving the site during non-daylight hours 
and from increased traffic along Third Street and Hamner Avenue. 

The project would be consistent with the City of Norco’s Municipal Code and General Plan 
requirements, which require that on-site areas be illuminated for purposes of safety, security, and 
nighttime wayfinding including lighting for parking areas, pedestrian walkways, signage, 
architectural and landscape features, and loading dock areas. Although the amount of nighttime 
lighting from the project site would increase compared to the existing RV sales lot and vacant space, 
the project would be subject to the lighting requirements of the 2019 CALGreen updates which 
require exterior lighting to be arranged to reflect away from adjoining properties; the City’s 
Municipal Code Section 15.12.080, which provides lighting standards; and Municipal Code 
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Section 18.41.11 that requires exterior lights be shielded and arranged to reflect away from 
adjacent properties.  

Glare can emanate from many different sources, some of which include direct sunlight, sunlight 
reflecting from cars or buildings, and bright outdoor or indoor lighting. Glare from reflective 
surfaces occurs as a result of the addition of large expanses of glass, metal, and other reflective 
surfaces for building façades with new construction. The project would develop new buildings in the 
food garden that would generally be constructed with stucco, siding, metal panels, glass, and 
reclaimed wood; with metal roofs and/or asphalt shingles. Building accents would consist of painted 
exposed steel structures, wood posts and trellis, and composite wood. Proposed hotel building 
finishes would primarily consist of stucco, siding, metal panels, and glass, with a metal or asphalt 
shingle roof and composite wood accents. The project would not construct buildings with large 
expanses of glass or unpainted metal finishings that would result in large amounts of glare, in 
compliance with Norco Municipal Code Section 18.41.11, which does not allow bright, shiny, or   
non-textured metal on exterior surfaces. Compliance with the CALGreen code and the 
City’s Municipal Code would be verified during the plan check and the development permitting 
process.  

Car windows could potentially produce glare when cars enter or exit the project site under 
operational conditions, particularly on bright, sunny days. The tree canopy predicted by the 
proposed landscape plan would mitigate this glare, to the extent possible, from cars entering and 
exiting the site. Tree plantings would also moderate potential glare from cars parked on the site, 
and vehicle ingress/egress lanes would be situated in a way that would limit nighttime light impacts 
from vehicle headlights on the proposed residences. Proposed six-foot high fencing with dense 
landscaping would be placed along the western property line between the project site and existing 
residences and the Norco College STEM Center, which would provide privacy between the proposed 
multi-family units and the existing single-family residences to the west. A solid six-foot high precast 
concrete wall, accented to look like wood textured finish, would be placed along the southern 
boundary of the project site to ensure privacy between the proposed multi-family units and the 
existing single-family residences to the south; a small portion of the southern boundary fence 
located near Hamner Avenue would consist of six-foot high tubular steel fencing for security and 
site visibility near the street and from the hotel parking lot. These proposed fences along the 
western and southern project site boundaries would reduce light and glare impacts from the project 
on existing residences on Mountain Avenue and Paddock Lane.  

The project site is outside the boundary area regulated by the Riverside County Lighting Ordinance 
No. 655, which directs lighting methods for development to reduce light and glare within 45 miles of 
the Mt. Palomar Observatory.  

With adherence to State and local requirements limiting light trespass and use of reflective 
materials, development of the project would have a less than significant impact with respect to new 
sources of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect daytime or nighttime views in the 
area. 

Mitigation Measures  
No mitigation measures are required.  

Significance After Mitigation 
Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. 
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4.1.4 Cumulative Impacts 
Currently planned and pending projects in Norco and surrounding areas, including the City of 
Eastvale and the City of Corona, are listed in Table 3-1 in Section 3, Environmental Setting. 

As evidenced in the City of Norco General Plan and Norco Auto Mall Specific Plan provisions, the City 
has long anticipated that the project site would be redeveloped for new urban uses. The cumulative 
change in visual condition that would result from the project, in combination with future nearby 
projects would not be considered adverse, because the project would implement the City of Norco 
General Plan, Municipal Code, and Norco Auto Mall Specific Plan regulations related to architecture, 
landscaping, signs, lighting, and other related items that are intended to improve visual quality. 

All new development in Norco and surrounding jurisdictions would be subject to CALGreen 
requirements and policies contained in their respective cities’ General Plan and Municipal Code 
standards for architecture, site design, building materials, color palette, landscaping, lighting, 
loading docks, storage areas, utilities, rooftop equipment, construction hours, and other features 
that may impact aesthetics. Adherence to these policies on an individual project-level basis would 
reduce the cumulative impacts associated with light spillage and glare and maintain visual 
consistency and quality with surrounding development.  

Development on the project site and northern portion of Norco would not adversely impact scenic 
resources or nighttime views. Publicly accessible distant views of the San Gabriel Mountains, 
Santa Ana Mountains, or Chino Hills State Park from major roadways would not substantially be 
impacted by the project and would contribute to cumulative impacts on publicly accessible views of 
scenic vistas. The project site and surrounding area are not located near State-designated scenic 
highways, or highways eligible for designation as a scenic highway, and are outside the boundary of 
the impact area for the Mt. Palomar Observatory. Therefore, cumulative impacts to aesthetics, light, 
and glare would be less than significant. 
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California Ambient Air Quality Standards  
The California CAA requires CARB to establish CAAQS. Similar to the NAAQS, CAAQS have been 
established for ozone, CO, NO2, SO2, PM10, PM2.5, Pb, vinyl chloride, hydrogen sulfide, sulfates, and 
visibility-reducing particulates. In most cases, the CAAQS are more stringent than the NAAQS. The 
California CAA requires all local air districts to endeavor to achieve and maintain the CAAQS by the 
earliest practical date. The California CAA specifies that local air districts should focus particular 
attention on reducing the emissions from transportation and area-wide emission sources and 
provides districts with the authority to regulate indirect sources. 

Assembly Bill 1493 
Assembly Bill (AB) 1493 (2002), California’s Advanced Clean Cars program (Pavley), requires CARB to 
develop and adopt regulations to achieve “the maximum feasible and cost-effective reduction of 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from motor vehicles.” On June 30, 2009, USEPA granted the waiver 
of CAA preemption to California for its GHG standards for motor vehicles beginning with the 2009 
model year. Pavley I took effect for model years starting in 2009 to 2016 and Pavley II, which is now 
referred to as “LEV (Low Emission Vehicle) III GHG” will cover 2017 to 2025. Fleet average emission 
standards would reach 22 percent reduction from 2009 levels by 2012 and 30 percent by 2016. The 
Advanced Clean Cars program coordinates the goals of the LEV, Zero Emissions Vehicles, and 
Clean Fuels Outlet programs and would provide major reductions in GHG emissions. By 2025, when 
the rules will be fully implemented, new automobiles will emit 34 percent fewer GHGs and 
75 percent fewer smog-forming emissions from their model year 2016 levels. 

c. Local 

Southern California Association of Governments 
The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) is a regional planning agency that 
serves as a forum for regional issues relating to transportation, economics, community 
development, and environmental issues. SCAG is not an air quality management agency, but it is 
responsible for development of transportation, land use, and energy conservation measures that 
impact air quality. SCAG’s Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide provide growth forecasts used by 
SCAQMD to develop air quality and land use strategies (SCAG 2008). SCAG is charged with 
developing and implementing Senate Bill 375, a measure that addresses GHG reduction in the State, 
with participation from Norco and the other cities and counties that make up SCAG.  

South Coast Air Quality Management District Air Quality Management Plan 
The SCAQMD is required to prepare a plan for air quality improvement for pollutants for which the 
District is in non-compliance. The District’s Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) is updated every 
three years, and each update has a 20-year horizon. The 2016 AQMP was adopted on March 3, 2017 
and incorporated new scientific data and notable regulatory actions that have come about since 
adoption of the 2012 AQMP, including the approval of the new federal 8-hour ozone standard of 
0.070 ppm that was finalized in 2015 (SCAQMD 2017). SCAG’s projections for socio-economic data 
(e.g., population, housing, employment by industry) and transportation activities from the 2016 
Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (2016 RTP/SCS) are integrated into 
the 2016 AQMP.  
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The 2016 AQMP addresses several federal and State planning requirements and incorporates new 
scientific information, primarily in the form of updated emissions inventories, ambient 
measurements, and updated meteorological air quality models (SCAQMD 2017). The 2017 AQMP 
builds upon the approaches taken in the 2012 AQMP for the attainment of federal particulate 
matter and ozone standards and highlights the significant reductions to be achieved. It emphasizes 
the need for interagency planning to identify strategies to achieve reductions within the timeframes 
allowed under the federal CAA, especially in the area of mobile sources. The 2016 AQMP also 
includes a discussion of emerging issues and opportunities, such as fugitive toxic particulate 
emissions, zero-emission mobile source control strategies, and the interacting dynamics among 
climate, energy, and air pollution. The AQMP includes attainment demonstrations of the new 
federal 8-hour ozone standard and vehicle miles travelled emissions offsets, according to recent 
USEPA requirements. 

City of Norco General Plan 
The City of Norco General Plan Conservation Element contains goals and policies for Norco’s vision 
for air quality, GHG reduction, and conservation (City of Norco 2014). General Plan Conservation 
Element Chapter 2.5 identifies regional sources of pollution, geographic considerations affecting air 
quality in Norco, and various goals and policies intended to address air quality issues in the City. The 
following policies in the General Plan Conservation Element are relevant to the project: 

 Policy 2.9.2: Implement the applicable local strategies as feasible from the RTP/SCS 2012-2035. 
 Policy 2.9.11: Encourage shared parking and pedestrian access between adjacent similar land 

uses to encourage walking while at the same time discouraging short vehicle trips between 
close destinations. 

 Policy 2.9.12: Encourage a mix of land uses around high-density projects to encourage walking 
for convenience items as opposed to vehicle trips. 

4.2.3 Impact Analysis 

a. Significance Thresholds 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines states the air quality impacts of the project would be significant 
if the project would: 

 Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan; 
 Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project 

region is in non-attainment under an applicable federal or State ambient air quality standard; 
 Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; 
 Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial 

number of people. 

Regional Significance Thresholds 
SCAQMD recommends the quantitative regional significance thresholds for temporary construction 
activities and long-term project operation in the Basin listed in Table 4.2-3 (SCAQMD 2015). 
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Table 4.2-3 SCAQMD Regional Air Quality Significance Thresholds 
Construction Thresholds  Operational Thresholds 

75 pounds per day of ROG 
100 pounds per day of NOX 
550 pounds per day of CO 
150 pounds per day of SOX 
150 pounds per day of PM10 
55 pounds per day of PM2.5 

 55 pounds per day of ROG 
55 pounds per day of NOX 
550 pounds per day of CO 
150 pounds per day of SOX 
150 pounds per day of PM10 
55 pounds per day of PM2.5 

Source: SCAQMD 2015 

Localized Significance Thresholds 
In addition to the above regional thresholds, the SCAQMD has developed Localized Significance 
Thresholds (LSTs) in response to the Governing Board’s Environmental Justice Enhancement 
Initiative (1-4), which was prepared to update the CEQA Air Quality Handbook (1993). LSTs were 
devised in response to concern regarding exposure of individuals to criteria pollutants in local 
communities and have been developed for NOX, CO, PM10, and PM2.5. LSTs represent the maximum 
emissions from a project that will not cause or contribute to an air quality exceedance of the most 
stringent applicable federal or State ambient air quality standard at the nearest sensitive receptor, 
taking into consideration ambient concentrations in each source receptor area (SRA), distance to 
the sensitive receptor, and project size. LSTs have been developed for emissions in construction 
areas up to five acres in size. However, LSTs only apply to emissions in a fixed stationary location 
and are not applicable to mobile sources, such as cars on a roadway (SCAQMD 2008). As such, LSTs 
are typically applied only to construction emissions because the majority of operational emissions 
are associated with project-generated vehicle trips.  

The SCAQMD provides LST lookup tables for project sites that measure one, two, or five acres. If a 
site is greater than five acres, SCAQMD recommends a dispersion analysis be performed. The 
project involves an approximately 19.1-acre disturbance area. It is unlikely that more than five acres 
would be under active construction at one time; therefore, this analysis utilizes the five-acre LSTs. 
This analysis uses a regression calculator to determine an applicable LST based on the project site 
area and the LST lookup values for two- and five-acre construction sites. LSTs are provided for 
receptors at a distance of 82 to 1,640 feet from the project disturbance boundary to the sensitive 
receptors. Construction activity would occur approximately 45 feet south and southeast border of 
the closest sensitive receptors, an existing single-family residence, and Norco Headstart school 
approximately 145 feet northwest. According to the SCAQMD’s publication, Final LST Methodology, 
projects with boundaries located closer than 82 feet to the nearest receptor should use the LSTs for 
receptors located at 82 feet. Therefore, the analysis below uses the LST values for 82 feet. In 
addition, the project is located in SRA-22 (Norco/Corona). LSTs for construction in SRA-22 on a 
five-acre site with a receptor 82 feet away are shown in Table 4.2-4. 
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Table 4.2-4 SCAQMD LSTs for Construction (SRA-22) 

Pollutant 
Allowable Emissions for a 

Five-acre Site in SRA-22 for a Receptor 82 Feet Away (lbs/day) 

Gradual conversion of NOX to NO2 270 

CO 1,700 

PM10  12 

PM2.5 8 

Source: SCAQMD 2009 

b. Methodology  
Criteria pollutant emissions for project construction and operation were calculated using CalEEMod, 
which is a statewide land use emissions computer model designed to provide a uniform platform for 
government agencies, land use planners, and environmental professionals to quantify potential 
criteria pollutant emissions associated with both construction and operations from a variety of land 
use projects. The model was developed for the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association 
(CAPCOA) in collaboration with the California air districts. CalEEMod allows for the use of default 
data (e.g., emission factors, trip lengths, meteorology, source inventory) provided by the various 
California air districts to account for local requirements and conditions, and/or user-defined inputs. 
The model calculates criteria pollutant emissions of CO, PM10, PM2.5, SO2, the ozone precursors, 
ROG, and NOX. The calculation methodology and input data used in CalEEMod can be found in the 
CalEEMod User’s Guide Appendices A, D, and E (CAPCOA 2017). The input data and subsequent 
construction and operation emission estimates for the proposed project are discussed below. 
CalEEMod output files for the project are included in Appendix C.  

Construction Emissions 
Project construction would primarily generate temporary criteria pollutants from construction 
equipment operation on site, construction worker vehicle trips to and from the site, and from 
export of materials off-site. Construction input data for CalEEMod include but are not limited to: 
(1) the anticipated start and finish dates of construction activity; (2) areas to be excavated and 
graded; and (3) volumes of materials to be exported from and imported to the project site. The 
analysis assessed maximum daily emissions from individual construction activities, including site 
preparation, grading, building construction, and architectural coating. Construction would require 
heavy equipment during site preparation, grading, and building construction. Construction phase 
timing and equipment estimates are based on surveys of construction projects in California 
conducted by members of CAPCOA. Project construction is planned over approximately to 
commence in July 2021 and complete in December 2024, taking approximately 42 months. The 
project would occur in three phases: 

 Phase I: Includes site preparation and grading for the entire project site, as well as installation of 
wet and dry utilities and asphalt paving for apartments and food garden. Phase I would take 
nine months total. 

 Phase II: Includes building construction and architectural coating for apartment and food garden 
parcels of the project site. Phase II would occur for 24 months total and may overlap with 
Phase I. 
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 Phase III: Includes building construction, architectural coating, installation of wet and dry 
utilities, and asphalt paving for hotel parcel of project site. Phase III would occur for 
approximately 30 months and may overlap with Phase II for up to 24 months.  

The quantity, duration, and the intensity of construction activity influences the amount of 
construction emissions and their related pollutant concentrations that occur at any one time. The 
emission forecasts modeled for this report reflect conservative assumptions where a relatively large 
amount of construction is occurring in a relatively intensive manner. Overlapping of construction 
phases was also assumed for this analysis as a conservative approach. If construction is delayed or 
occurs over a longer period, emissions could be reduced because of (1) a more modern and cleaner-
burning construction equipment fleet mix than assumed in the CalEEMod, and/or (2) a less intensive 
buildout schedule (i.e., fewer daily emissions occurring over a longer time interval). Worker and 
vendor trip generation rates were adjusted to account for each phase of construction. 

CalEEMod has the capability to calculate reductions in construction emissions from the effects of 
dust control, diesel-engine classifications, and other selected emissions reduction measures. 
Emissions calculations assume application of water during grading in compliance with SCAQMD 
Rule 403, Fugitive Dust, and Rule 1113, Architectural Coatings (stated below). Site watering would 
be implemented three times a day during project construction as part of dust control.  

Pursuant to SCAQMD Guidance, total construction GHG emissions resulting from the project are 
amortized over 30 years and added to operational GHG emissions.  

Regulatory Requirements 

The project would comply with applicable air quality rules. In particular, the project would comply 
with the 2016 California Green Building Code (CALGreen), SCAQMD Rule 403 on dust control, and 
SCAQMD Rule 1113 on coatings, and other applicable provisions of the SCAQMD. CALGreen 
standards include indoor water usage reduction, regulation of outdoor water usage, and 
construction waste reduction. Project compliance with applicable State and local air quality 
regulations are not included as mitigation measures, but must be incorporated as part of the 
project. Rules applicable to the project are as follows. 

FUGITIVE DUST CONTROL 
The grading phase would involve the greatest use of heavy equipment and would generate the most 
fugitive dust. For the purposes of construction emissions modeling, it was assumed that the project 
would comply with the SCAQMD Rule 403, which identifies measures to reduce fugitive dust and is 
required to be implemented at all construction sites in the Basin. Therefore, project compliance 
with the following conditions would be required to reduce fugitive dust pursuant to SCAQMD 
Rule 403, and were included in CalEEMod for the site preparation and grading phases of 
construction: 

 Minimization of Disturbance. Construction contractors should minimize the area disturbed by 
clearing, grading, earth moving, or excavation operations to prevent excessive amounts of dust. 

 Soil Treatment. Construction contractors should treat all graded and excavated material, 
exposed soil areas, and active portions of the construction site, including unpaved on-site 
roadways on the project site to minimize fugitive dust. Treatment shall include, but not 
necessarily be limited to, periodic watering, application of environmentally safe soil stabilization 
materials, and/or roll compaction as appropriate. Watering shall be done as often as necessary, 
and at least twice daily, preferably in the late morning and after work is done for the day. 
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 Soil Stabilization. Construction contractors should monitor all graded and/or excavated inactive 
areas of the construction site at least weekly for dust stabilization. Soil stabilization methods, 
such as water and roll compaction, and environmentally safe dust control materials, shall be 
applied to portions of the construction site that are inactive for over four days. If no further 
grading or excavation operations are planned for the area, the area shall be seeded and 
watered until landscape growth is evident, or periodically treated with environmentally safe 
dust suppressants, to prevent excessive fugitive dust. 

 No Grading During High Winds. Construction contractors should stop all clearing, grading, earth 
moving, and excavation operations during periods of high winds (20 miles per hour or greater, 
as measured continuously over a one-hour period). 

 Street Sweeping. Construction contractors should sweep all on site driveways and adjacent 
roads at least once per day, preferably at the end of the day, if visible soil material is carried 
over to adjacent streets and roads. 

ENGINE IDLING 
In accordance with CCR Section 2485 of Title 13, the idling of all diesel-fueled commercial vehicles 
(weighing over 10,000 pounds) during construction shall be limited to five minutes at any location. 

ENGINE EMISSION STANDARDS 
In accordance with CCR Section 93115 of Title 17, operation of any stationary, diesel-fueled, 
compression-ignition engines shall meet specified fuel and fuel additive requirements and emission 
standards. 

ARCHITECTURAL COATINGS 
The project shall comply with SCAQMD Rule 1113 limiting the volatile organic compound (VOC) 
content of architectural coatings. The emissions modeling for the project included the use of 
low-VOC paint (50 grams per liter for non-flat coatings) pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 1113.  

Operational Emissions 
In CalEEMod, operational sources of criteria pollutant emissions include area, energy, and mobile 
sources. Project uses were modeled using the following land use subtypes and square footage 
consistent with the project plans: 8,700 square feet (sf) of “fast food restaurant w/o drive thru,” 
70,000 sf of “hotel,” 12,500 sf of “health club” based on the leasing office, fitness center and 
lounge, 322,600 sf of “city park” which includes open recreational space and 800 sf restroom and 
storage room, and 410,568 sf of gross “mid-rise residential.” In addition, a “parking lot” land use 
subtype was modeled with 669 parking spaces covering approximately four acres to represent 
parking not included in the single garages associated with the proposed residential dwelling units.  

Energy Sources 

Emissions from energy use include electricity and natural gas use. The emissions factors for natural 
gas combustion are based on USEPA’s AP-42 (Compilation of Air Pollutant Emissions Factors) and 
California Climate Action Registry (CCAR) General Reporting Protocol (CCAR 2009). Natural gas 
emissions are calculated by multiplying the emissions factors for combustion by the project’s 
natural gas demand. Electricity only apply to GHG emissions (as the energy is generated off-site and 
therefore may not be relevant for local and regional air quality conditions) and are calculated by 
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multiplying the electricity use times the carbon intensity of the utility district per kilowatt hour 
(CAPCOA 2017). The default electricity and natural gas consumption values in CalEEMod include the 
California Commercial End Use Survey and Residential Appliance Saturation Survey studies 
sponsored by the California Energy Commission (CEC). CalEEMod currently incorporates California’s 
2016 Title 24 building energy efficiency standards. As the project is planned for construction 
beginning in 2021, with an operational date of 2025, it would be subject to at least 2019 Title 24 
standards. According to the CEC, non-residential buildings built with the 2019 standards will use 
about 30 percent less energy due to energy efficiency measures versus those built under the 2016 
standards. Therefore, energy usage from the commercial components of the project was reduced by 
30 percent to account for the requirements of 2019 Title 24 standards (CEC 2018). 

To account for the energy reduction from rooftop solar, in accordance with Section 150.1(b)14 of 
the 2019 Building Energy Efficiency Standards, the project would be required to install photovoltaic 
(PV) systems on all residences that generate an amount of electricity equal to expected electricity 
usage. Therefore, based on the calculation method contained in Section 150.1(b)14, the project 
would be required to include 455 kW of PV solar panels, which would generate approximately 
864,190 kWh per year (Appendix C). Therefore, the energy reduction achieved by the requisite on 
site PV system was included in CalEEMod as “mitigation” for the project’s energy use emissions, 
which is a term of art for the modeling input and is not equivalent to mitigation measures that may 
apply to the CEQA impact analysis. 

The project would be served by Southern California Edison (SCE). Therefore, SCE’s specific energy 
intensity factors (i.e., the amount of CO2, CH4, and N2O per kilowatt-hour) are used in the 
calculations of GHG emissions. The energy intensity factors included in CalEEMod are based on 2012 
data by default at which time SCE had only achieved a 20.6 percent procurement of renewable 
energy (SCE 2012). Per SB 100, the statewide Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) Program requires 
electricity providers to increase procurement from eligible renewable energy sources to 60 percent 
by 2030. To account for the continuing effects of the RPS, the energy intensity factors included in 
CalEEMod were reduced based on the percentage of renewables reported by SCE. SCE energy 
intensity factors that include this reduction are shown in Table 4.2-5. 

Table 4.2-5 SCE Energy Intensity Factors 

 
2012 

(lbs/MWh) 
2030 

(lbs/MWh) 

Percent procurement 20.6% 60% 

Carbon dioxide (CO2) 702 353.65 

Methane (CH4)  0.029 0.015 

Nitrous oxide (N2O)  0.006 0.003 

Source: SCE 2012 

Area Sources 

Emissions associated with area sources, including consumer products, landscape maintenance, and 
architectural coating were calculated in CalEEMod and utilize standard emission rates from CARB, 
USEPA, and emission factor values provided by the local air district (CAPCOA 2017). Area source 
modeling assumes compliance with SCAQMD Rule 1113, which limits the VOC content of 
architectural coatings.  
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Waste Sources 

Waste disposal rates by land use and overall composition of municipal solid waste in California was 
primarily based on data provided by the California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery 
(CalRecycle). 

According to a CalRecycle report to the Legislature, as of 2013 California had achieved a statewide 
50 percent diversion of solid waste from landfills through “reduce/recycle/compost” programs 
(CalRecycle 2019). However, AB 341 sets a statewide goal that 75 percent of the solid waste 
generated be reduced, recycled, or composted by 2020. Based on the City of Norco’s annual reports 
to CalRecycle, the City had achieved a landfill diversion rate of 65 percent in 2006 and has decreased 
per capita disposal rate by another 25 percent from 2006 to 2018 indicating that City of Norco is on 
track to achieve a 75 percent diversion rate by 2020 (CalRecycle 2019). Therefore, to account for the 
continuing actions of recycling requirements under State law (i.e., AB 341), an additional 25 percent 
solid waste diversion rate was included in CalEEMod. 

Water and Wastewater Sources 

CalEEMod does not incorporate water use reductions achieved by 2016 CALGreen (Part 11 of 
Title 24). New development would be subject to CALGreen, which requires a 20 percent increase in 
indoor water use efficiency. Thus, in order to account for compliance with CALGreen, a 20 percent 
reduction in indoor water use was included in the water consumption calculations for new 
development and as a project design feature under mitigation tab in CalEEMod.  

The indoor water use reduction achieved by 2016 CALGreen requirements was included in 
CalEEMod as “mitigation” for the project’s indoor water use emissions, which is a term of art for the 
modeling input and is not equivalent to mitigation measures that may apply to the CEQA impact 
analysis. 

Mobile Sources 

Mobile source emissions are generated by the increase in vehicle trips to and from the project site 
associated with operation of proposed uses. Vehicle trips for the project were determined by the 
Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) prepared by Urban Crossroads which utilized the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) trip generation rates (10th Edition 2017) for multi-family housing 
(mid-rise) (ITE Code 221), hotel (ITE Code 310) and fast-food without drive-thru window (ITE Code 
933). Because residents and patrons of the food garden/ hotel may also visit other uses on site, 
internal capture reduction was applied to the trip rates such that the multi-family housing 
generated 4.36 average daily trips (ADT) per dwelling unit, the hotel generated 6.5 ADT per room, 
and the food garden generated 144.14 ADT per thousand square feet (Urban Crossroads 2020). 
Land use and site enhancement features including increase in site density, improved destination 
accessibility, and increased access to transit associated with the project type and location were 
incorporated into CalEEMod as mitigation, which is a term of art for the modeling input and is not 
equivalent to mitigation measures that may apply to the CEQA impact analysis. 

NITROUS OXIDE EMISSIONS 
Because CalEEMod does not calculate N2O emissions from mobile sources, N2O emissions were 
quantified using guidance from CARB and the EMFAC2017 Emissions Inventory for the Riverside 
County region for the year 2030 (the next State milestone target year for GHG emission reductions) 
using the EMFAC2017 categories (CARB 2018 and 2019b; see Appendix C for calculations). 
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c. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Threshold 1:  Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air 
quality plan? 

Impact AQ-1 THE ANTICIPATED GROWTH IN POPULATION, HOUSEHOLDS, AND EMPLOYMENT FROM THE 
PROJECT WOULD NOT EXCEED GROWTH FORECASTS USED IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE AIR QUALITY 
MANAGEMENT PLAN (AQMP), AND THE PROJECT WOULD NOT RESULT IN AN INCREASE OF AIR QUALITY 
EMISSIONS AND VIOLATIONS THAT CONFLICT WITH THE AQMP. THEREFORE, PROJECT IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS 
THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

A project may be inconsistent with the AQMP if a project generates population, housing, or 
employment growth exceeding forecasts used in the development of the AQMP. SCAG prepared the 
2016 RTP/SCS which is a long-range transportation plan that estimates trends for regional 
population, housing, and employment growth to 2040. These growth trends assist SCAG in 
identifying regional transportation strategies to address mobility needs and form the basis for the 
land use and transportation control portions of the 2016 AQMP.  

As stated in Section 5.3, Population and Housing, the City of Norco is projected to have a population 
of 32,100 residents by 2040 based on a 2012 population of 26,900 residents according to the 
2016 RTP/SCS (SCAG 2016b). The project would generate an estimated 915 residents, based on 
analysis completed in the project-specific Air Quality and GHG Emissions Study (Appendix C), which 
would account for approximately three percent of the City’s projected 2040 population, or 
approximately 18 percent of the residential growth anticipated for the City between 2012 to 2040. 
Therefore, anticipated population growth resulting from the project would be within the growth 
estimates forecast by SCAG and the City. 

The household growth forecasts for Norco in estimate that the number of households would 
increase from 7,000 in 2012 to 9,200 in 2040, for a net household increase of 2,200 (SCAG 2016a). 
The proposed 320 dwelling units would account for 14.5 percent of the net increase in households 
forecast for the City by 2040. Therefore, the anticipated increase in number of households resulting 
from the project would be within the growth estimates forecast by SCAG and the City. 

The updated growth forecasts in SCAG’s 2016 RTP/SCS estimate that Norco would have 
25,700 employees in 2040, for a net increase of 12,500 employees from 13,200 employees in 2012 
(SCAG 2016b). Based on Riverside County employee density factors, the project could result in 
approximately 44 employees as shown in Table 4.2-6 (SCAG 2001). The project’s anticipated 
contribution to the City’s employee population would be less than one percent of the 2040 growth 
forecast. Therefore, the project would be within the employee growth estimates forecast by SCAG 
and the City. 
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Table 4.2-6 Anticipated Number of Employees Generated by Project 
Project Use Employee Rate Proposed Size (sf) Number of Employees 

Multi-Family Residences1 1 per 40,332 sf 410,568 10 

Regional Retail2 1 per 629 sf 8,700 14 

Hotel 1 per 3,476 sf 70,000 20 

Total   44 

sf = square feet 
1 Low-Rise Apartments, Condominiums, and Townhouses used for proposed multi-family residences. Proposed size is based on gross 
square footage of proposed multi-family development. 
2 Other Retail/Svc land use subtype substituted for food garden portion of the project. 

Source: SCAG 2001 

In addition, the AQMP provides strategies and measures to reach attainment with the thresholds for 
8-hour and 1-hour ozone and PM2.5. As shown in Table 4.2-7 and Table 4.2-8, the project would not 
generate criteria pollutant emissions that would exceed SCAQMD thresholds for ozone precursors 
(ROG and NOX) and PM2.5. Since the project’s anticipated growth in population, housing, and 
employment would be within SCAG 2016 forecasts, the project would be consistent with the AQMP. 
Therefore, project impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures would be required. 

Significance After Mitigation 
Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. 

Threshold 2:  Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria 
pollutant for which the project region is in non-attainment under an applicable 
federal or State ambient air quality standard? 

Impact AQ-2 AIR POLLUTANT EMISSIONS DURING PROJECT CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES AND PROPOSED 
OPERATIONS WOULD NOT EXCEED SCAQMD THRESHOLDS FOR CRITERIA POLLUTANTS. THEREFORE, PROJECT 
IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.  

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(h)(3), the SCAQMD’s approach for assessing cumulative 
impacts is based on the AQMP forecasts of attainment of ambient air quality standards in 
accordance with the requirements of the federal and State Clean Air Acts. If the project’s mass 
regional emissions do not exceed the applicable SCAQMD, then the project’s criteria pollutant 
emissions would not be cumulatively considerable. 

Construction Emissions 
Construction emissions are generally referred to as temporary impacts of a project, but they have 
the potential to represent a significant impact with respect to air quality. Fugitive dust emissions are 
among the pollutants of greatest concern with respect to construction activities. Emissions from 
construction activities can lead to adverse health effects and nuisance concerns, such as reduced 
visibility and soiling of exposed surfaces. General site grading operations are the primary sources of 



Environmental Impact Analysis 
Air Quality 

 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 4.2-17 

fugitive dust emissions. However, these emissions can vary greatly, depending on the level of 
activity, the specific operations taking place, the number and type of equipment operated, vehicle 
speeds, local soil conditions, weather conditions, and the amount of earth disturbance from site 
grading and excavation. 

Table 4.2-7 summarizes the estimated maximum daily emissions (lbs) of pollutants associated with 
project construction. As shown in Table 4.2-7, ROG, NOX, CO, SO2, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions would 
not exceed SCAQMD regional thresholds or LSTs. Because the project would not exceed SCAQMD’s 
regional construction thresholds or LSTs, project construction would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase of a criteria pollutant. Therefore, project construction impacts would be 
less than significant. 

Table 4.2-7 Project Construction Emissions 
 Maximum Emissions (lbs/day) 

 ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Construction Year 2021  4.3 46.5 31.6 0.1 9.3 5.8 

Construction Year 2022 7.2 63.1 60.4 0.2 10.7 5 

Construction Year 2023 18.4 38.2 51.6 0.1 7.5 3 

Construction Year 2024 31.3 37.4 52.5 0.1 7.5 2.9 

Maximum Emissions 31.3 63.1 60.4 0.2 10.7 5.8 

SCAQMD Regional Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No 

SCAQMD LSTs N/A 270 1,700 N/A 12 8 

Threshold Exceeded? N/A No No N/A No No 

Notes: See CalEEMod worksheets in Appendix C (Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Report, Appendix A, Table 2.0 “Overall Construction-
mitigated” emissions). Winter emissions results are shown for all emissions except CO and SO2, which has higher summer emissions. 
Some numbers may not add up precisely to the numbers indicated due to rounding. Maximum on site emissions are the highest 
emissions that would occur on the project site from on-site sources, such as heavy construction equipment and architectural coatings, 
and includes off-site emissions from sources such as construction worker vehicle trips and haul truck trips. 

Source: Rincon Consultants, Inc. 2020 (Appendix C) 

Operational Emissions 
Operational emissions are those associated with the general use of the project after construction. 
Operational emissions include mobile source emissions, energy emissions, and area source 
emissions for the various land uses proposed on the site. The increase in motor vehicle trips 
generated by the project would generate mobile source emissions. The TIA (Appendix L) provided 
vehicle trip generation rates for the proposed project uses. Emissions attributed to energy use 
include natural gas consumption for space and water heating, as well as electricity. Area source 
emissions are generated by landscape maintenance equipment, consumer products, and 
architectural coating. Long-term air pollutant emissions are those associated with stationary sources 
and mobile sources. Operation of the project would result in an overall increase in both stationary 
and mobile source emissions. Stationary source emissions would come from additional natural gas 
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consumption and electrical demand by on site buildings. Mobile source emissions would come from 
project-related vehicle trips. 

Table 4.2-8 summarizes the project’s operational emissions by emission source (area, energy, and 
mobile). As shown in Table 4.2-8, the emissions generated by project operation would not exceed 
SCAQMD regional thresholds for criteria pollutants. The project would not substantially contribute 
to existing or projected air quality violations. In addition, because criteria pollutant emissions and 
regional thresholds are cumulative in nature, the project would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase of criteria pollutants. Therefore, project operational impacts would be 
less than significant. 

Table 4.2-8 Project Operational Emissions 

 Maximum Daily Emissions (lbs/day) 

Emission Source ROG NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Area 11.5 0.3 26.5 <0.1 0.1 0.1 

Energy 0.3 3.1 2.1 <0.1 0.2 0.2 

Mobile  3.7 16.1 31.3 0.1 9.9 2.7 

Project Emissions 15.5 19.5 59.9 0.1 10.3 3.1 

SCAQMD Regional Thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No 

Notes: See CalEEMod worksheets in Appendix C (Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Report, Appendix A, Table 2.2 “Overall Operational-
mitigated” emissions). Winter emissions results are shown for all emissions except CO and ROG, which has higher summer emissions. 
Some numbers may not add up precisely to the numbers indicated due to rounding 

Source: Rincon Consultants, Inc. 2020 (Appendix C) 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures would be required. 

Significance After Mitigation 
Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation.  

Threshold 3:  Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

Impact AQ-3 PROJECT CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES WOULD EXPOSE SURROUNDING SENSITIVE RECEPTORS 
TO CONSTRUCTION DUST AND TOXIC AIR CONTAMINANTS. HOWEVER, CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS AND TACS 
WOULD NOT EXCEED SCAQMD THRESHOLDS. THEREFORE, PROJECT IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN 
SIGNIFICANT. 

Project construction activities and proposed operations would result in emissions, as discussed 
above; though construction and operational emissions would be below SCAQMD thresholds as 
shown in Table 4.2-7 and Table 4.2-8. 
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CO Hot Spots 
A CO hotspot is a localized concentration of CO that is above a CO ambient air quality standard. 
Localized CO hotspots can occur at intersections with heavy peak hour traffic. Specifically, hotspots 
can be created at intersections where traffic levels are sufficiently high such that the local CO 
concentration exceeds the federal one-hour standard of 35.0 ppm or the federal and State 8-hour 
standard of 9.0 ppm (CARB 2016).  

The Basin is in conformance with federal and State CO standards, and most air quality monitoring 
stations no longer report CO levels. No stations in the vicinity of the project site have monitored CO 
since 2012. In 2012, the Mira Loma Van Buren station, located at 5130 Poinsettia Place, 
approximately 6.6 miles northeast of the project site, detected an 8-hour maximum CO 
concentration of 1.91 ppm, which is substantially below the federal and State standards 
(CARB 2019a). The project would result in CO emissions of approximately 59.1 pounds per day, well 
below SCAQMD’s 550 pounds per day threshold. Based on the low background level of CO in the 
project area, improving vehicle emissions standards for new cars in accordance with federal and 
State regulations, and the project’s low level of operational CO emissions, the project would not 
create new hotspots or contribute substantially to existing hotspots, and impacts would be less than 
significant.  

Toxic Air Contaminants 
Construction-related activities would result in temporary project-generated emissions of diesel 
particulate matter (DPM) exhaust emissions from off-road, heavy-duty diesel equipment for site 
preparation, grading, building construction, and other construction activities. DPM was identified as 
a TAC by CARB in 1998. The potential cancer risk from the inhalation of DPM (discussed in the 
following paragraphs) outweighs the potential non-cancer health impacts (CARB 2017).  

Generation of DPM from construction projects typically occurs in a single area for a short period. 
Construction of the proposed project would occur over approximately 42 months in three phases. 
The dose to which the receptors are exposed is the primary factor used to determine health risk. 
Dose is a function of the concentration of a substance or substances in the environment and the 
extent of exposure that person has with the substance. Dose is positively correlated with time, 
meaning that a longer exposure period would result in a higher exposure level for the Maximally 
Exposed Individual. The risks estimated for a Maximally Exposed Individual are higher if a fixed 
exposure occurs over a longer period of time. According to the OEHHA, health risk assessments, 
which determine the exposure of sensitive receptors to toxic emissions, should be based on a 
70-year exposure period; however, such assessments should be limited to the period/duration of 
activities associated with the project. Thus, the duration of proposed construction activities (i.e., 
42 months) is approximately five percent of the total exposure period used for health risk 
calculation. Current models and methodologies for conducting health-risk assessments are 
associated with longer-term exposure periods of 9, 30, and 70 years, which do not correlate well 
with the temporary and highly variable nature of construction activities, resulting in difficulties in 
producing accurate estimates of health risk (Bay Area Air Quality Management District 2017). 

The maximum exhaust PM2.5 emissions, which is used to represent DPM emission for this analysis, 
would occur during site preparation and grading activities during phase I. These activities would last 
for approximately nine months. PM emissions would decrease for the remaining construction period 
because construction activities such as building construction and architectural coating would 
require less construction equipment. While the maximum DPM emissions associated with site 
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preparation and grading activities would only occur for a portion of the overall construction period, 
these activities represent the worst-case condition for the total construction period. This would 
represent less than one percent of the total exposure period for health risk calculation. Therefore, 
given the aforementioned, DPM generated by project construction would not create conditions 
where the probability is greater than one in one million of contracting cancer for the Maximally 
Exposed Individual or to generate ground-level concentrations of non-carcinogenic TACs that exceed 
a Hazard Index greater than one for the Maximally Exposed Individual. Therefore, project impacts 
would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures would be required. 

Significance After Mitigation 
Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation.  

Threshold:  Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) 
adversely affecting a substantial number of people? 

Impact AQ-4 PROJECT ODORS GENERATED DURING CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES WOULD BE TEMPORARY 
AND DISSIPATE WITH DISTANCE FROM THE PROJECT SITE. THE PROJECT DOES NOT CONTAIN LAND USES THAT ARE 
TYPICALLY ASSOCIATED WITH ODOR COMPLAINTS. THEREFORE, PROJECT IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN 
SIGNIFICANT. 

For construction activities, odors would be temporary in nature and are subject to SCAQMD 
Rule 402, Nuisance. Odors generated by construction activities would cease when project 
construction is complete. Project construction odors are not anticipated to affect a substantial 
number of people due to the way in which odor dissipates with distance from the project site. 
Therefore, construction odors from the project would have a less than significant impact. 

The CARB Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective (2005) identifies 
land uses associated with odor complaints, typically including: 

 Agricultural uses 
 Auto body shops 
 Manufacturing facilities 
 Wastewater treatment plants 

 Power plants 
 Landfills 
 Chemical plants 
 Truck stops 

The project proposes multi-family residential buildings, a food garden and outdoor recreation 
amenities, and a hotel building. The project would not contain land uses typically associated with 
objectionable odors listed above as identified by CARB. Therefore, project impacts would be less 
than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures would be required. 

Significance After Mitigation  
Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation.  
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4.2.4 Cumulative Impacts 
Planned and pending projects in Norco and surrounding areas are listed in Table 3-1 in Section 3, 
Environmental Setting, and include residential, commercial, and industrial land uses. 

The Basin is designated a non-attainment area for the federal standards for ozone and PM2.5.and is 
designated unclassifiable or in attainment for all other federal standards. 

Any growth in the project area has the potential to contribute to cumulatively significant impact 
related to existing exceedances of ambient air quality standards. The SCAQMD’s approach to 
determining whether a project’s emissions of criteria air pollutants are cumulatively considerable is 
to first determine if an individual project would result in project-level impacts to regional air quality 
based on SCAQMD significance thresholds. If the project does not generate emissions in excess of 
SCAQMD thresholds, but related projects exist within a 1.0-mile radius that are part of an ongoing 
regulatory program (e.g., SCAQMD’s Air Toxics Control Plan and AB 2588 Program aimed at reducing 
criteria pollutants from certain source) or are to be considered in a program EIR, then the lead 
agency needs to consider the additive effects of the related projects. 

Neither the project nor any of the cumulative projects listed in Table 3-1 are part of an ongoing 
regulatory program or being studied as part of a program EIR. Therefore, the SCAQMD recommends 
that project-specific air quality impacts be used to determine whether a project’s emissions are 
cumulatively considerable. As discussed in Impact AQ-1 and Impact AQ-2, project construction and 
operational emissions would not exceed SCAQMD standards, and anticipated growth in population, 
households, and employees would be within the growth estimates forecast by SCAG and for the City 
of Norco. Therefore, the project would not conflict with the adopted AQMP and the project would 
have a less than significant cumulative impact. 
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4.3 Biological Resources 

This section analyzes the project’s potential impacts to biological resources. The analysis contains a 
description of the biological resource setting for the project site and the surrounding area, a 
discussion of potential impacts the project would have, and any mitigation measures required to 
reduce impacts.  

The analysis is based on the Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) Consistency 
Analysis and Habitat Assessment prepared for the project site by Rincon Consultants, Inc. (2020) and 
is included as Appendix D. The MSHCP Consistency Analysis and Habitat Assessment is based on 
information compiled through a field reconnaissance survey conducted on January 31, 2020; 
focused burrowing owl surveys; and a Narrow Endemic Plant Species survey. The study area 
includes the project site (19.1 acres) and an additional 500-foot buffer for the burrowing owl habitat 
assessment and surveys. 

4.3.1 Setting 
The project site primarily consists of previously developed vacant land that is regularly disturbed by 
mowing and tilling. A large mound is present in the center of the project site with a cement 
foundation at the top. The remainder of the site is generally flat. Elevations on site range from 
600 to 640 feet above mean sea level. The project site and vicinity are located in arid western 
Riverside County, which is characterized by long, hot, dry summers and short, relatively wet winters. 
Average temperatures range from 65 to 96 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) during the summer and 41 to 
65 F during the winter. The average annual precipitation in the region is 6 to 11 inches (United 
States Climate Data 2020). 

a. Vegetation Communities 
The project site contains two land cover types as shown in Figure 4.3-1.  

Disturbed Non-Native Grassland 
Disturbed non-native grassland is the only vegetation community found within the project site. This 
community is typically dominated by a dense cover of annual grasses that usually include wild oats 
(Avena fatua), ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), and soft chess (Bromus hordeaceus). Disturbed non-
native grassland areas on the project site are composed mostly of redstem stork’s bill (Erodium 
circutarium) and common fiddleneck (Amsinckia intermedia) as well as old concrete foundations. 
Disturbed non-native grassland covers the entire site outside of the existing RV sales lot. Scattered 
emergent trees are also present within this vegetation community including Italian cypress 
(Cupressus sempervirens), Russian olive (Elaeagnus angustifolia), red gum (Eucalyptus 
camaldulensis), coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia), Peruvian pepper tree (Schinus mole), and Mexican 
fan palm (Washingtonia robusta). This vegetation community covers 15.97 acres and constitutes 
approximately 84 percent of the project site. 

Developed 
Developed land cover includes the RV lot located in the northeast corner of the project site. 
Developed areas have been constructed upon or otherwise physically altered to an extent that 
native vegetation is no longer supported. This land cover type covers 3.13 acres and constitutes 
approximately 16 percent of the project site. 
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Figure 4.3-1 Vegetation Communities 
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b. MSHCP Jurisdictional Lands 
The Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority (RCA) formed in 2004 to achieve an 
ambitious environmental effort, the MSHCP, to protect 146 native species of plants, birds, and 
animals, and preserve a half-million acres of habitat (RCA 2019). The project site is located in the 
City of Norco within the Eastvale Area Plan of the MSHCP. The project site is not located in a Cell 
Group or Criteria Cell.  

The study area is within the approximate 2,650-square mile Santa Ana River Watershed. The Santa 
Ana River Watershed spans from portions of the San Jacinto Mountains, San Bernardino Mountains, 
San Gabriel Mountains, and Santa Ana Mountains, to the cities of Rialto, Lake Elsinore, Anaheim, 
Huntington Beach, and Irvine. Two major rivers drain the Santa Ana River watershed: the Santa Ana 
River and the San Jacinto River. 

No potentially jurisdictional features were observed on site. A portion of the North Norco Channel, a 
40-foot-wide concrete-lined channel, borders the project site to the southeast. The channel is 
separated from the project site by a chain-link fence and would not be impacted by the project. A 
formal jurisdictional delineation of waters and wetlands was not completed as the project is not 
proposed to be located within potentially jurisdictional features.  

The project site is heavily disturbed due to past agricultural uses and is comprised of unvegetated 
developed areas and disturbed non-native grasslands dominated by exotic upland species not 
conducive to supporting riparian/riverine habitat. Based on the findings of the reconnaissance 
survey, no riparian/riverine habitat is present on the project site (Appendix D). 

No potential wetlands, vernal pools, or fairy shrimp habitat were observed within the project site. 
The project site is underlain by moderately well drained soils and no areas of ponding or evidence of 
standing water were observed during the field reconnaissance survey. In addition, areas within the 
study area are heavily disturbed due to past agricultural uses and are comprised of unvegetated 
developed areas and disturbed non-native grasslands dominated by exotic upland species not 
conducive to supporting vernal pools or vernal pool species. No vernal pool or fairy shrimp habitat 
occurs within the proposed project site; and therefore, no further actions related to vernal pools are 
required pursuant to the MSHCP.  

Additionally, based on review of aerial imagery, online data (USFWS 2020b), and the reconnaissance 
survey, no features subject to the jurisdiction of the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), or California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(CDFW) are located within the project site. 

c. General Wildlife 
The study area provides limited habitat for wildlife species that commonly occur within urban 
communities in Riverside County. Wildlife observed include common urban-adapted species such as 
Say’s phoebe (Sayornis saya), black phoebe (Sayornis nigricans), Eurasian collared-dove 
(Streptopelia decaocto), mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), house finch (Carpodacus mexicanus), 
California gull (Larus californicus), killdeer (Charadrius vociferus), song sparrow (Melospiza melodia), 
and yellow-rumped warbler (Setophaga coronata). Botta’s pocket gopher (Thomomys bottae), 
coyote (Canis latrans), desert cottontail (Sylvilagus audubonii), and California ground squirrel 
(Otospermophilus beecheyi) were the only mammals detected within the study area. Western fence 
lizard (Sceloporus occidentalis) was the only reptile observed within the study area. A complete list 
of wildlife observed is provided in the MSHCP Consistency Analysis and Habitat Assessment Report 
(Appendix D). 
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d. Special-Status Plant and Animal Species 
Special-status species are species that have been identified by federal, State, or local resource 
conservation agencies as threatened or endangered, under provisions of the federal and State 
Endangered Species Acts, due to declining or limited population sizes, usually resulting from habitat 
loss. 

As part of the literature review completed for the MSHCP Consistency Analysis and Habitat 
Assessment, the CDFW’s California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB; CDFW 2020a), 
Biogeographic Information and Observation System (BIOS; CDFW 2020b) and USFWS Critical Habitat 
Portal (USFWS 2020a) were reviewed to determine if any special-status wildlife, plant or vegetation 
communities were previously recorded within five miles of the study area. 

As stated above, a majority of the project site contains disturbed non-native grassland. The project 
site is heavily disturbed with scattered emergent trees. There were no special-status plan species 
observed in the study area (Appendix D). The level of disturbance and lack of native habitats means 
only species found in urban areas or areas with a high level of disturbance from development and 
invasive species have the potential to occur on the site. Therefore, no special-status plants have the 
potential to occur on-site and these plants will be discussed no further in this report.  

Habitat suitable for burrowing owls (Athene cunicularia) was identified during the field 
reconnaissance survey/burrowing owl habitat assessment. Therefore, focused burrow and 
burrowing owl surveys were conducted in accordance with the Burrowing Owl Survey Instructions 
for the Western Riverside MSHCP (Riverside County 2005). 

Burrowing Owl 
Burrowing owls are small crepuscular (active primarily during dusk and dawn) owls that typically 
modify and use burrows made by fossorial (adapted for burrowing or digging) mammals, such as 
California ground squirrels or American badgers (Taxidea taxus). Burrowing owls use a variety of 
natural and modified habitats for nesting and foraging, typically characterized by low growing 
vegetation. Burrowing owl habitat includes, but is not limited to, native and non-native grassland, 
interstitial grassland within shrub lands, shrub lands with low density shrub cover, golf-courses, 
drainage ditches, unpaved airfields, pastureland, dairies, fallow fields, and agricultural use areas. 
They also often utilize manmade structures, such as earthen berms; cement culverts; cement, 
asphalt, rock, or wood debris piles; or openings beneath cement or asphalt pavement. 

The burrowing owl habitat assessment occurred concurrently with the January 31 field 
reconnaissance survey. This assessment involved walking through potentially suitable habitat within 
the study area to achieve 100 percent visual coverage of the ground surface. Areas of particular 
interest included all topographic relief areas characterized by low growing vegetation, grasslands, 
shrub lands with low density shrub cover, earthen berms, and any large debris piles. Potential 
burrows, burrowing owl individuals, and/or sign (if observed) were recorded and mapped using GPS 
coordinates (Appendix D). The focused burrow survey was conducted concurrently with the first 
burrowing owl survey on March 4, 2020. Subsequent focused burrowing owl surveys were 
conducted on March 6, and April 1 and 3, 2020. 

Eight small mammal burrow sites were recorded within the project site; however, no signs of 
burrowing owl were observed in the study area. The eight small mammal burrow sites consisted of 
Botta’s pocket gopher burrows located on the central mound and California ground squirrel burrows 
along the southern border of the project site. 
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e. Narrow Endemic Plant Species 
The southern portion of the project site lies within the required habitat assessment area for three 
Narrow Endemic Plant Species: San Diego ambrosia (Ambrocia pumila), Brand’s phacelia (Phacelia 
stellaris), and San Miguel savory (Satureja chandeleri). Table 4.3-1 depicts the Narrow Endemic Plant 
Species’ individual attributes and habitat affinities that must be addressed during habitat suitability 
assessments (Riverside County 2003). The study area is heavily disturbed and is dominated by 
disturbed non-native grasslands. The site does not contain habitat types necessary to support 
Narrow Endemic Plant Species (e.g., floodplain terraces, vernal pools, alkali playas, sandy washes, 
alluvial floodplains, coastal sagescrub, chaparral, cismontane woodland, riparian woodland). 
However, due to the presence of marginally suitable non-native grassland habitat, a focused survey 
for Narrow Endemic Plant Species was conducted on March 7, 2020 during the blooming period for 
the target species in accordance with Section 6.1.3 of the MSHCP. No Narrow Endemic Plant Species 
were observed within the project site or study area. 

Table 4.3-1 Narrow Endemic Plant Species Attributes and Habitat Affinities 
Common 
Name 

Annual/ 
Perennial Habitat Soils Blooming Period Special Considerations 

San Diego 
ambrosia 
(Ambrosia 
pumila) 

Perennial Open floodplain 
terraces or on the 
watershed 
margins of vernal 
pools. This species 
occurs in a variety 
of associations 
dominated by 
sparse non-native 
grasslands or 
ruderal habitat in 
association with 
river terraces, 
vernal pools, and 
alkali playas. 

Garretson 
gravelly fine 
sandy loams 
when in 
association with 
floodplains, and 
on Las Posas loam 
near silty, alkaline 
soils of the 
Willow series 

Appears to be 
primarily a clonal 
species that does 
not, under 
current 
conditions, favor 
sexual 
reproduction 

A portion of San Diego 
ambrosia populations 
remain dormant in dry 
years, and because of its 
vegetative similarity 
with other Ambrosia 
spp., it is difficult to 
inventory in terms of 
identification, number 
of individuals, and true 
spatial extent of 
populations. Additional 
multi-year surveys are 
usually necessary to 
determine presence or 
absence of the species in 
superficially suitable 
habitats.  

Brand’s 
phacelia 
(Phacelia 
stellaris) 

Annual Sandy washes 
and/or benches in 
alluvial flood 
plains. 

Sandy soils March – June This species is generally 
dependent on periodic 
flooding and sediment 
transport. Population 
size may vary from year 
to year depending upon 
rainfall. 

San Miguel 
savory (Santa 
Rosa Plateau, 
Steele Rock) 
(Satureja 
chandleri) 

Perennial Coastal sage scrub, 
chaparral, 
cismontane 
woodland, riparian 
woodland, and 
valley and foothill 
grasslands. 

Rocky, gabbroic, 
and metavolcanic 
substrates. 

March – May None 

Source: Rincon Consultants, Inc. 2020 (Appendix D) 
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f. Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines 
According to Section 6.1.4 of the MSHCP, the Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines are intended to 
address indirect effects associated with locating development in proximity to the MSHCP 
Conservation Area. The study area is not within or adjacent to a conservation area; therefore, the 
Urban/Wildlife Interface Guidelines are not applicable. The closest conservation area is located 
approximately 1.65 miles northwest of the study area and is separated from the project site by 
residential and commercial developments, and the Naval Surface Warfare Center Corona. The 
project would be confined to the existing developed and non-native grassland areas. The project 
site is isolated from urban/wildlands interfaces and would not significantly affect potential 
conservation lands. No further actions related to urban/wildlands interface guidelines are required 
pursuant to the MSHCP. 

Additionally, the project site is not located within a mapped wildlife movement corridor according 
to the BIOS (CDFW 2020b). Due to the surrounding development that consists of residential, 
commercial, institutional, and roadway development and lack of native vegetation communities on 
site, the project site is not expected to serve as a significant migratory wildlife corridor. 

4.3.2 Regulatory Setting 

a. Federal 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
The USFWS implements the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 United States Code Section 703-711) and 
the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 United States Code Section 668). The USFWS and 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) share responsibility for implementing the federal 
Environmental Species Act (FESA) (16 United States Code Section 153 et seq.). The USFWS generally 
implements the FESA for terrestrial and freshwater species, while the NMFS implements the FESA 
for marine and anadromous species. Projects that would result in “take” of any federally listed 
threatened or endangered species are required to obtain authorization from the USFWS or NMFS 
through either Section 7 (interagency consultation with a federal nexus) or Section 10 (Habitat 
Conservation Plan) of FESA, depending on the involvement by the federal government in permitting 
and/or funding of the project. “Take” under federal definition means to harass, harm (which 
includes habitat modification), pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to 
attempt to engage in any such conduct. The permitting process is used to determine if a project 
would jeopardize the continued existence of a listed species and what measures would be required 
to avoid jeopardizing the species. Proposed or candidate species do not have the full protection of 
FESA; the USFWS and NMFS advise project applicants the species could be elevated to listed status 
at any time.  

Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
The federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 was originally enacted between the United States and 
Great Britain (acting on behalf of Canada) for the protection of migratory birds between the two 
countries. The MBTA has since been expanded to include Mexico, Japan, and Russia. Under MBTA 
provisions, it is unlawful “by any means or manner to pursue, hunt, take, capture (or) kill” any 
migratory birds as defined by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act except as permitted by regulations 
issued by the USFWS. The term “take” is defined by the USFWS regulation to mean to “pursue, hunt, 
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shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture or collect” any migratory bird or any part, nest, or egg of any 
migratory bird covered by the conventions, or to attempt those activities. 

b. State 

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act 
The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) works in coordination with nine RWQCBs to 
preserve, protect, enhance, and restore water quality throughout the State. Each RWQCB makes 
decisions related to water quality for its region, and may approve, with or without conditions, or 
deny projects that could affect waters of the State. Their authority to regulate activities that could 
result in a discharge of dredged or fill material comes from the Clean Water Act (CWA) and the 
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Porter-Cologne). 

Porter-Cologne broadly defines waters of the state (WoS) as “any surface water or groundwater, 
including saline waters, within the boundaries of the state.” Because Porter-Cologne applies to any 
water, whereas the CWA applies only to certain waters, California’s jurisdictional reach overlaps and 
may exceed the boundaries of waters of the US. For example, Water Quality Order No. 2004-0004-
DWQ states that “shallow” waters of the State include headwaters, wetlands, and riparian areas. In 
practice, the RWQCBs may claim jurisdiction over riparian areas. Where riparian habitat is not 
present, such as may be the case at headwaters and urbanized areas, jurisdiction is taken to the top 
of bank. The SWRCB has recently developed a Preliminary Draft State Wetland Definition that 
addresses numerous policy elements including development of a wetland definition and description 
of methodology to be used in defining wetlands as part of WoS (SWRCB 2017). 

Pursuant to Section 401 of the CWA, projects regulated by the USACE must obtain a Water Quality 
Certification from the RWQCB. This certification ensures the proposed project will uphold State 
water quality standards. Because California’s jurisdiction to regulate its water resources is much 
broader than that of the federal government, proposed impacts on waters of the State require 
Water Quality Certification even if the area occurs outside of USACE jurisdiction. 

California Endangered Species Act 
California Fish and Game Code (CFGC), Chapter 1.5, Sections 2050- 2116 (CESA) prohibits the take of 
any plant or animal listed or proposed for listing as rare (plants only), threatened, or endangered. In 
accordance with CESA, CDFW has jurisdiction over State-listed species pursuant to CFGC Section 
2070. The CDFW regulates activities that may result in take of individuals (i.e., hunt, pursue, catch, 
capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill). Habitat degradation or 
modification is not expressly included in the definition of take under the CFGC. The CDFW has 
interpreted take, however, to include the killing of a member of a species as the proximate result of 
habitat modification. 

California Fish and Game Code 
The CDFW derives its authority from the CFGC. CESA (CFGC Section 2050 et. seq.) prohibits take of 
State-listed threatened or endangered species. Take of fully protected species is prohibited under 
CFGC Sections 3511, 4700, 5050, and 5515. Section 86 of CFGC defines “take” as hunt, pursue, 
catch, capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, capture, or kill. This definition does not include 
indirect harm by way of habitat modification.  
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CFGC Sections 3503, 3503.5, and 3511 restrict the take, possession, and destruction of birds, nests, 
and eggs. Section 3503.5 of the CFGC protects all birds-of-prey and their eggs and nests against 
take, possession, or destruction. Fully protected birds may not be taken or possessed except under 
specific permit (Section 3511). 

Species of Special Concern (SSC) is a category CDFW uses for those species considered to be 
indicators of regional habitat changes or considered to be potential future protected species. SSC do 
not have any special legal status except that which may be afforded by the CFGC, as noted above. 
CDFW intends the SSC category as a management tool to include these species into special 
consideration when decisions are made concerning the development of natural lands.  

The CDFW also has authority to administer the Native Plant Protection Act (CFGC Section 1900 et 
seq.). The Native Plant Protection Act requires the CDFW to establish criteria for determining if a 
species, subspecies, or variety of native plant is endangered or rare. Under Section 1913(c) of the 
Native Plant Protection Act, the owner of land where a rare or endangered native plant grows is 
required to notify the department at least 10 days in advance of changing the land use to allow for 
salvage of plant(s). 

Perennial, intermittent, and ephemeral streams and associated riparian vegetation, when present, 
also fall under the jurisdiction of the CDFW. Section 1600 et seq. of the CFGC (Lake and Streambed 
Alteration Agreements) gives CDFW regulatory authority over work in the bed, bank, and channel 
(which could extend to the 100-year flood plain), consisting of, but not limited to, the diversion or 
obstruction of the natural flow or changes in the channel, bed, or bank of any river, stream or lake. 

Regional Water Quality Control Board 
The SWRCB and the local Los Angeles RWQCB have jurisdiction over WoS, with federal authority 
under the CWA Section 401 and State authority under Porter-Cologne to protect water quality, 
which prohibits discharges to such waters. WoS are defined as any surface water or groundwater, 
including saline waters, in the boundaries of the State. 

c. Local 

Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan 
The Western Riverside County MSHCP is a comprehensive, multi-jurisdictional habitat conservation 
plan that focuses on conservation of species and their associated habitats in western Riverside 
County. The MSHCP Plan Area encompasses approximately 1.26 million acres (1,966 square miles); 
it includes all unincorporated Riverside County land west of the crest of the San Jacinto Mountains 
to the Orange County line, and the jurisdictional areas of Temecula, Murrieta, Lake Elsinore, Canyon 
Lake, Norco, Corona, Riverside, Moreno Valley, Banning, Beaumont, Calimesa, Perris, Hemet, 
Eastvale, Jurupa Valley, Wildomar, Menifee, and San Jacinto. 

The MSHCP serves as a habitat conservation plan pursuant to Section 10(a)(1)(B) of FESA, as well as 
a natural communities conservation plan under the Natural Communities Conservation Plan Act of 
2001. The MSHCP is used to allow the participating jurisdictions to authorize "take" of plant and 
wildlife species identified in the MSHCP Plan Area under specific conditions/measures. Under the 
MSHCP, USFWS and CDFW will grant "take authorization" for otherwise lawful actions in exchange 
for the assembly and management of a coordinated MSHCP conservation area. 
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City of Norco General Plan 
The City of Norco General Plan Conservation Element works in conjunction with the Land Use 
Element to maintain and reinforce the agriculture/animal keeping/equestrian lifestyle of the City. 
The following policies in the General Plan Conservation Element are relevant to the project: 

 Policy 2.8.2: As part of the development review process for all development proposals, the City 
should require habitat and biological assessments in areas expected to contain significant or 
important plant and wildlife communities identifying species types and locations Policy 2.8.3: 
Wildlife Mitigation Policy. The City should require development that has been found to have a 
potential adverse impact on sensitive species habitat to mitigate the potential impacts of 
proposed habitat changes. 

 Policy 2.8.4a: Implement the requirements of the MSHCP for public and private development 
projects including the collection of mitigation fees. 

 Policy 2.8.4b: Comply with the "Other Plan Requirements" of the MSHCP including 
requirements for: Riparian/Riverine and Fairy Shrimp Habitat; Narrow Endemic Plants; Criteria 
Area Survey Species; and Urban/Wildlife Interface Guidelines. 

 Policy 2.8.4c: Employ Best Management Practices of the MSHCP in project siting and design for 
both public and private development projects. 

 Policy 2.8.6: Review all new development so as to remove only the minimal amount of natural 
vegetation as possible and require revegetation of graded areas with native plant species 
consistent with public safety requirements. 

 Policy 2.8.7: Protect and enhance known wildlife migratory corridors and help create new 
corridors whenever possible. 

4.3.3 Impact Analysis 

a. Significance Thresholds 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines states biological resource impacts of the project would be 
significant if the project would: 

 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 CDFW or USFWS; 

 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 CDFW or USFWS; 

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

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

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

 Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan. 
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b. Methodology 
Data used for this analysis includes aerial photographs, topographic maps, a CNDDB database query, 
accepted scientific texts to identify species, previous biological studies, survey reports prepared for 
the project site and the surrounding area, results of the reconnaissance field surveys, and other 
available literature regarding existing biological resources in and around the project area 
(Appendix D). 

c. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Threshold 1: Would the project 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 CDFW or 
USFWS? 

Impact BIO-1 THE PROJECT DOES NOT CONTAIN ANY SPECIAL-SPECIES PLANTS, AND NO BURROWING 
OWL WERE OBSERVED ON SITE DURING FIELD SURVEYS. HOWEVER, PRE-CONSTRUCTION SURVEYS FOR 
BURROWING OWL WOULD BE REQUIRED FOR THE PROJECT AND MITIGATION MEASURE BIO-1 WOULD BE 
IMPLEMENTED IF BURROWING OWL ARE FOUND DURING PRE-CONSTRUCTION SURVEYS. IMPLEMENTATION OF 
MITIGATION MEASURE BIO-1 WOULD ENSURE THE PROJECT RESULTS IN A LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. 

As described above, no special-status plants were identified on the project site or study area 
(Appendix D). No suitable habitat for special-status plant species was detected on the project site 
during the field reconnaissance survey due to prior ground disturbance and regular vegetation 
abatement activities pursuant to City of Norco Municipal Code Article 9.40.020 (Duty of owner to 
abate). Based on the disturbed and maintained nature of the project site and the lack of suitable 
habitat, no impacts to special-status plant species are expected from the project.  

A burrowing owl survey was completed for the project due to the presence of suitable habitat on 
the project site. As summarized above and stated in the MSHCP Consistency Analysis and Habitat 
Assessment (Appendix D), eight small mammal burrow sites were recorded within the project site; 
however, no signs of burrowing owl were observed in the study area. Pursuant to MSHCP 
requirements, pre-construction surveys are required on all project sites containing burrows or 
suitable habitat whether owls were found or not, within 30 days prior to ground disturbance to 
avoid direct take of burrowing owl. If burrowing owl are observed during the pre-construction 
survey, Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would reduce potential impacts to burrowing owl in compliance 
with CDFW, USFWS, and RCA. Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would reduce potential 
impacts to burrowing owl to a less than significant level. 

A Narrow Endemic Plant Species survey was completed, pursuant to the MSHCP guidelines. As 
stated above, the southern portion of the project site is located within the required habitat 
assessment area for three Narrow Endemic Plant Species: San Diego ambrosia (Ambrocia pumila), 
Brand’s phacelia (Phacelia stellaris), and San Miguel savory (Satureja chandeleri) (Appendix D). No 
Narrow Endemic Plant Species were observed within the project site or study area. Therefore, the 
project would have no impacts to Narrow Endemic Plant Species. 
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Mitigation Measures 

BIO-1 Burrowing Owl 

A qualified biologist shall conduct a preconstruction presence/absence survey for burrowing owls 
within 30 days prior to site disturbance. The survey methodology shall be consistent with the 
methods outlined in the Burrowing Owl Survey Instructions in the MSHCP. If burrowing owl are 
found, the project applicant shall immediately inform the CDFW, USFWS, and RCA, and shall 
coordinate with these agencies to avoid or passively relocate the burrowing owl in accordance with 
the CDFW Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (2012). If burrowing owl are not found, no 
further action shall be needed. 

The following actions shall be implemented if burrowing owl is found during the pre-construction 
survey: 

 If burrowing owl(s) are found, buffers for occupied burrows shall be established at 
approximately 500 feet during the breeding season (February 1 to August 31) and at 
approximately 150 feet for the non-breeding season. These buffers may be adjusted in 
consultation with the RCA and monitored at the discretion of a qualified biologist. The buffer 
zone shall be clearly marked with flagging and/or construction fencing. 

 If an occupied burrow cannot be avoided and the burrowing owl(s) must be moved, passive 
relocation techniques shall be implemented. Passive relocation includes encouraging owls to 
move from occupied burrows to alternate natural burrows outside of the 500-foot buffer. The 
MSHCP and CDFW guidance indicate that passive relocation must be conducted between 
September 1 and February 1 (CDFW 2012). Occupied burrows shall not be disturbed during the 
breeding season. 

 If project construction work is delayed (does not occur within 30 days of the initial pre-
construction survey) or if project activities are halted for 30 days or more, additional pre-
construction burrowing owl surveys may be required as determined by the Lead Agency. 

Significance After Mitigation 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would ensure potential impacts to burrowing owl are 
less than significant, if burrowing owl are discovered to be present on the project site during the 
pre-construction survey. 

Threshold 2: Would the project 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 CDFW or USFWS? 

Impact BIO-2 THE PROJECT SITE DOES NOT CONTAIN ANY RIPARIAN HABITAT, JURISDICTIONAL 
FEATURES, OR OTHER SENSITIVE NATURAL COMMUNITY IDENTIFIED IN LOCAL OR REGIONAL PLANS, POLICIES, 
REGULATIONS, OR BY THE CDFW AND USFWS. THEREFORE, THE PROJECT WOULD HAVE NO IMPACT. 

As summarized above and stated in the MSHCP Consistency Analysis and Habitat Assessment 
(Appendix D), the project site is heavily disturbed due to past agricultural uses and is comprised of 
unvegetated developed areas and disturbed non-native grasslands dominated by exotic upland 
species not conducive to supporting riparian/riverine habitat. No potentially jurisdictional features 
were observed on the project site during the field reconnaissance survey conducted on January 31, 
2020. Additionally, based on review of aerial imagery, online data, and the field reconnaissance 
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survey, no features subject to the jurisdiction of the USACE or RWQCB were determined to be 
located within the project site. Therefore, a formal jurisdictional delineation of waters and wetlands 
was not completed as the project site does not contain any potentially jurisdictional features.  

A portion of the North Norco Channel, a 40-foot-wide concrete-lined channel, borders the project 
site to the southeast. The channel is separated from the project site by a chain-link fence and would 
not be impacted by the project. Therefore, the project would have no impact on riparian habitat or 
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the 
CDFW or USFWS. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures would be required. 

Significance After Mitigation 
Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. 

Threshold 3: Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on State or federally protected 
wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through 
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

Impact BIO-3 THE PROJECT SITE DOES NOT CONTAIN ANY WETLANDS, VERNAL POOLS, OR FAIRY 
SHRIMP HABITAT. THEREFORE, THE PROJECT WOULD HAVE NO IMPACT. 

As stated above, the project site does not contain any riparian habitat or jurisdictional features. 
Based on the field reconnaissance survey conducted on January 31, 2020, no potential wetlands, 
vernal pools, or fairy shrimp habitat were observed within the project site. The project site and 
study area are heavily disturbed due to past agricultural uses and are comprised of unvegetated 
developed areas and disturbed non-native grasslands dominated by exotic upland species not 
conducive to supporting vernal pools or vernal pool species. No vernal pool or fairy shrimp habitat 
occurs within the project site, and no further survey or protective actions related to vernal pools are 
required for the project and site pursuant to the MSHCP. Therefore, the project would have no 
impact on wetlands. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures would be required. 

Significance After Mitigation 
Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. 
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Threshold 4: Would the project 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? 

Impact BIO-4 NO PROPOSED OR EXISTING MSHCP CORE AREAS, CORRIDOR LINKAGES, OR HABITAT 
BLOCKS ARE ON OR NEAR THE PROJECT SITE. HOWEVER, THE PROJECT SITE CONTAINS VEGETATION SUITABLE 
FOR NESTING BIRDS. THEREFORE, THE PROJECT WOULD HAVE NO IMPACT ON WILDLIFE MOVEMENT CORRIDORS, 
AND IMPLEMENTATION OF MITIGATION MEASURE BIO-2 WOULD ENSURE PROJECT CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES 
WOULD HAVE A LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT ON NESTING BIRDS. 

Per review of MSHCP boundaries, the project site is not within an MSHCP Criteria Cell and no 
proposed or existing core areas, wildlife corridor linkages, nursery sites, or habitat blocks are on or 
near the project site. No habitat would be fragmented or interrupted as a result of project 
implementation. Therefore, the project would have no impact on the movement of wildlife species.  

However, the project site contains vegetation suitable for nesting birds and adjacent properties 
contain ornamental landscaping that may provide suitable nesting habitat for several avian species. 
No nesting birds or nesting behavior was observed during the field reconnaissance survey and 
habitat assessment (Appendix T). However, the project could adversely affect protected, native 
nesting birds if construction occurs while they are present on or adjacent to the site through direct 
mortality or abandonment of nests. A loss of a nest due to construction activities would be a 
violation of the CFGC 3503 and the MBTA, which protect bird nests and eggs. Therefore, 
implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-2 would ensure potential project impacts to nesting 
birds and raptors are less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

BIO-2 Nesting Birds 

If project activities must occur during the avian nesting season (February to September), a pre-
construction nesting bird survey for active nests must be conducted by a qualified biologist, one to 
two weeks prior to construction activities. If active nests are identified and present on site, clearing 
and construction within 50 to 250 feet of the nest, depending on the species involved (50 feet for 
common urban-adapted native birds and up to 250 feet for raptors), shall be postponed until the 
nest is vacated and juveniles have fledged, and there is no evidence of a second attempt at nesting. 
Limits of construction to avoid a nest site shall be established in the field by a qualified biologist 
with flagging and stakes or construction fencing. Construction personnel shall be instructed 
regarding the ecological sensitivity of the fenced area. If construction must occur within this buffer, 
it shall be conducted at the discretion of a qualified biological monitor to assure that indirect 
impacts to nesting birds are avoided. 

Significance After Mitigation 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-2 would ensure potential impacts to nesting birds are 
less than significant, if nesting birds are discovered to be present on the project site during the pre-
construction survey. 



City of Norco 
Norco Valley Square Project 

 
4.3-14 

Threshold 5: Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? 

Impact BIO-5 THE PROJECT WOULD NOT RESULT IN THE REMOVAL OF ANY STREET TREES, AND 
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT SITE AND LANDSCAPE PLANS WOULD COMPLY WITH APPLICABLE 
LOCAL POLICIES AND ORDINANCES. THEREFORE, THE PROJECT WOULD HAVE NO IMPACT. 

Norco Municipal Code Section 12.12 regulates street trees and restricts the removal of trees planted 
in the right-of-way but does not have any policies or ordinances which prevent the removal of trees 
on private property. The existing street trees along Third Street would remain in place; no public 
right-of-way street trees are anticipated to be removed as part of the project. However, if the 
project would result in removal of trees within the public right-of-way, coordination and 
cooperation with the City may be required and permits for tree removal may need to be obtained. 
Proposed landscaping would comply with the applicable provisions of Norco Municipal Code Section 
12.12. The project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources. Therefore, the project would have no impact. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures would be required. 

Significance After Mitigation 
Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. 

Threshold 6: Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation 
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or 
State habitat conservation plan? 

Impact BIO-6 THE PROJECT WOULD COMPLY WITH APPLICABLE PROVISIONS OF THE MSHCP. 
THEREFORE, IMPLEMENTATION OF MITIGATION MEASURES BIO-1 AND BIO-2 WOULD ENSURE THE PROJECT 
HAS A LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. 

As summarized above and stated in the MSHCP Consistency Analysis and Habitat Assessment 
(Appendix D), the project site is located within the Eastvale Area Plan of the MSHCP. The project site 
is within the Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area and Burrowing Owl Survey Area for the 
MSHCP (Appendix D); and a Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey and Burrowing Owl Survey were 
completed for the project site. 

No Narrow Endemic Plant Species were observed on the project site; no burrowing owl were 
observed on the project site, but in accordance with the MSHCP, Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would 
require pre-construction survey for borrowing owl to ensure project impacts are less than 
significant. 

As stated above, the project site is not within or adjacent to a MSHCP conservation area; therefore, 
the Urban/Wildlife Interface Guidelines are not applicable. No further actions related to 
urban/wildlands interface guidelines are required pursuant to the MSHCP. However, the project site 
contains vegetation suitable for nesting birds. No nesting birds or nesting behavior was observed 
during the field reconnaissance survey and habitat assessment (Appendix D). However, the project 
could adversely affect protected, native nesting birds if construction occurs while they are present 
on or adjacent to the site through direct mortality or abandonment of nests. Therefore, 
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implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-2 would ensure potential project impacts to nesting 
birds and raptors are less than significant. 

Therefore, implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2 would ensure the project has 
less than significant impacts related to the MSHCP. 

Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2 would be required. 

Significance After Mitigation 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would ensure potential impacts to burrowing owl are 
less than significant, if burrowing owl are discovered to be present on the project site during the 
pre-construction survey. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-2 would ensure potential impacts to nesting birds are 
less than significant, if nesting birds are discovered to be present on the project site during the pre-
construction survey. 

Therefore, potential project impacts would be less than significant with implementation of 
Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2. 

4.3.4 Cumulative Impacts 
Currently planned and pending projects in Norco and surrounding areas, including the City of 
Eastvale and the City of Corona, are listed in Table 3-1 in Section 3, Environmental Setting. 

The following factors are considered with respect to analyzing cumulative impacts to biological 
resources: 

 The cumulative contribution of other approved and proposed projects to fragmentation of open 
space in the project vicinity 

 The loss of sensitive habitats and species 
 The contribution of the project to urban expansion into natural areas 
 Isolation of open space in the vicinity by proposed/future projects 

Cumulative impacts depend on the proximity of cumulative projects to the project site and impacts 
from past projects in the vicinity. Native vegetation communities and open areas have almost 
entirely been developed in the region of the project. Over the last half-century or more, naturally 
vegetated open areas diminished as the landscape surrounding the project site has been built out 
with residential and commercial uses. 

The cumulative study area for biological resources includes the western Riverside County region, 
which contains many residential, industrial, and previously disturbed but undeveloped areas, such 
as the project site. As previously stated, the project site provides limited potential for special-status 
plants, burrowing owl, migratory bird species, and does not contain any jurisdictional resources. 
Cumulatively considerable impacts to these limited biological resources would not occur from the 
project with implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2. 
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Special-Status Wildlife Species 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would avoid potential direct impacts to burrowing owl. The project would 
not result in potentially significant impacts related to special-status wildlife species. The project 
would not contribute to cumulative impacts to burrowing owl, and the project would not contribute 
to the cumulative loss of any special-status wildlife species. Therefore, cumulative impacts related 
to wildlife species would be less than cumulatively significant. 

Migratory and/or Nesting Birds 
Mitigation Measure BIO-2 is included to avoid impacts to nesting birds and raptors through 
compliance with the CFGC and MBTA, which would avoid the potential of the project to contribute 
to cumulative effects to nesting birds. As described above, the loss of potential nesting and foraging 
habitat for bird species is less than significant due to the limited resources on the project site due to 
disturbed landscape and vicinity due to existing development. Because the region consists of similar 
limited biological resources for bird species, the less than significant impacts from the project are 
not anticipated to combine with other development projects to cause substantial adverse impacts 
on nesting birds. Therefore, cumulative impacts related to migratory and/or nesting birds would be 
less than cumulatively significant. 

Jurisdictional Drainages 
The project site does not contain any jurisdictional features, riparian habitat, or wetlands, and 
implementation of the project would have no impact. Therefore, the project would not contribute 
to a net loss of function and/or value of jurisdictional resources in the region. Therefore, cumulative 
impacts related to the project would be less than cumulatively significant. 

MSHCP 
As discussed above, project impacts related to the MSHCP would be less than significant with 
implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2, which would ensure that applicable 
MSHCP regulations are implemented for the project. These mitigation measures would ensure the 
project does not contribute to a cumulative impact with respect to MSHCP implementation. 
Therefore, the project would result in a less than significant contribution to cumulative impacts to 
the MSHCP, and impacts would be less than cumulatively significant. 

In addition, individual development proposals are reviewed separately by the appropriate 
jurisdiction and undergo appropriate environmental review when it is determined that the potential 
for significant impacts exist. If future projects would result in impacts to sensitive habitats and 
biological resources, impacts to such resources would be addressed on a case-by-case basis for each 
project and site. Furthermore, all projects in the City of Norco are required to comply with the 
MSHCP. As such, projects, including the proposed project, would not contribute to cumulative 
impacts on sensitive habitats and biological resources outside the project site. Therefore, impacts 
related to sensitive habitats and biological resources would not be cumulatively considerable. 
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4.4 Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources 

This section evaluates the project’s potential impacts to cultural and tribal cultural resources (TCR). 
The analysis consists of the identification and evaluation of the significance of any cultural resources 
within the project area and area of potential impacts; a determination if implementation of the 
proposed project would have any adverse impacts on those resources; and identification of 
mitigation measures for any significant impacts (pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2) on 
cultural and tribal cultural resources.  

The analysis is based on the Cultural Resources Assessment Report (Cultural Report) prepared for 
this project by Rincon Consultants, Inc. (2020) and is included as Appendix E. The Cultural report is 
based on information compiled through a review of cultural resource records searches and a field 
reconnaissance survey conducted on February 18, 2020. Project impacts on TCRs are based on the 
results of consultation completed with local California Native Americans, conducted pursuant to 
Assembly Bill (AB) 52. Consultation records are included in Appendix F. 

4.4.1 Setting 

a. Ethnographic Overview 
The Cultural Report includes an ethnographic overview for the project site and region, summarized 
here (Appendix E). 

The project site is situated in a region historically occupied by a Native American group known as 
the Cahuilla, though near the boundary with the Juaneño and Luiseño (Heizer 1978; Bean 1978; 
Kroeber 1925). The term Cahuilla likely derived from the native word káwiya, meaning “master” or 
“boss” (Bean 1978:575). Traditional Cahuilla ethnographic territory extended west to east from the 
present-day city of Riverside to the central portion of the Salton Sea in the Colorado Desert, and 
south to north from the southern extent of the San Jacinto Valley to the San Bernardino Mountains. 

The Cahuilla, like their neighbors to west, the Luiseño and Juaneño, and the Cupeño to the south, 
are speakers of a Cupan language. Cupan languages are part of the Takic linguistic subfamily of the 
Uto-Aztecan language family. It is thought that the Cahuilla migrated to southern California 
approximately 2,000 to 3,000 years ago, most likely from the southern Sierra Nevada mountain 
ranges of east-central California with other Takic speaking social groups (Moratto 1984:559). 

Cahuilla social organization was hierarchical and contained three primary levels (Bean 1978:580). 
The highest level was the cultural nationality, encompassing everyone speaking a common 
language. The next level included the two patrimoieties of the Wildcats (tuktum) and the Coyotes 
(‘istam). Every clan of the Cahuilla was in one or the other of these moieties. The lowest level 
consisted of the numerous political-ritual-corporate units called sibs, or a patrilineal clan (Bean 
1978:580). 

Cahuilla villages were usually located in canyons or on alluvial fans near a source of accessible 
water. Each lineage group maintained their own houses (kish) and granaries, and constructed 
ramadas for work and cooking. Sweat houses and song houses (for non-religious music) were also 
often present. Each community also had a separate house for the lineage or clan leader. Houses and 
ancillary structures were often spaced apart, and a “village” could extend over a mile or two. Each 
lineage had ownership rights to various resource collecting locations, “including food collecting, 
hunting, and other areas. Individuals also owned specific areas or resources, e.g., plant foods, 
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hunting areas, mineral collecting places, or sacred spots used only by shamans, healers and the like” 
(Bean 1990:2). 

The Cahuilla hunted a variety of game, including mountain sheep, cottontail, jackrabbit, mice, and 
wood rats, as well as predators such as mountain lion, coyote, wolf, bobcat, and fox. Various birds 
were also consumed, including quail, duck, and dove, plus various types of reptiles, amphibians, and 
insects. The Cahuilla employed a wide variety of tools and implements to gather and collect food 
resources. For the hunt, these included the bow and arrow, traps, nets, slings and blinds for hunting 
land mammals and birds, and nets for fishing. 

Foodstuffs were processed using a variety of tools, including portable stone mortars, bedrock 
mortars and pestles, basket hopper mortars, manos and metates, bedrock grinding slicks, 
hammerstones and anvils, and many others. Food was consumed from a number of woven and 
carved wood vessels and pottery vessels. Pottery vessels were made by the Cahuilla and traded 
from the Yuman-speaking groups across the Colorado River and to the south. 

The Cahuilla had adopted limited agricultural practices by the time Euro-Americans traveled into 
their territory. Bean (1978:578) has suggested that their “proto-agricultural techniques and a 
marginal agriculture” consisting of beans, squash and corn may have been adopted from the 
Colorado River groups to the east. By the time of the first Romero Expedition in 1823-24, they were 
observed growing corn, pumpkins, and beans in small gardens localized around springs in the 
Thermal area of the Coachella Valley (Bean and Mason 1962:104). The introduction of European 
plants such as barley and other grain crops suggest an interaction with the missions or local Mexican 
rancheros. Despite the increasing use and diversity of crops, no evidence indicates that this 
smallscale agriculture was anything more than a supplement to Cahuilla subsistence, and it 
apparently did not alter social organization. 

By 1819, several Spanish mission outposts, known as assistencias, were established near Cahuilla 
territory at San Bernardino and San Jacinto. Cahuilla interactions with Europeans at this time were 
not as intense as it was for native groups living along the coast. This was likely due to the local 
topography and lack of water, which made the area less attractive to colonists. By the 1820s, 
European interaction increased as mission ranchos were established in the region and local Cahuilla 
were employed to work on them. 

Between 1875 and 1891, the United States established ten reservations for the Cahuilla within their 
traditional territory. These reservations include Agua Caliente, Augustine, Cabazon, Cahuilla, Los 
Coyotes, Morongo, Ramona, Santa Rosa, Soboba, and Torres-Martinez (Bean 1978:585). Four of the 
reservations are shared with other groups, including the Chemehuevi, Cupeño, and Serrano. 

b. Historic Overview 
Post-European contact history for California is divided generally into three periods: the Spanish 
Period (1769–1822), the Mexican Period (1822–1848), and the American Period (1848–present), 
included here and in the Cultural Report (Appendix E). 

Spanish Period (1769-1822) 
Spanish exploration of what was known as Alta (upper) California began when Juan Rodriguez 
Cabrillo led the first European expedition into the region in 1542. For more than 200 years after his 
initial expedition, Spanish, Portuguese, British, and Russian explorers sailed the Alta California coast 
and made limited inland expeditions, but they did not establish permanent settlements (Bean 1968; 
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Rolle 2003). Spanish entry into what was to become Riverside County did not occur until 1774 when 
Juan Bautista de Anza led an expedition from Sonora, Mexico to Monterey in northern California 
(Lech 1998). 

In 1769, Gaspar de Portolá and Franciscan Father Junipero Serra established the first Spanish 
settlement at Mission San Diego de Alcalá. This was the first of 21 missions erected by the Spanish 
between 1769 and 1823. The establishment of the missions marks the first sustained occupation of 
Alta California by the Spanish. In addition to the missions, four presidios and three pueblos (towns) 
were established throughout the state (State Lands Commission 1982). 

During this period, Spain also deeded ranchos to prominent citizens and soldiers, though very few in 
comparison to the subsequent Mexican Period. To manage and expand their herds of cattle on 
these large ranchos, colonists enlisted the labor of the surrounding Native American population 
(Engelhardt 1927a). The missions were responsible for overseeing local Indians who assisted with 
the ranching as well as converting the population to Christianity (Engelhardt 1927b). The influx of 
European settlers brought the local Native American population in contact with European diseases 
against which they had no immunity, resulting in catastrophic reduction in native populations 
throughout the state (McCawley 1996). 

Mexican Period (1822-1848) 
The Mexican Period commenced when news of the success of the Mexican War of Independence 
(1810-1821) reached California in 1822. This period saw the federalization of mission lands in 
California with the passage of the Secularization Act of 1833. This Act enabled Mexican governors in 
California to distribute former mission lands to individuals as land grants. Successive Mexican 
governors made more than 700 land grants between 1822 and 1846, putting most of the state’s 
lands into private ownership for the first time (Shumway 2007). Fifteen of these land grants 
(ranchos) were in Riverside County. 

American Period (1848-Present) 
The American Period began officially with the signing of the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo in 1848, in 
which the United States agreed to pay Mexico $15 million for ceded territory, including California, 
Nevada, Utah, and parts of Colorado, Arizona, New Mexico, and Wyoming, and pay an additional 
$3.25 million to settle American citizens claims against Mexico. Settlement of southern California 
continued dramatically in the early American Period. Americans bought or otherwise acquired many 
ranchos in the county, after which most were subdivided into agricultural parcels or towns.  

The discovery of gold in northern California in 1848 led to the California Gold Rush, despite the first 
California gold being discovered previously in southern California at Placerita Canyon in 1842 (Guinn 
1977; Workman 1935:26). Southern California remained dominated by cattle ranches in the early 
American period, though droughts and increased population resulted in farming and other more 
urban professions supplanting ranching through the late nineteenth century. In 1850, California was 
admitted into the United States and by 1853, the population of the state exceeded 300,000. 
Thousands of settlers and immigrants continued to move into the state, particularly after 
completion of the transcontinental railroad in 1869. 

City of Norco 
The project site is located in Norco, Riverside County, California. Although present-day Norco was 
not part of any mission rancho, the Mission San Gabriel, 33 miles northwest of the project site, used 
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the area to graze cattle. In 1846, Mexican governor Pio Pico granted these lands, known as La Sierra, 
to Senora Vicenta Sepulveda, marking one of the few occasions land grants were given to a woman. 
Officially named Rancho La Sierra Sepulveda, the grant totaled 17,774 acres (Bash and Bash 2013). 

In 1872, Rancho La Sierra Sepulveda was sold to the Stearns Rancho Company, who used the lands 
almost exclusively for raising alfalfa. Established in 1909, Citrus Belt was the first community within 
Norco Valley and was home to Anglo pioneers in search of land and opportunity. Due to the 
difficulty of farming along the Santa Ana River flood plain within the Santa Ana winds-exposed and 
frost-prone valley, the population remained sparse. The community was bought in the early 1920s 
by Rex Clark, who renamed it Norco in 1923, and attempted to revitalize the economy through 
poultry farming (Bash and Bash 2013). 

Although Clark’s plan to develop a downtown was derailed by the Great Depression, Norco 
underwent a period of population growth and economic expansion during the 1940s and 50s 
spurred by the construction of a major U.S. Naval Hospital within the City’s limits. Despite moderate 
suburbanization, Norco prioritizes rural lifeways by fostering an equestrian-oriented community. 
Today, Norco promotes itself as “Horsetown USA,” maintains a transportation infrastructure that 
consists of horse trails throughout town, and its community members have consistently voted to 
protect animal keeping rights controlled through zoning and lot size (City of Norco 2020a). Local 
government strives to balance this ethos with its need to stimulate economic growth through 
residential and commercial development (Bash and Bash 2013; City of Norco 2020b). 

4.4.2 Regulatory Setting 

a. Federal  

Native American Involvement 
Several federal and State laws address Native American involvement in the development review 
process. The most notable of these are the federal Native American Graves Protection and 
Repatriation Act (1990) and the California Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 
(2001). These acts ensure that Native American human remains and cultural items be treated with 
respect and dignity. 

b. State 

California Public Resources Code 
California Public Resources Code (PRC), Sections 5097-5097.6, state that the unauthorized 
disturbance or removal of archaeological, historical, or paleontological resources located on public 
lands is a misdemeanor. It prohibits the knowing destruction of objects of antiquity without a 
permit (express permission) on public lands, and it provides for criminal sanctions. This section was 
amended in 1987 to require consultation with the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) 
whenever Native American graves are found. Violations that involve taking or possessing remains or 
artifacts are felonies. As such, PRC Section 5097.5 states: 

“A person shall not knowingly and willfully excavate upon, or remove, destroy, injure, or deface, 
any historic or prehistoric ruins, burial grounds, archaeological or vertebrate paleontological 
site, including fossilized footprints, inscriptions made by human agency, rock art, or any other 
archaeological, paleontological or historical feature, situated on public lands, except with the 
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express permission of the public agency having jurisdiction over the lands….A violation of this 
section is a misdemeanor.” 

Here “public lands” means those owned by or under the jurisdiction of the State or any city, county, 
district, authority, public corporation, or any agency thereof. Consequently, local agencies are 
required to comply with PRC Section 5097.5 for their own activities, including construction and 
maintenance, as well as for permit actions (e.g., encroachment permits) undertaken by others. 

California Health and Safety Code 7050.5 
California law protects Native American burials, skeletal remains, and associated grave goods, 
regardless of their antiquity, and provides for the sensitive treatment and disposition of those 
remains. California Health and Safety Code (PRC Section 7050.5 et seq.) requires that if human 
remains are discovered in any place other than a dedicated cemetery, no further disturbance or 
excavation of the site or nearby area reasonably suspected to contain human remains shall occur 
until the County Coroner has examined the remains (Section 7050.5b). 

PRC Section 5097.98 also outlines the process to be followed in the event that remains are 
discovered. If the coroner determines or has reason to believe the remains are those of a Native 
American, the coroner must contact the NAHC within 24 hours (PRC Section 7050.5c). The NAHC will 
notify a Most Likely Descendant (MLD). With the permission of the landowner, the MLD may inspect 
the site of discovery. The inspection must be completed within 24 hours of notification of the MLD 
by the NAHC. The MLD may recommend means of treating or disposing of, with appropriate dignity, 
the human remains and items associated with Native Americans. 

Senate Bill 18 
Enacted on March 1, 2005, Senate Bill (SB) 18 (California Government Code Sections 65352.3 and 
65352.4) requires cities and counties to notify and consult with California Native American tribal 
groups and individuals regarding proposed local land use planning decisions for the purpose of 
protecting traditional tribal cultural places (sacred sites), prior to adopting or amending a General 
Plan or designating land as open space. Tribal groups or individuals have 90 days to request 
consultation following the initial contact. 

Assembly Bill 52 
California Assembly Bill (AB) 52 of 2014 was enacted in 2015, expanding CEQA by defining a new 
resource category: “tribal cultural resources.” AB 52 establishes that “a project with an effect that 
may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource is a project 
that may have a significant effect on the environment” (PRC Section 21084.2). It further states the 
lead agency shall establish measures to avoid impacts that would alter the significant characteristics 
of a tribal cultural resource, when feasible (PRC Section 21084.3). PRC Section 21074 (a)(1)(A) and 
(B) defines tribal cultural resources as “sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, 
and objects with cultural value to a California Native American tribe” and that are either: 

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

 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 PRC 
Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of PRC Section 5024.1, the 
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lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American 
tribe. 

AB 52 also establishes a formal consultation process for California tribes regarding TCRs that must 
be completed before a CEQA document can be certified. Under AB 52, lead agencies are required to 
“begin consultation with a California Native American tribe that is traditionally and culturally 
affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project.” Native American tribes to be included 
in the process are those that have requested notice of projects proposed under the jurisdiction of 
the lead agency. 

c. Local 

City of Norco General Plan 
The City of Norco General Plan Land Use Element includes an archaeological resources policy, which 
states the City will identify and catalogue any archaeological resources and will take measures to 
preserve those resources that are considered unique and significant to the area’s history. The 
following policies related to archaeological resources are relevant to the project: 

 Policy 2.7.2a: The City should collect, record, and/or mitigate archaeological resources to the 
level consistent with the related value of each item in terms of historical significance and 
importance. 

 Policy 2.7.2b: New development requiring discretionary approval from the Planning 
Commission shall be approved with a condition that requires any construction activity to stop 
upon discovery of archaeological resources until such time as a qualified archaeologist, retained 
by the property owner or developer, has investigated the site and made recommendations 
regarding the disposition of any items. Human remains shall not be moved until the Riverside 
County Coroner’s Office has been notified. 

 Policy 2.7.2c: New development shall be coordinated with Native American tribes that have a 
historical presence and interest in the Norco region, or any other groups with historical interest. 

4.4.3 Impact Analysis 

a. Significance Thresholds 

Cultural Resources 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines states cultural resource impacts of the project would be 
significant if the project would: 

 Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5; 

 Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5; 

 Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. 

Tribal Cultural Resources 
The significance criteria used to evaluate the project impacts to TCRs are based on Appendix G of 
the CEQA Guidelines. A significant impact related to TCRs would occur if the project would cause a 
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substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in 
PRC Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined 
in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a 
California Native American tribe, and that is: 

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

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

b. Methodology 

Cultural Resources 
The analysis of cultural resources impacts is based on empirical research presented in the Cultural 
Resources Assessment Report prepared for the project (Appendix E). 

Cultural Resources Records Search 

A cultural resource records search and literature review was conducted at the Eastern Information 
Center, at the University of California, Riverside, of the California Historical Resources Information 
System on February 10, 2020. The search was performed to identify previously recorded cultural 
resources, as well as previously conducted cultural resources studies within the project site and a 
one-mile radius surrounding it. The CHRIS search included a review of previous cultural resource 
studies and recorded resources, as well as a review of the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP), the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), the Office of Historic Preservation 
Historic Properties Directory, the California Inventory of Historic Resources, and the Archaeological 
Determinations Eligibility list. The records search also included a review of historical aerial 
photographs. 

Previously Identified Cultural Resources 

The Eastern Information Center records search identified 31 previously recorded cultural resources 
within a one-mile radius of the project site, shown in Table 4.4-1. None of these 31 previously 
recorded cultural resources are located within the project site. Additionally, 40 previously 
conducted cultural resource studies were performed within a one-mile radius of the project site, 
none of which include the project site. 

Table 4.4-1 Previously Recorded Resources within a 1.0-mile radius of the Project Site 

Primary 
Number Trinomial  

Resource 
Type Description 

Recorder(s)  
and Year(s) 

NRHP/ 
CRHR Status 

33-
001230 

CA-RIV-
001230 

Prehistoric 
site  

Sparse lithic scatter (no cultural 
material identified during 1984 
site update) 

Eastvold 1977; 
Drover 1984 

Not evaluated 

33-
002315 

CA-RIV-
002315 

Prehistoric 
site  

Four bedrock milling features  Feickert and 
Bjornsen 1980; 
Drover 1987 

Not evaluated 
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Primary 
Number Trinomial  

Resource 
Type Description 

Recorder(s)  
and Year(s) 

NRHP/ 
CRHR Status 

33-
002316 

CA-RIV-
002316 

Prehistoric 
site  

One bedrock milling feature  Feickert and 
Bjornsen 1980; 
McCarthy 1985; 
Drover 1987 

Not evaluated 

33-
002317 

CA-RIV-
002317 

Prehistoric 
site  

Six bedrock milling features  Feickert and 
Bjornsen 1980; 
Drover 1987 

Not evaluated 

33-
003002 

CA-RIV-
003002 

Prehistoric 
site  

One bedrock milling feature  McCarthy 1985; 
Drover 1987 

Not evaluated 

33-
009101 

- Historic 
building  

Lake Narconian Club  Urbas 1999 NRHP 
nominated  

33-
012123 

- Historic 
building  

U.S. Navy office building  Crawford 1992 Found 
NRHP/CRHR 
ineligible  

33-
019896 

- Historic site  Foundations/footings  Goodwin 2011 NRHP/CRHR 
ineligible  

33-
019897 

- Historic site  Foundations/footings  Goodwin 2011 NRHP/CRHR 
ineligible 

33-
019898 

- Historic 
building  

Single family residence Tibbet 2011 NRHP/CRHR 
ineligible 

33-
019899 

- Historic 
building  

Single family residence Tibbet 2011 NRHP/CRHR 
ineligible 

33-
019900 

- Historic 
building  

Single family residence Tibbet 2011 NRHP/CRHR 
ineligible 

33-
019901 

- Historic 
building  

Single family residence Tibbet 2011 Ineligible for 
local listing  

33-
019902 

- Historic 
building  

Single family residence Tibbet 2011 NRHP/CRHR 
ineligible  

33-
019903 

- Historic 
building  

Single family residence Tibbet 2011 NRHP/CRHR 
ineligible 

33-
019905 

- Historic 
building  

Commercial building  Tibbet 2011 NRHP/CRHR 
ineligible  

33-
019906 

- Historic 
building  

Norco Egg Ranch  Tibbet 2011 Appears to be 
eligible for 
local listing  

33-
019907 

- Historic 
building  

Single family residence Tibbet 2011 NRHP/CRHR 
ineligible  

33-
019908 

- Historic 
building  

Single family residence Tibbet 2011 NRHP/CRHR 
ineligible 

33-
019909 

- Historic 
building  

Multi-family property  Tibbet 2011 NRHP/CRHR 
ineligible  

33-
019910 

- Historic 
building  

Single family residence Tibbet 2011 NRHP/CRHR 
ineligible 
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Primary 
Number Trinomial  

Resource 
Type Description 

Recorder(s)  
and Year(s) 

NRHP/ 
CRHR Status 

33-
019911 

- Historic 
building  

Single family residence Tibbet 2011 NRHP/CRHR 
ineligible 

33-
019912 

- Historic 
building  

Single family residence Tibbet 2011 NRHP/CRHR 
ineligible  

33-
019913 

- Historic 
building  

Single family residence Tibbet 2011 NRHP/CRHR 
ineligible 

33-
019914 

- Historic 
building  

Single family residence Tibbet 2011 NRHP/CRHR 
ineligible  

33-
019937 

- Historic 
building  

Single family residence Tibbet 2011 NRHP/CRHR 
ineligible 

33-
021037 

- Historic 
feature  

Light pole  Crawford 2011 NRHP/CRHR 
ineligible 

33-
024099 

- Historic 
canal  

South Norco Channel  Evans 2014 NRHP/CRHR 
ineligible 

33-
024100 

- Historic 
feature  

Concrete weir box  Evans 2014 NRHP/CRHR 
ineligible 

33-
028176 

- Prehistoric 
isolate  

Mano Moslak 2018 NRHP/CRHR 
ineligible  

33-
028889 

- Historic 
District 

Formerly the Lake Narconian 
Resort, presently a Naval Hospital 

Wilkman 2019 Appears NRHP 
eligible  

Source: Rincon Consultants, Inc. 2020 (Appendix E) 

Cultural Resources Survey 

A Rincon archaeologist conducted a pedestrian survey of the project site on February 18, 2020 using 
transects spaced no greater than 15 feet apart. Ground visibility on the project site was poor 
throughout (approximately 0 to 5 percent visibility), due to the presence of high grasses, remnant 
foundations, and paved surfaces with minimal areas of exposed ground surface. Except for a central 
raised area, the remainder of the project site has been previously graded. The entire project site is 
disturbed from past agricultural activities and other means of development. No prehistoric or built 
environment resources were identified during the survey. 

One historic-period archaeological site, RIN-S-1 (temporary site number), consisting of 14 historic-
period features, was identified on the project site and was evaluated for listing in the NRHP and 
CRHR. Department of Parks and Recreation 523 Series Forms were included in the Cultural Report 
(Appendix E). 

The 14 historic-period features that comprise RIN-S-1 are situated on three parcels, all of which are 
vacant and one of which is part of the project site (APN 129-380-010). Features 1 through 12 are 
concrete building foundations associated with former farm properties and Features 13 and 14 are a 
rock alignment and a driveway, respectively. Table 4.4-2 lists the 14 features that were identified 
during the field survey. 
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Table 4.4-2 Historic Period Archaeological Features at RIN-S-1  
Feature 
No. Historic Period Feature Description 

Length and Width of 
Feature Height of Feature  

1 Concrete slab foundation  24 feet by 26 feet  Flush with ground level  

2 Concrete slab foundation  20 feet by 24 feet Flush with ground level  

3 Concrete slab foundation  50 feet by 42 feet  Flush with ground level  

4 Concrete slab foundation  15 feet by 24 feet  Flush with ground level  

5 Concrete slab foundation  15 feet by 60 feet  Flush with ground level  

6 Concrete building foundation  16 feet by 11 feet  4 feet at highest point  

7 Concrete pillars (9)  9-inch diameter  1-2 feet  

8 Concrete building foundation  3.3 feet by 9.5 feet Flush with ground level  

9 Concrete building foundation  50 feet by 50 feet  Flush with ground level  

10 Concrete perimeter building foundation  60 feet by 10 feet  Flush with ground level  

11 Concrete perimeter building foundation  30 feet by 40 feet  Flush with ground level  

12 Concrete perimeter building foundation  16 feet by 24 feet  1-2 feet  

13 Rock alignment  30 feet by 2 feet  1-3 feet  

14 Paved driveway  300 feet by 40 feet Flush with ground level  

Source: Rincon Consultants, Inc. 2020 (Appendix E) 

Research did not suggest any of the 14 features were an important physical expression of specific 
events or periods in the City’s history. Thus, the features do not meet the eligibility criteria for listing 
under NRHP Criterion A or CRHR Criterion 1. Likewise, research did not indicate that any persons 
associated with the former farm properties or former drive-in theatre can be considered significant 
to local, state, or national history. Therefore, the features do not meet the eligibility criteria for 
listing under NRHP Criterion B or CRHR Criterion 2. The building foundations and structural 
remnants that are present on the project site are so fragmentary that the original function 
associated with these remains is no longer recognizable. Furthermore, the historic features lack any 
technological, architectural, or engineering merits. As such, the features do not meet the eligibility 
criteria for listing under NRHP Criterion C or CRHR Criterion 3. Lastly, the remnant features at this 
location are fragmentary pieces of former farms and a component of a former drive-in theatre, and 
are unable to yield any new information important to the study of the construction or use of 
facilities of their particular type or vintage in local, state, or national history. Therefore, the features 
are not eligible for listing on the NRHP and CRHR under Criterion D and Criterion 4 (Appendix E). 

Tribal Cultural Resources 
Potential impacts on TCRs are analyzed based on project impacts incurred during project 
construction and operation. The significance of a TCR and subsequent significance of any impact is 
determined by, among other things, consideration of whether or not that resource has heritage 
value to California Native Americans. This impact analysis is based on consultations with the 
interested tribal representatives.  

Rincon contacted the NAHC on February 6, 2020, to request a Sacred Lands File (SLF) search of the 
project site and a 1.0-mile radius surrounding it. As part of this request, Rincon asked the NAHC to 
provide a list of Native American groups and/or individuals culturally affiliated with the area who 
may have knowledge of cultural resources within the project site. The NAHC responded on 
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February 20, 2020, stating the results of the SLF search were positive with instructions to contact 
the relevant local Native American groups (Appendix E). An SLF search is completed by topographic 
quadrangle. A positive SLF result is returned if any sacred sites are identified within the quadrangle, 
but no specific locational information is provided. Thus, the sacred site may be located a 
considerable distance from the current project site. The positive SLF result may be related to the 
fact that there are six prehistoric resources previously recorded within a one-mile radius of the 
project site. According to the EIC records search results, no prehistoric resources have been 
recorded within the project site. 

In compliance with AB 52, the City sent letters to the 29 NAHC-listed contacts across the 26 tribes 
listed below on June 9, 2020 that may have knowledge regarding tribal cultural places or heritage 
sites on the project site and vicinity: 

 Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians 
 Augustine Band of Cahuilla Mission Indians 
 Cabazon Band of Mission Indians 
 Cahuilla Band of Indians 
 Campo Band of Diegueno Mission Indians 
 Ewiiaapaayp Band of Kumeyaay Indians 
 Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians - Kizh Nation 
 Gabrieleno/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians 
 Gabrielino /Tongva Nation 
 Gabrielino Tongva Indians of California Tribal Council 
 Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe 
 Jamul Indian Village 
 La Posta Band of Diegueno Mission Indians 
 Los Coyotes Band of Cahuilla and Cupeño Indians 
 Manzanita Band of Kumeyaay Nation 
 Mesa Grande Band of Diegueno Mission Indians 
 Morongo Band of Mission Indians 
 Pechanga Band of Luiseno Indians 
 Ramona Band of Cahuilla 
 San Fernando Band of Mission Indians 
 San Pasqual Band of Diegueno Mission Indians 
 Santa Rosa Band of Cahuilla Indians 
 Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians 
 Sycuan Band of the Kumeyaay Nation 
 Torres-Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indians 
 Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians 

The City received one request to consult from the Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians. As the CEQA lead 
agency, the City of Norco conducted Native American consultation for the project in compliance 
with AB 52. The Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians (Soboba) was the only tribe that requested 
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government-to-government consultation. Tribal consultation with Soboba representatives, led by 
the City of Norco, is ongoing (Appendix F).  
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c. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Cultural Resources 

Threshold 1: Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
historical resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5? 

Threshold 2: Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5? 

Impact CUL-1 NO KNOWN HISTORICAL OR ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES ARE PRESENT ON THE 
PROJECT SITE. HOWEVER, PROJECT CONSTRUCTION WOULD INVOLVE GROUND-DISTURBING ACTIVITIES, SUCH 
AS GRADING AND SURFACE EXCAVATION, WITH THE POTENTIAL TO UNEARTH OR ADVERSELY IMPACT 
PREVIOUSLY UNIDENTIFIED ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES. IMPLEMENTATION OF MITIGATION THEREFORE, THE 
PROJECT WOULD ENSURE THE PROJECT RESULTS IN A LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. 

As summarized above and in the Cultural Resources Assessment Report (Appendix E), the project 
site does not contain any historical resources, as it is largely vacant with signs of previous ground 
disturbance and vegetation management activities. Resource RIN-S-1, which consists of 14 features 
as listed in Table 4.4-2, has been recommended as ineligible for listing on the CRHR and NRHP due 
to lack of integrity and historical association. Demolition and removal of these remnant foundation 
features from prior uses on the project site would not result in a significant adverse impact. The 
background research and field survey, summarized above, concluded there are no known 
prehistoric archaeological resources or built environment resources within the project site.  

Proposed construction activities on the project site, including ground clearing, grading, and 
excavation, could have significant impacts on previously unidentified archaeological resources. 
Based on the preliminary analysis of site conditions and grading plans, the project’s anticipated 
maximum depth of excavation would be approximately 30 feet. Pre-construction reconnaissance 
would be needed due to the possibility for encountering subsurface archaeological resources during 
construction activities, including site excavation. Previously unrecorded archaeological resources, if 
present within the project site, could be damaged or destroyed during ground disturbance 
undertaken for project implementation. Adverse physical effects to or destruction of archaeological 
resources would result in a significant impact. Therefore, implementation of Mitigation Measure 
CUL-1 would ensure project impacts to archaeological resources are less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

CUL-1 Unanticipated Discovery of Cultural Resources 

If cultural resources are encountered during ground-disturbing activities, work in the immediate 
area shall be halted and an archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 
Qualification Standards for archaeology (National Park Service 1983) shall be contacted immediately 
to evaluate the find. If necessary, the evaluation may require preparation of a treatment plan and 
archaeological testing for CRHR eligibility. If the discovery proves to be significant under the 
National Historic Preservation Act and/or CEQA and cannot be avoided by the project, additional 
work such as data recovery excavation and Native American consultation may be warranted to 
mitigate any significant impacts/adverse effects. 
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Significance After Mitigation 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-1 would ensure potential impacts to previously 
unknown/unidentified cultural resources are less than significant, if such resources are discovered 
during project construction activities. 

Threshold 3: Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of 
formal cemeteries? 

Impact CUL-2 NO KNOWN HUMAN REMAINS ARE PRESENT ON THE PROJECT SITE. HOWEVER, PROJECT 
CONSTRUCTION WOULD INVOLVE GROUND-DISTURBING ACTIVITIES SUCH AS GRADING AND SURFACE 
EXCAVATION, WHICH HAVE THE POTENTIAL TO UNEARTH OR ADVERSELY IMPACT PREVIOUSLY UNIDENTIFIED 
HUMAN REMAINS. IMPLEMENTATION OF MITIGATION MEASURE CUL-2 WOULD ENSURE THE PROJECT RESULTS 
IN A LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. 

The project site has been previously disturbed and shows evidence of vegetation management. The 
project site has not been previously used as a cemetery and there is no evidence indicating the 
possible presence of human remains in the project site (Appendix E). However, the discovery of 
human remains is always a possibility during ground disturbing activities. If human remains are 
found during project development, the State of California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 
states that no further disturbance shall occur until the county coroner has made a determination of 
origin and disposition pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98. Therefore, implementation of Mitigation 
Measure CUL-2 would ensure project impacts to previously unidentified human remains are less 
than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

CUL-2 Unanticipated Discovery of Human Remains 

In the event of an unanticipated discovery of human remains, all work on the project site shall be 
halted pursuant to California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and the Riverside County 
coroner shall be notified immediately. If the coroner determines that the remains are not subject to 
his or her authority and if the coroner has reason to believe the human remains to be those of a 
Native American, the coroner shall determine and notify as most likely descendant by telephone 
within 24 hours. The most likely descendant shall complete an inspection of the site and discovered 
human remains within 48 hours of notification and may recommend scientific removal and 
nondestructive analysis of human remains and items associated with Native American burials. 

Additionally, Mitigation Measures TCR-1A, TCR-1B, and TCR-1C, stated below, would apply and 
further reduce potential impacts by supporting Native American monitoring, and providing for the 
respectful treatment and disposition in the event that tribal cultural are found during 
ground-disturbing activities. 

Significance After Mitigation 
Adherence to California health and Safety Code and implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-2, 
TCR-1A, TCR-1B, and TCR-1C would ensure potential impacts to previously unknown/unidentified 
human are less than significant, if such resources are discovered during project construction 
activities. 



Environmental Impact Analysis 
Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources 

 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 4.4-15 

Tribal Cultural Resources 

Threshold 1:  Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal 
cultural resource, defined in PRC Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, 
cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the 
landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American 
tribe, and that is: 
 
a. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in 
 a local register of historical resources as defined in PRC Section 5020.1(k)?, or 
 
b. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by 
 substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision 
 (c) of PRC Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in  subdivision (c) of 
 PRC Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the 
 resource to a California Native American tribe? 

Impact TCR-1 NO KNOWN TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES ARE PRESENT ON THE PROJECT SITE. 
HOWEVER, PROJECT CONSTRUCTION WOULD INVOLVE GROUND-DISTURBING ACTIVITIES SUCH AS GRADING 
AND SURFACE EXCAVATION, WITH THE POTENTIAL TO UNEARTH OR ADVERSELY IMPACT PREVIOUSLY 
UNIDENTIFIED TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES. IMPLEMENTATION OF MITIGATION MEASURES TCR-1, TCR-2, 
AND TCR-3 WOULD ENSURE THE PROJECT RESULTS IN A LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. 

AB 52 requires meaningful consultation between lead agencies and California Native American 
tribes regarding potential impacts on TCRs. As described above, TCRs are sites, features, places, 
cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native American 
tribe that are either eligible or listed in the CRHR or local register of historical resources (PRC 
Section 21074). As outlined above, the City sent letters to 29 Native American representatives 
across 26 tribes in June 2020, notifying them of the project in accordance with AB 52 (Appendix F). 

As stated above, the results of the SLF search were positive and Rincon sent letters to the 29 NAHC-
listed contacts in March 2020 for additional resource information (Appendix E). No tribal entities 
responded to the positive SLF results. The City received one request to for consultation under AB 52 
from the Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians (Pechanga) and a consultation is ongoing (Appendix F). 
Although the SLF search yielded a positive result, there is no indication that a sacred site exists 
within the project site. 

However, grading and ground-disturbing activities during project construction could impact 
currently unknown subsurface cultural resources of tribal or Native American importance. The City 
of Norco and the consulting tribe agreed that, in the event of the discovery of previously unknown 
cultural resources of tribal or Native American importance during construction activities, 
appropriate mitigation measures would be followed. 

Mitigation Measures 
Avoidance or preservation in place of a previously unknown tribal cultural resource would be 
preferred in the event that such a resource is discovered on the project site during ground 
disturbing activities. However, if avoidance or preservation in place of the resource is not feasible 
and/or recommended by the qualified archaeologist or Native Tribal American monitor(s), 
Mitigation Measures CUL-1 and CUL-2 would be implemented to reduce potential project impacts 
and ensure proper handling of the discovered resource. Additionally, Mitigation Measures TCR-1, 
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TCR-2, and TCR-3 support tribal monitoring for the project and provides for the respectful treatment 
and disposition of any TCRs discovered during project development.  

TCR-1 Tribal Monitoring  

Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the project applicant shall contact the consulting tribe(s) 
with notification of the proposed grading and shall make a good-faith effort, as determined by the 
City’s Planning Director, to enter into a Tribal Cultural Resources Treatment and Monitoring 
Agreement that determines its tribal cultural resources may be present on the site. The agreement 
shall include, but not be limited to, outlining provisions and requirements for addressing the 
handling of tribal cultural resources; project grading and development scheduling; terms of 
compensation for the Tribal monitors; treatment and final disposition of any tribal cultural 
resources, including but not limited to sacred sites, burial goods and human remains, discovered on 
the site; and establishing on-site monitoring provisions and/or requirements for professional Tribal 
monitors during all ground-disturbing activities. The terms of the agreement shall not conflict with 
any of these mitigation measures. A copy of the agreement shall be provided to the City of Norco 
Planning Department prior to the issuance of a grading permit. 

TCR-2 Tribal Cultural Resources – Archaeological Monitoring 

At least 30 days prior to application for a grading permit and before any grading, excavation and/or 
ground disturbing activities on the site take place, the project applicant shall retain a Secretary of 
Interior Standards-qualified archaeological monitor to monitor all ground-disturbing activities in an 
effort to identify any unknown archaeological resources. Ground-disturbing activities may include, 
but are not limited to, pavement removal, grading, excavation, drilling, and trenching. The on-site 
monitoring would end when the project site grading and excavation activities are completed, or 
when the monitor has indicated that the site has a low potential for archeological resources. The 
Project Archaeologist, in consultation with interested Tribes identified in Mitigation Measure TCR-1, 
and the project applicant, shall develop an Archaeological Monitoring Plan to address the details, 
timing and responsibility of all archaeological and cultural activities that will occur on the project 
site. Details in the Plan shall include: 

1. Project grading and development scheduling. 
2. The development of a rotating or simultaneous schedule in coordination with the project 

applicant and the Project Archeologist for designated Native American Tribal Monitors from 
the consulting Tribes during grading, excavation and ground-disturbing activities on the site. 

3. The safety requirements, duties, scope of work, and Native American Tribal Monitors’ 
authority to stop and redirect grading activities in coordination with all Project 
Archaeologists. 

4. The protocols and stipulations that the project applicant, Tribes and Project Archaeologist 
will follow in the event of inadvertent cultural resources discoveries, including any newly 
discovered cultural resource deposits that shall be subject to a cultural resources 
evaluation. 

TCR-3 Treatment and Disposition of Tribal Cultural Resources 

If tribal cultural resources are inadvertently discovered during ground-disturbing activities for the 
project, the following procedures will be carried out for treatment and disposition of the 
discoveries: 
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1. Temporary Curation and Storage. During project construction, all discovered resources shall 
be temporarily curated in a secure location on the site or at the offices of the Project 
Archaeologist. The removal of any artifacts from the project site will need to be thoroughly 
inventoried by the Project Archeologist with tribal monitor oversite of the process. 

2. Treatment and Final Disposition. The project applicant 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. The 
project applicant shall relinquish the artifacts through one or more of the following methods 
and provide the City of Norco Planning Department with documentation of same: 

 Reburial On The Site. Accommodate the process for on-site reburial of the discovered 
items with the consulting Tribes. This shall include measures and provisions to protect 
the future reburial area from any future impacts. Reburial shall not occur until all 
cataloguing and basic recordation have been completed. 

 Curation. A curation agreement with an appropriate qualified repository within 
Riverside County that meets federal standards pursuant to 36 CFR Part 79, and 
therefore, would be professionally curated and made available to other archaeologists 
or 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. 

 Disposition Dispute. If more than one Tribe is involved with the project and cannot 
come to a consensus as to the disposition of cultural materials, they shall be curated at 
the Western Science Center. 

 Final Report. At the completion of grading, excavation and ground-disturbing activities 
on the site, a Phase IV Monitoring Report shall be submitted to the City documenting 
monitoring activities conducted by the Project Archaeologist and Tribal Monitors within 
60 days of completion of grading. This report shall: 
 Document the impacts to the known resources on the property; 
 Describe how each mitigation measure was fulfilled; 
 Document the type of cultural resources recovered and the disposition of such 

resources; 
 Provide evidence of the required cultural sensitivity training for the construction 

staff held during the required pre-grade meeting; 
 In a confidential appendix, include the daily/weekly monitoring notes from the 

archaeologist; and 
 All reports produced will be submitted to the City of Norco, Eastern Information 

Center and consulting tribes. 

Significance After Mitigation 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures CR-1, CR-2, TCR-1, TCR-2, and TCR-3 would reduce potential 
impacts to tribal cultural resources to less than significant. 
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4.4.4 Cumulative Impacts 
The planned and pending projects in the project site vicinity are listed in Table 3-1 of Section 3, 
Environmental Setting. Cumulative projects considered in this analysis include residential, 
warehouse, commercial, hotel, school, and recreational land uses. The project, in conjunction with 
other planned and pending projects in the project site vicinity, would cumulatively increase the 
potential to encounter sensitive cultural, archaeological, and tribal cultural resources and human 
remains. In the event that cultural, archaeological, tribal cultural resources, and/or human remains 
are discovered, each individual project would be required to comply with the applicable regulatory 
requirements and mitigate any potential impacts to resources on the individual project site.  

Potential impacts of the project would be reduced to a less-than-significant level due to 
implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-1, CUL-2, TCR-1, TCR-2, and TCR-3 that would protect 
cultural, archaeological, and tribal cultural resources and human remains. Compliance with CEQA 
requirements, including the implementation of recommendations provided in project-specific 
cultural resource studies, on all new development would ensure that the project would not be 
cumulatively significant. In the event that tribal cultural resources are discovered, each individual 
project would be required to comply with the applicable regulatory requirements and the 
consultation requirements of AB 52 to determine and mitigate any potential impacts to tribal 
cultural resources. Such recommendations may include site avoidance, in-situ preservation, site 
salvage and documentation, and/or other measures determined to be necessary based on the 
resources identified. Therefore, cumulative impacts to cultural and tribal cultural resources would 
be less than significant. 
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4.5 Energy 

This section analyzes the project’s potential impacts on energy. To assure project decisions consider 
energy implications, CEQA requires EIR to include a discussion of the potential energy impacts of 
proposed projects, with emphasis on avoiding or reducing inefficient, wasteful, and unnecessary 
consumption of energy. The analysis contains a description of energy sources for the project site 
and vicinity, a listing of federal and State regulations pertaining to energy production and 
consumption, and a discussion of potential impacts the project. 

The analysis is based on the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Study prepared by Rincon 
Consultants, Inc. (2020) which is included as Appendix C, and the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) 
prepared for the project by Urban Crossroads (2020) which is included as Appendix L. Air quality 
impacts are further discussed in Section 4.2, Air Quality, greenhouse gas (GHG) and climate change 
impacts are further discussed in Section 4.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and traffic impacts are 
further discussed in Section 4.11, Transportation and Traffic.  

4.5.1 Setting 
Energy use can affect air quality and other natural resources adversely. Energy is primarily 
categorized in three areas: electricity, used in buildings and cities for lighting and other services; 
natural gas used for building heating, cooking, and other industrial processes; and fuels used for 
transportation. Fossil fuels used for any of these types of energy must be burned to create 
electricity that powers homes and commercial/industrial buildings, to create heat, and to power 
vehicles. The burning or combusting of fuels releases pollutants and GHG emissions. Many factors 
affect the level of impact from fuels. When used in transportation, the impact from energy 
corresponds to the fuel efficiency of cars, trucks, and public transportation; the mode of travel, such 
as auto, carpool, and public transit; and miles traveled by these modes as well as the type of fuel. 
Construction and routine operation and maintenance of transportation infrastructure also consume 
energy as do residential, commercial, and industrial land uses. This typically occurs through the use 
of natural gas for heating, cooking, and industrial processes along with the use of electricity. 

Energy Production 
The two largest sources of energy produced in California in 2017 were renewable energy sources, at 
approximately 1,085.5 trillion British thermal units (Btu), and crude oil, at approximately 
996.4 trillion Btu. Other sources of energy produced in California include nuclear electric power, 
natural gas, and biofuels (United States Energy Information Administration [USEIA] 2018a). Crude oil 
was used as transportation fuel primarily, with a portion used in industrial processes. In this 
analysis, renewable energy sources include geothermal, solar, wind, biomass, and hydroelectric 
energy generation. In 2018, about 34 percent of the electricity used to serve California was 
produced from renewable resources (California Energy Commission [CEC] 2019a).  

In 2017, solar photovoltaic (PV) and solar thermal installations provided about 16 percent of 
California’s net electricity generation. California ranked second in the nation in conventional 
hydroelectric generation and first as a producer of electricity from solar, geothermal, and biomass 
resources. California's total energy consumption is second-highest in the nation, but, in 2017, the 
State's per capita energy consumption ranked 48th, due in part to its mild climate and its energy 
efficiency programs (USEIA 2018b).  
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Electricity  
In 2018, California used 285,488 gigawatt-hours (GWh) of electricity, of which 31 percent were from 
renewable resources. In recent years, electricity demand has been flat or slightly declining as energy 
efficiency programs have resulted in end-use energy savings and as customers install 
behind-the-meter (BTM) residential solar PV systems that directly displaces utility-supplied 
generation. In 2018, BTM residential solar generation was estimated to be 13,582 GWh, a 
20 percent increase from 2017. The strong growth in residential solar has had a measurable impact 
on utility served load and, consequently, on the total system electric generation summary 
(CEC 2019b).  

Southern California Edison (SCE) would provide electricity to the project. Table 4.5-1 shows the 
electricity and natural gas consumption by sector and total for SCE. 

Table 4.5-1  Electricity Consumption in 2018 for the SCE Service Area  
Agriculture 
and Water 

Pump 
Commercial 

Building 
Commercial 

Other Industry 
Mining and 

Construction Residential Streetlight Total Usage 

3,192.2 31,573.8 4,367.4 13,391.6 2,390.0 29,865.0 496.0 85,276.0 

Notes: Usage expressed in GWh 

Source: CEC 2019c 

SCE’s energy sources include renewable power sources, large hydroelectric, natural gas, nuclear, 
and unspecified sources of power (electricity from transfers that are not traceable to specific 
generation sources). SCE’s “Green Rate” program provides an option for customers to offset half or 
all of their energy usage by paying into a fund for solar energy sources. Table 4.5-2 shows the 2018 
energy sources for SCE compared to California as a whole. 
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Table 4.5-2  2018 SCE and California Energy Sources 
 Percent of Power Sources 

Energy Sources 
SCE 

Power Mix 
SCE Green Rate 

50% Option 
SCE Green Rate 

100% Option 
California 

Power Mix 

Biomass and Biowaste 1 0 0 2 

Geothermal 8 4 0 5 

Small Hydroelectric 1 0 0 2 

Solar 13 57 100 11 

Wind 13 7 0 11 

Renewable Energy Sources Total 36 68 100 31 

Coal 0 0 0 3 

Large Hydroelectric 4 2 0 11 

Natural Gas 17 8 0 35 

Nuclear 6 3 0 9 

Other 0 0 0 <1 

Unspecified Sources1 37 18 0 11 

Total Power 100 100 100 100 
1Electricity from transfers that are not traceable to specific generation sources.  

Source: CEC 2019c 

Natural Gas 
California consumed approximately 12,640 million U.S. therms (MMthm) of natural gas in 2018 
(CEC 2019e). The project site would be provided natural gas by Southern California Gas Company 
(SoCalGas). SoCalGas is the principal distributor of natural gas in Southern California and provides 
natural gas for residential, commercial, and industrial markets, as well as for electric generation 
(California Gas and Electric Utilities 2018). 

Table 4.5-3 shows the natural gas consumption by sector and total for SoCalGas. In 2018, SoCalGas 
provided approximately 41 percent of the total natural gas usage in California, with approximately 
42 percent consumed for residential use and 58 percent for industrial, commercial, and other uses. 
Specifically, Riverside County consumed approximately 398.5 MMthm of natural gas in 2018, with 
approximately 65 percent consumed for residential use and 35 percent for non-residential use 
(CEC 2019c).  

Table 4.5-3  Natural Gas Consumption in 2018 for SoCalGas Service Area  
Agriculture 
and Water 

Pump 
Commercial 

Building 
Commercial 

Other Industry 
Mining and 

Construction Residential Total Usage 

77.6 913.0 74.5 1,714.4 229.2 2,147.4 5,156.1 

Notes: Usage expressed in MMThm 

Source: CEC 2019e 
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Petroleum 
In 2018, approximately 28 percent of the State’s energy consumption was used for transportation 
activities.1 Though California’s population and economy are expected to grow, gasoline demand is 
projected to decline from roughly 15.8 billion gallons in 2017 to between 12.3 billion and 12.7 billion 
gallons in 2030, which would result in a 20 to 22 percent reduction. This decline comes in response 
to both increasing use of electric vehicles (EVs) and higher fuel economy for new gasoline vehicles 
(CEC 2018b). California consumed 576.9 trillion Btu of petroleum energy in 2017, approximately 
15.7 percent of total energy consumed in the State (USEIA 2018c).  

Alternative Vehicle Fuels  
Various statewide regulations and plans encourage alternative fuel use to reduce GHG emissions 
and criteria pollutant emissions. These include the Low Carbon Fuel Standard and Senate Bill (SB) 
32, as well as a myriad of other statewide and local air district regulations. Conventional gasoline 
and diesel may be replaced with different alternative fuels, depending on the capability of the 
vehicle. The most common alternative fuel vehicles are electric and electric-hybrid vehicles, but 
other types include biodiesel, hydrogen, and natural gas. Descriptions of the most widely used 
alternative fuels include the following. 

 Hydrogen is being explored for use in combustion engines and fuel cell EVs. The interest in 
hydrogen as an alternative transportation fuel stems from its clean-burning qualities, its 
potential for domestic production, and the fuel cell vehicle's potential for high efficiency: 
hydrogen is two to three times more efficient than gasoline. Currently, California has 
34 hydrogen refueling stations. The nearest hydrogen refueling station to the project site is at 
1850 E. Holt Boulevard in Ontario (approximately 14 miles northwest from the project site), 
which is offline and not operational (U.S. Department of Energy [DOE] 2019). Fuel cells are being 
explored as a way to use electricity generated on-board the vehicle to power electric motors. 

 Biodiesel is a renewable alternative fuel that can be manufactured from vegetable oils, animal 
fats, or recycled restaurant grease. Biodiesel is biodegradable and cleaner-burning than 
petroleum-based diesel fuel. Generally, biodiesel can run in any diesel engine without 
alterations, but fueling stations have been slow to make it available. There are ten biodiesel 
refueling stations in California and the closest one to the project site is Downs Energy at 
1296 Magnolia Avenue in Corona, approximately 4.5 miles south from the project site 
(DOE 2019).  

 Electricity can power electric and plug-in hybrid EVs directly from the power grid. Generally, 
these vehicles draw from the electricity grid and store the energy in their batteries. The nearest 
EV charging station is at the SilverLakes Park, which is located at 5555 Hamner Avenue in Norco, 
approximately 2.5 miles north from the project site.  

 Natural Gas is considered an alternative fuel and is currently being used in vehicles in two 
forms: compressed natural gas and liquefied natural gas. Compressed natural gas is used in 
light-, medium-, and heavy-duty vehicles and achieves similar fuel economy as traditional diesel 
or gasoline fuels. Liquefied natural gas is costly to produce and therefore is used in limited 
applications, typically in medium- and heavy-duty vehicles (USEIA 2018d). The closest liquified 
natural gas station is located at 1735 S Turner Avenue in Ontario, approximately 11 miles north 

 
1 United States Energy Information Administration (EIA). 2019. Monthly Energy Review, July. Table 2.5, Transportation Sector Energy 
Consumption. Available at:  https://www.eia.gov/totalenergy/data/monthly/pdf/mer.pdf (accessed August 2019). 
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from the project site. The closest compressed natural gas station is at 11888 Mission Boulevard 
in Jurupa Valley, approximately 8 miles north from the project site (DOE 2019). 

4.5.2 Regulatory Setting  

a. Federal 

Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards 
The Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) standards are federal rules established by the National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) that set fuel economy and GHG emissions standards 
for new passenger cars and light trucks sold in the United States. The CAFE standards become more 
stringent each year, reaching an estimated 38.3 miles per gallon (mpg) for the combined industry-
wide fleet for model year 2020 (77 Federal Register 62624 et seq. [October 15, 2012 Table I-1]). It is, 
however, legally infeasible for individual municipalities to adopt more stringent fuel efficiency 
standards. The Clean Air Act (42 United States Code [USC] Section 7543[a]) states that “no state or 
any political subdivision therefore shall adopt or attempt to enforce any standard relating to the 
control of emissions from new motor vehicles or new motor vehicle engines subject to this part.” In 
August 2016, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and NHTSA announced 
the adoption of the phase two programs related to the fuel economy and GHG standards for 
medium- and heavy-duty trucks. The phase two program will apply to vehicles with model year 2018 
through 2027 for certain trailers, and model years 2021 through 2027 for semi- trucks, large pickup 
trucks, vans, and all types and sizes of buses and work trucks. The final standards are expected to 
lower carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions by approximately 1.1 billion metric tons (MT) of CO2 and 
reduce oil consumption by up to two billion barrels over the lifetime of the vehicles sold under the 
program.  

Energy Policy and Conservation Act 
Enacted in 1975, this legislation established fuel economy standards for new light-duty vehicles 
(autos, pickups, vans, and sport-utility vehicles). The law placed responsibility on the NHTSA, a part 
of the U.S. Department of Transportation, for establishing and regularly updating vehicle standards. 
The USEPA administers the CAFE program, which determines vehicle manufacturers’ compliance 
with existing fuel economy standards. Since the inception of the program, the average fuel economy 
for new light-duty vehicles steadily increased from 13.1 mpg for the 1975 model year to 30.7 mpg 
for the 2014 model year and is expected to increase to 54.5 mpg by 2025. 

Energy Star Program 
In 1992, the USEPA introduced Energy Star as a voluntary labeling program to identify and promote 
energy-efficient products to reduce GHG emissions. The program applies to major household 
appliances, lighting, computers, and building components, such as windows, doors, roofs, and 
heating and cooling systems. Under this program, appliances that meet specification for maximum 
energy use established under the program are certified to display the Energy Star label. In 1996, the 
USEPA joined with the Energy Department to expand the program, which now includes qualifying 
commercial and industrial buildings as well as homes.  
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Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 
The Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 was designed to improve vehicle fuel economy 
and help reduce nationwide dependence on foreign oil. It expands the production of renewable 
fuels, reducing dependence on oil, and confronting global climate change. Specifically, it increases 
the supply of alternative fuel sources by setting a mandatory Renewable Fuel Standard by requiring 
fuel producers to use at least 36 billion gallons of biofuel in 2022 and reduces U.S. demand for oil by 
setting a national fuel economy standard of 35 mpg by 2020. 

b. State 

California Energy Action Plan  
The CEC, in collaboration with California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), is responsible for 
preparing the California Energy Action Plan (EAP), which identifies emerging trends related to 
energy supply, demand, conservation, public health and safety, and the maintenance of a healthy 
economy. The 2003 California EAP calls for the State to assist in the transformation of the 
transportation system to improve air quality, reduce congestion, and increase the efficient use of 
fuel supplies with the least environmental and energy costs. To further this policy, the plan 
identifies a number of strategies, including assistance to public agencies and fleet operators in 
implementing incentive programs for zero-emission vehicles and addressing their infrastructure 
needs; and encouragement of urban designs that reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and 
accommodate pedestrian and bicycle access.  

In the October 2005 EAP II, the CEC and CPUC updated their energy policy vision by adding some 
important dimensions to the policy areas included in the original EAP, such as information on the 
emerging importance of climate change, transportation-related energy issues, and research and 
development activities. The CEC adopted an update to the EAP II in February 2008 that supplements 
the earlier EAPs and examines the State’s ongoing actions in the context of global climate change. In 
2008, the CEC determined an update to the plan was not needed due to State regulations such as 
Assembly Bill (AB) 32.  

Assembly Bill 2076: Reducing Dependence on Petroleum  
Pursuant to AB 2076 (Chapter 936, Statutes of 2000), the CEC and California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) prepared and adopted a joint-agency report, Reducing California’s Petroleum Dependence. 
Included in this report are recommendations to increase the use of alternative fuels to 20 percent of 
on-road transportation fuel use by 2020 and 30 percent by 2030, significantly increase the efficiency 
of motor vehicles, and reduce per capita VMT. One performance-based goal for AB 2076 is to 
reduce petroleum demand to 15 percent below 2003 demand. Furthermore, in response to the 
CEC’s 2003 and 2005 Integrated Energy Policy Reports, the Governor directed the CEC to take the 
lead in developing a long-term plan to increase alternative fuel use.  

Integrated Energy Policy Report  
SB 1389 (Chapter 568, Statutes of 2002) required the CEC to conduct assessments and forecasts of 
energy industry supply, production, transportation, delivery and distribution, demand, and prices. 
The CEC uses these assessments and forecasts to develop energy policies and recommendations to 
conserve resources, protect the environment, ensure energy reliability, enhance the State’s 
economy, and protect public health and safety.  
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Senate Bill X1-2: California Renewable Energy Resources Act  
In 2011, the Governor signed SB X1-2, which requires retail sellers of electricity, including investor-
owned utilities and community choice aggregators, to provide at least 33 percent of their electricity 
supply from renewable sources by 2020. The CPUC and CEC implement the statewide Renewables 
Portfolio Standard (RPS) program through rulemakings and monitoring the activities of electric 
energy utilities in the State.  

Senate Bill 1078: California Renewables Portfolio Standard Program 
SB 1078 (Chapter 516, Statutes of 2002), and as expanded under SB X1-2, establishes RPS for 
electricity supply. The initial RPS program only required electrical corporations to provide 
20 percent of their supply from renewable sources by increasing its total procurement at least one 
percent each year to reach the 20 percent goal. SB X1-2 expanded this law by making it applicable to 
retail sellers of electricity and required procurement from eligible renewable energy resources to 
33 percent by 2020.  

Senate Bill 350: Clean Energy and Pollution Reduction Act of 2015  
The Clean Energy and Pollution Reduction Act of 2015 (SB 350) requires the amount of electricity 
generated and sold to retail customers per year from eligible renewable energy resources to be 
increased to 50 percent by December 31, 2030. This act also requires doubling of the energy 
efficiency savings in electricity and natural gas for retail customers through energy efficiency and 
conservation by December 31, 2030. 

Senate Bill 100 
Adopted on September 10, 2018, SB 100 supports the reduction of GHG emissions from the 
electricity sector by accelerating the State’s RPS Program, which was last updated by SB 350 in 2015. 
SB 100 requires electricity providers to increase procurement from eligible renewable energy 
resources to 33 percent of total retail sales by 2020, 44 percent by 2024, 60 percent by 2030, and 
100 percent by 2045. 

Assembly Bill 1493: Reduction of Greenhouse Gas Emissions  
AB 1493 (Chapter 200, Statutes of 2002), known as the Pavley Bill, amended Health and Safety Code 
Section 42823 and added Section 43018.5 requiring CARB to develop and adopt regulations that 
achieve maximum feasible and cost-effective reduction of GHG emissions from passenger vehicles, 
light-duty trucks, and other vehicles used for noncommercial personal transportation in California. 

Assembly Bill 1007: State Alternative Fuels Plan  
AB 1007 (Chapter 371, Statutes of 2005) required the CEC to prepare a State plan to increase the 
use of alternative fuels in California. The CEC prepared the State Alternative Fuels Plan (SAF Plan) in 
partnership with CARB and in consultation with other federal, State, and local agencies. The SAF 
Plan presents strategies and actions California must take to increase the use of alternative 
nonpetroleum fuels in a manner that minimizes costs to California and maximizes the economic 
benefits of in-state production. The SAF Plan assessed various alternative fuels and developed fuel 
portfolios to meet California’s goals to reduce petroleum consumption, increase alternative fuels 
use, reduce GHG emissions, and increase in-state production of biofuels without causing a 
significant degradation of public health and environmental quality. 



City of Norco 
Norco Valley Square Project 

 
4.5-8 

Bioenergy Action Plan, Executive Order S-06-06 
Executive Order (EO) S-06-06, April 25, 2006, establishes targets for the use and production of 
biofuels and biopower, and directs State agencies to work together to advance biomass programs in 
California, while providing environmental protection and mitigation. The EO establishes the 
following target to increase the production and use of bioenergy, including ethanol and biodiesel 
fuels made from renewable resources: produce a minimum of 20 percent of its biofuels in California 
by 2010, 40 percent by 2020, and 75 percent by 2050. EO S-06-06 also calls for the State to meet a 
target for use of biomass electricity. The 2011 Bioenergy Action Plan identifies those barriers and 
recommends actions to address them so that the State can meet its clean energy, waste reduction, 
and climate protection goals. The 2012 Bioenergy Action Plan updates the 2011 Plan and provides a 
more detailed action plan to achieve the following goals: 

 Increase environmentally and economically sustainable energy production from organic waste 
 Encourage development of diverse bioenergy technologies that increase local electricity 

generation, combined heat and power facilities, renewable natural gas, and renewable liquid 
fuels for transportation and fuel cell applications 

 Create jobs and stimulate economic development, especially in rural regions of the State  
 Reduce fire danger, improve air and water quality, and reduce waste 

Title 24, California Code of Regulations 
California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24, Part 6, is California’s Energy Efficiency Standards for 
Residential and Non-residential Buildings. The CEC established Title 24 in 1978 in response to a 
legislative mandate to create uniform building codes to reduce California’s energy consumption and 
provide energy efficiency standards for residential and nonresidential buildings. The standards are 
updated on an approximately three-year cycle to allow consideration and possible incorporation of 
new efficient technologies and methods. 

In 2016, the CEC updated Title 24 standards with more stringent requirements effective January 1, 
2017. The building efficiency standards are enforced through the local plan check and building 
permit process. Local government agencies may adopt and enforce additional energy standards for 
new buildings as reasonably necessary due to local climatologic, geologic, or topographic conditions, 
provided these standards exceed those provided in Title 24. 

The 2019 update to the Building Energy Efficiency Standards under Title 24 applies to buildings for 
which an application for a building permit is submitted on or after January 1, 2020. In nonresidential 
buildings, the standards mainly update indoor and outdoor lighting and use of light emitting diode 
(LED) technology as well as HVAC ventilation and filtration requirements (CEC 2018a).  

California Green Building Standards Code (2016), CCR Title 24, Part 11 
The California Green Building Standards Code, commonly referred to as “CALGreen” was brought 
into effect on August 1, 2009 to outline architectural design and engineering principles that are in 
synergy with environmental resources and public welfare. CALGreen sets minimum standards for 
buildings, and since 2016, applies to new building construction and some alterations/additions 
within certain parameters.  

The 2016 version of CALGreen laid out the minimum requirements for newly constructed residential 
and nonresidential buildings to reduce GHG emissions through improved efficiency and process 
improvements. It also includes voluntary tiers to encourage building practices that improve public 
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health, safety, and general welfare by promoting a more sustainable design. If the project is 
submitted for building plan check on January 1, 2020 or after, the 2019 code cycle will be effective. 
The 2019 update includes new requirements for construction and sustainable design, and inclusion 
of future EV charging stations, landscaping and irrigation such as shade trees, and air filtration 
systems (CALGreen Energy Systems 2019).  

California Air Resources Board  
CARB has a number of regulations and standards that seek to limit emissions from mobile sources 
and pollution from specific types of operation or source pollution. These policies indirectly impact 
energy consumption. These include:  

 In-Use Off-Road Diesel Rule: Imposes limits on idling, restricts the addition of older vehicles, and 
requires the retirement or replacement of older engines depending on their fleet size category. 

 Phase 1 Medium- and Heavy-Duty Engine and Vehicle GHG Emission Standards: establishes 
standards for new medium- and heavy-duty engines and vehicles sold in California. 

 Advanced Clean Cars Plan: Coordinates regulating smog-causing pollutants and GHG emissions 
through developing more stringent emissions standards for vehicles and improving the number 
of zero-emission vehicles on the roadways. 

 Airborne Toxic Control Measure (ACTM) to Limit Diesel-Fueled Commercial Motor Vehicle Idling: 
prohibits idling of diesel-fueled commercial motor vehicles with gross vehicle weight ratings 
greater than 10,000 pounds, including buses and trucks, for more than five minutes at any 
location. 

c. Local 

Western Riverside Energy Partnership 
The Western Riverside Energy Partnership (WREP) is a local government partnership between SCE, 
SoCalGas, and 14 jurisdictions in the Western Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG) 
subregion, designed to achieve energy savings, reduce utility bills, and enhance the level of comfort 
in municipal, commercial, and residential buildings. The WREP promotes energy efficiency by 
increasing community awareness and participation in energy efficiency, demand response, and self-
generation programs. WREP assists businesses in addressing the specific challenges of reducing 
energy usage, lowering utility bills, cutting GHG emissions, and educating tenants, management, 
and facility operations personnel. 

City of Norco General Plan 
The City of Norco General Plan Conservation Element contains goals and policies for Norco to 
achieve its vision for energy efficiency (City of Norco 2014). General Plan Conservation Element 
Chapter 2.5 identifies various goals and policies intended to encourage energy efficiency in the City. 
The following policies in the General Plan Conservation Element are relevant to the project: 

 Policy 2.5.1a: Encourage new construction and project design that uses, or takes advantage of 
renewable energy resources, including but not limited to solar energy design. 

 Policy 2.5.1b: Provided updated energy information documents for builders as needed to reflect 
the most recent Title 24 energy efficiency requirement and standards and other applicable new 
laws, requirements, and feasible building standards as may be available. 
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 Policy 2.5.1c: Update requirements and policies as necessary to reflect the most cost-effective 
advances in energy production and conservation. 

 Policy 2.5.2f: Support alternative modes of transportation as feasible including the equestrian 
trail system, public transportation, bicycles, etc. to reduce the demand on non-renewable 
energy resources. 

 Policy 2.9.15: In addition to compliance with the California Green Building Code requirements, 
encourage innovation in residential and non-residential design to further minimize ultimate 
consumption of energy and water resources including the development of green roofs. 

4.5.3 Impact Analysis 

a. Significance Thresholds 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines states the energy impacts of the project are considered 
significant if the project would: 

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

 Conflict with or obstruct a State or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. 

b. Methodology 
The project’s construction and operational energy usage were calculated based on California 
Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) outputs (Appendix C), which were also used to calculate the 
project’s air quality and GHG emissions. (Project air quality and GHG emissions impacts are 
discussed in detail in Section 4.2, Air Quality and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas, respectively.) 
CalEEMod uses project-specific information, including the project’s land uses, square footages for 
different uses (e.g. Apartments Mid Rise, City Park, Fast Food Restaurant w/o Drive Thru, Health 
Club, Hotel, and Parking Lot), and location, to estimate a project’s construction and operational 
energy consumption. Consumption factors were drawn from CalEEMod for project natural gas and 
electricity consumption. 

Construction energy demand considers diesel fuel consumption associated with operation of 
construction equipment and vendor/hauling truck trips, as well as gasoline fuel consumption 
associated with worker trips to and from construction sites. Energy demand for off-road 
construction equipment is based on anticipated equipment, usage hours, horsepower, load factors, 
and construction phase duration provided by the CalEEMod output, as well as Exhaust and 
Crankcase Emission Factors for Nonroad Compression Ignition Engines (USEPA 2018). Hauling, 
vendor, and worker trip fuel consumption considers anticipated daily trips, default trip lengths, and 
average fuel efficiency values obtained from the Bureau of Transportation Statistics [U.S. 
Department of Transportation (DOT) 2018].  

Operational energy demand considers transportation-based fuel consumption as well as electricity 
and natural gas consumption associated with the project. Transportation-based fuel consumption is 
based on VMT generated by project operation and fleet mix obtained from CalEEMod outputs. 
Electricity and natural gas consumption were also based on CalEEMod outputs and compared to 
existing consumption in the SCE and SoCalGas service areas.  
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c. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Threshold 1:  Would the project result in potentially significant environmental impact due to 
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during 
project construction or operation? 

Impact E-1 THE PROJECT WOULD CONSUME ELECTRICITY, NATURAL GAS, AND FUEL DURING 
CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION. HOWEVER, THE PROJECT WOULD NOT CONTRIBUTE A SIGNIFICANT 
ADDITIONAL DEMAND ON SCE OR SOCALGAS AND WOULD COMPLY WITH APPLICABLE CONSERVATION 
STANDARDS. NEITHER PROJECT CONSTRUCTION NOR OPERATION WOULD RESULT IN WASTEFUL, 
INEFFICIENT, OR UNNECESSARY CONSUMPTION OF ENERGY. THEREFORE, PROJECT IMPACTS WOULD BE 
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

Construction Energy Demand 
During project construction, energy would be consumed in the form of petroleum-based fuels used 
to power off-road construction vehicles and equipment on the project site, construction worker 
travel to and from the project site, and vehicles used to deliver materials to the site. The 
manufacturing of construction materials would also involve energy use. Due to the large number of 
materials and manufacturers involved in the production of construction materials, including 
manufacturers in other states and countries, upstream energy use cannot be estimated reasonably 
or accurately. However, it is reasonable to assume that manufacturers of building materials such as 
concrete, steel, lumber, or other building materials would employ energy conservation practices in 
the interest of minimizing the cost of doing business. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15145, this analysis does not evaluate upstream energy use as it is too speculative. 

The project would require site preparation and grading; pavement and asphalt installation; building 
construction; architectural coating; and landscaping and hardscaping. Construction would be typical 
for the region and building types. The total consumption of gasoline and diesel fuel during project 
construction was estimated using the assumptions and factors from CalEEMod outputs 
(Appendix C). Worker trips to and from the project site are assumed to use gasoline fuel from 
passenger cars and light/medium trucks.  

Table 4.5-4 presents the estimated construction phase energy consumption, indicating construction 
equipment, vendor trips, and worker trips would consume approximately 400,610 gallons of fuel 
over the project construction period. Construction equipment would consume approximately 
205,174 gallons of diesel fuel; vendor/haul trips would consume approximately 50,053.9 gallons of 
diesel fuel; and worker trips would consume approximately 145,382 gallons of gasoline fuel over the 
project’s construction period of 11 months. According to the California Annual Retail Fuel Outlet 
Report Results, retail diesel sales in Riverside County totaled approximately 132 million gallons, 
while retail gasoline sales totaled approximately 1.05 billion gallons in 2018 (CEC 2019a). Therefore, 
fuel consumption associated with project construction would account for approximately 
0.17 percent of annual retail diesel sales and approximately 0.014 percent of annual retail gasoline 
sales in Riverside County. Therefore, energy consumption from project construction would not 
represent a wasteful or inefficient use of energy resources. 
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Table 4.5-4 Estimated Fuel Consumption During Construction 
Fuel Type1 Gallons of Fuel MMBtu2 

Diesel Fuel (Construction Equipment)1 205,174 126,151 

Diesel Fuel (Vendor/Haul Trips)2 50,054 6,380 

Other Petroleum Fuel (Worker Trips)3 145,382 15,320 

Total 400,610 47,041 

Notes: Totals may not add up precisely due to rounding.  
1Fuel demand rates for construction equipment, hauling and vendor trips, and worker trips are derived from CalEEMod outputs of the 
Air Quality and GHG Emissions Study (Appendix C), fuel consumptions factors for construction vehicle engines (USEPA 2018), and fuel 
consumption data from the (DOT 2018). See Appendix C for calculations and analysis.  
2CaRFG CA-GREET 3.0 fuel specification of 109,772 Btu/gallon used to identify conversion rate for fuel energy consumption for worker 
trips specified above. Low-sulfur Diesel CA-GREET 3.0 fuel specification of 127,460 Btu/gallon used to identify conversion rate for fuel 
energy consumption for construction equipment specified above (CARB 2018a). 

Similar to the manufacturers utilizing energy conservation methods to reduce costs, it is reasonable 
to assume contractors would avoid wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary fuel consumption during 
construction to reduce construction costs. The project would comply with the CARB In-Use Off-Road 
Diesel-Fueled Fleets Regulation, which imposes limits on idling and restricts the use of older 
vehicles. This would reduce fuel consumption and lead to the use of fuel-efficient vehicles on the 
construction site. Construction equipment would be maintained to applicable standards, and 
construction activity and associated fuel consumption and energy use would be temporary and 
typical for construction sites. Therefore, the project would not result in the inefficient, wasteful, and 
unnecessary use of energy during construction, and project construction impacts related to energy 
consumption would be less than significant. 

Operational Energy Demand 
Project operation would increase area energy demand from greater electricity, natural gas, and 
diesel/gasoline consumption at the site, which is mostly vacant with exception to the RV sales lot in 
the northeast corner of the site. Natural gas and electricity would be used for heating and cooling 
systems, lighting, appliances, and water use. Diesel and gasoline consumption would be attributed 
to the employees accessing the site, truck deliveries to and from the site, and vehicles used for 
on-site goods movement.  

The project incorporates the following design features to promote energy efficiency and 
sustainability: 

 Project buildings would be designed to support solar PV panel systems on the rooftops. 
Installation of the PV system would be determined by the property owner. 

 On site outdoor cargo handling equipment (including yard trucks, hostlers, yard goats, pallet 
jacks, forklifts, and other on-site equipment) would be powered by non-diesel fueled engines. 
Non-diesel gasoline uses less energy than diesel fuel (see Table 4.5-7, footnote number 6).  

 The project would include drought-tolerant landscaping, water-efficient irrigation techniques, 
and high-efficiency toilets and other appliances that would reduce energy use associated with 
water demand management, pursuant to CALGreen requirements.  
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Table 4.5-5 shows the estimated electricity usage per year based on the land use type. Electricity 
consumption is based on CalEEMod outputs from the air quality analysis. The outputs include 
Title 24 standards for the various land uses of the project and are baseline values determined 
through CEC surveys and studies. 

Table 4.5-5  Project Anticipated Electricity Consumption per Year 

Land Use 
Total Estimated Consumption 

(Kw hours/year)1 

Apartments Mid Rise 1,461,670 

City Park 0 

Fast Food Restaurant w/o Drive Thru 380,799 

Health Club 136,081 

Hotel 1,134,000 

Parking Lot 62,346 

Total 3,174,896 

Projected Solar Generation2 864,190 

Note: See CalEEMod “Annual” output Table 5.3 Energy Land Use Unmitigated (Appendix C). CalEEMod does not show solar projection 
for only residential land use and it is currently unknown when solar panels will be installed; therefore, unmitigated is used while 
estimated consumption total for solar is shown accordingly. 
1Title-24 Electricity Energy Intensity reduced by 30% for commercial use per 2019 Title 24 standards 
2 See CalEEMod Residential Solar PV Requirement Spreadsheet Calculation (Appendix C). Projected solar generation is amount of 
electricity generated (kWH/yr) for residential land use as mandated by Title 24 standards.  

Source: Rincon Consultants, Inc. 2020 (Appendix C) 

Operation of the project is estimated to consume approximately 3,174,896 KWh per year, or 
approximately 3.17 GWh per year. SCE would serve the project site, and the company provided 
83,400 GWh to its service area in 2018. Furthermore, electricity consumption in Riverside County 
totaled approximately 15,981 GWh in 2018. Operation of the project would represent less than 
0.001 percent of SCE’s annual electricity demand and approximately 0.01 percent of annual 
electricity demand in Riverside County. Therefore, the project would not place a significant demand 
on SCE’s electricity supply.  

Natural gas would be consumed during project operation through uses including, but not limited to, 
space heating, water heating, and appliance use. Table 4.5-6 shows estimated natural gas 
consumption to operate the project, based on associated land uses and CalEEMod outputs 
(Appendix C). 
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Table 4.5-6  Project Anticipated Natural Gas Consumption per Year 

Land Use 
Total Estimated Consumption 

(BTUs/year) 

Apartments Mid Rise 4,734,110,000 

City Park 0 

Fast Food Restaurant w/o Drive Thru 2,378,930,000 

Health Club 406,125,000 

Hotel 4,200,700,000 

Parking Lot 0 

Total 11,719,865,000 

Source: Rincon Consultants, Inc. 2020 (Appendix C) 

The project would consume an estimated 11.72 billion Btu (or approximately 0.12 MMThms) per 
year during operation. SoCalGas would provide natural gas to the project. The company distributed 
approximately 5,156 MMThms and 398.5 MMthms throughout its service area and in Riverside 
County, respectively (CEC 2019e). The project would consume less than 0.001 percent of SoCalGas’ 
annual natural gas demand and approximately 0.003 percent of the total natural gas produced by 
SoCalGas for Riverside County in 2018. Therefore, the project would not place a significant demand 
on the company’s natural gas supply.  

Operation of the project would require energy use in the form of transportation fuel consumption, 
electricity, and natural gas. Transportation fuel consumption would occur due to vehicular travel by 
residents and guests traveling to and from the project site. Natural gas and electricity would be used 
for heating and cooling systems, lighting, appliances, water use, and the overall operation of the 
project.  

The project’s estimated number of average daily trips from CalEEMod is used to determine the 
gasoline usage and calculate the energy consumption associated with project operation. According 
to the CalEEMod calculations, the project would result in 4,609,482 annual VMT (Appendix C). 
Table 4.5-7 shows the estimated total annual fuel consumption of the project using the estimated 
VMT with the assumed vehicle fleet mix (Appendix C).  
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Table 4.5-7  Estimated Project Transportation Energy Consumption 

Vehicle Type1 

Percent of 
Vehicle 
Trips2 

Annual Vehicle 
Miles 

Traveled3 

Average Fuel 
Economy 

(miles/gallon)4 

Total 
Annual Fuel 

Consumption 
(gallons) 

Total Fuel 
Consumption 

(MBtu)6 

Passenger Cars 55.1 2,541,489 24.2 105,895 11,626 

Light/Medium Trucks 36.1 1,663,516 17.4 95,604 10,496 

Heavy Trucks/ Other 8.3 381,896 7.4 51,608 6,578 

Motorcycles 0.5 22,582 43.9 514 56 

Total  4,609,482  253,622 28,756 

Notes: Totals may not add up precisely due to rounding. 
1 Vehicle classes provided in CalEEMod do not correspond exactly to vehicle classes in DOT fuel consumption data, except for 
motorcycles. Therefore, it was assumed that passenger cars correspond to the light-duty, short-base vehicle class, light/medium trucks 
correspond to the light-duty long-base vehicle class, and heavy trucks/other correspond to the single unit, 2-axle 6-tire or more class.  
2 Percent of vehicle trips from CalEEMod Annual Emissions Table 4.4 “Fleet Mix” (Appendix C) 
3 Mitigated annual VMT found in CalEEMod Annual Emissions Table 4.2 “Trip Summary Information” (Appendix C) 
4 Average Fuel Economy: USEIA 2019 
5 DOE 2018 
6 CaRFG fuel specification of 109,786 Btu/gallon used to identify conversion rate for fuel energy consumption for automobile vehicle 
classes and fuel specification of 127,464 Btu/gallon used for diesel conversion rate for heavy trucks (CARB 2018; Schremp 2017).  

The project would consume approximately 253,622 gallons of fuel each year for transportation uses, 
or approximately 28,756 MBtu in transportation energy consumption per year, and it would use 
electricity and natural gas for the operation of the residential and commercial uses. The estimated 
electricity and natural gas use would not have a substantial effect on energy supplies or place 
significant demand on SCE or SoCalGas, which would serve the site. Furthermore, the project would 
be subject to applicable building codes at the time of construction, which are continuously evolving 
to include more energy-efficient requirements. Based on information provided by the project 
applicant, the project would also implement signage intended to reduce truck idling, require 
operators of the proposed facilities to encourage trucks to incorporate energy efficiency 
improvement features, and provide EV parking, to reduce operational energy demand.  

Energy consumption associated with project construction would be temporary and typical of similar 
projects, and would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary energy use. The operation of 
the project would increase the use of electricity, natural gas, and gasoline/diesel fuel from existing 
conditions on site. However, the increase would be typical of other residential and commercial 
projects; would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary energy use; and existing energy 
providers would have sufficient supplies to serve the project. The project would comply with 
applicable regulations. Therefore, project operation would not result in wasteful or unnecessary 
energy consumption or conflict with existing energy standards and regulations. Project impacts 
would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required. 

Significance After Mitigation 
Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation measures. 
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Threshold 2: Would the project conflict with or obstruct a State or local plan for renewable energy 
or energy efficiency? 

Impact E-2 THE PROJECT WOULD INCORPORATE ENERGY- AND WATER-EFFICIENCY FEATURES INTO 
PROPOSED BUILDINGS, AND IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROJECT WOULD NOT CONFLICT WITH OR 
OBSTRUCT STATE REGULATIONS OR GENERAL PLAN CONSERVATION ELEMENT POLICIES AIMED AT 
ENCOURAGING ENERGY EFFICIENCY. THEREFORE, THE PROJECT WOULD HAVE NO IMPACT. 

As discussed above in Section 4.5.2, Regulatory Setting, SB 100 mandates 100 percent clean 
electricity for California by 2045. Because the project would be powered by the existing electricity 
grid, the project would eventually be powered by renewable energy mandated by SB 100 as existing 
service providers adjust their renewable energy supplies, and the project would not conflict with 
this statewide plan. Additionally, project buildings would be designed to support solar PV panel 
systems on the rooftops for potential clean energy produced on the project site. The buildings 
would also be subject to energy efficiency standards pursuant to CCR Title 24 requirements.  

The General Plan Conservation Element contains policies targeting energy efficiency. As 
demonstrated in Table 4.5-8, the project would be consistent with applicable General Plan 
Conservation Element policies intended to encourage energy efficiency. As such, the project would 
not conflict with or obstruct a State or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency, and the 
project would have no impact. 



Environmental Impact Analysis 
Energy 

 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 4.5-17 

Table 4.5-8 Project Consistency with Applicable General Plan Policies 
Policies Project Consistency 

Conservation Element Goals and Policies 

Policy 2.5.1a: Encourage new construction and project 
design that uses, or takes advantage of renewable energy 
resources, including but not limited to solar energy 
design. 

Consistent. Energy-efficient features of the project are 
described in Section 2, Project Description, and include 
non-demand hot water systems, LED lighting, and 
individual unit water-use monitoring. Therefore, the 
project would be consistent with Policy 2.5.1a. 

Policy 2.5.2c: Work towards greater energy efficiency by 
minimizing dependence on energy from non-renewable 
resources, replacing it with energy from renewable 
resources 

Consistent. The project buildings would be designed and 
constructed to be solar ready, to facilitate easy 
installation of solar PV infrastructure for solar power 
generation. Project buildings would be designed to 
implement energy conservation features and would 
include efficient HVAC systems pursuant to the most 
recent Title 24 standards. The project would also include 
EV charging parking spaces in the designated parking area, 
as described in Section 2, Project Description. Therefore, 
the project would be consistent with Policy 2.5.2c.  

Policy 2.5.2f: Support alternative modes of transportation 
as feasible including the equestrian trail system, public 
transportation, bicycles, etc. to reduce the demand on 
non-renewable energy resources. 

Consistent. The project would include bicycle parking 
spaces pursuant to City of Norco Municipal Code. As 
described in Section 2, Project Description, the project 
would include horse paddock and equestrian trail. The 
proposed equestrian trail would be along the project 
frontage of Hamner Avenue and Third Street, with trail 
connections to an existing equestrian trail on Third Street. 
The food garden and outdoor amenities combined with 
the equestrian trail and location of the project site would 
encourage guests, patrons, and residents to walk or 
horseback ride to the project site. Therefore, the project 
would be consistent with Policy 2.5.2f. 

Policy 2.9.15: In addition to compliance with the 
California Green Building Code requirements, encourage 
innovation in residential and non-residential design to 
further minimize ultimate consumption of energy and 
water resources including the development of green 
roofs. 

Consistent. The project would comply with all applicable 
CALGreen (Title 24) Building Codes pertaining to energy 
efficiency, which would be verified by the City during the 
building permitting process. Proposed landscaping would 
include the installation of watering systems designed to 
be water efficient. The project buildings would be 
designed and constructed to be solar ready, to facilitate 
easy installation of solar PV infrastructure for solar power 
generation. Buildings would be designed to implement 
energy conservation features, such as energy efficient 
lighting and HVAC systems, pursuant to the most recent 
Title 24 standards. The project would conform to City of 
Norco Municipal Code Section 120.05.050 requirements 
for outdoor lighting. Therefore, the project would be 
consistent with Policy 2.9.1. 

Source: City of Norco 2014 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required. 

Significance After Mitigation 
The project would have no impact without mitigation measures. 
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4.5.4 Cumulative Impacts 
Planned and pending projects in Norco and surrounding areas are listed in Table 3-1 in Section 3, 
Environmental Setting, and include residential, commercial, and industrial land uses. Each of the 
cumulative projects would increase the energy consumption and demand in the region. Energy 
consumption by the cumulative projects would be regulated by Energy Efficiency Standards in 
Title 24 of the California Building Code, which apply to new construction of both residential and 
non-residential buildings, and indirect energy reduction measures from GHG reduction policies. 
Homes built in 2020 and beyond will be highly efficient due to stringent statewide energy efficiency 
standards and include PV generation to meet the home’s expected annual electric needs 
(CEC 2018a).  

Norco and WRCOG have policies and programs for the City and region, respectively, aimed at 
reducing overall energy consumption in Norco and the region. Norco encourages energy efficient 
design in public and private development, pursuant to the goals and policies contained in the 
General Plan Conservation Element. The WRCOG participates in the Home Energy Renovation 
Opportunity financing program for residents to conduct energy-efficient home improvements and 
afford renewable energy products, and the WREP is designed to optimize opportunities to achieve 
energy savings, in municipal, commercial, and residential buildings (WRCOG 2014). SCE has 
programs for residences and businesses to reduce electricity consumption, including incentives for 
solar systems and EVs (SCE 2019a). SoCalGas provides rebates on energy efficient clothes washers, 
dishwashers, attic/wall insulation, natural gas storage water heaters and furnaces (SoCalGas 2019a; 
2019b). Planned, pending, and reasonably foreseeable projects would be subject to these applicable 
policies, and ongoing implementation of the programs described above would continue to reduce 
energy demand associated with future projects.  

Moreover, SCE customers consumed 29 percent of the State’s electricity use and SoCalGas 
customers consumed 40 percent of the State’s natural gas use. The cumulative projects in the area 
would consume a fraction of the energy supplies from SCE and SoCalGas, and would not 
substantially increase statewide energy demand.  SoCalGas estimates natural gas demands to 
decrease at an annual average rate of approximately 0.74 percent from 2018 to 2035, and SCE aims 
to double the amount of carbon-free electricity in its supply by 80 percent (SCE 2019b). Therefore, 
SoCalGas and SCE would have adequate supplies and the cumulative projects would not place a 
significant demand on the suppliers. Therefore, the project would have a less than significant 
cumulative impact. 
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4.6 Geology and Soils 

This section analyzes the project’s potential impacts related to geology, soils, seismicity, and 
paleontological resources. The analysis contains a description of the geological and soil setting for 
the project site and surrounding area, a discussion of potential impacts the project would have, and 
any mitigation measures required to reduce impacts. 

The analysis is based on the Geotechnical Evaluation prepared by GeoTek, Inc. and is included as 
Appendix G. The Geotechnical Evaluation is based on information compiled through research and 
review of available geological and geotechnical data; a field exploration survey conducted on 
October 15, 2019 which included exploratory borings and soil sample collections; analysis of 
laboratory test results of the collected samples; and review and evaluation of project site seismicity 
conditions. 

4.6.1 Setting 

a. Geology and Soils 

Regional Setting 
The project site is located in the Peninsular Ranges geomorphic province. The Peninsular Ranges 
province is one of the largest geomorphic units in western North America, located almost 
completely in the Perris Block extending from the point of contact with the Transverse Ranges 
geomorphic province, southerly to the tip of Baja California. This province varies in width from 
about 30 to 100 miles. The project site is located in an area geologically mapped to be underlain by 
older fan deposits along the granitic bedrock materials. It is bounded on the west by the Pacific 
Ocean, on the south by the Gulf of California and on the east by the Colorado Desert Province. The 
Perris Block is a structurally stable, cohesive mass of crustal rocks (Appendix G).  

The Peninsular Ranges are essentially a series of northwest-southeast oriented fault blocks. Several 
major fault zones are found in this province. The Elsinore Fault zone and the San Jacinto Fault zone 
trend northwest-southeast and are found near the middle of the province. The San Andreas Fault 
zone borders the northeasterly margin of the province (Appendix G). 

Soil and Geologic Conditions 
Based on the field exploration conducted on October 15, 2019 as part of the Geotechnical 
Evaluation (Appendix G), the project site is underlain by old fan deposits and granitic bedrock 
though some areas of the site are most likely underlain by fill based on evidence of prior 
development and disturbance. Older fan deposits were encountered within the test borings to 
depths ranging from about 7 to 36 feet below existing grade. The older fan deposits consisted of 
stiff to hard sandy clay, sandy silt, and dense to very dense silty and clayey sand. 

Surface Water and Groundwater 
There were no surface water sources identified on the project site during field observations. 
Groundwater was encountered at a depth of about 27.5 feet below grade for one of the borings 
completed during field exploration activities, and not encountered within any of the other borings 
dilled on site (Appendix G). Based on a review of existing records of the depth to water, GeoTek 
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estimates a historic high groundwater depth of 25 feet at the site with possible seasonal 
fluctuations in groundwater depth. 

Faults and Groundshaking 
The geologic structure of the entire southern California area is dominated mainly by northwest-
trending faults associated with the San Andreas system. The project site is in a seismically active 
region. No active or potentially active fault is known to exist at the project site nor is the site 
situated within an “Alquist-Priolo” Earthquake Fault Zone. The subject property is not located within 
a State of California Seismic Hazard Zone for earthquake induced landsliding. The nearest zoned 
fault is the Elsinore Fault, located approximately 25.7 miles to the southwest (Appendix G). 

Liquefaction and Other Seismic Hazards 
Liquefaction occurs when vibrations or water pressure within a mass of soil cause the soil particles 
to lose contact with one another. As a result, the soil behaves like a liquid, loses the ability to 
support weight, and can flow down gentle slopes. This condition is usually temporary and is often 
caused by an earthquake vibrating water-saturated fill or unconsolidated soil. Soils that are 
susceptible to liquefaction are clean, loose, saturated, and uniformly graded fine-grained sands that 
lie below the groundwater table within approximately 50 feet below ground surface. Clayey 
(cohesive) soils or soils which possess clay particles in excess of 20 percent are generally not 
considered to be susceptible to liquefaction, nor are those soils which are above the historic static 
groundwater table. Lateral spreading refers to the spreading of soils in a rapid fluid-like flow 
movement similar to water. 

Based on the high liquefaction potential designated by Riverside County, a liquefaction analysis was 
completed to assess the liquefaction potential of the project site soils during a seismic event. The 
results of the liquefaction analysis indicate that project site soils are not susceptible to liquefaction 
during a seismic event. The soils above groundwater are subject to minor dry settlement (0.15 inch); 
however, the magnitude of dry settlement is considered to be minimal and is not a design constraint 
for the project site (Appendix G). 

Evidence of landslides or slope instabilities at the project site were not observed during the field 
exploration. The potential for secondary seismic hazards such as a seiche or tsunami is considered 
negligible for the project site due to site elevation and distance to an open body of water. 
Subsidence on the order of up to 0.1 foot may be anticipated resulting from preparation of the 
underlying soils for alluvial areas on site (Appendix G). 

Expansive Soils 
Expansive soils are soils containing water-absorbing minerals that expand as they take in water. 
Such expansive soil conditions can damage buildings due to the force they exert as they expand. 
Expansive soils generally contain certain types of clay minerals that shrink or swell as the moisture 
content changes; the shrinking or swelling can shift, crack, or break structures built on such soils. 
Arid or semiarid areas with seasonal changes of soil moisture experience a higher frequency of 
problems from expansive soils than areas with higher rainfall and more constant soil moisture. 

Like most of the southern California region, the project site is in a semiarid region with marked 
seasonal changes in precipitation: most rain falls in winter, and there is a long dry season in summer 
and autumn. Therefore, the City’s climate is such that a relatively high incidence of soil expansion is 
expected where soils contain the requisite clay minerals. 
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As stated above, the soils on the project site consist of stiff to hard sandy clay, sandy silt, and dense 
to very dense silty and clayey sand. Soil expansion index testing was completed on soil boring 
samples to evaluate the soil expansion potential of the project site soils. According to the results of 
the laboratory testing performed on two samples of the near surface alluvium, the near surface soils 
have a “very low” to “low” expansion potential. Bore samples determined that the underlain 
bedrock is very dense fine to coarse sand (Appendix G). 

b. Paleontological Resources 
Paleontological resources (fossils) are the remains and/or traces of prehistoric life. Fossils are 
typically preserved in layered sedimentary rocks and the distribution of fossils is a result of the 
sedimentary history of the geologic units within which they occur. Fossils occur in a non-continuous 
and often unpredictable distribution within some sedimentary units, and the potential for fossils to 
occur within sedimentary units depends on several factors. Although it is not possible to determine 
whether a fossil will occur in any specific location, it is possible to evaluate the potential for geologic 
units to contain scientifically significant paleontological resources, and therefore evaluate the 
potential for impacts to those resources and provide mitigation for paleontological resources if they 
do occur during construction. 

The project site is located within the central Perris Block within the northern portion of the 
Peninsular Ranges Province, one of eleven major geomorphic provinces in California (California 
Geological Survey 2002). A geomorphic province is a region of unique topography and geology that 
is readily distinguished from other regions based on its landforms and diastrophic history (Norris 
and Webb 1990). The Perris Block is a roughly rectangular area of relatively low relief that has 
remained relatively stable and undeformed during the Neogene (Norris and Webb 1990; Morton 
and Miller 2006). It is bound by the Cucamonga Fault Zone to the north, the San Jacinto Mountains 
to the east, the Elsinore Fault Zone to the southwest, and the Chino Basin to the west. According to 
Morton and Miller (2006) the Perris Block is underlain by lithologically diverse prebatholithic 
metasedimentary rocks intruded by Cretaceous plutons of the Peninsular Ranges Batholith, which 
are subsequently overlain by thin to relatively thick, discontinuous sections of nonmarine 
Quaternary sediments. Quaternary deposits within the Perris Block consist of Pleistocene and 
Holocene alluvial fan deposits emanating from the nearby San Gabriel Mountains to the north and 
fluvial deposits from the Santa Ana River, which bisects the Perris Block and flows southward (Norris 
and Webb 1990; Morton and Miller 2006).  

The project site includes four geologic units mapped at ground surface by Morton and Miller (2006): 
(1) Quaternary old (late to middle Pleistocene) alluvial-fan deposits, Unit 3 (Qof3); (2) Quaternary 
old (middle to early Pleistocene) axial-channel deposits (Qvoa); (3) Cretaceous plutonic La Sierra 
Tonalite (Klst); and (4) Cretaceous plutonic micropegmatite granite (Kmp). Figure 4.6-1 shows the 
geologic units and paleontological sensitivity on the project site. 

Quaternary old alluvial fan deposits: Quaternary old (late to middle Pleistocene) alluvial fan deposits 
(Qof3), which are mapped extensively throughout the project site, consist of well consolidated, 
crudely stratified, light yellowish-brown, texturally massive to faintly laminated, poorly sorted, fine- 
to very coarse-grained sand with sparsely distributed pebble beds (Morton and Miller 2006).  

Quaternary old axial-channel deposits: Quaternary old (middle to early Pleistocene) axial-channel 
deposits (Qvoa), mapped in the southeast portion of the project site, consist of unconsolidated, 
poorly sorted clay, silt, sand, and gravel deposited in stream channels, flood basins, and slopes. 
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Figure 4.6-1 Geologic Units and Paleontological Sensitivity in the Project Site 
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Pleistocene alluvial and fluvial deposits (Qof3, Qvoa) underlying the project site are old enough to 
preserve fossil resources. In particular, fine-grained alluvial deposits are generally deposited under 
conditions that are conducive to fossil preservation. However, coarse-grained alluvial deposits are 
deposited in high energy conditions that tend to destroy and disperse organic material, and as such, 
are not conducive to fossil preservation. Quaternary old (early Holocene to Pleistocene) fine-grained 
alluvial deposits have a well-documented record of abundant and diverse vertebrate fauna recorded 
throughout California (Paleobiology Database 2020; UCMP 2020). Jefferson (1985, 2010) has noted 
numerous vertebrate fossil taxa from Riverside County including horse, tapir, bison, camelid, deer, 
mastodon, mammoth, ground sloth, canine, rabbit, and rodent. Pleistocene-age fine-grained alluvial 
deposits have a high paleontological sensitivity, whereas Pleistocene-age coarse-grained alluvial 
deposits in the project site have a low paleontological sensitivity based on Society for Vertebrate 
Paleontology (SVP) guidelines (SVP 2010).  

Cretaceous plutonic rocks: Cretaceous plutonic rocks of the Peninsular Ranges mapped within the 
northern project site (i.e., Klst, Kmp) consist of medium-grained holocrystalline igneous rocks, which 
are composed mostly of quartz diorite to granodiorite, and formed either from the cooling of 
molten rock deep below the surface under high heat and high pressure, or from cooling magma 
injected into older rocks. La Sierra Tonalite (Klst) consists of moderately dark-colored, massive 
biotite tonalite and is mostly altered to secondary minerals; including epidote, quartz, chlorite, and 
tourmaline. Cretaceous plutonic rocks of the Peninsular Ranges, including La Sierra Tonalite (Klst) 
and micropegmatite granite (Kmp), formed from the cooling of molten rock that was subsequently 
metamorphosed. The high-heat and high-pressure conditions in which these rocks formed are not 
suitable for life or fossilization. Therefore, Cretaceous plutonic rocks of the Peninsular Ranges have 
no paleontological sensitivity (SVP 2020). 

A search of the paleontological locality records at the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles 
County resulted in no previously recorded fossil localities within the project boundary; however, at 
least three vertebrate localities (LACM 1207, 7811, and 8062) were identified within Quaternary old 
alluvial deposits in the general vicinity of the project. The closest vertebrate locality, LACM 1207, 
produced a fossil specimen of deer (Odocoileus) approximately two miles south-southwest of the 
project site on the northwestern side of Corona. LACM 7811, located approximately five miles 
north-northwest of the project in the Jurupa Valley, yielded a fossil specimen of whipsnake 
(Masticophis) at a depth of 9 to 11 feet below ground surface. Further north-northeast of LACM 
7811 (west of Mira Loma), LACM 8062 rendered fossil specimens of bear (Ursus), dire wolf (Canis 
dirus), horse (Equus), camel (Camelops), bison (Bison), and elephant (Proboscidea) at a shallow, but 
unstated depth (McLeod 2020). 

A supplemental review of the museum records maintained in the University of California Museum of 
Paleontology (UCMP) online collections database did not indicate any vertebrate fossil localities in 
the immediate vicinity of the project site. The closest UCMP vertebrate locality on record is RV8601, 
which yielded fossil specimens of various rodents (i.e., Microtus, Neotoma, and Cricetidae) from 
Quaternary old alluvial deposits less than five miles southeast of the project site (UCMP 2020).  
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4.6.2 Regulatory Setting 

a. Federal 

International Building Code 
The International Building Code (IBC) is published by the International Code Council, and covers 
major aspects of construction and design of structures and buildings. The IBC has replaced the 
Uniform Building Code as the basis for the California Building Code and contains provisions for 
structural engineering design. The 2015 IBC addresses the design and installation of structures and 
building systems through requirements that emphasize performance. The IBC includes codes 
governing structural as well as fire and life safety provisions covering seismic, wind, accessibility, 
egress, occupancy, and roofs. 

Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act 
U.S. Congress passed the Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act in 1977 to reduce the risks to life and 
property from future earthquakes through the establishment and maintenance of an effective 
earthquake hazards reduction program. To accomplish this goal, the act established the National 
Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program. This program was substantially amended in 
November 1990 by the National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program Act, which refined the 
description of agency responsibilities, program goals, and objectives to focus on minimizing loss 
from earthquakes after they occur. The National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program promotes 
the adoption of earthquake hazard reduction activities by all scales of government and works to 
develop national building standards and model codes for use by engineers, architects, and all others 
involved in the planning and construction of buildings and infrastructure. 

b. State 

Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act  
The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act of 1972 (Alquist-Priolo Act; PRC Sections 2621-2630) 
was passed into law following the destructive February 9, 1971 San Fernando earthquake that had a 
magnitude of 6.6. The Alquist-Priolo Act provides a mechanism for reducing losses from surface 
fault rupture on a statewide basis. The intent of the Alquist-Priolo Act is to ensure public safety by 
prohibiting the siting of most structures for human occupancy across traces of active faults that 
constitute a potential hazard to structures from surface faulting or fault creep. Generally, siting of 
structures for human occupancy must be set back from the fault by approximately 50 feet. 
Therefore, if a project site is located in an Earthquake Fault Zone, the City must withhold 
development permits for sites within the fault zones until geologic investigations demonstrate that 
the sites are not threatened by surface displacement from future faulting. 

Seismic Safety Act 
The California Seismic Safety Commission was established by the Seismic Safety Act in 1975 with the 
intent of providing oversight, review, and recommendations to the Governor and State Legislature 
regarding seismic issues. The Commission’s name was changed to Alfred E. Alquist Seismic Safety 
Commission in 2006. Since then, the Commission has prepared several documents based on 
recorded earthquakes, such as the 1994 Northridge earthquake, 1933 Long Beach earthquake, and 
the 1971 Sylmar earthquake. Some of these documents are listed as follows: 
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Research and Implementation Plan for Earthquake Risk Reduction in California 1995 to 2000, report 
dated December 1994 
Seismic Safety in California’s Schools, 2004, “Findings and Recommendations on Seismic Safety 
Policies and Requirements for Public, Private, and Charter Schools,” report dated December 1994 
Findings and Recommendations on Hospital Seismic Safety, report dated November 2001 
Commercial Property Owner’s Guide to Earthquakes Safety, report dated October 2006 
California Earthquake Loss Reduction Plan 2007–2011, report dated July 2007 

Seismic Hazards Mapping Act 
The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act of 1990 was enacted, in part, to address seismic hazards not 
included in the Alquist-Priolo Act, including strong ground shaking, landslides, and liquefaction. 
Under this Act, the State Geologist is assigned the responsibility of identifying and mapping seismic 
hazards. California Geological Survey (CGS) Special Publication 117, adopted in 1997 by the State 
Mining and Geology Board, constitutes guidelines for evaluating seismic hazards other than surface 
faulting, and for recommending mitigation measures as required by PRC Section 2695(a). In 
accordance with the mapping criteria, the CGS seismic hazard zone maps identifies areas with the 
potential for a ground shaking event that corresponds to 10 percent probability of exceedance in 50 
years. 

The purpose of the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act is to reduce the threat to public health and safety 
and to minimize the loss of life and property by identifying and mitigating seismic hazards. Cities, 
counties, and state agencies are directed to use seismic hazard zone maps developed by CGS in their 
land-use planning and permitting processes. The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act requires site-specific 
geotechnical investigations prior to permitting most urban development projects in seismic hazard 
zones. 

California Building Code 
The California Building Code (CBC), Title 24, Part 2, provides building codes and standards for the 
design and construction of structures in California. The purpose of the CBC is to establish minimum 
standards to safeguard the public health, safety, and general welfare through structural strength, 
means of egress facilities, and general stability by controlling the design, construction, quality of 
materials, use and occupancy, location, and maintenance of building and structures. The CBC 
contains specific requirements for seismic safety, excavation, foundations, retaining walls, and site 
demolition. It also regulates grading activities, including drainage and erosion control. Chapter 16 of 
the CBC contains definitions of seismic sources and the procedure used to calculate seismic forces 
on structures. 

The CBC is updated every three years by order of the legislature, with supplements published in 
intervening years. State Law mandates that local government enforce the CBC. In addition, a city 
and/or county may establish more restrictive building standards reasonably necessary because of 
local climatic, geological, or topographical conditions. The 2016 CBC is based on the 2015 
International Building Code with the addition of more extensive structural seismic provisions. 

Natural Hazards Disclosure Act 
The Natural Hazards Disclosure Act, as codified in California Civil Code Section 1103-1103.14, 
requires real estate sellers and brokers to prepare Natural Hazards Disclosure Statements upon 
transfer of real property if such property is located within a number of federally or state-mapped 
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natural hazard areas. Hazard areas covered under the disclosure form include special flood hazard 
areas, areas of potential flooding due to dam failure inundation, fire hazard severity zones, wildland 
areas, earthquake fault zones, and seismic hazard zones.  

The natural hazard areas most relevant to geology and soils are earthquake fault zones and seismic 
hazard zones. As discussed above, the project site is not located within an earthquake fault zone. 
The State of California Seismic Hazard Zones Map does not identify liquefaction or seismically 
induced landslide hazards for the Riverside East Quadrangle, in which the project site is located 
(CGS 2017). However, portions of the project site have been identified locally as having high 
liquefaction potential (City of Riverside 2007). This analysis addresses impacts related to this seismic 
hazard.  

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System  
The federal government administers the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
permit program, which regulates discharges into surface waters under the Clean Water Act (CWA). 
The primary regulatory control relevant to the protection of water quality is the NPDES permit 
administered by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), which establishes requirements 
prescribing the quality of point sources of discharge and water quality objectives. These objectives 
are established based on the designated beneficial uses (e.g. water supply, recreation, and habitat) 
for a particular surface waterbody. The NPDES permits are issued to point source dischargers of 
pollutants to surface waters pursuant to Water Code Chapter 5.5, which implements the federal 
CWA. Examples include, but are not limited to, public wastewater treatment facilities, industries, 
power plants, and groundwater cleanup programs discharging to surface waters (State Water 
Resources Control, Title 23, Chapter 9, Section 2200). The Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB) establishes and regulates discharge limits under the NPDES permits. 

Construction projects which disturb one or more acres of soil or are part of a larger common plan of 
development that disturbs one or more acres of soil must obtain coverage under the statewide 
NPDES General Permit for Discharges of Stormwater Associated with Construction Activity 
(Construction General Permit Order 2009-0009-DWQ). In order to obtain coverage under the 
Construction General Permit, a project-specific Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) must 
be prepared. The SWPPP outlines Best Management Practices to reduce stormwater and non-
stormwater pollutant discharges, including erosion control, minimizing contact between 
construction materials and precipitation, and strategies to prevent equipment leakage or spills. 

California Environmental Quality Act 
Paleontological resources are protected under CEQA, which states in part a project will “normally” 
have a significant effect on the environment if it, among other things, will disrupt or adversely affect 
a paleontological site except as part of a scientific study. Specifically, in Section VII(f) of Appendix G 
of the CEQA Guidelines, the Environmental Checklist Form, the question is posed thus: “Will the 
project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature.” To determine the uniqueness of a given paleontological resource, it must first be identified 
or recovered (i.e., salvaged). Therefore, CEQA mandates mitigation of adverse impacts, to the extent 
practicable, to paleontological resources.  

CEQA does not define “a unique paleontological resource or site.” However, the SVP has defined a 
“significant paleontological resource” in the context of environmental review as follows:  
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Fossils and fossiliferous deposits, here defined as consisting of identifiable vertebrate fossils, 
large or small, uncommon invertebrate, plant, and trace fossils, and other data that provide 
taphonomic, taxonomic, phylogenetic, paleoecologic, stratigraphic, and/or biochronologic 
information. Paleontological resources are typically to be older than recorded human history 
and/or older than middle Holocene (i.e., older than about 5,000 radiocarbon years) (SVP 2010). 

The loss of paleontological resources meeting the criteria outlined above (i.e., a significant 
paleontological resource) would be a significant impact under CEQA, and the CEQA lead agency is 
responsible for ensuring that impacts to paleontological resources are mitigated, where practicable, 
in compliance with CEQA and other applicable statutes. 

California Public Resources Code 
Section 5097.5 of the Public Resources Code states: 

No person shall knowingly and willfully excavate upon, or remove, destroy, injure or deface any 
historic or prehistoric ruins, burial grounds, archaeological or vertebrate paleontological site, 
including fossilized footprints, inscriptions made by human agency, or any other archaeological, 
paleontological or historical feature, situated on public lands, except with the express 
permission of the public agency having jurisdiction over such lands. Violation of this section is a 
misdemeanor. 

Here “public lands” means those owned by, or under the jurisdiction of, the state or any city, 
county, district, authority, or public corporation, or any agency thereof. Consequently, public 
agencies are required to comply with Public Resources Code Section 5097.5 for their own activities, 
including construction and maintenance, and for permit actions (e.g., encroachment permits) 
undertaken by others. 

c. Local 

Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board 
The City of Riverside is under the jurisdiction of RWQCB Region 8, the Santa Ana Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (SARWQCB). The SARWQCB provides permits for projects that may affect 
surface waters and groundwater locally, and is responsible for preparing the Water Quality Control 
Plan for the Santa Ana River Basin (Basin Plan). The Basin Plan designates beneficial uses of water in 
the region and establishes narrative and numerical water quality objectives. The Basin Plan serves as 
the basis for the SARWQCB’s regulatory programs and incorporates an implementation plan to 
ensure water quality objectives are met. 

City of Norco General Plan 
The following policies in the City of Norco General Plan Safety Element are relevant to the project: 

Policy 2.2.1a: Continue to require all new development to conform to the currently adopted 
Uniform Building Code and seismic safety regulations. 
Policy 2.2.1b: Maintain a program to systematically mitigate existing seismic-related structural 
hazards (i.e. mitigation program for unreinforced masonry buildings). 
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Policy 2.2.1c: Give special consideration to hazardous structures deemed to be of historical value 
when determining whether alteration or destruction of these facilities is necessary in mitigating the 
identified geologic hazards. 
Policy 2.2.1d: Require site-specific geologic engineering studies in accordance with the   Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act as part of the development review process, especially in areas of 
high potential for liquefaction as presented in Exhibit 1 (Seismic Hazards Map). 

The City of Norco does not specifically address paleontological resources in the General Plan. 

City of Norco Municipal Code 
Norco Municipal Code Section 15.02.010 incorporates the CBC which reference applicable standards 
and documentation requirements that address seismic safety. Norco Municipal Code Chapter 15.70 
incorporates the requirements of the Riverside County Municipal NPDES Storm Water Permit (Order 
No. R8-2010-0033) issued by the RWQCB pursuant to Section 402(p) of the Clean Water Act. 

4.6.3 Impact Analysis 

a. Significance Thresholds 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines states the geological and paleontological effects of the project 
would be significant if the project would: 

 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); 

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking; 
iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction; 
iv. Landslides. 

 Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil; 
 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; 

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

 Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater 
disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater; 

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



Environmental Impact Analysis 
Geology and Soils 

 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 4.6-11 

b. Methodology 

Geology and Soils 
As stated above, a project-specific Geotechnical Investigation was prepared for the project by 
GeoTek, Inc. (2019, Appendix G). The scope of the investigation included a review of available 
geologic and geotechnical data and aerial photographs, field and subsurface exploration, laboratory 
testing, and engineering analyses. The report concluded that there were no soil or geologic 
conditions encountered during the investigation that would preclude the development of the 
project. 

Paleontological Resources Sensitivity 
Paleontological sensitivity refers to the potential for a geologic unit to produce scientifically 
significant fossils. Direct impacts to paleontological resources occur when earthwork activities, such 
as grading or trenching, cut into the geologic deposits within which fossils are buried and physically 
destroy the fossils. Since fossils are the remains of prehistoric animal and plant life, they are 
considered to be nonrenewable. Such impacts have the potential to be significant and, under the 
CEQA Guidelines, may require mitigation. Sensitivity is determined by rock type, past history of the 
geologic unit in producing significant fossils, and fossil localities recorded from that unit. 
Paleontological sensitivity is derived from the known fossil data collected from the entire geologic 
unit, not just from a specific survey.  

The discovery of a vertebrate fossil locality is of greater significance than that of an invertebrate 
fossil locality, especially if it contains a microvertebrate assemblage. The recognition of new 
vertebrate fossil locations could provide important information on the geographical range of the 
taxa, their radiometric age, evolutionary characteristics, depositional environment, and other 
important scientific research questions. Vertebrate fossils are almost always significant because 
they occur more rarely than invertebrates or plants. Thus, geological units having the potential to 
contain vertebrate fossils are considered the most sensitive. 

The SVP outlines in its Standard Procedures for the Assessment and Mitigation of Adverse Impacts 
to Paleontological Resources (SVP 2010) guidelines for categorizing paleontological sensitivity of 
geologic units within a project area. The SVP (2010) describes sedimentary rock units as having a 
high, low, undetermined, or no potential for containing significant nonrenewable paleontological 
resources. This criterion is based on rock units within which vertebrates or significant invertebrate 
fossils have been determined by previous studies to be present or likely to be present. Significant 
paleontological resources are fossils or assemblages of fossils, which are unique, unusual, rare, 
uncommon, diagnostically or stratigraphically, taxonomically, or regionally. The paleontological 
sensitivity of the project site has been evaluated according to the following SVP (2010) categories, 
which are presented below.  

High Potential (Sensitivity) 

Rock units from which significant vertebrate or significant invertebrate fossils or significant suites of 
plant fossils have been recovered are considered to have a high potential for containing significant 
non-renewable fossiliferous resources. These units include but are not limited to, sedimentary 
formations and some volcanic formations which contain significant nonrenewable paleontological 
resources anywhere within their geographical extent, and sedimentary rock units temporally or 
lithologically suitable for the preservation of fossils. Sensitivity comprises both: (a) the potential for 
yielding abundant or significant vertebrate fossils or for yielding a few significant fossils, large or 
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small, vertebrate, invertebrate, or botanical and (b) the importance of recovered evidence for new 
and significant taxonomic, phylogenetic, ecologic, or stratigraphic data. Areas which contain 
potentially datable organic remains older than recent, including deposits associated with nests or 
middens, and areas that may contain new vertebrate deposits, traces, or trackways are also 
classified as significant. Full-time monitoring is typically recommended during any project-related 
ground disturbance in geologic units with high sensitivity. 

Low Potential (Sensitivity) 

Sedimentary rock units that are potentially fossiliferous, but have not yielded fossils in the past or 
contain common and/or widespread invertebrate fossils of well documented and understood 
taphonomic (processes affecting an organism following death, burial, and removal from the 
ground), phylogenetic species (evolutionary relationships among organisms), and habitat ecology. 
Reports in the paleontological literature or field surveys by a qualified vertebrate paleontologist 
may allow determination that some areas or units have low potentials for yielding significant fossils 
prior to the start of construction. Generally, these units will be poorly represented by specimens in 
institutional collections and will not require protection or salvage operations.  

Undetermined Potential (Sensitivity) 

Specific areas underlain by sedimentary rock units for which little information is available are 
considered to have undetermined fossiliferous potentials. Field surveys by a qualified vertebrate 
paleontologist to specifically determine the potentials of the rock units are required before 
programs of impact mitigation for such areas may be developed.  

No Potential 

Rock units of metamorphic or igneous origin are commonly classified as having no potential for 
containing significant paleontological resources. For geologic units with no sensitivity, a 
paleontological monitor is not required. 

c. Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures 

Threshold 1.i: Would the project 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); 
ii. Strong seismic ground shaking; 
iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction; 
iv. Landslides? 

Impact GEO-1 THE PROJECT SITE IS NOT LOCATED ON AN ACTIVE FAULT NOR CONTAINS GEOLOGIC 
UNITS, SOILS, OR TOPOGRAPHIC FEATURES THAT WOULD RESULT IN SEISMIC-RELATED GROUND FAILURE, 
LIQUEFACTION, OR LANDSLIDES. THEREFORE, THE PROJECT WOULD HAVE A LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. 

According to the City of Norco General Plan Safety Element, there are no active or potentially active 
faults located on the project site and the potential for surface rupture on the project site due to 
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seismic fault activities is considered low (City of Norco 2013). However, the site is in the seismically 
active southern California region, and could be subjected to moderate to strong ground shaking in 
the event of an earthquake nearby faults such as the Chino Fault, located more than three miles 
from the project site. Therefore, implementation of the project would not expose people or 
structures to potential adverse effects from seismic events, such as risk or loss, injury, or death.  

The project would construct multiple residential and commercial structures, all of which would be 
required to comply with applicable CBC Title 24 regulations, including engineering standards 
appropriate for seismic ground shaking hazards. All proposed construction would also be developed 
in compliance with Title 15 of the Norco Municipal Code, the standard earthwork recommendations 
provided in the Geotechnical Investigation, and all other applicable ordinances adopted by the City 
related to construction and safety. The City of Norco Building and Safety Division would review 
proposed building plans during building plan checks, issuance of building permits, and inspection of 
buildings during construction; all of which would ensure required CBC seismic safety measures are 
incorporated into the project. The City’s project review process would verify project compliance 
with the CBC. Therefore, the project would have a less than significant impact from rupture of a 
known earthquake fault and seismic ground shaking. 

As stated above in Section 4.6.1, Setting, the project site is located in an area mapped as having 
“high” liquefaction potential in Riverside County. A liquefaction analysis was completed for the 
project site to assess the liquefaction potential of the site soils during a seismic event. The analysis 
results determined that the project site has low potential for liquefaction during a seismic event. 
The soils above groundwater are subject to minor dry settlement; however, the magnitude of dry 
settlement is considered minimal and is not a design constraint for the project. Soil test results also 
determined that project site soils exhibit “low” to “very low” expansion potential (Appendix G). 

Evidence of ancient landslides or slope instabilities at this site was not observed during site 
investigation; the potential for landslides is considered negligible for project design purposes. 
Therefore, impacts including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving associated with liquefaction 
and seismic-related ground failure, expansive soils, and landslides would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required.  

Significance After Mitigation 
There would be no impact without mitigation. 

Threshold 2: Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

Impact GEO-2 TEMPORARY EROSION AND/OR LOSS OF TOPSOIL DURING PROJECT CONSTRUCTION 
WOULD BE REDUCED WITH IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROJECT SWPPP. PROJECT SITE PLANS INCLUDE 
LANDSCAPING AND HARDSCAPING, WITH NO LOOSE OR EXPOSED TOPSOIL. THEREFORE, PROJECT IMPACTS 
WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

The project site is relatively flat with elevations ranging from 600 to 640 feet above mean sea level, 
with surface drainage generally to the south-southwest. As discussed in Section 4.3, Biological 
Resources, the project site shows evidence of previously grading activities and has been regularly 
tilled in compliance with Norco Municipal Code Chapter 9.40 (hazardous vegetation and weed 
abatement). 
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Construction activities may result in temporary erosion and/or loss of topsoil. However, the project 
would be required to obtain coverage under the State Construction General Permit for stormwater 
and implement a SWPPP to protect water quality during construction. As discussed in Section 4.9, 
Hydrology and Water Quality, the project SWPPP would include best management practices to 
control erosion during construction. 

Upon project completion, the project site would be stabilized with landscaping and hardscaping, 
and would not contain any loose or exposed topsoil. Conditions that would cause long-term erosion 
would not be present on the project site. Therefore, impacts related to soil erosion or loss of topsoil 
would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required.  

Significance After Mitigation 
There would be no impact without mitigation. 

Threshold 3: Would the project 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? 

Threshold 4: Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the 
Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or 
property? 

Impact GEO-3 THE PROJECT SITE DOES NOT CONTAIN UNSTABLE OR EXPANSIVE GEOLOGIC UNITS OR 
SOILS. THEREFORE, PROJECT IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

As stated above in Section 4.6.1, Setting, the project site is underlain by old fan deposits and granitic 
bedrock, which provide stable geologic and soil conditions. Sampled bedrock was sampled as very 
dense fine to coarse sands. Soil testing completed for the project site determined near surface soils 
as having “very low” to “low” expansion potential (Appendix G). Implementation of the project 
would not result in soil instability, landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse 
based on the findings of the Geotechnical Investigation Therefore, the project would have a less 
than significant impact. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required.  

Significance After Mitigation 
There would be no impact without mitigation. 
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Threshold 5: Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic 
tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for 
the disposal of wastewater? 

Impact GEO-4 THE PROJECT WOULD NOT INCLUDE THE INSTALLATION OR USE OF SEPTIC TANKS OR 
ALTERNATIVE WASTEWATER DISPOSAL SYSTEMS. THEREFORE, THE PROJECT WOULD HAVE NO IMPACT.  

The project would be served by the City sewer system and would not include the use of septic tanks 
or alternative wastewater disposal systems. Therefore, the project would have no impact. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required.  

Significance After Mitigation 
There would be no impact without mitigation. 

Threshold 6: Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or 
site or unique geologic feature? 

Impact GEO-5 GROUND DISTURBING ACTIVITIES DURING PROJECT CONSTRUCTION MAY DIRECTLY OR 
INDIRECTLY DESTROY A UNIQUE PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCE OR SITE OR UNIQUE GEOLOGIC FEATURE. 
THEREFORE, PROJECT IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH IMPLEMENTATION OF MITIGATION 
MEASURE GEO-1. 

Based on a paleontological literature review and records search results, the paleontological 
sensitivity of the geologic units underlying the project site were determined in accordance with 
criteria set forth by the SVP (2010). Cretaceous plutonic rocks of the Peninsular Ranges (Klst, Kmp), 
which are mapped in the northern project site, have no paleontological sensitivity since the physical 
parameters of their formation are not conducive to fossil preservation. Quaternary old (late to early 
Pleistocene) alluvial fan (Qof3) deposits have the potential to contain buried intact paleontological 
resources because these units have proven to yield scientifically significant vertebrate fossils near 
the project site (McLeod 2020; UCMP 2020). As discussed above, fine-grained alluvial deposits of 
late Pleistocene-age or older are conducive to fossil preservation; however, coarse-grained alluvial 
deposits typically are not since the high energy conditions in which they are deposited are not 
conducive to fossil preservation. Given the reported depths of recovery of nearby fossil localities, it 
is estimated that the transition between coarse and fine-grained alluvial and fluvial sediments 
within the project site likely to occur at about 10 feet below ground surface (McLeod 2020). 
Therefore, the paleontological sensitivity of the alluvial and fluvial (Qof3, Qvoa) deposits within the 
project site is determined to be low at the surface, increasing to high at a depth of approximately 10 
feet below ground surface (McLeod 2020).  

As proposed, project ground disturbance would reach depths of up to 30 feet below ground surface 
for excavations associated with the mixed-use development. Because there is the potential to 
uncover paleontological resources in the project site, ground disturbing activities in previously 
undisturbed portions of the project site could potentially result in significant impacts to 
paleontological resources. Impacts would be significant if construction activities result in the 
destruction, damage, or loss of scientifically important paleontological resources and associated 
stratigraphic and paleontological data. 
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Implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1 would ensure that any unanticipated fossils present 
on site are preserved and would ensure that potential impacts to paleontological resources would 
be less than significant by providing for the recovery, identification, and curation of previously 
unrecovered fossils. 

Mitigation Measures 

GEO-1 Implement Paleontological Resources Mitigation 

The following mitigation measures shall only be implemented during ground construction activities 
(i.e., grading, trenching, foundation work, excavations) where ground disturbance exceeds 10 feet 
below ground surface within project areas underlain by Quaternary old sedimentary deposits (i.e., 
Qof3 and Qvoa). 

 Develop a Paleontological Resources Impact Mitigation Plan. Prior to the start of construction, 
a qualified professional paleontologist shall be retained to prepare and implement a 
Paleontological Resources Impact Mitigation Plan (PRIMP) for the project. A Qualified 
Paleontologist is an individual who meets the education and professional experience standards 
as set forth by the SVP (2010), which recommends the paleontologist shall have at least a 
Master’s Degree or equivalent work experience in paleontology, shall have knowledge of the 
local paleontology, and shall be familiar with paleontological procedures and techniques. The 
PRIMP shall describe mitigation recommendations in detail, including paleontological 
monitoring procedures; communication protocols to be followed in the event that an 
unanticipated fossil discovery is made during project development; and preparation, curation, 
and reporting requirements. 

 Paleontological Worker Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP). Prior to the 
commencement of ground disturbing activities, the Qualified Paleontologist or his or her 
designee, shall conduct training for construction personnel regarding the appearance of fossils 
and the procedures for notifying paleontological staff should fossils be discovered by 
construction staff. The WEAP shall be fulfilled at the time of a preconstruction meeting. In the 
event a fossil is discovered by construction personnel anywhere in the project area, all work in 
the immediate vicinity of the find shall cease and a qualified paleontologist shall be contacted to 
evaluate the find before re-starting work in the area. If it is determined that the fossil(s) is (are) 
scientifically significant, the qualified paleontologist shall complete the mitigation outlined 
below to mitigate impacts to significant fossil resources. 

 Paleontological Monitoring. Initially, full-time monitoring shall be conducted during ground 
construction activities where ground disturbance exceeds 10 feet below ground surface within 
deposits of Quaternary old (early Holocene to late Pleistocene) alluvial fan (Qof3) and axial-
channel (Qvoa) deposits. Monitoring shall be conducted by a qualified paleontological monitor, 
who is defined as an individual who meets the minimum qualifications per standards set forth 
by the SVP (2010), which includes a B.S. or B.A. degree in geology or paleontology with one year 
of monitoring experience and knowledge of collection and salvage of paleontological resources. 
The Qualified Paleontologist shall determine the duration and timing of the monitoring. If the 
Qualified Paleontologist determines that full-time monitoring is no longer warranted, he or she 
may recommend reducing monitoring to periodic spot-checking or may recommend that 
monitoring cease entirely. 
i. Fossil Discoveries. In the event of a fossil discovery by the paleontological monitor or 

construction personnel, all work in the immediate vicinity of the find shall cease. A Qualified 
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Paleontologist shall evaluate the find before restarting construction activity in the area. If it 
is determined that the fossil(s) is (are) scientifically significant, the Qualified Paleontologist 
shall complete the following conditions to mitigate impacts to significant fossil resources. 

ii. Salvage of Fossils. If fossils are discovered, all work in the immediate vicinity should be 
halted to allow the paleontological monitor, and/or lead paleontologist to evaluate the 
discovery and determine if the fossil may be considered significant. If the fossils are 
determined to be potentially significant, the qualified paleontologist (or paleontological 
monitor) should recover them following standard field procedures for collecting 
paleontological as outlined in the PRIMP prepared for the project. Typically, fossils can be 
safely salvaged quickly by a single paleontologist and not disrupt construction activity. In 
some cases, larger fossils (such as complete skeletons or large mammal fossils) require more 
extensive excavation and longer salvage periods. In this case the paleontologist should have 
the authority to temporarily direct, divert or halt construction activity to ensure that the 
fossil(s) can be removed in a safe and timely manner. If fossils are discovered, the Qualified 
Paleontologist (or Paleontological Monitor) shall recover them as specified in the project’s 
PRIMP. 

 Preparation and Curation of Recovered Fossils. Once salvaged, significant fossils should be 
identified to the lowest possible taxonomic level, prepared to a curation-ready condition, and 
curated in a scientific institution with a permanent paleontological collection (such as the 
NHMLAC), along with all pertinent field notes, photos, data, and maps. Fossils of undetermined 
significance at the time of collection may also warrant curation at the discretion of the Qualified 
Paleontologist. 

 Final Paleontological Mitigation Report. At the conclusion of laboratory work and museum 
curation, a final report shall be prepared describing the results of the paleontological mitigation 
monitoring efforts associated with the project. The report shall include a summary of the field 
and laboratory methods, an overview of the project geology and paleontology, a list of taxa 
recovered (if any), an analysis of fossils recovered (if any) and their scientific significance, and 
recommendations. The final report shall be submitted to the City of Norco. If the monitoring 
efforts produced fossils, then a copy of the report shall also be submitted to the designated 
museum repository. 

Significance After Mitigation 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1 would ensure project impacts to paleontological 
resources would be avoided. The project would have a less than significant impact with mitigation. 

4.6.4 Cumulative Impacts 
The planned and pending projects in the project site vicinity are listed in Table 3-1 of Section 3, 
Environmental Setting. Cumulative projects considered in this analysis include residential, 
warehouse, commercial, hotel, school, and recreational land uses. The potential cumulative 
exposure of people or structures to unstable geologic units and/or expansive soils that may result in 
on- or off-site landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, movement, or collapse tend to 
be region wide in nature, though each site-specific development has unique geologic 
considerations. Each cumulative project is subject to uniform site development policies and 
construction standards imposed by the City that are based on CBC requirements and site-specific 
geotechnical studies. Adherence to City construction standards and CBC requirements would ensure 
cumulative impacts on geology and soils would be less than significant. 
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Mitigation Measure GEO-1 is included to avoid potential direct impacts to paleontological resources 
that may occur during project construction and ground disturbance activities, which would reduce 
project impacts to less than significant. Cumulative projects would be required to implement similar 
project-site specific measures. Therefore, cumulative impacts on paleontological resources would 
be less than significant. 
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4.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

This section analyzes the project’s potential impacts on greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and 
climate change. The analysis contains a description of the GHG setting for the project site and the 
surrounding area, the regulatory setting for GHG management and reduction measures, and a 
discussion of potential temporary impacts relating to construction activity and potential long-term 
impacts associated with project operation.  

The analysis is based on the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Study prepared by 
Rincon Consultants, Inc. (2020) which is included as Appendix C, and the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) 
prepared by Urban Crossroads (2020) which is included as Appendix L. The Air Quality and 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Study is based on information compiled from the project applicant based 
on proposed project components and features, and modeling results from the California Emissions 
Estimator Model (CalEEMod), Version 2016.3.2. (The contents and methodology of the TIA are 
further discussed in Section 4.13, Transportation.) 

4.7.1 Setting 

a. Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases  
Gases that absorb and re-emit infrared radiation in the atmosphere are called GHGs. The gases that 
are widely seen as the principal contributors to human-induced climate change include carbon 
dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxides (N2O), fluorinated gases such as hydrofluorocarbons 
(HFCs) and perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6). Water vapor is excluded from the 
list of GHGs because it is short-lived in the atmosphere, and its atmospheric concentrations are 
largely determined by natural processes, such as oceanic evaporation. 

GHGs are emitted by both natural processes and human activities. Of these gases, CO2 and CH4 are 
emitted in the greatest quantities from human activities. Emissions of CO2 are largely by-products of 
fossil fuel combustion, whereas CH4 results from off-gassing associated with agricultural practices 
and landfills. 

Man-made GHGs, many of which have greater heat-absorption potential than CO2, include 
fluorinated gases and SF6 (United States Environmental Protection Agency [USEPA] 2018). Different 
types of GHGs have varying global warming potentials (GWPs). The GWP of a GHG is the potential of 
a gas or aerosol to trap heat in the atmosphere over a specified timescale (generally, 100 years). 
Because GHGs absorb different amounts of heat, a common reference gas (CO2) is used to relate the 
amount of heat absorbed to the amount of the gas emissions, referred to as “carbon dioxide 
equivalent” (CO2e), and is the amount of a GHG emitted multiplied by its GWP. Carbon dioxide has a 
100-year GWP of one. By contrast, methane CH4 has a GWP of 25, meaning its global warming effect 
is 25 times greater than carbon dioxide on a molecule per molecule basis (Intergovernmental Panel 
on Climate Change [IPCC] 2007). 

b. Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory 
Worldwide anthropogenic emissions of GHGs were approximately 46,000 million metric tons (MMT, 
or gigatonnes) CO2e in 2010 (IPCC 2014). CO2 emissions from fossil fuel combustion and industrial 
processes contributed about 65 percent of total emissions in 2010. Of anthropogenic GHGs, carbon 
dioxide was the most abundant accounting for 76 percent of total 2010 emissions. Methane 
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emissions accounted for 16 percent of the 2010 total, while nitrous oxide and fluorinated gases 
accounted for six percent and two percent respectively (IPCC 2014). 

Federal Emissions Inventory 
Total United States GHG emissions were 6,511.3 million metric tons of CO2e in 2016 (USEPA 2018). 
Total United States emissions have increased by 2.4 percent since 1990; though emissions 
decreased by 1.9 percent from 2015 to 2016 (USEPA 2018). The decrease from 2014 to 2015 was a 
result of multiple factors, including: (1) substitution from coal to natural gas and other non-fossil 
energy sources in the electric power sector, and (2) warmer winter conditions in 2016 resulting in a 
decreased demand for heating fuel in the residential and commercial sectors (USEPA 2018). Since 
1990, U.S. emissions have increased at an average annual rate of 0.1 percent. In 2015, the industrial 
and transportation end-use sectors accounted for 29 percent each of GHG emissions (with 
electricity-related emissions distributed), respectively. Meanwhile, the residential and commercial 
end-use sectors accounted for 15 percent and 16 percent of CO2e emissions, respectively (USEPA 
2018). 

California Emissions Inventory 
Based on the California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) California Greenhouse Gas Inventory for 
2000-2017, California produced 424 MMT of CO2e in 2016 (CARB 2018a). The major source of GHGs 
in California is associated with transportation, contributing 40 percent of the State’s total GHG 
emissions. The industrial sector is the second largest source, contributing 21 percent of the State’s 
GHG emissions, and electric power accounted for approximately 15 percent (CARB 2018a). 
California emissions are due in part to its large size and large population compared to other states. 
However, a factor that reduces California’s per capita fuel use and GHG emissions, as compared to 
other states, is its relatively mild climate. CARB has projected that statewide unregulated 
GHG emissions for the year 2020 will be 509 MMT of CO2e (CARB 2018b). These projections 
represent the emissions that would be expected to occur in the absence of any GHG reduction 
actions. 

Local Emissions Inventory 
The City of Norco does not have an adopted Climate Action Plan (CAP) or current GHG inventory. 
The Western Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG), the subregional planning agency which 
includes Norco, prepared a Subregional CAP with a 2010 GHG inventory for participating 
jurisdictions. According to the WRCOG Subregional CAP, Norco produced approximately 
200,000 metric tons (MT) CO2e in 2010, which equates to a per capita emissions rate of 3.6 MT CO2e 
(WRCOG 2014). Similar to the State, the major source of GHGs in Norco is associated with 
transportation, contributing 70 percent of the City’s total emissions. Residential energy use is the 
second largest source, contributing 17 percent of the City’s emissions, followed by 
commercial/industrial uses, which contributed 12 percent.  

c. Potential Effects of Climate Change 
Globally, climate change has the potential to affect numerous environmental resources though 
potential impacts related to future air temperatures and precipitation patterns. Scientific modeling 
predicts that continued GHG emissions at or above current rates would induce more extreme 
climate changes during the 21st century than were observed during the 20th century. Long-term 
trends have found that each of the past three decades has been warmer than all the previous 
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decades in the instrumental record, and the decade from 2000 through 2010 has been the warmest. 
The observed global mean surface temperature (GMST) for the decade from 2006 to 2015 was 
approximately 0.87° Celsius (C) (0.75°C to 0.99°C) higher than the average GMST over the period 
from 1850 to 1900. Furthermore, several independently analyzed data records of global and 
regional Land-Surface Air Temperature (LSAT) obtained from station observations confirm that LSAT 
as well as sea surface temperatures have increased. Due to past and current activities, 
anthropogenic GHG emissions are increasing global mean surface temperature at a rate of 0.2°C per 
decade. In addition to these findings, there are identifiable signs that global warming is currently 
taking place, including substantial ice loss in the Arctic over the past two decades (IPCC 2014, 2018). 

According to California’s Fourth Climate Change Assessment, statewide temperatures from 1986 to 
2016 were approximately 1° Fahrenheit (F) to 2°F higher than those recorded from 1901 to 1960. 
Potential impacts of climate change in California may include loss in water supply from snowpack, 
sea level rise, more extreme heat days per year, more large forest fires, and more drought years 
(State of California 2018). While there is growing scientific consensus about the possible effects of 
climate change at a global and statewide level, current scientific modeling tools are unable to 
predict what local impacts may occur with a similar degree of accuracy. In addition to statewide 
projections, California’s Fourth Climate Change Assessment includes regional reports that 
summarize climate impacts and adaptation solutions for nine regions of the State as well as 
regionally-specific climate change case studies (State of California 2018). Below is a summary of 
some of the potential effects that could be experienced in California as a result of climate change. 

Air Quality  
Higher temperatures, which are conducive to air pollution formation, could worsen air quality in 
California. Climate change may increase the concentration of ground-level ozone (O3), but the 
magnitude of the effect, and therefore its indirect effects, are uncertain. As temperatures have 
increased in recent years, the area burned by wildfires throughout the State has increased, and 
wildfires have been occurring at higher elevations in the Sierra Nevada Mountains (State of 
California 2018). If higher temperatures continue to be accompanied by an increase in the incidence 
and extent of large wildfires, air quality would worsen. However, if higher temperatures are 
accompanied by wetter, rather than drier conditions, the rains would tend to temporarily clear the 
air of particulate pollution and reduce the incidence of large wildfires, thereby ameliorating the 
pollution associated with wildfires. Additionally, severe heat accompanied by drier conditions and 
poor air quality could increase the number of heat-related deaths, illnesses, and asthma attacks 
throughout the State (California Natural Resources Agency [CNRA] 2009). 

Water Supply  
Analysis of paleoclimatic data (such as tree-ring reconstructions of stream flow and precipitation) 
indicates a history of naturally and widely varying hydrologic conditions in California and the west, 
including a pattern of recurring and extended droughts. Uncertainty remains with respect to the 
overall impact of climate change on future precipitation trends and water supplies in California. For 
example, many southern California cities have experienced their lowest recorded annual 
precipitation twice within the past decade; however, in a span of only two years, Los Angeles 
experienced both its driest and wettest years on record (California Department of Water Resources 
[DWR] 2008). This uncertainty regarding future precipitation trends complicates the analysis of 
future water demand, especially where the relationship between climate change and its potential 
effect on water demand is not well understood. However, the average early spring snowpack in the 
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western United States, including the Sierra Nevada Mountains, decreased by about ten percent 
during the last century. During the same period, sea level rose over 5.9 inches along the central and 
southern California coast (State of California 2018). The Sierra snowpack provides the majority of 
California's water supply by accumulating snow during the State’s wet winters and releasing it 
slowly during the State’s dry springs and summers. A warmer climate is predicted to reduce the 
fraction of precipitation falling as snow and result in less snowfall at lower elevations, thereby 
reducing the total snowpack (DWR 2008; State of California 2018). The State of California projects 
that average spring snowpack in the Sierra Nevada and other mountain catchments in central and 
northern California will decline by approximately 66 percent from its historical average by 2050 
(State of California 2018). 

Hydrology and Sea Level Rise 
As discussed above, climate change could potentially affect the amount of snowfall, rainfall, and 
snow pack; the intensity and frequency of storms; flood hydrographs (flash floods, rain or snow 
events, coincidental high tide and high runoff events); sea level rise and coastal flooding; coastal 
erosion; and the potential for salt water intrusion. Climate change has the potential to induce 
substantial sea level rise in the coming century (State of California 2018). The rising sea level 
increases the likelihood and risk of flooding. The rate of increase of global mean sea levels over the 
2001-2010 decade, as observed by satellites, ocean buoys and land gauges, was approximately 
3.2 millimeters (mm) per year, which is double the observed 20th century trend of 1.6 mm per year 
(World Meteorological Organization [WMO] 2013). As a result, global mean sea levels averaged over 
the last decade were about eight inches higher than those of 1880 (WMO 2013). Sea levels are rising 
faster now than in the previous two millennia, and the rise is expected to accelerate, even with 
robust GHG emission control measures. The most recent IPCC report predicts a mean sea–level rise 
of 10 to 37 inches by 2100 (IPCC 2018). A rise in sea levels could completely erode 31 to 67 percent 
of southern California beaches, result in flooding of approximately 370 miles of coastal highways 
during 100-year storm events, jeopardize California’s water supply due to salt water intrusion, and 
induce groundwater flooding and/or exposure of buried infrastructure (State of California 2018). In 
addition, increased CO2 emissions can cause oceans to acidify due to the carbonic acid it forms. 
Increased storm intensity and frequency could affect the ability of flood-control facilities, including 
levees, to handle storm events.  

Agriculture  
California has a $50 billion annual agricultural industry that produces over a third of the country’s 
vegetables and two-thirds of the country’s fruits and nuts (California Department of Food and 
Agriculture 2018). Higher CO2 levels can stimulate plant production and increase plant water-use 
efficiency. However, if temperatures rise and drier conditions prevail, certain regions of agricultural 
production could experience water shortages of up to 16 percent; water demand could increase as 
hotter conditions lead to the loss of soil moisture; crop-yield could be threatened by water-induced 
stress and extreme heat waves; and plants may be susceptible to new and changing pest and 
disease outbreaks (State of California 2018). In addition, temperature increases could change the 
time of year certain crops, such as wine grapes, bloom or ripen, and thereby affect their quality 
(California Climate Change Center 2006). 
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Ecosystems and Wildlife 
Climate change and the potential resulting changes in weather patterns could have ecological 
effects on a global and local scale. Increasing concentrations of GHGs are likely to accelerate the 
rate of climate change. Scientists project that the annual average maximum daily temperatures in 
California could rise by 4.4 to 5.8°F in the next 50 years and by 5.6 to 8.8°F in the next century 
(State of California 2018). Soil moisture is likely to decline in many regions, and intense rainstorms 
are likely to become more frequent. Rising temperatures could have four major impacts on plants 
and animals related to: (1) timing of ecological events; (2) geographic distribution and range; 
(3) species’ composition and the incidence of nonnative species within communities; and (4) 
ecosystem processes, such as carbon cycling and storage (Parmesan 2006; State of California 2018). 

4.7.2 Regulatory Setting 

a. Federal Regulations 
The U.S. Supreme Court in Massachusetts et al. v. Environmental Protection Agency et al. 
([2007] 549 U.S. 05-1120) held that the USEPA has the authority to regulate motor-vehicle GHG 
emissions under the federal Clean Air Act. The USEPA issued a Final Rule for mandatory reporting of 
GHG emissions in October 2009. This Final Rule applies to fossil fuel suppliers, industrial gas 
suppliers, direct GHG emitters, and manufacturers of heavy-duty and off-road vehicles and vehicle 
engines, and requires annual reporting of emissions. In 2012, the USEPA issued a Final Rule that 
establishes the GHG permitting thresholds that determine when Clean Air Act permits under the 
New Source Review Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) and Title V Operating Permit 
programs are required for new and existing industrial facilities. 

In 2014, the U.S. Supreme Court in Utility Air Regulatory Group v. EPA (134 S. Ct. 2427 [2014]) held 
that USEPA may not treat GHGs as an air pollutant for purposes of determining whether a source is 
a major source required to obtain a PSD or Title V permit. The Court also held that PSD permits that 
are otherwise required (based on emissions of other pollutants) may continue to require limitations 
on GHG emissions based on the application of Best Available Control Technology. 

b. State 
CARB is responsible for the coordination and oversight of State and local air pollution control 
programs in California. California has numerous regulations aimed at reducing the State’s GHG 
emissions. These initiatives are summarized below. 

California Advanced Clean Cars Program 
Assembly Bill (AB) 1493 (2002), California’s Advanced Clean Cars program (referred to as “Pavley”), 
requires CARB to develop and adopt regulations to achieve “the maximum feasible and 
cost-effective reduction of GHG emissions from motor vehicles.” On June 30, 2009, USEPA granted 
the waiver of Clean Air Act preemption to California for its GHG emission standards for motor 
vehicles beginning with the 2009 model year. Pavley I regulates model years from 2009 to 2016 and 
Pavley II, which is now referred to as “LEV (Low Emission Vehicle) III GHG” regulates model years 
from 2017 to 2025. The Advanced Clean Cars program coordinates the goals of the LEV, Zero 
Emissions Vehicles (ZEV), and Clean Fuels Outlet programs, and would provide major reductions in 
GHG emissions. By 2025, when the rules will be fully implemented, new automobiles will emit 
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34 percent fewer GHGs and 75 percent fewer smog-forming emissions from their model year 2016 
levels (CARB 2011). 

Assembly Bill 32 
California’s major initiative for reducing GHG emissions is outlined in AB 32, the “California Global 
Warming Solutions Act of 2006,” which was signed into law in 2006. AB 32 codifies the statewide 
goal of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 and requires CARB to prepare a Scoping Plan 
that outlines the main State strategies for reducing GHGs to meet the 2020 deadline. In addition, 
AB 32 requires CARB to adopt regulations to require reporting and verification of statewide GHG 
emissions. Based on this guidance, CARB approved a 1990 statewide GHG level and 2020 limit of 
427 MMT CO2e. The Scoping Plan was approved by CARB on December 11, 2008 and included 
measures to address GHG emission reduction strategies related to energy efficiency, water use, and 
recycling and solid waste, among other measures. Many of the GHG reduction measures included in 
the Scoping Plan (e.g., Low Carbon Fuel Standard, Advanced Clean Car standards, and Cap-and-
Trade) have been adopted since approval of the Scoping Plan.  

In May 2014, CARB approved the first update to the AB 32 Scoping Plan. The 2013 Scoping Plan 
update defined CARB’s climate change priorities for the next five years and set the groundwork to 
reach post-2020 statewide goals. The update highlighted California’s progress toward meeting the 
“near-term” 2020 GHG emission reduction goals defined in the original Scoping Plan. It also 
evaluated how to align the State’s longer-term GHG reduction strategies with other State policy 
priorities, including those for water, waste, natural resources, clean energy, transportation, and land 
use (CARB 2014).  

Senate Bill 97 
Senate Bill (SB) 97, signed in August 2007, acknowledges that climate change is an environmental 
issue that requires analysis in CEQA documents. In March 2010, the CNRA adopted amendments to 
the CEQA Guidelines for the feasible mitigation of GHG emissions or the effects of GHG emissions. 
The adopted guidelines give lead agencies the discretion to set quantitative or qualitative thresholds 
for the assessment and mitigation of GHG and climate change impacts. 

Senate Bill 375 
SB 375, signed in August 2008, enhances the State’s ability to reach AB 32 goals by directing CARB to 
develop regional GHG emission reduction targets to be achieved from passenger vehicles by 2020 
and 2035. In addition, SB 375 directs each of the State’s 18 major Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations (MPOs) to prepare a “sustainable communities strategy” (SCS) that contains a growth 
strategy to meet these emission targets for inclusion in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). 
On March 22, 2018, CARB adopted updated regional targets for reducing GHG emissions from 2005 
levels by 2020 and 2035. WRCOG is a subregion within the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG) region. SCAG was assigned targets of an eight percent reduction in GHGs from 
transportation sources by 2020 and a 19 percent reduction in GHGs from transportation sources by 
2035. In the SCAG region, SB 375 also provides the option for the coordinated development of 
subregional plans by the subregional councils of governments and the county transportation 
commissions to meet SB 375 requirements. 
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Senate Bill 32 
On September 8, 2016, the governor signed SB 32 into law, extending AB 32 by requiring the State 
to further reduce GHGs to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 (the other provisions of AB 32 
remain unchanged). On December 14, 2017, CARB adopted the 2017 Scoping Plan, which provides a 
framework for achieving the 2030 target. The 2017 Scoping Plan relies on the continuation and 
expansion of existing policies and regulations, such as the Cap-and-Trade Program, as well as 
implementation of recently adopted policies and policies, such as SB 350 and SB 1383 (see below). 
The 2017 Scoping Plan also puts an increased emphasis on innovation, adoption of existing 
technology, and strategic investment to support its strategies. As with the 2013 Scoping Plan 
Update, the 2017 Scoping Plan does not provide project-level thresholds for land use development. 
Instead, it recommends that local governments adopt policies and locally-appropriate quantitative 
thresholds consistent with statewide per capita goals of six MT CO2e by 2030 and two MT CO2e by 
2050 (CARB 2017). As stated in the 2017 Scoping Plan, these goals may be appropriate for plan-level 
analyses (city, county, subregional, or regional level), but not for specific individual projects because 
they include all emissions sectors in the State (CARB 2017). 

Senate Bill 1383 
Adopted in September 2016, SB 1383 requires CARB to approve and begin implementing a 
comprehensive strategy to reduce emissions of short-lived climate pollutants. The bill requires the 
strategy to achieve the following reduction targets by 2030: 

 Methane – 40 percent below 2013 levels 
 Hydrofluorocarbons – 40 percent below 2013 levels 
 Anthropogenic black carbon – 50 percent below 2013 levels 

The bill also requires the California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle), in 
consultation with the CARB, to adopt regulations that achieve specified targets for reducing organic 
waste in landfills.  

Senate Bill 100 
Adopted on September 10, 2018, SB 100 supports the reduction of GHG emissions from the 
electricity sector by accelerating the State’s Renewables Portfolio Standard Program, which was last 
updated by SB 350 in 2015. SB 100 requires electricity providers to increase procurement from 
eligible renewable energy resources to 33 percent of total retail sales by 2020, 60 percent by 2030, 
and 100 percent by 2045. 

Executive Order B-55-18 
On September 10, 2018, the governor issued Executive Order (EO) B-55-18, which established a new 
statewide goal of achieving carbon neutrality by 2045 and maintaining net negative emissions 
thereafter. This goal is in addition to the existing statewide GHG reduction targets established by 
SB 375, SB 32, SB 1383, and SB 100. 

California Environmental Quality Act 
Pursuant to the requirements of SB 97, the CNRA has adopted amendments to the CEQA Guidelines 
for the feasible mitigation of GHG emissions or the effects of GHG emissions. The adopted CEQA 
Guidelines provide general regulatory guidance on the analysis and mitigation of GHG emissions in 
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CEQA documents, while giving lead agencies the discretion to set quantitative or qualitative 
thresholds for the assessment and mitigation of GHGs and climate change impacts. To date, a 
variety of air districts have adopted quantitative significance thresholds for GHGs. 

c. Local 

SCAG 2016 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
On September 23, 2010, CARB adopted final regional targets for reducing GHG emissions from 2005 
levels by 2020 and 2035. SCAG was assigned targets of an eight percent reduction in GHGs from 
transportation sources by 2020 and a 13 percent reduction in GHGs from transportation sources by 
2035. On April 7, 2016, SCAG adopted the 2016 RTP/SCS, which includes a number of strategies and 
objectives to encourage transit-oriented and infill development and use of alternative 
transportation to minimize vehicle use. 

WRCOG Climate Action Plan 
WRCOG’s 2014 CAP (WRCOG Subregional CAP) establishes a subregional GHG emissions target of 15 
percent below 2010 levels by 2020 and 49 percent below 2010 levels by 2035 (WRCOG 2018). The 
WRCOG Subregional CAP establishes policies and programs that are consistent with and support 
statewide GHG emissions reductions targets and strategies. The WRCOG Subregional CAP is not 
however a qualified plan that would allow for streamlining of GHG emissions impacts analyses. 
Norco is a participant party to the WRCOG Subregional CAP and is subject to applicable policies and 
programs.  

City of Norco General Plan 
The City of Norco General Plan Conservation Element contains goals and policies for Norco’s vision 
for air quality, GHG reduction, and conservation (City of Norco 2014). General Plan Conservation 
Element Chapter 2.5 identifies regional sources of pollution, geographic considerations affecting air 
quality in Norco, and various goals and policies intended to address GHG issues in the City. The 
following policies in the General Plan Conservation Element are relevant to the project: 

 Policy 2.9.1: As one of the 12 cities that are part of the WRCOG [Subregional] CAP, be an active 
participant in the subregional CAP emissions reduction target measures and action steps, to 
achieve compliance with the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32). Consider 
adoption of the WRCOG [Subregional] CAP as the City’s CAP. 

 Policy 2.9.2: Implement the applicable local strategies as feasible from the RTP/SCS 2012-2035 
 Policy 2.9.3: Increase opportunities and accessibility for trail riding, cycling, and walking. These 

can include more hitching posts and bike storage facilities at commercial sites, and more 
interior-block pedestrian paths that are in addition to street-side sidewalks and connect 
commercial, office, and public building sites in a more functional pedestrian circulation system. 

 Policy 2.9.10 Land Use Agricultural Policy: Encourage local production of food consistent with 
the City’s small plot agricultural lifestyle and zoning. Establish a local farmers market to help in 
the distribution of goods that are produced here. 

 Policy 2.9.11 Land Use Parking Management Policy: Encourage shared parking and pedestrian 
access between adjacent similar land uses encourage walking while at the same time 
discouraging short vehicle trips between close destinations. 
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 2.9.12 Land Use Mixed Use Development Policy: Encourage a mix of land uses around high-
density projects to encourage walking for convenience items as opposed to vehicle trips 

 2.9.15 Building Utility Efficiency Policy: In addition to compliance with the California Green 
Building Code requirements, encourage innovation in residential and non-residential design to 
further minimize ultimate consumption of energy and water resources including the 
development of green roofs. 

4.7.3 Impact Analysis 

a. Significance Thresholds 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines states the GHG emissions impacts of the project would be 
significant if the project would: 

 Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment; and/or 

 Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the 
emissions of GHGs. 

The vast majority of individual projects do not generate sufficient GHG emissions to directly 
influence climate change. However, physical changes caused by a project can contribute 
incrementally to significant cumulative effects, even if individual changes resulting from a project 
are limited. As a result, the issue of climate change typically involves an analysis of whether a 
project’s contribution towards an impact would be cumulatively considerable. “Cumulatively 
considerable” means that the incremental effects of an individual project are significant when 
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, other current projects, and probable future 
projects (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064[h][1]). 

According to CEQA Guidelines, projects can tier from a qualified GHG reduction plan that allows for 
project-level evaluation of GHG emissions through the comparison of the project’s consistency with 
the GHG reduction policies included in a qualified GHG reduction plan. This approach is considered 
by the Association of Environmental Professionals (AEP) in its white paper, Beyond Newhall and 
2020, to be the most defensible approach presently available under CEQA to determine the 
significance of a project’s GHG emissions (AEP 2016). However, although the WRCOG has completed 
an inventory of community emissions for the region including the City of Norco, the WRCOG CAP is 
not a qualified GHG reduction plan and thus this approach is not currently feasible. 

Project-Specific Efficiency Threshold 
This analysis evaluates potential GHG emissions generated by the project against a locally-
appropriate, project-specific efficiency threshold derived from the SB 32 target and the City’s GHG 
inventory from 2010, which is consistent with current best practices in the industry (AEP 2016). This 
provides a quantitative assessment of the project’s GHG emissions compared to a project-specific 
threshold. Because the GHG emissions target set by SB 32 is significantly more stringent than the AB 
32 target, if the project is found to be consistent with the SB 32 emission reduction target, then it is 
considered consistent with the AB 32 reduction target as well.  

The locally-appropriate, project-specific efficiency threshold used in this analysis was created to 
comply with the CEQA Guidelines and interpretative GHG case law. An efficiency threshold is 
calculated by dividing the allowable GHG emissions inventory in a selected calendar year by the 
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service population (residents plus employees) in that year. This calculation identifies the quantity of 
emissions that can be generated on a per-service population basis without significantly impacting 
the environment. This approach is appropriate for the project because it measures the project’s 
emissions on a local per-service population basis to determine its overall GHG emissions efficiency 
relative to regulatory GHG emission reduction goals. 

For the project, an efficiency threshold was calculated based on the target GHG emission levels that 
would be consistent with the State 2030 target using the service population of the City of Norco in 
year 2030. This locally-appropriate, project-specific quantitative threshold is derived, in part, from 
the City’s 2010 GHG inventory in line with CARB’s recommendations in the 2008 Climate Change 
Scoping Plan and the 2017 Scoping Plan (CARB 2008; 2017). Consistent with the legal guidance 
provided in the Golden Door (2018) and Newhall Ranch (2015) decisions, regarding the correlation 
between state and local conditions, the 2010 GHG inventory was used to calculate a locally-
appropriate, evidence-based, project-specific threshold consistent with California’s SB 32 target. 
Accordingly, the threshold established in this report is a project-specific threshold, as opposed to a 
threshold for general use.  

As part of the WRCOG Subregional CAP, the City of Norco completed a 2010 GHG inventory that 
calculated communitywide emissions of 233,908 MT of CO2e per year (Table 4.7-1). Energy use for 
water for potable water was included in the residential and commercial energy use sector. There is 
no wastewater treatment facility within Norco; therefore, no emissions were associated with the 
wastewater sector. Because the project is a hotel, food garden, and multi-family apartment 
complex, the Commercial/Industrial Energy, Transportation, Residential Energy, and Waste sectors 
are appropriate to use in developing a project-specific threshold to capture GHG emissions from 
future guests, residents and employees of the project generated from energy use, on-road vehicle 
trips, and waste. Therefore, all sector emissions within the City’s 2010 inventory are applicable to 
the project and were utilized in developing a project-specific efficiency threshold. 

Table 4.7-1 City of Norco 2010 Inventory 

Source 
2010 Total 

(MT of CO2e) 

Transportation 155,105 

Commercial/Industrial Energy 29,301 

Residential Energy 43,149 

Waste 6,353 

Total Emissions 233,908 

Note: GHG Inventory Report includes the following jurisdictions; Riverside, Temecula, Jurupa valley, Hemet, Perris, Norco, San Jacinto, 
Banning, Eastvale, Wildomar, Calimesa, and Canyon Lake 

Source: WRCOG 2014 

AB 32 set a statewide target of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. Therefore, for the 
subregional area to be consistent with AB 32, annual GHG emissions levels from project-applicable 
sectors would need to be reduced by 15 percent below 2010 levels by 2020 to approximately 
198,822 MT of CO2e per year. In addition, SB 32 set a statewide GHG emission reduction target of 
40 percent below 1990 levels. Therefore, annual GHG emissions levels from project-applicable 
sectors would need to be further reduced by 40 percent below 1990 levels to approximately 
119,923 MT of CO2e per year to be consistent with SB 32. 
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Accordingly, the 2030 project-specific efficiency threshold can be calculated by dividing total GHG 
emissions by the citywide service population (residents + employees) for year 2030. Based on 
SCAG’s Projections 2040 tool, the City’s 2030 service population would be approximately 
51,479 persons (30,243residents plus 21,236 jobs) (SCAG 2016). Therefore, the 2030 locally-
appropriate, project-specific threshold would be approximately 2.3 MT of CO2e per year per service 
population as shown in Table 4.7-2. 

Table 4.7-2 Locally-Applicable Project-Specific Efficiency Threshold 
Target Year Value 

2010 Baseline Levels1 233,908 MT of CO2e/year 

2020 Target (AB 32)2 198,822 MT of CO2e/year 

2030 Target (SB 32)3 119,293 MT of CO2e/year 

2030 Service Population4 51,479 persons 

2030 Project-Specific Efficiency Threshold 2.3 MT of CO2e per service person per year 
1 2010 emission levels from project-applicable sectors (Table 4.7-1) 
2 AB 32 sets a target of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels (i.e., 15 percent below 2010 levels) by 2020. 
3 SB 32 sets a target of reducing GHG emissions 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. 
4 30,243 residents + 21,236 jobs  

Source: SCAG 2016 

Project Service Population 
Service population is traditionally defined as the summation of residents and employees that are 
generated by a project. However, beyond the residential component of the project, the project also 
includes a hotel and food garden where the primary user of these land uses are the hotel guests and 
food garden patrons. Per CalEEMod estimates, the 320-unit mid-rise apartments would house 
approximately 915 residents (Appendix C). Number of project employees was estimated based on 
SCAG employee density factors by land use category (SCAG 2001). Number hotels guests estimated 
based on average hotel room size and a 75 percent occupancy rate. The number of food garden 
patrons was based on the assumed total seating provided in the food garden seating area 
calculations and site map. Because the primary uses of the project include residences, a hotel, and 
food garden, the service population is equivalent to the sum of its residents, employees, hotel 
guests, and food garden patrons as shown in Table 4.7-3 
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Table 4.7-3 Project-Specific Service Population 
Population Persons 

Residents1 915 

Employees2 44 

Average Hotel Guests3 135 

Average Food Garden Patrons4 427 

Total Service Population 1,521 

1 See CalEEMod (Appendix C) 
2 See Table 4.2-6 for commercial employee generation rates based on the SCAG employee density factors (SCAG 2001). 
3 120 hotel rooms with approximately 1.5 persons per room and average occupancy rate of 75 percent = 135persons 
4 7,119 square feet of food garden seating space assuming 15 square feet per person for main seating area and 30 square feet per 
person for soft seating area = 427 persons (Appendix B) 

b. Methodology 
Calculations of CO2, CH4, and N2O emissions are provided to identify the magnitude of potential 
project effects. The analysis focuses on CO2, CH4, and N2O because these make up 98.9 percent of all 
GHG emissions by volume (IPCC 2014) and are the GHG emissions that the project would emit in the 
largest quantities. Emissions of all GHGs are converted into their equivalent GWP in terms of CO2e. 
GHG emissions associated with the project were calculated using CalEEMod (Appendix C).  

Construction Emissions 
Although construction activity is addressed in this analysis, the California Air Pollution Control 
Officers Association (CAPCOA) does not discuss whether any of the suggested threshold approaches 
adequately address impacts from temporary construction activity. As stated in the CEQA and 
Climate Change white paper, “more study is needed to make this assessment or to develop separate 
thresholds for construction activity” (CAPCOA 2008). Nevertheless, air districts such as the SCAQMD 
have recommended amortizing construction-related emissions over a 30-year period in conjunction 
with the project’s operational emissions (SCAQMD 2008).  
Construction of the project would generate temporary GHG emissions primarily as a result of 
operation of construction equipment, vehicle trips from the transport of construction workers to 
and from the project site, and from the export of earth materials off-site by heavy trucks. CalEEMod 
provides an estimate of emissions associated with the construction period, based on the duration of 
construction activity, area of disturbance, and anticipated equipment used during construction. 

Operational Emissions 
In CalEEMod, operational sources of criteria pollutant emissions include area, energy, and mobile 
sources; GHG emissions include water and solid waste sources in addition to area, energy, and 
mobile sources. The project’s use was modeled using the following land use subtypes and square 
footage consistent with the project plans (Appendix B): 410,568 gross sf of “mid-rise residential” 
with 320 dwelling units and 12,500 sf of “health club” based on the leasing office, fitness center and 
lounge for the proposed residential component; 8,700 sf of “fast food restaurant w/o drive thru” 
and 322,600 sf of “city park” which includes open recreational space and 800 sf restroom and 
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storage room for the food garden component; and 70,000 sf of “hotel” for the proposed hotel. In 
addition, a “Parking Lot” land use subtype was modeled with 669 parking spaces covering 
approximately four acres to represent parking not included in the single garages associated with the 
proposed residences. CalEEMod methodologies for operational emissions pertaining to energy use, 
area sources, waste sources, water and wastewater sources, and mobile sources are detailed in 
Section 4.2, Air Quality, Subsection 4.2.3, Impact Analysis, and in the Air Quality and GHG Emissions 
Study (Appendix C). 

c. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures. 

Threshold 1:  Would the project generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may 
have a significant impact on the environment? 

Impact GHG-1 THE PROJECT WOULD GENERATE NEW GHG EMISSIONS FROM TEMPORARY 
CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES AND LONG-TERM PROPOSED USES. HOWEVER, THE PER SERVICE CAPITA GHG 
EMISSIONS WOULD NOT EXCEED THE PROJECT-SPECIFIC GHG EFFICIENCY THRESHOLD. THEREFORE, PROJECT 
IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.  

The project would produce direct and indirect GHG emissions from the use of construction 
equipment, consumer products and landscaping equipment, electrical and natural gas consumption, 
water use and wastewater generation, and from the disposal of solid waste. Mobile emissions from 
trucks accessing the site during project construction and from vehicles accessing the site during 
project operation would be the greatest source of GHG emissions from the project. The 
determination of GHG emissions impact significance is based on the locally-applicable, project-
specific threshold and consistency with applicable plans and policies  

Construction GHG Emissions 
It was assumed that construction activity would begin in July 2021 with completion by 
December 2024. As shown in  

Table 4.7-4, construction activity for the project would generate an estimated 3,514.8 MT CO2e. 
When amortized over a 30-year period, construction of the project would generate approximately 
117.2 MT CO2e per year.  

Table 4.7-4 Estimated Construction Emissions of Greenhouse Gases 

Construction Year 
Annual Emissions 

MT CO2e 

2021 303.4 

2022 1,248.5 

2023 1,484.6 

2024 478.3 

Total 3,514.8 

Amortized over 30 years 117.2 

Note: Emissions modeling was completed using CalEEMod, Annual Table 2.1 “Overall-mitigated construction” (Appendix C). 

Source: Rincon Consultants, Inc. 2020 (Appendix C) 
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Total Project GHG Emissions 
Table 4.7-5 combines the construction and operational GHG emissions associated with development 
of the project. The project would involve construction of new residential and commercial 
development. Mobile emissions generated by the project, which account for approximately 58 
percent of total project emissions as summarized in Table 4.7-5, would be new emissions associated 
with travel to and from the project site by project residents, hotel guests, employees, and food 
garden patrons.  

Table 4.7-5 Combined Annual Emissions of Greenhouse Gases 

Emission Source 
Annual Emissions 

MT CO2e 

Construction 117.2 

Operational 
Area 
Energy 
Solid Waste 
Water 

 
5.5 

997.2 
146.9 
116.6 

Mobile  

CO2 and CH4 1,758.9 

N2O 37.5 

Total Emissions 3,179.7 

Service Population 1,521 

Emissions per Service Person (MT CO2e/SP/year) 2.09 

Project-Specific Efficiency Threshold (MT CO2e/SP/year) 2.3 

Exceed Project-Specific Threshold? No 

Note: See Appendix C CalEEMod results-Annual 2030 Table 2.2 “Overall-mitigated operational” and N2O mobile emissions modeling.  

Source: Rincon Consultants, Inc. 2020 (Appendix C) 

As shown in Table 4.7-5, annual emissions from the project would be approximately 
3,179.7 MT CO2e per year or 2.09 MT CO2e/SP/year, which would not exceed the locally-applicable, 
project-specific threshold of 2.3 MT of CO2e/SP/ year. Therefore, project impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures would be required. 

Significance After Mitigation 
Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. 
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Threshold 2:  Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for 
the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs? 

Impact GHG-2 PROJECT EMISSIONS WOULD BE BELOW THE PROJECT-SPECIFIC EFFICIENCY THRESHOLD, 
CONSISTENT WITH THE STATEWIDE 2017 SCOPING PLAN REDUCTION TARGETS, AND THE PROJECT WOULD BE 
CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE GHG REDUCTION MEASURES OF SCAG’S 2016 RTP/SCS AND THE WRCOG 
SUBREGIONAL CAP. THEREFORE, PROJECT IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.  

The principal State plan and policy adopted to reduce GHG emissions is AB 32, the California Global 
Warming Solutions Act of 2006, and the follow up, SB 32. The quantitative goal of AB 32 is to reduce 
GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 and the goal of SB 32 is to reduce GHG emissions to 
40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. The 2017 Scoping Plan, which outlines a framework to 
achieve SB 32’s 2030 target, emphasizes innovation, adoption of existing technology, and strategic 
investment to support its strategies. Statewide plans and regulations in support of these strategies, 
such as GHG emissions standards for vehicles (AB 1493), the Low Carbon Fuel Standard, and 
regulations requiring an increasing fraction of electricity to be generated from renewable sources, 
are being implemented at the statewide level; as such, compliance at a project level would occur as 
implementation continues statewide. As stated above and shown in Table 4.7-5, the project would 
not exceed the project-specific efficiency threshold, which is developed based on the 2017 Scoping 
Plan’s 2030 GHG emissions reduction goal of 40 percent below 1990 emissions. Therefore, the 
project would be consistent with the 2017 Scoping Plan and project impacts would be less than 
significant. 

SCAG 2016 RTP/SCS 
The SCAG 2016 RTP/SCS was created to outline a growth strategy to meet GHG emission reduction 
targets, and includes a commitment to reduce emissions from transportation sources by promoting 
compact and infill development to comply with SB 375. As discussed in Section 4.2, Air Quality, and 
in the Air Quality and GHG Emission Study (Appendix C), the project would not exceed the 
population growth assumptions and would not inhibit the measures identified in the 2040 RTP/SCS 
to meet SCAG’s required targets from being implemented. The project would be consistent with 
applicable GHG emission reduction strategies in the 2016 RTP/SCS, as shown in Table 4.7-6. 
Therefore, the project would not conflict with the 2016RTP/SCS and project impacts would be less 
than significant. 

Table 4.7-6 Project Consistency with Applicable SCAG 2016 RTP/SCS GHG Emission 
Reduction Strategies 

Strategy/Action Project Consistency 

Land Use and Transportation 

Focus new growth around transit. The 2016 RTP/SCS land 
use pattern reinforces the trend of focusing growth in 
the region’s High Quality Transit Areas (HQTAs). 
Concentrating housing and transit in conjunction 
concentrates roadway repair investments, leverages 
transit and active transportation investments, reduces 
regional life cycle infrastructure costs, improves 
accessibility, avoids greenfield development, and has the 
potential to improve public health and housing 
affordability. HQTAs provide households with alternative 
modes of transport that can reduce VMT and GHG 

Consistent. There are two bus stops located along 
Hamner Avenue that are within 1,000 feet of the project 
site (Hamner + Lampton stop, approximately 760 feet 
north; and Hamner NS Auto Mall Drive stop, approximately 
320 feet south). The project site is located along a 
prominent corridor (Hamner Avenue) adjacent to existing 
residential, commercial, and institutional uses in the City of 
Norco. The project site is well situated to support vehicular, 
pedestrian, and equestrian access on Hamner Avenue and 
Third Street. The project includes development of an 
equestrian trail along the frontage of Hamner Avenue and 
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Strategy/Action Project Consistency 

emissions. Third Street to encourage alternative transportation and 
enhance the equestrian lifestyle of Norco. Therefore, the 
project would be consistent with this strategy.  

Plan for growth around livable corridors. The Livable 
Corridors strategy seeks to create neighborhood retail 
nodes that would be walking and biking destinations by 
integrating three different planning components: 
1. Transit improvements 
2. Active transportation improvements (i.e., improved 

safety for walking and biking) 
3. Land use policies that include the development of 

mixed-use retail centers at key nodes and better 
integrate different types of ritual uses. 

Consistent. The project site would include a food garden 
with outdoor recreational amenities and an equestrian 
trail. The project site is adjacent to existing residential, 
commercial, and institutional uses. Most of the commercial 
uses are auto-centric (i.e., carwashes, auto shops, auto 
sales, etc.). The proposed food garden and hotel would 
provide commercial food options within walking distance of 
existing uses, which would reduce VMT. As stated above 
and in Section 2, the project includes development of an 
equestrian trail along the frontage of Hamner Avenue and 
Third Street to encourage alternative transportation and 
enhance the equestrian lifestyle of Norco. The proposed 
trail would connect to an existing trail along 
Hamner Avenue. Therefore, the project would be 
consistent with this strategy.  

Provide more options for short trips. 38 percent of all 
trips in the SCAG region are less than three miles. The 
2016 RTP/SCS provides two strategies to promote the 
use of active transport for short trips. Neighborhood 
Mobility Areas are meant to reduce short trips in a 
suburban setting, while “complete communities” support 
the creation of mixed-use districts in strategic growth 
areas and are applicable to an urban setting. 

Consistent. Implementation of the project would promote 
the reduction in vehicle trips by providing new commercial 
food services and outdoor recreational amenities within 
walking distance from existing residential, commercial, and 
institutional uses. In addition, there are two bus stops 
within 1,000 feet of the project site, which allow for easy 
access to public transportation for employees and other 
customers. Therefore, the project would be consistent with 
this strategy. 

Transit Initiatives 

Develop first-mile/last-mile strategies on a local level to 
provide an incentive for making trips by transit, bicycling, 
walking, or neighborhood electric vehicle or other ZEV 
options. 

Consistent. There are two bus stops within 1,000 feet of 
the project site, which allow for easy access to public 
transportation for project customers, residents, and 
employees to reduce VMT. Therefore, the project would be 
consistent with this strategy. 

Other Initiatives 

Reduce emissions resulting from a project through 
implementation of project features, project design, or 
other measures. 
Incorporate design measures to reduce energy 
consumption and increase use of renewable energy. 

Consistent. The project would incorporate applicable 
energy- and water-efficiency design features, as described 
in Section 2, Project Description, to comply with 2019 
Title 24 standards. The incorporation of such features, 
provision and use of EV charging parking spaces and bicycle 
racks, and use of the proposed equestrian trail would result 
in reduced emissions from resource (energy and water) use 
and alternative transportation use. Therefore, the project 
would be consistent with this strategy. 

Source: SCAG 2016 

WRCOG Climate Action Plan  
Norco is a participating agency in the WRCOG Subregional CAP, which includes measures 
established to reduce GHGs in the region. Table 4.7-7 contains an evaluation of project consistency 
with applicable GHG reduction measures in the WRCOG Subregional CAP. As shown in Table 4.7-7, 
the project would be consistent with applicable GHG reduction measures and would not conflict 
with the WRCOG Subregional CAP. Therefore, project impacts would be less than significant. 
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Table 4.7-7 Project Consistency with WRCOG Subregional CAP 
Measure Consistent?  

SR-2: California Building Energy Efficiency 
Standards (Title 24, Part 6) 

Consistent. The project would comply with the most recent 
California Building Energy Efficiency Standards in Title 24, Part 6 as 
stated in Section 2, Project Description. Therefore, the project would 
be consistent with Measure SR-2. 

SR-4: Home Energy Renovation Opportunity 
Loan (HERO) Commercial Program 

Consistent. The project does not have established occupants for the 
proposed food garden or hotel buildings. Future tenants can choose 
to participate in this program and the project would not hinder 
implementation of the HERO Commercial Program. Therefore, the 
project would be consistent with Measure SR-4. 

SR-5: Utility Programs Consistent. The project does not have established occupants for the 
proposed food garden or hotel buildings. Future tenants can choose 
to participate in this program and the project would not hinder 
implementation of the commercial utilities programs. Therefore, the 
project would be consistent with Measure SR-5. 

SR-12: Electric Vehicle Plan and Infrastructure Consistent. As described in Section 2, Project Description, the project 
would include up to 17 parking spaces for EV charging for food 
garden patrons and hotel guests. Therefore, the project would be 
consistent with Measure SR-12.  

SR-13: Construction and Demolition Waste 
Diversion 

Consistent. The project would comply with AB 939 and City of Norco 
Municipal Code Chapter 16.05, which require 50 percent diversion of 
construction waste, as stated in Section 4.14, Utilities and Service 
Systems. Therefore, the project would be consistent with 
Measure SR-13. 

SR-14: Water Conservation and Efficiency Consistent. The proposed conceptual landscape plan (Appendix B) 
includes low-water use and/or drought tolerant plants and trees for 
the project site. Water-efficient irrigation systems and controllers 
would also be included for landscaped areas as part of the project. As 
stated in Section 2, Project Description, the project would include 
water conservation measures in accordance with CALGreen 
standards, such as low-flow plumbing fixtures. Therefore, the project 
would be consistent with Measure SR-14. 

T-2: Bicycle Parking Consistent. As stated in Section 2, Project Description, the project 
would comply with the City of Norco standards for bicycle parking 
and provide 15 anchored bicycle racks on site for use by project 
employees, food garden patrons, and hotel guests. Therefore, the 
project would be consistent with Measure T-2. 

T-9: Mixed Use Development Consistent. The project entails residential and commercial uses on a 
high-visibility site that is mostly vacant, adjacent to existing 
commercial, residential, and institutional uses. The proposed mixed-
use project would provide 320 multi-family residential units, an 
8,700-sf food garden with outdoor recreational amenities, a 120-
room hotel, and an equestrian trail along the project frontages of 
Hamner Avenue and Third Street. Therefore, the project would be 
consistent with Measure T-9. 

T-12: Limit Parking Requirements for New 
Development 

Consistent. The project would comply with the City of Norco parking 
standards and provide a total of 866 parking spaces, of which, 75 
spaces would be shared between patrons and guests of the 
residential and commercial uses. Therefore, the project would be 
consistent with Measure T-12.  

Source: WRCOG 2014 
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Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures would be required. 

Significance After Mitigation  
Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation.  

4.7.4 Cumulative Impacts 
Planned and pending projects in Norco and surrounding areas are listed in Table 3-1 in Section 3, 
Environmental Setting, and include residential, commercial, and industrial land uses.  

The analysis GHG emissions is cumulative in nature, as emissions affect the accumulation of GHGs in 
the earth’s atmosphere and since no single project can cause a discernible change to the climate. 
Climate change impacts are the result of incremental contributions from natural processes, and past 
and present human activities. GHG emissions cannot be defined by a geographic boundary and are 
part of a global issue regarding climate change. However, CEQA places a boundary on impact 
analysis; that is the State. 

Each of the proposed developments would generate temporary GHG emissions from construction 
activities and long-term GHG emissions from vehicle trips, electrical and water use, and other 
sources during operational activities. Each cumulative project would complete a project-specific 
GHG assessment to determine its emissions contribution and to identify any project-specific 
mitigation measures to reduce project emissions. The GHG emissions threshold for each cumulative 
project may differ slightly depending on the applicability of a certified CAP, or calculation of locally-
appropriate project-specific service threshold according CARB’s recommendation. Projects that fall 
below provided GHG emissions thresholds are considered to have a less than significant impact, 
both individually and cumulatively.  

Construction and operation of the project would not exceed any established GHG emissions 
thresholds or conflict with any applicable plans or policies relating to air quality or reduction of GHG 
emissions, as discussed in Impact GHG-1 and Impact GHG-2. Therefore, the project would have a 
less than significant cumulative impact. 
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4.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

This section analyzes the project’s potential impacts associated with potential exposure to hazards 
and hazardous materials. This analysis contains a description of hazards and hazardous materials 
that may exist on site or impact the project; and addresses impacts related to hazardous materials 
use and transportation, the accidental release of hazardous materials, development on 
contaminated sites, air traffic hazards, and interference with emergency response and evacuation 
plans. Impacts associated with wildfire are addressed in Section 5.5, Wildfire.  

The analysis is based on the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Phase I ESA) prepared by 
GeoTek, Inc. (2019) and is included as Appendix H. The Phase I ESA is based on information 
compiled from a review of historic aerial photographs and available historic information, a review of 
federal and State databases for hazardous or contaminated sites, and a site reconnaissance survey 
conducted on October 8, 2019. 

4.8.1 Setting 

a. Definitions 

Hazardous Waste 
The United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) defines a “hazardous waste” as a 
substance that: (1) may cause or significantly contribute to an increase in mortality or an increase in 
serious, irreversible, or incapacitating reversible illness, and (2) poses a substantial present or 
potential future hazard to human health or the environment when it is improperly treated, stored, 
transported, disposed of, or otherwise managed (40 Federal Code of Regulations (CFR) 261.10). 
Hazardous waste is also defined as ignitable, corrosive, explosive, or reactive and is identified by the 
USEPA by its form: solids, semi-solids, liquids, and gases. Producers of such wastes include private 
businesses and federal, State, and local government agencies. A material may also be classified as 
hazardous if it contains defined amounts of toxic chemicals. USEPA regulates the production and 
distribution of commercial and industrial chemicals to protect human health and the environment. 
USEPA also prepares and distributes information to inform the public about these chemicals and 
their effects, and provides guidance to manufacturers in pollution prevention measures, such as 
more efficient manufacturing processes and recycling used materials. 

Hazard versus Risk 
Public health is potentially at risk whenever hazardous materials have been used or where there 
could be exposure to such materials. Ecological communities, such as avian and terrestrial habitats 
and the aquatic environment, may be at risk, depending on the type of populations and locations 
relative to potential exposure sources. Important to the setting and analyses presented in this 
section are the concepts of the “hazard” of these materials and the “risk” they pose to human 
health and the ecological environment. 

Exposure to some chemical substances may harm internal organs or systems in the human body, 
ranging from temporary effects to permanent disability or death. Aquatic, terrestrial, or avian 
species may be similarly adversely affected. Hazardous materials that result in adverse effects are 
generally considered toxic. However, chemical materials may be corrosive or react with other 
substances to form other hazardous materials, but they are not considered toxic because organs or 
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systems are not affected. Because toxic materials can result in adverse health effects, they are 
considered hazardous materials, but not all hazardous materials are necessarily toxic. For purposes 
of the information and analyses presented in this section, the terms hazardous substances and 
hazardous materials are used interchangeably and include materials that are considered toxic. 

The risk to human health and the ecological environment is determined by the probability of 
exposure to a hazardous material and the severity of harm such exposure would pose. The 
likelihood and means of exposure, along with the inherent toxicity of a material, are used to 
determine the degree of risk to human health or the ecosystem. For example, a high probability of 
exposure to a low toxicity chemical would not necessarily pose an unacceptable human health or 
ecological risk, whereas a low probability of exposure to a very high toxicity chemical might. Various 
regulatory agencies, such as USEPA, California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA), 
State Water Resources Control Board, California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), 
and federal and State Occupational Safety and Health Administrations (OSHA) are responsible for 
developing and/or enforcing risk-based standards to protect the public and the environment.  

b. Historic Uses 
In order to construct the historic use of the project site and surrounding area, GeoTek, Inc. reviewed 
aerial photographs from 1931 through present day, topographic maps, building records, and other 
public record sources (Appendix H).  

Based on readily available historic information, the project site appears to have been occupied with 
two to three residential structures and some outbuildings from at least 1931 to at least 1975. 
Several remnant concrete slabs can be observed since 1985. The RV sales lot can be observed 
beginning in 1989. The surrounding properties appear to historically have been vacant land or 
scattered residential structures from at least 1931 to at least 1967. The residential development to 
the south can be observed beginning in 1967. The commercial development to the east of 
Hamner Avenue can be observed beginning in 1985. 

c. Hazardous Materials Searches 

Standard Environmental Record Sources 
A database search of public lists of sites that generate, store, treat, or dispose of hazardous material 
or sites for which a release or incident has occurred was completed for the project site with a 
one-quarter mile to one-mile buffer. Table 4.8-1 summarizes the federal and State environmental 
databases that were review for listed sites on and near the project site. As shown in Table 4.8-1 and 
discussed in the Phase I ESA (Appendix H), the project site is not included on any federal or State 
databases for hazardous waste or contaminated sites. 
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Table 4.8-1 Federally and State Listed Sites On and Near the Project Site 

Environmental Database 
Search 

Radius (mile) Project Site Adjacent 
Total Sites 

Listed 

USEPA – National Priorities List (NPL), including 
delisted NPL 

1.0 0 0 0 

USEPA – Superfund Enterprise Management System, 
including archived sites 

0.5 0 0 1 

USEPA – Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA), Corrective Action Facilities 

1.0 0 0 0 

USEPA – RCRA, Transportation, Storage, and Disposal 
Facilities 

0.5 0 0 0 

USEPA – RCRA Generators Site and 
Adjacent 

0 0 8 

USEPA – Emergency Response Notification System Site 0 N/A 0 

Federal institutional control/engineering control 
registries 

0.5 0 0 0 

CalEPA – State Response Sites (Response, formerly 
Annual Work Plan and Bond Expenditure Plan) 

1.0 0 0 0 

CalEPA – EnviroStor Database 0.5 0 0 5 

CalEPA – California Hazardous Materials Information 
Reporting System 

Site 0 0 0 

CalEPA – Solid Waste Fill/Landfill, Solid Waste 
Assessment Test/Waste Management Unit Database 
System and Recycling Facilities 

0.5 0 0 1 

CalEPA – Leaking Underground Storage Tanks 0.5 0 0 8 

CalEPA – Underground Storage Tanks Site and 
Adjacent 

0 0 4 

CalEPA – Spills, Leaks, Investigations & Cleanup Cost 
Recovery Listing 

0.5 0 0 0 

State institutional control/engineering control 
registries 

Site 0 N/A 0 

Local and/or Tribal databases Up to 1.0 0 0 0 

Drycleaners 0.25 0 0 0 

Other databases Up to 1.0 0 0 0 

Unmappable facilities Up to 1.0 0 0 6 

Source: GeoTek, Inc. 2019 (Appendix H) 
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Site Reconnaissance Observations of Existing Conditions 
GeoTek, Inc. conducted a reconnaissance survey on October 8, 2019 which included the project site 
and surrounding properties to visually assess current utilization and indications of potential surface 
contamination. The Phase I ESA confirms that the northeast portion of the project site is occupied 
by the Norco RV sales lot, which includes a propane tank, a pile of used tires, a tub of used oil and 
vehicle batteries by a storage shed, and other typical RV service materials (such as vehicle jacks, 
replacement parts, lubricants). The remainder of the project site is vacant with remnant foundations 
from previous uses. Visual evidence of other hazardous substances or wastes were not observed. 
There was no indication of major spills or leaks observed during the survey, and no pungent or acrid 
odors were observed to emanate from the project site (Appendix H). 

The propane tank on the RV sales lot was observed to operate at standard pressure and 
temperature, and therefore not an environmental concern for the project site and existing 
operations. No evidence of underground storage tanks (such as vent pipes, fill pipes, regular-shaped 
depressions, etc.) were observed on the project site; it is assumed that the RV sales lot uses an on 
site effluent disposal system. Existing uses had no evidence of generating poly-chlorinated biphenyls 
(PCBs), and no other conditions of hazardous materials concern were observed on the project site. 

4.8.2 Regulatory Setting 

a. Federal 

United States Environmental Protection Agency 
USEPA is the agency primarily responsible for enforcement and implementation of Federal laws and 
regulations pertaining to hazardous materials. Applicable Federal regulations pertaining to 
hazardous materials are contained in the CFR Titles 29, 40, and 49. Hazardous materials, as listed in 
49 CFR 172.101. The following laws govern the management of hazardous materials: 

 RCRA (42 UUSC 6901 et seq.) 
 Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) 

(also called the Superfund Act) (42 USC 9601 et seq.), as amended by the Superfund 
Amendments and Reauthorization Act (1986) 

 Toxic Substances Control Act (15 USC 2601 et seq.) 

These laws and associated regulations include specific requirements for facilities that generate, use, 
store, treat, and/or dispose of hazardous materials. USEPA provides oversight and supervision for 
Federal Superfund investigation/remediation projects, evaluates remediation technologies, and 
develops hazardous materials disposal restrictions and treatment standards. 

Toxic Substances Control Act (1976) and the Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act of 1976 

These acts established a program administered by the USEPA for the regulation of the generation, 
transportation, treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous waste. RCRA was amended in 1984 by 
the Hazardous and Solid Waste Act, which affirmed and extended the “cradle to grave” system of 
regulating hazardous wastes and waste generation. Among other things, the use of certain 
techniques for the disposal of some hazardous wastes was prohibited specifically by Hazardous and 
Solid Waste Act. 
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The Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984 expanded the scope of RCRA and increased 
the level of detail in many of its provisions, reaffirming the regulation from generation to disposal 
and to prohibiting the use of certain techniques for hazardous waste disposal. The USEPA has largely 
delegated responsibility for implementing the RCRA program in California to the State, which 
implements this program through the California Hazardous Waste Control Law. 

RCRA regulates landfill siting, design, operation, and closure for licensed landfills. In California, RCRA 
landfill requirements are delegated to the California Department of Resources Recycling and 
Recovery (CalRecycle). 

 Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act  
This law provides broad federal authority to respond directly to releases or threatened releases of 
hazardous substances that may endanger public health or the environment. Among other things, 
CERCLA established requirements concerning closed and abandoned hazardous waste sites, 
provided for liability of persons responsible for releases of hazardous substances at these sites, and 
established a trust fund to provide for cleanup when no responsible party could be identified. 
CERCLA also enabled revision of the National Contingency Plan, which provided the guidelines and 
procedures needed to respond to releases and threatened releases of hazardous substances, 
pollutants, or contaminants. The National Contingency Plan also established the National Priorities 
List and in compliance with CERCLA. 

U.S. Department of Transportation Hazardous Materials Transport Act 
(49 USC 5101) 
The U.S. Department of Transportation, in conjunction with the USEPA, is responsible for 
enforcement and implementation of Federal laws and regulations pertaining to transportation of 
hazardous materials. The Hazardous Materials Transportation Act directs the U.S. Department of 
Transportation to establish criteria and regulations regarding the safe storage and transportation of 
hazardous materials. CFR 49, 171–180 and Title 13 California Code of Regulations (CCR), regulates 
the transportation of hazardous materials, types of material defined as hazardous, and the marking 
of vehicles transporting hazardous materials. It requires that every employee who transports 
hazardous materials receive training to recognize and identify hazardous materials and become 
familiar with hazard materials requirements. Carriers are required to report accidental releases of 
hazardous materials to the U.S. Department of Transportation at the earliest practical moment. 
Other incidents that must be reported include deaths, injuries requiring hospitalization, and 
property damage exceeding $50,000. The California Highway Patrol and California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) are the State agencies with primary responsibility for enforcing federal 
and State regulations related to transportation within California. These agencies respond to 
hazardous materials transportation emergencies. Together, these agencies determine container 
types to be used and grant licenses to hazardous waste haulers for hazardous waste transportation 
on public roads. 

Per- and polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS) Action Plan 
In February 2019, the USEPA published the PFAS Action Plan detailing the agency’s ongoing short-
term and long-term regulatory actions pertaining to PFAS detection, research, and remediation. The 
PFAS Action Plan describes measures the USEPA is pursuing to address PFAS contamination at the 
federal level, including development of a federal maximum contaminant level under the Safe 
Drinking Water Act for PFOA and PFOS, creating groundwater cleanup recommendations for 
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contaminated sites, and pursuing and supporting long-term research initiatives.1 The Action Plan 
further notes that the USEPA has initiated the regulatory process for listing PFOA and PFOS as 
hazardous substances under CERCLA and is exploring the possibility of developing PFAS ambient 
water quality criteria for human health under the Clean Water Act Section 304(a) (USEPA 2019). 

b. State 

Department of Toxic Substances Control 
As a department of the CalEPA, DTSC is the primary agency in California that regulates hazardous 
waste, oversees the cleanup of existing contamination, and identifies ways to reduce hazardous 
waste produced in California. DTSC regulates hazardous waste in California primarily under the 
authority of RCRA and the California Health and Safety Code. 

DTSC also administers the California Hazardous Waste Control Law to regulate hazardous wastes. 
While the California Hazardous Waste Control Law is generally more stringent than RCRA, until the 
USEPA approves the California program, both State and federal laws apply in California. The 
California Hazardous Waste Control Law lists 791 chemicals and approximately 300 common 
materials that may be hazardous; establishes criteria for identifying, packaging, and labeling 
hazardous wastes; prescribes management controls; establishes permit requirements for treatment, 
storage, disposal, and transportation; and identifies some wastes that cannot be disposed of in 
landfills.  

Government Code Section 65962.5 requires the DTSC, the State Department of Health Services, the 
State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), and CalRecycle to compile and annually update lists 
of hazardous waste sites and land designated as hazardous waste sites throughout the State; also 
referred to as the Cortese List. The Secretary for Environmental Protection consolidates the 
information submitted by these agencies and distributes it to each city and county where sites on 
the lists are located. Before the lead agency accepts an application for any development project as 
complete, the applicant must consult these lists to determine if the site at issue is included.  

If any soil is excavated from a site containing hazardous materials, it would be considered a 
hazardous waste if it exceeded specific criteria identified by the DTSC in Title 22, Division 4.5 
Section 66261.10. Remediation of hazardous wastes found at a site may be required if excavation of 
these materials is performed, or if certain other soil disturbing activities would occur. Even if soil or 
groundwater at a contaminated site does not have the characteristics required to be defined as 
hazardous waste, remediation of the site may be required by regulatory agencies subject to 
jurisdictional authority. Cleanup requirements are determined on a case-by-case basis by the agency 
taking jurisdiction. 

Cal/Occupational Safety and Health Act 
The Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970 (CCR Title 8) is implemented by the Cal/OSHA, 
which is responsible for ensuring worker safety in the handling and use of chemicals in the 
workplace. In California, Cal/OSHA has primary responsibility to develop and enforce workplace 
safety regulations concerning the use of hazardous materials in the workplace, including 
requirements for employee safety training, availability of safety equipment, accident and illness 
prevention programs, hazardous substance exposure warnings, and emergency action and fire 

 
1 Perfluorooctane Sulfonate (PFOS) and Perfluorooctanoic Acid (PFOA) are part of the larger group of chemicals that comprise PFAS. 
USEPA. 2017. Technical Fact Sheet – PFOS and PFOA. [online]: https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2017-
12/documents/ffrrofactsheet_contaminants_pfos_pfoa_11-20-17_508_0.pdf. Accessed May 2020. 

https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2017-12/documents/ffrrofactsheet_contaminants_pfos_pfoa_11-20-17_508_0.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2017-12/documents/ffrrofactsheet_contaminants_pfos_pfoa_11-20-17_508_0.pdf
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prevention plan preparation. For example, under Title 8 CCR 5194 (Hazard Communication 
Standard), construction workers must be informed about hazardous substances that may be 
encountered. Compliance with Injury Illness Prevention Program requirements (Title 8 CCR 3203) 
would ensure that workers are properly trained to recognize workplace hazards and to take 
appropriate steps to reduce potential risks due to such hazards. This would be relevant if previously 
unidentified contamination or buried hazards are encountered. If additional investigation or 
remediation is determined to be necessary, compliance with Cal/OSHA standards for hazardous 
waste operations (Title 8 CCR 5192) would be required for those individuals involved in the 
investigation or cleanup work. A Site Health and Safety Plan must be prepared prior to commencing 
any work at a contaminated site or involving disturbance of building materials containing hazardous 
substances, to protect workers from exposure to potential hazards. Cal/OSHA also enforces hazard 
communication program regulations, including procedures for identifying and labeling hazardous 
substances. It requires Material Safety Data Sheets to be available for employee information and 
training programs. 

California Emergency Services Act 
The California Emergency Services Act (Government Code Section 8550 et seq.) was adopted to 
establish the State’s roles and responsibilities during human-made or natural emergencies that 
result in conditions of disaster and/or extreme peril to life, property, or the resources of the State. 
This act is intended to protect health and safety by preserving the lives and property of the people 
of the State. 

Assembly Bill 756 
On July 31, 2019, California’s governor signed into law Assembly Bill (AB) 756, the State’s premier 
regulatory response to PFAS contamination. Effective January 1, 2020, AB 756 authorizes SWRCB to 
require monitoring and reporting of detectable PFAS levels in drinking water supplies. The law 
establishes tiers of PFAS notification and response, including publication of any detectable levels of 
PFAS in the public water system’s Consumer Confidence Report. A public water system detecting 
PFAS in excess of established notification levels—5.1 parts per trillion (ppt) for PFOA and 6.5 ppt for 
PFOS—must provide notification within 30 days to its governing body and, if applicable, the 
California Public Utilities Commission, pursuant to Section 116455 of the California Health and 
Safety Code. Public water systems detecting PFAS in excess of the 70-ppt response level must either 
remove the water source from use or comply with more stringent notification requirements, 
including notification to consumers via mail/direct delivery, e-mail, website, and newspaper notices 
(Aleshire & Wynder LLP 2019; SWRCB 2019).  

In advance of AB 756 taking effect, the SWRCB announced updated PFAS detection and reporting 
guidelines for local water agencies in August 2019. Furthermore, the SWRCB announced that it had 
requested the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment develop a public health goal for 
PFAS, an initial step toward establishing a regulatory maximum contaminant level for PFAS in 
drinking water. 
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c. Regional 

Riverside County Emergency Operations Plan 
The Riverside County Emergency Operations Plan (EOP) serves as the foundation for response and 
recovery operations for Riverside County, and establishes the roles and responsibilities, assigns 
tasks, and specifies policies and general procedures. The EOP assists with facilitating an effective 
response to any emergency by providing a platform that encourages collaboration between the 
Riverside County Operational Area Emergency Operations Center, first responders, and support 
agencies. The City of Norco is included in the County’s operational area. 

Airport Land Use Compatibility Plans 
The Section 65302.3 of the Government Code requires general plans and applicable specific plans to 
be consistent with amended Comprehensive Airport Land Use Plans. The Riverside County Airport 
Land Use Commission (ALUC) governs 16 airports in Riverside County by implementing the 
Riverside County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan Policy Document, which establishes policies 
and compatibility maps for each of the 16 individual airports potentially affecting land use within 
Riverside County (Riverside County ALUC 2004). 

Corona Municipal Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 
The Corona Municipal Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) reduces potential conflict 
between the Airport and surrounding land uses by providing guidance to affected local jurisdictions 
regarding airport land use compatibility matters. The main objective of the ALUCP is to avoid future 
compatibility conflicts rather than to remedy existing incompatibilities. The ALUCP does not place 
any restrictions on the present and future role, configuration, or use of the airport. The 
Corona Municipal Airport is located nearest to the project site, approximately 2.3 miles southwest. 
The project site is not located in the Corona Municipal Airport compatibility zone or influence area. 

d. Local 

City of Norco General Plan 
The City of Norco General Plan Safety Element contains citywide goals and policies to prevent the 
loss of life and property, and to minimize injuries and property damage in the event of hazards such 
as floods, fires, earthquakes, landslides, and other hazards. Policy 2.8.1a is relevant to the project, 
and states, “For businesses or individuals involved in the use of hazardous materials require proof of 
compliance with all jurisdictional agencies (federal, State, and local) prior to issuance or renewal of a 
business license.” 

City of Norco Local Hazard Mitigation Plan 
The City’s Local Hazard Mitigation Plan (LHMP) identifies the City’s hazards, reviews and assesses 
past disaster events, estimates the probability of future occurrences, and sets goals to mitigate 
potential risks to reduce or eliminate long-term risks to people and property from natural and 
man-made hazards. The LHMP states that there is the potential for hazardous material spills or fires 
that may occur as a result of motor vehicle accidents. However, the City adheres and enforces 
Norco Municipal Code and the 2016 California Fire Code. The types and quantities of hazardous 
materials are constantly being reviewed and/or evaluated for potential risks through the 
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enforcement of existing Fire Inspections, Code Enforcement Investigations and Building Code 
requirements. 

4.8.3 Impact Analysis 

a. Significance Thresholds 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines states hazards or hazardous materials effects of the project 
would be significant if project would: 

a significant impact would occur if implementation of the project would: 

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

 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; 

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

 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, create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment; 

 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, result in a safety hazard or 
excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area; 

 Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan; 

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

b. Methodology 
The following discussion evaluates potential project impacts related to hazards and hazardous 
materials considers both direct effects to the resource and indirect effects in a local or regional 
context. Potentially significant impacts would generally result in the loss or degradation of public 
health and safety or conflict with local, State, or federal agency regulations. The discussion is based 
on the project-specific Phase I ESA (Appendix H). 
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c. Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measure 

Threshold 1: Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 

Threshold 2: Would the project 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? 

Impact HAZ-1 THE PROJECT ENTAILS RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL USES THAT WOULD NOT ROUTINELY 
TRANSPORT, USE, OR DISPOSE OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS NOR RESULT IN THE ACCIDENTAL RELEASE OF 
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. THEREFORE, PROJECT IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

The project entails mixed-use development that includes 320 residential dwelling units, a food 
garden with outdoor recreational amenities, and a 120-room hotel. No manufacturing, industrial, or 
mining uses proposed as part of the project. Proposed uses would not entail operations that require 
routine transportation, use, or disposal of hazardous materials nor would potentially result in the 
accidental release of hazardous materials. 

Potential hazardous materials, such as paint products, fuel, lubricants, solvents, and cleaning 
products, may be used and/or stored on site during project construction. However, due to the 
limited quantities of these materials to be used by the project, they are not considered hazardous to 
the public at large. Limited quantities of paint and household and commercial cleaning products 
would be used and stored on site during project operation by future residents, property 
management, and hotel management. The transport, use, and storage of hazardous materials 
during the construction and operation of the site would be conducted pursuant to all applicable 
local, State, and federal laws, including but not limited to Title 49 of the Code of Federal Regulations 
implemented by Title 13 of the CCR, which describes strict regulations for the safe transportation of 
hazardous materials, and in cooperation with the County’s Department of Environmental Health. 
Therefore, project impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures would be required. 

Significance After Mitigation] 
Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. 

Threshold 3: Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or 
proposed school? 

Impact HAZ-2 THE PROJECT SITE IS LOCATED WITHIN A ONE-QUARTER MILE OF THE JOHN F. KENNEDY 
MIDDLE COLLEGE HIGH SCHOOL. HOWEVER, PROPOSED USES WOULD NOT GENERATE HAZARDOUS EMISSIONS 
OR WASTE, OR HANDLE HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. THEREFORE, PROJECT IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN 
SIGNIFICANT. 

The project site is located in the Corona-Norco Unified School District (CNUSD). The Norco College 
STEM Center and Headstart Preschool (1900 Third Street) are located adjacent to the west of the 
project site. The John F. Kennedy Middle College High School (1951 Third Street) is located 



Environmental Impact Analysis 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 4.8-11 

approximately 550 feet west of the project site. Cumulative projects are listed in Table 3-1 in 
Section 3, Environmental Setting, and include residential, commercial, and industrial uses; there are 
no schools proposed within a one-quarter mile of the project site.  

As stated above, proposed uses would not entail operations that require routine transportation, 
use, or disposal of hazardous materials nor would potentially result in the accidental release of 
hazardous materials. Limited quantities of paint and household and commercial cleaning products 
would be used and stored on site during project operation by future residents, property 
management, and hotel management. Such materials used during project operation would not be 
used in quantities great enough to be considered hazardous or acutely hazardous. Therefore, 
project impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures would be required. 

Significance After Mitigation] 
Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. 

Threshold 4: Would the project 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, create a significant hazard to the public or the environment? 

Impact HAZ-3 THE PROJECT SITE AND ADJACENT PROPERTIES ARE NOT LISTED ON ANY STATE OR 
FEDERAL LISTS FOR HAZARDOUS MATERIALS OR CONTAMINATED SITES. PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL AND 
COMMERCIAL USES WOULD NOT USE HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, CREATE SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS, NOR GENERATE 
HAZARDOUS WASTES. THEREFORE, THE PROJECT WOULD HAVE NO IMPACT. 

The Phase I ESA prepared for the project (Appendix H) included State (Cortese list) and federal 
database searches for listed sites within a one-quarter mile and up to one-mile buffer from the 
project site. As summarized in Table 4.8-1, there are no hazardous materials sites identified on the 
project site and adjacent sites. The latest review of the of the State PFAS Drinking Water System 
Quarterly Testing Results and the PFAS Non-Drinking Water Investigation Site maps, completed on 
May 18, 2020, show no PFAS contamination or investigation sites in the City of Norco or on the 
project site (SWRCB 2020a and 2020b). 

Historic uses on the site include residential buildings since 1931 to at least 1975. These residential 
buildings were since demolished, and the RV sales lot can be observed in historic aerials since 1989 
with the remainder of the project site laying vacant. The Phase I ESA concludes that no significant 
data gaps were encountered, and that there is no evidence of an environmental condition or 
concern for the project site and its proposed uses. 

As stated above, proposed uses would not entail operations that require routine transportation, 
use, or disposal of hazardous materials nor would potentially result in the accidental release of 
hazardous materials. Limited quantities of paint and household and commercial cleaning products 
would be used and stored on site during project operation by future residents, property 
management, and hotel management. Such materials used during project operation would not be 
used in quantities great enough to be considered hazardous or acutely hazardous. Therefore, the 
project would have no impact. 
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Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures would be required. 

Significance After Mitigation] 
The project would have no impact and does not require mitigation measure, as stated above. 

Threshold 5: 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? 

Impact HAZ-4 THE PROJECT SITE IS NOT LOCATED IN THE CORONA MUNICIPAL AIRPORT LAND USE 
COMPATIBILITY ZONE OR INFLUENCE AREA. THEREFORE, THE PROJECT WOULD HAVE NO IMPACT. 

The Corona Municipal Airport is located nearest to the project site, approximately 2.3 miles 
southwest. The project site is not located in the Corona Municipal Airport compatibility zone or 
influence area (Riverside County ALUC 2004). Therefore, the project would have no impact. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures would be required. 

Significance After Mitigation] 
The project would have no impact and does not require mitigation measure, as stated above. 

Threshold 6: Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

Impact HAZ-5 PROJECT CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES WOULD NOT REQUIRE ROADWAY CLOSURES OR 
DETOURS; AND PROJECT OPERATION WOULD ENSURE MAINTENANCE OF ADEQUATE SITE ACCESS FOR 
EMERGENCY VEHICLES. THE PROJECT WOULD NOT RESULT IN A ROADWAY CHANGE THAT WOULD INTERFERE 
WITH THE IMPLEMENTATION OF ADOPTED EMERGENCY RESPONSE OR EVACUATION PLANS. THEREFORE, PROJECT 
IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

The Riverside County Fire Department (RCFD) and Riverside County Sheriff’s Department (RCSD) are 
responsible for coordinating emergency responses for the City and project site, as stated in 
Section 4.12, Public Services. The City’s LHMP includes mitigation strategies to limit the loss of life 
and property during emergencies and natural hazard events by achieving objectives such as 
improving community transportation corridors to allow for better evacuation routes for public and 
better access for emergency responders (City of Norco 2017). 

Equipment and supply staging and storage during project construction would be located on the 
project site. Roadway closures or restrictions would not be required during project construction 
activities. Therefore, project construction activities would not physically interfere with emergency 
access to the project site or vicinity, nor implementation of the City’s LHMP. Therefore, project 
construction impacts on emergency access would be less than significant. 

As stated in Section 2, Project Description, the project would include two driveways to access the 
site from Third Street and Hamner Avenue. Proposed project and site circulation plans would be 
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reviewed by the City and RCFD to ensure adequate widths for emergency vehicle access and turns 
during final project review, prior to issuance of building permits. Project residents would be 
required comply with all signage placed in proposed parking areas, intended to maintain adequate 
access for emergency vehicles, by preventing parallel parking on site along designated vehicle 
circulation areas, as required and verified by the City and the RCFD. The project would not result in 
physical alterations of existing roadways that would interfere with the implementation of adopted 
emergency response or evacuation plans. Therefore, project operational impacts on emergency 
access to the project site, and existing emergency response and evacuation plans would be less than 
significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures would be required. 

Significance After Mitigation] 
Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. 

Threshold 7: Would the project expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a 
significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires? 

Impact HAZ-6 THE PROJECT SITE IS NOT LOCATED IN A VERY HIGH FIRE HAZARD SEVERITY ZONE NOR 
NEAR AREAS OF THE CITY WITH WILDFIRE POTENTIAL. THE PROJECT ENTAILS DEVELOPMENT OF MIXED 
RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL USES THAT WOULD NOT DIRECTLY OR INDIRECTLY EXPOSE PEOPLE OR 
STRUCTURES TO WILDFIRE RISKS. THEREFORE, PROJECT IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

Wildfire risks and impacts are addressed in Section 5.5, Wildfire. The project site is not located in or 
near a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ) (CAL FIRE 2009; City of Norco 2013). The 
project site is located approximately 1.3 miles west of the nearest VHFHSZ at the western base of 
Norco Hills. Areas of greatest wildfire potential are located on the eastern edge of the City and areas 
of moderate potential are located on the southeastern and northern areas of the City. According to 
the General Plan Safety Element, the greatest areas of wildfire threat are in undeveloped and open 
areas, particularly those with steep slopes and dry vegetation (City of Norco 2013).  

The project would include installation of on site and off-site drainage facilities and would not result 
in wildfire risks or risks related to downslope or downstream flooding or landslides subsequent to 
wildfire events. Therefore, project impacts related to wildfire risks would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures would be required. 

Significance After Mitigation] 
Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. 

4.8.4 Cumulative Impacts 
Currently planned and pending projects in Norco and surrounding areas, including the City of 
Eastvale and the City of Corona, are listed in Table 3-1 in Section 3, Environmental Setting. 
Cumulative projects may have the potential to expose future area residents, employees, and visitors 
to hazardous materials during project construction and operation of proposed residential, 
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commercial, and industrial uses. The severity of potential hazards for individual projects depends on 
the location, type, and size of development and the specific hazards associated with individual 
project sites. All hazardous materials users, transporters, waste generators, and disposers are 
subject to federal and State regulations that require proper transport, handling, use, storage, and 
disposal of such materials to ensure public safety.  

If hazardous materials are present on proposed or future project sites, each project applicant and/or 
property owner would be required to implement remediation activities pursuant to federal, State, 
and regional regulations pertaining to the specific contaminant(s) found on the sites; each site 
would be remediated to a level sufficient for proposed uses prior to project construction. 

As discussed above and in the Phase I ESA (Appendix H), the project site does not contain hazardous 
materials or waste and is not listed on any federal or State databases for contaminated sites. 
Proposed project uses include residential and commercial uses, which would result in the use and 
storage of limited quantities of paint and household and commercial cleaning products by future 
residents, property management, and hotel management. 

Potential impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials would be assessed on a project-
specific level due to the site-specific nature of contaminated sites. Therefore, compliance with the 
relevant federal, State, and local regulations during the construction and operation of related 
projects would ensure that cumulative impacts from hazardous materials would be less than 
significant. 
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