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1.0 Introduction  
1.1 Initial Study Information Sheet 

1. Project title: Canyon Lake Water Treatment Plant Phase 1 
Improvements Project  

2. Lead agency name and address: Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District 
31315 Chaney Street, Lake Elsinore, CA 92530  

3. Contact person and phone number: Parag Kalaria, PE, PMP 
(951) 674-3146 

4. Project location: Canyon Lake Water Treatment Plant 
Canyon Lake, CA 
Accessed via Longhorn Drive or Via De La Valle 

5. Project sponsor’s name and address:  Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District 
31315 Chaney Street, Lake Elsinore, CA 92530  

6. General plan designations:  CF: Other Community Facilities  

7. Zoning: CF: Community Facility  

8. Description of project: See Section 2 

9. Surrounding land uses and setting: See Section 2 

10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or 
participation agreement: 

• State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Division of Drinking Water (Domestic 
Water Supply Permit) 

• SWRCB (General Construction Permit) 

• Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB; National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System [NPDES] permit) 

• City of Canyon Lake (Building Permit) 

• City of Lake Elsinore (Encroachment Permit) 

11. Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area 
requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1? If so, is there a plan 
for consultation that includes, for example, the determination of significance of impacts to tribal 
cultural resources, procedures regarding confidentiality, etc.? 
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On March 20, 2023, the Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District (EVMWD) sent letters inviting the 
Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians (Soboba), Pechanga Band of Indians (Pechanga), Rincon Band of Luiseño 
Indians (Rincon), and Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians to consult under Assembly Bill (AB) 52. The 
Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians responded deferring to more local tribes. Soboba, Pechanga, and 
Rincon responded to these letters requesting consultation with EVMWD and have reviewed the cultural 
survey prepared for the Project and the proposed mitigation measures for impacts to tribal cultural 
resources. Consultation with Soboba, Pechanga, and Rincon under AB 52 concluded in April 2023. The 
SWRCB will undertake federal Section 106 consultation with interested Tribes. 

2.0 Project Description 
2.1 Project Location 

The Canyon Lake Water Treatment Plant (CLWTP) is located east of Interstate (I-) 15 and west of I-215 in 
Riverside County (County), California. It is located within the City of Canyon Lake (City) and borders the 
City of Lake Elsinore on the southern end of Canyon Lake. The site can be accessed via Longhorn Drive or 
Via De La Valle, which connect to Old Newport Road and the access roads through the CLWTP. Refer to 
Figure 1, Regional Location, and Figure 2, Aerial Photograph.  

The overall CLWTP site is approximately 12.6 acres, or 548,300 square feet (SF). The site zoning is CF - 
Community Facility. For the Phase 1 Improvements Project, the Project disturbed site area is 
approximately 49,500 SF.  

2.2 Project Background 

EVMWD is a public utility, created on December 23, 1950, under the Municipal Water District Act of 
1911. EVMWD provides public water service, water supply development and planning, wastewater 
treatment and disposal, and recycling. Currently, EVMWD has over 46,000 water, wastewater, and 
agricultural service connections over a 96-square-mile service area within the cities of Lake Elsinore, 
Wildomar, Canyon Lake, and Murrieta, and unincorporated portions of the County of Riverside. EVMWD 
is a sub agency of the Western Municipal Water District, a member agency of The Metropolitan Water 
District of Southern California (Metropolitan). 

EVMWD owns and operates the CLWTP, which supplies roughly 10 to 13 percent of EVMWD’s local 
water supply. The CLWTP was constructed in 1957 adjacent to the Railroad Canyon Dam and Railroad 
Canyon Reservoir. The Railroad Canyon Reservoir, colloquially known as Canyon Lake, is supplied by 
runoff from the San Jacinto Watershed. The lake currently has approximately 2,500 acre-feet of water 
storage available due to restrictions on the operating level of the reservoir. Raw water imported by 
Metropolitan is also stored in Canyon Lake. Surface water rights to Canyon Lake are owned by EVMWD 
and leased to the Canyon Lake Property Owners Association for recreation activities. 

The CLWTP was constructed as a conventional water treatment facility with a treatment process that 
included sulfuric acid and ferric sulfate addition for enhanced coagulation, a single upflow clarifier, 
anthracite/sand dual media filtration, free chlorination through filtration, ultraviolet (UV) disinfection, 
and chloramination. As a result of sludge blanket upsets in the clarifier during periods of large 
temperature fluctuation and/or water quality changes, the current realistic maximum product water 
flow is approximately 5 million gallons per day (MGD) with an estimated average of 25 percent of plant 
flow lost to the sewer. 
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replacing the upflow clarifier with a new flocculation and sedimentation basin system, described further 
in Section 2.6.2. 

2.3.4 Media Filters and Filter Building 

The existing filter building is located southwest of the clarifier and contains four dual media filters, as 
well as the pipe gallery adjacent to the filters that house the air scour blowers, piping and valves, and a 
sodium hypochlorite storage and chemical feed system. Additionally, there is an uninterruptible power 
supply system that can power filter operations in case of a power failure. There are no changes 
proposed to the filter building. 

2.3.5 Sodium Hypochlorite Storage and Feed System 

Two diaphragm metering pumps are used to feed 12.5 percent sodium hypochlorite for pre-filter 
chlorination. Two 1,100-gallon double-wall polyethylene storage tanks for sodium hypochlorite are 
located adjacent to the metering pumps in the filter pipe gallery. The existing feed system located in the 
filter gallery would be demolished and a new feed system would be established as part of the Project 
improvements due to its accessibility concerns during chemical deliveries. The approach to this system is 
discussed in Section 2.6.6. 

2.3.6 Ultraviolet Disinfection 

Four online chlorine analyzers are located in the UV disinfection room. The analyzer data are sent to the 
supervisory control and data acquisition system and are used to automatically adjust the ammonia and 
sodium hypochlorite feed rates of the pumps located in chemical feed area 2 as needed to maintain the 
proper chlorine to ammonia ratio and total chlorine residual. No modifications to the UV system would 
be required as part of the Project. 

2.3.7 Chlorine Contact Tank  

The 250,000-gallon Chlorine Contact Tank (CCT) is located between the filter building and the one 
million-gallon (MG) clearwell. The tank is a flat-bottomed welded steel tank supported on a continuous 
concrete ring wall foundation. The CCT is currently used as a backup emergency CCT if/when the UV 
process shuts down. The CCT structure would not be modified as part of the Project. 

2.3.8 Filter Backwash Pumps 

The filter backwash pumps are located adjacent to the 1 MG clearwell. There are three pumps, each 
with 40 hp motors and a design capacity of 2,500 gallons per minute (gpm). The suction ends of the 
pumps draw from the clearwell tank 24-inch outlet pipeline, which is connected to the existing 30-inch 
distribution pipeline. The filter backwash pumps would not be modified as part of the Project. 

2.3.9 Clearwell Tank 

The clearwell tank is a 1-MG flat-bottomed welded steel tank supported on a continuous concrete ring 
wall foundation. The clearwell is located southeast of the filter building and north of the decant pond. 
Water from the CCT enters the clearwell for storage prior to distribution. No modifications are planned 
for the clearwell as part of the Project. 
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2.3.10 Decant Pond 

The decant pond is located directly south of the CCT. It is an uncovered, concrete-lined containment 
basin, 20 feet in depth and holds approximately 1.2 MG. The decant water flowing back to the lake is 
permitted through a NPDES permit that requires total suspended solids less than 75 milligrams per liter 
(mg/L), chlorine residual less than 1.0 mg/L, and limits selected trace metals. EVMWD has reported that 
CLWTP cannot meet these permit requirements and has, for roughly the past decade, sent the decant 
flow to the sewer. For the proposed improvements, all waste streams are planned to be discharged to 
the decant pond, and ultimately the sewer. No modifications are planned for the decant pond. 

2.3.11 Chemical Feed Area 1 

Chemical feed area 1 is located west of the existing clarifier and contains chemical feed systems for 
potassium permanganate, ferric sulfate, sulfuric acid, poly-aluminum chloride, cationic polymer, and 
caustic soda. All six chemicals would be replaced and relocated in a centralized chemical location as part 
of the Project, as described in Section 2.6.5. 

2.3.12 Chemical Feed Area 2 

Chemical feed area 2 is located at a building adjacent to the filters (Chlorine Building). This building is 
used for housing one ammonia tank (340 gallons), one sodium hypochlorite tank (1,500 gallons), and 
two pumps each for both ammonia and sodium hypochlorite systems; these systems provide dosing for 
residual disinfection. The proposed Project improvements include the addition of a new heating, 
ventilation, and air-conditioning (HVAC) system to keep sodium hypochlorite concentrations stable year-
round, as well as remote fill stations for sodium hypochlorite and ammonia. 

2.3.13 Operations Building 

The operations building is located west of the clarifier and consists of a double wide trailer. The building 
contains a laboratory, breakroom, bathroom, and office area. There are no planned improvements to 
the operations building.  

2.4 Demolition Plan 

The major process areas to be demolished, as shown on Figure 4, Disturbance Area, include:  

• Intake pump station and pipeline 
• In-line static mixer, rapid mixer, and chemical injection points 
• Upflow clarifier 
• Chemical feed area 1, storage rooms, and ancillary facilities 

The mixer equipment to be demolished includes the existing rapid mix chamber, which consists of a 
concrete tank with a vertical mixer mounted on top of the tank. In place of the demolished equipment, a 
stable fill material would be used to regrade the affected areas. Following the demolition of chemical 
feed area 1, the area would be repaved to provide increased space for truck access to the proposed 
treatment systems as well as parking spaces for the facilities. Because the upflow clarifier, and rapid and 
static mix systems would be relocated, once these elements are demolished, the areas would be 
regraded with a stable fill material.  
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2.6.2 Pre-Treatment System 

Static/Rapid Mixing 

A new 24-inch static mixer would provide in-line mixing of sulfuric acid and chlorine prior to the 
flocculation/sedimentation basin. The distance between the sulfuric acid addition and inlet of the 
flocculation/sedimentation basin is approximately 50 feet, which allows for approximately 14.5 seconds 
of mixing time for pH adjustment. The static mixer and associated injection points would be in an 
aboveground structure for ease of maintenance. The purpose of rapid (flash) mixing is to disperse the 
water treatment chemicals quickly and throughout the water stream. The Project would use a chemical 
diffusion process, which uses a device to spray the chemical coagulant aid into the basin, mounted 
perpendicular to the inlet flow. 

Flocculation and Sedimentation Basin 

The existing upflow clarifier would be replaced by a flocculation/sedimentation system. The proposed 
flocculation basin would be 40 feet long by 20 feet wide by 20 feet deep. The sedimentation basin would 
be 50 feet long by 20 feet wide by 20 feet deep. 

Flocculation and sedimentation are technological processes to separate and remove suspended solids 
within water treatment cycles. The flocculation process gathers particles together and causes them to 
collect or form into small masses or “flocs.” The coagulant added to water forms a gelatinous mass to 
trap (or bridge) particles thus forming a mass large enough to settle or be trapped in a filter. Since the 
flocs are heavier than water, they settle at the bottom of the sedimentation tank resulting in the 
removal of 90 percent of the suspended matter from the water. The process would consist of two 
treatment trains that would be sized for 7 MGD, with a hydraulic maximum of 9 MGD.  

2.6.3 PFAS, Taste, and Odor Treatment 

The proposed approach for PFAS and T&O treatment is to use multiple treatment barriers. The first 
treatment barrier would be GAC and the second would be IX. The GAC treatment system would consist 
of five 12-foot diameter by 26-foot-high vessels in parallel with individual valve manifolds. The valves 
associated with the system, with exception to a motor operated valve on each vessel discharge, would 
be manually operated and located at low elevations for ease of operations and maintenance. Each 
process would contain a header pipe located on a pipe rack, with connections to each vessel and 
isolation butterfly valves between and to each vessel. The GAC vessels are occasionally backwashed to 
remove clogging of the columns by suspended particles. 

The elements of the fixed-bed, single-use IX system would consist of pressure vessels, anionic resin, 
process piping, and valves. This system would consist of three 12-foot diameter by 13-foot-high IX 
vessels, in parallel with individual valve manifolds.  

2.6.4 Booster Pumps and Backwash Pump Station 

A new booster pump and backwash pump station building would be constructed, which would be 
approximately 400 SF in area and 15 feet in height. The building would be constructed on a concrete 
slab foundation. Exterior walls would be integral-colored, split-face concrete masonry unit (CMU) with 
smooth CMU on the interior surfaces. The booster pumps would pump water leaving the 
sand/anthracite filters uphill to the treatment vessels. The booster pumps are vertical turbine can 
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2.7.2 Yard Piping 

All water lines would be WSP, and cement mortar lined and coated. All pipelines would be sized such 
that velocities would not exceed 7 feet per second under all flow conditions.  

2.7.3 Stormwater 

The site design would incorporate Low Impact Design (LID) features in accordance with the Riverside 
County stormwater requirements, including the 2011 Design Handbook for LID Best Management 
Practices (BMPs), the Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit, and the Hydrology Manual. 
As part of the Santa Ana River Basin Plan, MS4 Permittees are required to implement BMPs to support 
attainment of Water Quality Standards. These are to be outlined in a Drainage Area Management Plan 
(DAMP) and a Local Implementation Plan (LIP).  

2.7.4 Lighting 

The lighting design would comply with California’s Title 24 Energy Efficiency Standards, and American 
Society of Heating and Air-Conditioning Engineers Standard 90.1. The lighting plan incorporates the 
following features: 

• LED fixtures would be used for all general-purpose exterior, “wall packs,” or pole mounted site 
and area lights. Voltage would be 120 volts (V) and would achieve an average of 2 foot-candles 
on the ground. Wall mounted LED downward facing sconces would be used at the exterior of all 
building exits. 

• LED linear fixtures would be used in all interior spaces. Voltage would be 120 V.  

• Battery-operated emergency and exit lights would be used in the equipment building. Exit lights 
would be LED type, and Emergency lights will be halogen. Voltage would be 120 V. 

2.7.5 Noise Control 

Noise-generating mechanical equipment such as pumps and motors would be enclosed in buildings. 
Louvers in structures housing pumps or noise-generating equipment would not face the nearest 
property line.  

2.8 Construction Equipment and Sequencing 

The duration of construction is estimated to be approximately 25 months, starting February 2024. There 
would be 8 main phases of construction and preparation for CLWTP operation, some of which may 
overlap. An overview of the construction schedule assumed in this analysis is provided in Table 1, 
Anticipated Construction Schedule. Construction staging and laydown areas would be within the CLWTP 
facility, as shown on Figure 4. Access to the CLWTP would occur from the existing driveway and through 
Happy Camp Campground north of the site. 
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• Using erosion control devices, such as straw wattles, mulch, mats, and/or geotextiles; 

• Using sediment catchment structures such as hay bales, gravel or sandbags, silt fencing, fiber 
rolls, matting, berms, or similar devices along grading boundaries and drainage courses to 
prevent off-site sediment transport; 

• Daily backfilling, compaction, and/or covering of excavated trenches to minimize erosion 
potential; and/or 

• Regularly inspecting and maintaining all erosion control and sediment catchment facilities to 
ensure proper function and effectiveness. 

2.10 Surrounding Land Uses  

Land uses in the vicinity of the proposed Project include residential, open space, and community 
facilities in the southwestern portion of the City (Figure 2). The proposed Project components would be 
located within the existing facility property, a portion of Canyon Lake, and a small portion of Via De La 
Valle. See Figures 10a and 10b, Site Photos. 
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4.0 Environmental Initial Study Checklist  
The lead agency has defined the column headings in the environmental checklist as follows: 

A. “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may 
be significant. If there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the 
determination is made, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is required. 

B. “Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the inclusion of mitigation 
measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less Than Significant 
Impact.” All mitigation measures are described, including a brief explanation of how the 
measures reduce the effect to a less than significant level. Mitigation measures from earlier 
analyses may be cross-referenced.  

C. “Less Than Significant Impact” applies where a project does not create an impact that exceeds a 
stated significance threshold. 

D. “No Impact” applies where a project does not create an impact in that category. “No Impact” 
answers do not require an explanation if they are adequately supported by the information 
sources cited by the lead agency which show that the impact simply does not apply to projects 
like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer 
should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards 
(e.g., the project would not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project specific 
screening analysis). 

The explanation of each issue identifies the significance criteria or threshold used to evaluate each 
question; and the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance. 
Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or 
negative declaration [CEQA Guidelines Section 15063(c)(3)(D)]. Where appropriate, the discussion 
identifies the following: 

a) Earlier Analyses Used. Identifies where earlier analyses are available for review. 

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identifies which effects from the checklist were within the scope 
of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 
states whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier 
analysis. 

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated,” 
describes the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier 
document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project. 
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c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views 
of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced from publicly 
accessible vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with 
applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Public Resources Code 21071 defines the term “urbanized area” for the 
purpose of CEQA to mean an incorporated city that has a population of at least 100,000 persons or has a 
population of less than 100,000 persons if the population of that city and not more than two contiguous 
incorporated cities combined equals at least 100,000 persons. U.S. Census Bureau data from 2021 
indicates that the City has a population of 11,166 persons and the adjacent City of Menifee has a 
population of 102,654 persons (U.S. Census Bureau 2021). The Project site is within an urbanized area 
and therefore, is evaluated relative to applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality. 

As a Project in the Community Facility zone, no regulations govern the visual character of the Project 
and, thus, the Project would not conflict with zoning or scenic quality regulations. As described in 
item I.a, the Project would not substantially degrade views of Canyon Lake. Impacts would be less than 
significant. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction of the proposed Project would occur during daylight hours 
and no major light sources would be required. Lighting would be installed for Project operation, as 
detailed in Section 2.7.4. All exterior lighting would be shielded downward and would not introduce a 
substantial source of light. In addition, the nearest residences are at least 300 feet away from the 
locations where lighting would be installed; therefore, lighting would not encroach into these 
properties. The exteriors of proposed buildings and other above-ground Project components would not 
include large areas of glass or other materials that would generate substantial glare. The Project would 
not create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views 
in the area and impacts would be less than significant. 

II. Agriculture and Forestry Resources  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 

shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? 

No Impact (a and b). According to the California Important Farmland Finder, the Project site is 
designated as Other Land, which is land not included in another Farmland category (California 
Department of Conservation 2018). The Project site and its surroundings are primarily developed and 
are not zoned for agricultural activities. Williamson Act contracts are intended to preserve agricultural 
lands, which are not present at the Project site. Therefore, the Project would not convert Prime 
Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to a non-agricultural use and would 
not conflict with zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract. No impact would occur. 

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

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

No Impact (c and d). The Project site is within an existing water treatment plant and contains minimal 
tree cover. The site is not zoned for forest land, timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland 
Production. Therefore, the Project would not result in rezoning of these uses or the conversion of forest 
land to a non-forest use. No impact would occur. 

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

No Impact. As discussed in items II.a through d above, the Project site does not contain agricultural or 
forest land uses. The Project would not result in conversion of these uses and no impact would occur.  
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III. Air Quality  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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

    

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

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

 
The discussion below is based on the Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy Technical 
Report prepared by HELIX Environmental Planning, Inc. (HELIX; 2023a), attached to this Initial Study as 
Appendix A. Criteria pollutant emissions for the Project were calculated using the California Emissions 
Estimator Model (CalEEMod), Version 2022.1.1.14. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project is located within the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB). The South 
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) is responsible for implementing emissions standards 
and other requirements of federal and state laws in the SCAB. As required by the California Clean Air 
Act, the SCAQMD has responded to the requirement to decrease emissions by preparing a sequence of 
Air Quality Management Plans (AQMPs).  

On December 2, 2022, the SCAQMD adopted the 2022 AQMP, which is a regional and multi-agency 
effort to achieve multiple goals related to reductions in criteria pollutant, greenhouse gases (GHGs), and 
toxic risk, as well as efficiencies in energy use, transportation, and goods movement (SCAQMD 2022). 
Included in the 2022 AQMP are updated strategies and control measures to address the designation of 
the SCAB as an “extreme” nonattainment area for the 2015 national ambient air quality standard for 
8-hour ozone, the attainment of which would require substantial reductions in nitrogen oxides (NOX) 
emissions. The AQMP is incorporated into the State Implementation Plan, which is subsequently 
submitted to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) is the regional planning agency for Los 
Angeles, Orange, Ventura, Riverside, San Bernardino, and Imperial Counties, and addresses regional 
issues relating to transportation, economy, community development, and environment as the federally 
designated metropolitan planning organization for the region. With regard to air quality planning, SCAG 



Canyon Lake Water Treatment Plant Phase 1 Improvements Project 

19 

has prepared the Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), a 
long-range transportation plan that uses growth forecasts to project trends out over a 20-year period to 
identify regional transportation strategies to address mobility needs. These growth forecasts form the 
basis for the land use and transportation control portions of the AQMP. These documents are utilized in 
the preparation of the air quality forecasts and consistency analysis included in the AQMP. Both the 
RTP/SCS and AQMP are based, in part, on projections originating with County and City General Plans. 

The two principal criteria for determining conformance to the AQMP are:  

1. Whether the project would result in an increase in the frequency or severity of existing air 
quality violations; cause or contribute to new violations; or delay timely attainment of air quality 
standards; and 

2. Whether the project would exceed the assumptions in the AQMP. 

With respect to the first criterion, as demonstrated in item III. B below, the Project would not generate 
short-term or long-term emissions that could potentially cause an increase in the frequency or severity 
of existing air quality violations; cause or contribute to new violations; or delay timely attainment of air 
quality standards.  

With respect to the second criterion, the Project proposes improvements to the CLWTP to provide water 
treatment services to the region. The capacity of the CLWTP would be increased with implementation of 
the Project to serve existing and planned populations but would not result in population or employment 
increases itself and, therefore, would not exceed the growth projection assumptions in the AQMP. 
Employees that would construct the Project would be recruited from the local pool of labor and would 
not create employment growth exceeding growth estimates for the area. Six new employees would be 
required to operate the Project and would not exceed employment growth estimates for the region. The 
proposed CLWTP improvements would serve existing and planned development and would not create 
conditions for the creation of new housing, which would thereby induce population growth. 

Because the Project would not generate population and employment growth beyond the levels assumed 
for the region, pursuant to SCAQMD guidelines, the proposed Project is considered consistent with the 
region’s AQMP. As such, proposed Project-related emissions are accounted for in the AQMP, which is 
crafted to bring the basin into attainment for all criteria pollutants. Accordingly, the proposed Project 
would be consistent with the emissions projections in the AQMP, the applicable air quality plan for the 
Project region, and impacts would be less than significant. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. By its very nature, air pollution is largely a cumulative impact. The region 
is a federal and/or state nonattainment area for ozone, particulate matter 10 microns or less in 
diameter (PM10), and particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter (PM2.5). If a project conflicts with 
the AQMP, which is intended to bring the SCAB into attainment for all criteria pollutants, that project 
can be considered cumulatively considerable. As discussed in item III.A, above, the Project would not 
conflict with or obstruct implementation of the AQMP. Additionally, if the mass regional emissions 
calculated for a project exceed the applicable SCAQMD daily significance thresholds that are designed to 
assist the region in attaining the applicable state and national ambient air quality standards, that project 
can be considered cumulatively considerable.  
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The Project would generate criteria pollutants and precursors in the short-term during construction. 
Project operations would primarily result in increased electric demand generating indirect GHG 
emissions and 12 new vehicle trips for employees. The Project’s construction and operation period 
emissions were calculated using CalEEMod. Project-specific inputs were based on general Project 
information, assumptions provided by the Project engineers, and default model settings to estimate 
reasonably conservative conditions. In compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403, fugitive dust emissions 
calculations assumed application of water on exposed surface a minimum of two times per day, a speed 
limit of 25 miles per hour enforced for vehicles traveling on unpaved surfaces, and sweeping of paved 
roads once per month. 

The results of the calculations for Project construction are shown in Table 2, Maximum Daily 
Construction Emissions. The data are presented as the maximum anticipated daily emissions for 
comparison with the SCAQMD thresholds (SCAQMD 2019).  

Table 2 
MAXIMUM DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS 

 Pollutant Emissions (pounds/day) 
Activity VOC NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 

Demolition 3.0 27.9 27.4 <0.1 1.6 1.2 
Clearing and Grubbing 4.2 43.0 39.6 0.1 10.8 6.0 
Structural Foundations/Buildings 1.0 8.6 11.2 <0.1 0.4 0.4 
Major Equipment Process Installation 2.9 11.7 14.8 <0.1 0.5 0.4 
Piping Installation 0.5 4.1 5.8 <0.1 0.3 0.2 
Electrical Equipment Installation 1.1 10.5 13.2 <0.1 0.5 0.4 

Maximum Daily Emissions 4.2 43.0 39.6 0.1 10.8 6.0 
SCAQMD Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55 
Significant Impact? No No No No No No 

Source: HELIX 2023a 
VOC = volatile organic compound; NOX = nitrogen oxides; CO = carbon monoxide; SOX = sulfur oxides;  
PM10 = particulate matter 10 microns or less in diameter; PM2.5 = particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter; 
SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District 
 
As shown in Table 2, the Project’s construction emissions would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds. 
Operation period emissions would not exceed one pound per day of each criteria pollutant and 
operation emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD significance thresholds for operation. As both 
construction and operation emissions from the Project would remain below the applicable SCAQMD 
significance thresholds, the Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any 
criteria pollutant. Impacts would be less than significant. 

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Some land uses are considered more sensitive to air pollution than others 
due to the types of population groups or activities involved and are referred to as sensitive receptors. 
Examples of these sensitive receptors are residences, schools, hospitals, and daycare centers. The 
closest existing sensitive receptor location to the Project site is a single-family development located to 
the west across Via de la Valle approximately 50 feet from the limits of disturbance where the water 
pipeline connection would be installed. The residence closest to the proposed grading area is located 
approximately 290 feet to the south along Via de la Valle. On-site emissions during Project operation 
would be limited to minor maintenance activities and employee vehicle trips, which would not result in 
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Toxic Air Contaminants 

Toxic air contaminants (TACs) are a diverse group of air pollutants that may cause or contribute to an 
increase in deaths or in serious illness, or that may pose a present or potential hazard to human health. 
Diesel engines emit a complex mixture of air pollutants, including both gaseous and solid material. The 
solid material in diesel exhaust is known as diesel particulate matter (DPM). In 1998, the California Air 
Resource Board (CARB) identified DPM as a TAC based on published evidence of a relationship between 
diesel exhaust exposure and lung cancer and other adverse health effects.  

Construction of the Project would result in the use of heavy-duty construction equipment, haul trucks, 
on-site generators, and construction worker vehicles. These vehicles and equipment could generate 
DPM, which is a TAC. Generation of DPM from construction projects typically occurs in a localized area 
for a short period of time. Because construction activities and subsequent emissions vary depending on 
the phase of construction(e.g., grading, building construction), the construction-related emissions to 
which nearby receptors are exposed to would also vary throughout the construction period. During 
some equipment-intensive phases such as grading, construction-related emissions would be higher than 
other less equipment-intensive phases such as equipment installation. Concentrations of DPM emissions 
are typically reduced by 70 percent at approximately 500 feet.  

The dose (of TAC) to which receptors are exposed is the primary factor used to determine health risk. 
Dose is a function of the concentration of a substance in the environment and the extent of exposure a 
person has with the substance; a longer exposure period to a fixed quantity of emissions would result in 
higher health risks. Current models and methodologies for conducting cancer health risk assessments 
are associated with longer-term exposure periods (typically 30 years for individual residents based on 
guidance from the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment) and are best suited for 
evaluation of long duration TAC emissions with predictable schedules and locations. These assessment 
models and methodologies do not correlate well with the temporary and highly variable nature of 
construction activities. Cancer potency factors are based on animal lifetime studies or worker studies 
where there is consistent long-term exposure to the carcinogenic agent. There is considerable 
uncertainty in trying to evaluate the cancer risk from projects that will only last a small fraction of a 
lifetime. Considering this information, the highly dispersive nature of DPM, and the fact that 
construction activities would occur at various locations and varying intensities throughout the Project 
site, it is not anticipated that construction of the Project would expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
DPM concentrations and impacts would be less than significant. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. According to the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, land uses 
associated with odor complaints include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food processing 
plants, chemical plants, composting activities, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding 
operations. The Project is proposing improvements to the CLWTP to provide water treatment services to 
the region and would not include any of these uses nor are there any of these land uses in the Project 
vicinity.  

Emissions from construction equipment, such as diesel exhaust, may generate odors; however, these 
odors would be temporary, intermittent, and not expected to affect a substantial number of people. 
Additionally, noxious odors would be confined to the immediate vicinity of construction equipment. 
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Furthermore, short-term construction-related odors are expected to cease upon Project buildout. Long-
term operation of the Project would be similar to existing conditions and would not be a substantial 
source of objectionable odors. Therefore, the Project would not create objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people, and the impact would be less than significant. 

IV. Biological Resources  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 

through habitat modifications, on any species identified 
as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local 
or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

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

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

c) 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? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
The discussion below is based on the Biological Resources Letter Report prepared by HELIX (2023b), 
attached to this Initial Study as Appendix B. The report included the results of a literature review, 
general biological survey, jurisdictional delineation, rare plant survey, coastal California gnatcatcher 
surveys, and burrowing owl assessment.  
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at a 1:1 ratio via on- or off- site habitat mitigation. With implementation of mitigation measure BIO-1, 
impacts to coastal California gnatcatcher habitat would be less than significant. 

Bell’s sage sparrow and California-rufous-crowned sparrow are relatively widespread throughout the 
Project region and impacts to their habitat would not likely jeopardize the status of the species in the 
region or directly contribute to the future elevated listing of these species. Habitat creation, 
restoration/enhancement, and other habitat-based mitigation would result in no-net loss of habitat for 
these species. In addition, compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) would avoid direct or 
indirect impacts to nesting of these species. Therefore, impacts to Bell’s sage sparrow and California 
rufous-crowned sparrow would be less than significant. 

In addition to permanent habitat removal, the Project has the potential to result in significant impacts to 
coastal California gnatcatcher nesting as a result of vegetation and/or nest removal and construction-
generated noise if Project activities are implemented during the breeding season (February 15 to 
August 30). Mitigation measure BIO-2 would require pre-construction surveys to occur for work during 
the coastal California gnatcatcher breeding season and buffers or other protection measures to be 
implemented if active nests are identified. With implementation of mitigation measure BIO-2, impacts 
to coastal California gnatcatcher nesting would be less than significant. Given the potential impacts to a 
federally-listed species, consultation with the USFWS under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act 
would also be required prior to Project implementation. 

In addition to coastal California gnatcatcher habitat, the Project proposes the removal of vegetation 
which could provide suitable nesting habitat for other birds and raptors protected under the MBTA and 
California Fish and Game Code (CFG Code). Proposed vegetation clearing could result in direct impacts 
to nesting birds if the removal or trimming of vegetation were to occur during the bird nesting season 
(generally January 15 to September 15, including raptors). Such impacts to nesting birds would be in 
violation of the MBTA and the CFG Code and would be considered potentially significant. In addition, 
indirect effects to protected nesting birds and raptors could occur as a result of construction noise such 
that the disturbance results in nest abandonment or nest failure. Indirect impacts to nesting birds would 
also be considered potentially significant. Mitigation measure BIO-3 would require completion of 
nesting bird surveys prior to vegetation removal or trimming during the breeding season of January 15 
to September 15 and, if active nests are identified, implementation of no-work buffers around active 
nests. With implementation of mitigation measure BIO-3, potentially significant impacts on nesting birds 
and raptors would be reduced to a less than significant level. 

Orange-throated whiptail lizard was observed in sage scrub habitat during Project surveys. No individual 
whiptail lizards are expected to be affected by the Project due to their ability to disperse into the 
adjacent habitat. While the majority of sage scrub habitat would be avoided, the edge of this habitat 
would be removed by the Project. Orange-throated whiptail lizard is relatively widespread throughout 
the Project region; therefore, removal of a small area of habitat and possibly one or two individuals 
(although not anticipated) would not jeopardize the status of the species in the region or directly 
contribute to the future elevated listing of the species. Habitat creation, restoration/enhancement, and 
other habitat-based mitigation would result in no net loss of habitat for this species. Therefore, impacts 
to orange-throated whiptail are considered less than significant. 
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b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Natural communities on the Project site include 
Riversidian Sage Scrub, Encelia Scrub, Southern Willow Scrub, and Herbaceous Wetland. Developed or 
disturbed land does not meet the definition of sensitive natural communities. The natural communities 
within the Project site are not considered sensitive natural communities based on global and state 
rankings; however, because the Riversidian sage scrub and Encelia scrub were found to support the 
federally-threatened coastal California gnatcatcher, these communities are considered sensitive natural 
communities under CEQA. Additionally, as wetland and riparian habitats, southern willow scrub and 
herbaceous wetland are considered sensitive and potentially jurisdictional.  

The Project would result in direct, permanent impacts to approximately 0.70 acre of sage scrub 
(i.e., Riversidian and Encelia scrub) and approximately 0.01 acre of herbaceous wetland vegetation 
considered sensitive natural communities. While identified in the biological survey area, direct impacts 
to southern willow scrub are not proposed. Permanents impacts to the sensitive natural communities 
would be considered potentially significant. As provided in mitigation measure BIO-1, sage scrub habitat 
would be replaced at a 1:1 ratio. Mitigation measure BIO-4 would require herbaceous wetland habitat 
also be replaced at a 1:1 ratio through on-or off- site habitat mitigation. With implementation of 
mitigation measures BIO-1 and BIO-4, sensitive natural communities permanently impacted by the 
Project would be replaced and impacts would be less than significant. The proposed Project impacts to 
sensitive natural communities and associated mitigation requirements are summarized in Table 4, 
Project Impacts to Sensitive Natural Communities. 

Table 4 
PROJECT IMPACTS TO SENSITIVE NATURAL COMMUNITIES 

Vegetation Community or Land Cover Type Project Impact 
Acres1 

Mitigation 
Ratio 

Mitigation 
Required1 

Riversidian sage scrub (including disturbed)  0.01 1:1 0.01 
Encelia scrub (including disturbed) 0.69 1:1 0.69 
Herbaceous wetland 0.01 1:1 0.01 

TOTAL 0.71 - 0.71 
1 Acreages rounded to the nearest 0.01 acre. Impacts are associated with the demolition/removal of existing facilities and 

the construction of new facilities. Impacts do not include temporary laydown areas. 
 
In addition to the impacts provided in Table 4, approximately 0.06 acre of disturbed Riversidian sage 
scrub would be temporarily impacted by Project laydown and staging. No grading would occur in this 
laydown area. Following construction, this area would be replanted, as necessary, to reflect the pre-
Project habitat or better. Thus, temporary impacts from the use of the laydown area are considered less 
than significant. 

As portions of the Project limits are bordered by sensitive natural communities where construction is 
currently not anticipated, potential direct impacts could also occur if construction work inadvertently 
extends beyond the authorized work limits. To avoid such impacts on sensitive natural communities 
located adjacent to the proposed work areas, EVMWD would implement BMPs from the required 
SWPPP for the Project. With the implementation of BMPs and adherence to the Project’s SWPPP, no 
impact to sensitive natural communities located adjacent to the Project would occur. 



Canyon Lake Water Treatment Plant Phase 1 Improvements Project 

27 

c) 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?  

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Based on the findings from the jurisdictional 
delineation, the portion of the CLWTP at the shore of Canyon Lake includes southern willow scrub, 
herbaceous wetland, and open water, which are considered potentially jurisdictional aquatic resources. 
Two non-jurisdictional features, an ephemeral pool and a swale, were observed on the Project site and 
determined not to be jurisdictional features based on the pool’s lack of an upstream/downstream 
connection or vegetation and the swale’s human-made characteristic and lack of an ordinary high-water 
mark (OHWM), bed, or bank. 

Potential waters of the U.S. identified within the Project site include areas mapped as southern willow 
scrub, herbaceous wetland, and open water. Canyon Lake does not have a standard water elevation line 
that represents the OHWM; therefore, the elevation of the water levels of Canyon Lake on the day of 
the surveys (1,382 feet above mean sea level) was considered to represent the OHWM for the purposes 
of potential jurisdictional resource delineation. The portion of habitats below the OHWM were 
considered jurisdictional non-wetland waters of the U.S. subject to regulation by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE). No wetland waters of the U.S. were identified at the Project site. 

Waters of the State subject to RWQCB jurisdiction pursuant to Section 401 of the Clean Water Act 
include the waters of the U.S. identified above and the portion of southern willow scrub and herbaceous 
wetland vegetation occurring within the lake bank above the ordinary OHWM. Potential resources 
subject to the jurisdiction of the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) are consistent with 
the resources described as waters of the U.S./State. Project impacts to the identified jurisdictional 
aquatic resources are presented below in Table 5, Impacts to Potentially Jurisdictional Resources.  

Table 5 
IMPACTS TO POTENTIALLY JURISDICTIONAL AQUATIC RESOURCES1 

 Project Impacts Net Project 
Jurisdictional Areas Demolition Construction2 Impacts3 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)    
Non-wetland Waters of the U.S.: Southern willow scrub - - - 
Non-wetland Waters of the U.S.: Herbaceous wetland <0.01 <0.01 0 
Non-wetland Waters of the U.S.: Open water 0.02 0.02 0 

USACE TOTAL 0.02 0.02 0 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)    
Non-wetland Waters of the U.S./State: Southern willow 
scrub - - - 

Non-wetland Waters of the U.S./State: Herbaceous 
wetland - 0.01 0.01 

Non-wetland Waters of the U.S./State: Open water 0.02 0.02 0 
Wetland Waters of the State Only: Southern willow 
scrub - - - 

Wetland Waters of the State Only: Herbaceous wetland <0.01 <0.01 0 
RWQCB TOTAL 0.02 0.03 0.01 
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 Project Impacts Net Project 
Jurisdictional Areas Demolition Construction2 Impacts3 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)    
CDFW Riparian: Southern willow scrub - - - 
CDFW Riparian: Herbaceous wetland <0.01 0.01 <0.01 
CDFW Lake: Open water  0.02 0.02 0 

CDFW TOTAL 0.02 0.03 0.01 
1 Acreage rounded to the nearest 0.01.  
2 Impacts from demolition reflect the removal of existing structures whereas impacts from construction reflect the installation 

of new structures. 
3 Reflects overall impacts, considering demolition/removal would replace resources whereas construction would remove 

resources. 
 
As presented in Table 5, the Project would result in direct impacts to habitat considered to be 
jurisdictional (i.e., herbaceous wetland and open water). In whole, these impacts consist of 
approximately 0.02 acre of demolition (i.e., removal of existing WTP structures) and installation of 
approximately 0.03 acre of new structure. Project impacts via demolition would restore jurisdictional 
resources whereas construction of new structures would remove resources. Therefore, overall net 
impacts to jurisdictional resources would be 0.01 acre, consisting of CDFW- and RWQCB-jurisdictional 
herbaceous wetland. Impacts to approximately 0.01 acre of herbaceous wetland would be considered 
potentially significant. Mitigation measure BIO-4 requiring the replacement of herbaceous wetland 
habitat at a 1:1 ratio would reduce this impact\ to a less than significant level. 

Within open water, the Project would remove the intake pumps, barges, floating walkway, old intake 
structure, and associated pipelines and would replace these structures with a single gangway and barge 
structure with four submersible intake pipelines. The Project would result in fewer structures (i.e., less 
obstruction) within the open water than in the existing condition, which would ultimately result in an 
overall gain to open water habitat. Thus, while work in Canyon Lake (non-wetland waters of the U.S.) 
requires coordination with the USACE, impacts to open water would be less than significant.  

Based on the implementation of BMPs and adherence to the Project’s SWPPP, indirect impacts to 
potentially jurisdictional resources are not expected to occur. Project compliance with the Clean Water 
Act and CFG Code would be required; thus, coordination with USACE, RWQCB, and CDFW would occur 
and corresponding regulatory permitting would be completed if determined to be required by USACE, 
RWQCB, and/or CDFW. Mitigation prescribed by these agencies as a result of the permitting process 
would be required to be implemented by the EVMWD. Based on the proposed impacts to resources 
anticipated to be jurisdictional and implementation of mitigation measure BIO-4, impacts to protected 
wetlands would be less than significant.  

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Wildlife corridors connect isolated habitats and allow the movement or 
dispersal of plant materials and animals. A corridor is a specific route that is used for the movement and 
migration of species; it may be different from a linkage in that it represents a smaller or narrower 
avenue for movement. A linkage is an area of land that supports or contributes to the long-term 
movement of animals and genetic exchange by providing live-in habitat that connects to other habitat 
areas.  
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Canyon Lake could be considered a habitat that serves as a linkage to support wildlife (primarily 
waterfowl) movement in the region. However, lands surrounding the Project site are mostly constrained 
by existing residential development and the Project site is largely characterized by the existing CLWTP 
development. The Project site does not serve as or contribute to any known or potential corridors or 
linkages facilitating wildlife movement. Therefore, while birds (including migratory species) may use 
trees and shrubs within the CLWTP, the Project site is not considered to substantially facilitate wildlife 
movement. Impacts would be less than significant.  

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

No Impact. Tree removal, if required, may occur within the ornamental vegetation along the CLWTP 
entrance that occurs within the limits of the City of Lake Elsinore. The City of Lake Elsinore’s tree 
ordinance does not apply to residential ornamental planted trees, with the potential exception of 
mature palm trees, which do not occur within the CLWTP property. The City of Canyon Lake does not 
have a tree ordinance. The Project would not result in the removal of native trees or mature palms. 
Therefore, the Project would not conflict with local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources 
and no impact would occur. 

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

No Impact. The Project site is located within the boundaries of the Western Riverside County Multiple 
Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP). Specifically, the CLWTP is within the Sedco Hill subunit of 
the Elsinore Area of the MSHCP, within Criteria Cells 4553 and 4556. However, because EVMWD is not a 
signatory (i.e., non-enrolled entity) to the MSHCP, requirements prescribed by the MSHCP are not 
applicable to the Project. Although conformance with the MSHCP is not required, the information below 
is provided for general project context with the MSHCP. No impact would occur. 

The MSHCP Criteria Cells in which the Project site occurs are expected to contribute to the assembly of 
Proposed Linkage 8, which follows the San Jacinto River from Canyon Lake to Lake Elsinore. The Project 
would not impact the San Jacinto River and would occur within the existing CLWTP area; therefore, the 
Project site is not within the targeted conservation area for the MSHCP Criteria Cells.  

The Project site is not within the Narrow Endemic Plant Species, Criteria Area Species, mammal, or 
amphibian survey areas for the MSHCP. Nevertheless, focused surveys for rare plants were conducted 
and plants designated as protected under the MSHCP were not identified. The Project site is within the 
MSHCP burrowing owl survey area and was evaluated for suitable burrowing owl habitat, which was 
determined not to occur. Habitat for riparian/riverine plant species does occur on-site, but habitat for 
MSHCP Riparian/Riverine animal species does not occur on the Project site. The relatively small patch of 
open southern willow scrub (reflective of one tree) does not have the potential to support least Bell’s 
vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus). The Project would not conflict with the species survey requirements of the 
MSHCP. As the MSHCP does not apply to the Project, no impact would occur. 
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Mitigation 

BIO-1 Coastal California Gnatcatcher Habitat Replacement. Prior to the issuance of any construction 
permit for the Project, EVMWD shall mitigate impacts to 0.70 acre of sage scrub (i.e., encelia 
scrub and Riversidian sage scrub) at a 1:1 ratio. Total compensation for impacts to coastal sage 
scrub shall be 0.70 acre, provided on- and/or off-site via habitat creation, preservation, and/or 
purchase of appropriate habitat credits (including Encelia scrub and/or Riversidian sage scrub) 
from an off-site Mitigation Bank approved by the EVMWD and USFWS. 

BIO-2 Avoidance of Coastal California Gnatcatcher. Prior to any disturbance, clearing, or grubbing of 
coastal California gnatcatcher habitat (i.e., encelia scrub and Riversidian sage scrub, including 
disturbed forms), EVMWD shall complete consultation with the USFWS in accordance with 
Section 7 of the Federal Endangered Species Act. Implementation of measures imposed as a 
result of the consultation with USFWS shall be required. Unless otherwise required by the 
USFWS, impacts to coastal California gnatcatcher shall be provided by habitat-based 
compensation on-site or off-site through the purchase of conservation Mitigation Bank credits 
as stipulated in BIO-1 above. 

No clearing of Riversidian sage scrub or encelia scrub vegetation shall occur during the coastal 
California gnatcatcher breeding season, between February 15 to August 30. If construction 
activities are scheduled to occur during the nesting season for coastal California gnatcatcher 
(February 15 to August 30), EVMWD or its contractor for the Project shall retain a qualified 
biologist to conduct a pre-construction survey for coastal California gnatcatcher shall be 
conducted prior to Project implementation. The survey shall be conducted by a USFWS-
permitted biologist for coastal California gnatcatcher and include surveying appropriate habitats 
(Riversidian Sage Scrub and Encelia Scrub) with the proposed work areas and surrounding 500-
foot buffer, to the extent feasible. The biologist shall be retained by EVMWD or its contractor 
for the Project. A minimum of three focused surveys shall be conducted, on separate days, to 
determine the presence of coastal California gnatcatcher nesting activities. The surveys shall 
begin a maximum of seven days prior to Project impacts, with the last survey conducted the day 
immediately prior to the commencement of work. If no coastal California gnatcatcher nesting is 
detected, construction may be initiated. A Project biologist, retained by EVMWD or its 
contractor for the Project, shall be present during all clearing of appropriate habitats shown in 
Figure 11 of the biological resources study and as outlined in the Final Construction Plan Set. The 
Project biologist shall have the authority to halt work if necessary to protect coastal California 
gnatcatcher.  

If an active coastal California gnatcatcher nest is found during the pre-construction survey, the 
Project biologist will postpone work within 500 feet of the nest and contact EVMWD, its 
contractor for the Project, and USFWS to discuss the best approach to avoid and/or minimize 
impacts to nesting coastal California gnatcatcher ( such as sounds walls, noise monitoring, no 
work zones, other work restrictions, etc.) acceptable to USFWS. Following discussion with 
USFWS, work may be initiated subject to the implementation of the agreed-upon approach.  

BIO-3 Avoidance of Nesting Birds and Raptors. Project activities requiring the removal and/or 
trimming of vegetation or demolition of structures suitable for nesting birds shall occur outside 
of the general bird and raptor breeding season (January 15 to September 15). To prevent impact 
to an active nest, a biologist retained by EVMWD or it’s contractor for the project shall conduct 
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a pre-activity nesting bird survey within three days prior to the activities to confirm the presence 
or absence of active bird (including raptor) nests. If no active bird or raptor nests are found by 
the biologist, then the activities shall proceed. If an active bird or raptor nest is found, then 
vegetation removal and/or trimming activities at the nest location shall not be allowed and no-
work buffers shall be implemented as follows: 100 feet around non-listed active passerine 
(perching birds and songbirds) nests and 500 feet around active raptor nests. The buffers may 
be reduced, if appropriate, and as directed by the Project biologist. The buffers shall be 
respected and maintained until the end of the breeding season or until the Project biologist has 
determined that the birds have fledged and are no longer reliant upon the nest for survival.  

BIO-4 Compensatory Mitigation for Impacts to Herbaceous Wetland. EVMWD shall compensate for 
Project impacts to herbaceous wetland as follows: mitigation for impacts to 0.01 acre 
herbaceous wetland shall be provided at a minimum 1:1 ratio consisting of 1:1 establishment/ 
re-establishment, on-site or off-site preservation, or purchase of appropriate credits (i.e., like-
kind habitat or better) from a local mitigation bank. Proposed establishment/re-establishment, 
on-site or off-site preservation shall be identified and approved by EVMWD prior to Project 
impacts to herbaceous wetland. If mitigation bank credits are selected, such credits shall be 
acquired by EVMWD prior to Project impacts to herbaceous wetland. Mitigation shall not occur 
at levels below the ratios described above unless otherwise conditioned in permits and/or 
discretionary approvals issued by USACE, RWQCB, and/or CDFW, as applicable.  

V. Cultural Resources  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the Project:     
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 

historical resource pursuant to §15064.5? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of dedicated cemeteries? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

No Impact. The following discussion below is based on the Historical Resource Evaluation Report (HRER) 
prepared by HELIX (2023c), attached to this Initial Study as Appendix C. The HRER included a literature 
review and archival research, a review of historic aerials and maps, and a site visit to photograph key 
structures. 

HELIX staff requested a record search of the California Historical Resources Information System from the 
Eastern Information Center (EIC) on January 6, 2023, which was received on April 11, 2023. The records 
search covered a one-mile radius around the Project area. A review of the California Historical Resources 
and the state Office of Historic Preservation historic properties directories was also conducted. HELIX 
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Senior Architectural Historian Teri Delcamp, M.A., performed a desktop review of cultural resources 
survey photos and conducted a site visit to assess the structures and take additional photographs on 
April 13, 2023. 

One resource, a foundation and historic trash scatter, was identified by the EIC search as within the 
Project area but was determined to lie outside of the Project boundary upon further review. Structures 
within the CLWTP were identified in imagery and confirmed by EVMWD building plans as beginning to 
be constructed in 1955 with modifications occurring between 1963 and 2004.  

The original CLWTP completed in December 1956 consisted of an intake pump, an Infilco Accelator and 
filtering system, a steel storage tank, chemical feed building, and thousands of feet of pipelines 
connecting the CLWTP to end users. Modifications have been made over time to virtually all 
components of the CLWTP. Based on research conducted for the HRER, the only component that 
appeared to be original and over 45 years in age, dating to 1956 with an addition in 1977, was the 
chemical feed area 1 components and building. Therefore, this was the only area of the CLWTP facility 
evaluated for historic significance in accordance with the criteria of the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) and California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR).  

Chemical feed area 1 consists of the chemical feed building and area 1, the static mix pipe, the rapid mix 
enclosure, and the electrical building at the intake pumps. These components are functional in nature 
and have not made significant contributions to history. They are also not related to significant or 
important persons and are not representative of an artistic style or creative individual. Lastly, no 
evidence indicated that these components could be a significant source of information about history. 
Therefore, as the chemical feed area 1 components are not significant historical resources under the 
criteria of the NRHP and CRHR, no historical resources defined by CEQA or the National Historic 
Preservation Act are present on the site. No impact to historical resources would occur with Project 
implementation. 

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

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The following discussion below is based on the 
Cultural Resources Survey prepared by HELIX (2023d), attached to this Initial Study as Appendix D. The 
Cultural Resources Survey included a records search, Sacred Lands File search, Native American 
outreach, a review of historic aerial photographs and maps, and a pedestrian survey. 

The EIC records search discussed in item V.a identified 14 previously recorded cultural resources within 
a one-mile radius of the Project site and one of these, the foundation and historic trash scatter, within 
the Project boundaries. However, based upon a review of topographic maps and aerial photographs, it 
was determined that this resource lies outside the project area. No cultural material was observed 
during the pedestrian survey of the Project area. While no archaeological resources were identified 
within the Project site by the records search and pedestrian survey, the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) has identified the area as having cultural significance and the Project area is 
considered sensitive for cultural resources. Based on these factors, the Project could have potentially 
significant impacts to unknown archaeological resources.  

The cultural resources survey recommended that an archaeological and Native American monitoring 
program be implemented for initial ground-disturbing activities, including brushing/grubbing, grading, 
trenching, excavation, etc. This monitoring program is detailed in mitigation measures CUL-1 through 
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c. The protocols and stipulations that EVMWD, the Monitoring Tribe(s) and the Project 
archaeologist will follow in the event of inadvertent cultural resources discoveries, 
including newly discovered cultural resources. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for 
renewable energy or energy efficiency?  ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 
The discussion below is based on the Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy Technical 
Report prepared by HELIX (2023a), attached to this Initial Study as Appendix A.  

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction activities would require the use of diesel fuel, gasoline, and 
other fuels. Energy use during construction typically involves the use of motor vehicles for 
transportation of workers and materials and the use of motorized equipment for direct construction 
actions such as moving soil and demolishing structures. The estimated combined construction energy 
that would be used during construction activities is shown in Table 6, Construction Energy Use.  

Table 6 
CONSTRUCTION ENERGY USE 

Source Diesel  
(gallons) 

Gasoline  
(gallons) 

Total Energy 
(MMBTU) 

Off-Road Construction Vehicles 22,709 - 3,157 
On-Road Construction Vehicles 7,256 3,726 1,471 

TOTAL1 29,966 3,726 4,627 
Source: HELIX 2023a 
1  Totals may not sum due to rounding. 
MMBTU = million British thermal units 

 
Construction activities are not anticipated to result in an inefficient use of energy. Since the use of 
gasoline and diesel fuel would be a significant portion of construction costs, contractors and equipment 
operators would minimize the use of fuel within the constraints of Project requirements. Construction 
equipment would be maintained in optimal working order and rated energy efficient and on-site vehicle 
idling would be minimized to reduce the use of gasoline and diesel.  

Due to the short-term nature of the construction activities and the total amount of diesel and gasoline 
fuel anticipated to be consumed, the Project’s consumption of energy (primarily diesel fuel) during 
construction would not represent a substantial demand on energy resources or result in the need to 
develop any new, or alter any existing, energy production or distribution facilities. In addition, 
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construction-related energy would not be used in a wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary manner, and 
impacts would be less than significant. 

Energy use associated with Project operation would result from increased electricity use and a minor 
increase in vehicle trips. The Project is anticipated to consume 3,482 megawatt-hours of electricity per 
year. The purpose of the Project is to make necessary improvements to the existing CLWTP, as well as 
additional infrastructure necessary to accommodate planned growth in the area. Energy usage would be 
limited to operations necessary for the treatment of water and transportation of employees to the 
CLWTP. Therefore, the Project would not consume energy in a wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
manner during operation, and impacts would be less than significant.  

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The purpose of the Project is to make necessary improvements to the 
existing CLWTP, as well as additional infrastructure necessary to accommodate planned growth in the 
area. Energy usage would be limited to operations necessary for the treatment of water. By improving 
upon an existing local source for potable water, the Project would reduce reliance on imported water, 
thereby reducing energy demand associated with having to pump water from across the state for 
consumption. The Project’s demand on energy resources and services would not be anticipated to 
require the construction of new energy facilities or require improvements to local infrastructure. 
Therefore, impacts related to inconsistency with adopted plans and policies and energy waste would be 
less than significant.  

VII. Geology and Soils  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse 

effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving: 

    

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated 
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area 
or based on other substantial evidence of a known 
fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

iv. Landslides? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 
that would become unstable as a result of the project, 
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of 
septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste 
water? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

 
The discussion below is based in part on the Geotechnical and Geologic Evaluation prepared by Leighton 
Consulting, Inc. (Leighton Consulting, Inc. 2018), attached to this Initial Study as Appendix E. 

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving: 

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42? 

No Impact. The Project is not within an Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone (Leighton Consulting, Inc. 2018). In 
addition, the Project site is not within a County Fault Zone or the trace of another known active or 
inactive fault. Since there are no known faults within the Project site, ground rupture would not be 
anticipated to occur at the site and no impact would occur. 

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? 

Less Than Significant Impact. While there is no fault located within the Project site, the Project’s 
location within a geologically active region indicates that there is potential for ground shaking at the 
site. Structures associated with the Project would be constructed in accordance with applicable 
California Building Code requirements, which would reduce the potential for damage to people or 
structures during ground shaking events. Given compliance with applicable building requirements, 
impacts related to strong ground shaking would be less than significant. 

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

No Impact. Liquefaction occurs when loose, water-saturated sediments lose strength and fail during 
strong ground shaking. Areas anticipated to experience liquefaction can be predicted based on the 
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presence of shallow groundwater, loose soils, and probable earthquake shaking. The County has 
prepared maps illustrating zones of liquefaction potential, from very low to high potential. The Project 
site is not mapped within a liquefaction potential area (County 2023). Therefore, it is not anticipated 
that ground failure, including liquefaction, would cause adverse effects to the Project. No impact would 
occur. 

iv. Landslides? 

No Impact. According to the Project’s geotechnical evaluation, the proposed slope cuts would result in 
stable conditions(Leighton Consulting, Inc. 2018). If slopes steeper than 1.5:1 are proposed in the future, 
additional geologic mapping would be required to ensure slope stability. With incorporation of 
recommendations provided by the geologic evaluation, the Project would not create slopes or other 
features that would contribute to landslide potential. Therefore, no adverse effects related to landslides 
are anticipated and no impact would occur. 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Implementation of the proposed Project would increase the potential for 
erosion during construction due to the removal of stabilizing surfaces and grading activities. After 
completion of construction activities, these surfaces would be stabilized and there would not be a 
substantial risk of erosion in the Project site. 

Short-term erosion and sedimentation impacts would be addressed through conformance with 
applicable elements of the NPDES Construction General Permit. Specifically, this would include 
implementing an approved SWPPP, which would include BMPs. Project-specific BMPs, examples of 
which are provided in Section 2.9, would be determined during the SWPPP process based on site-
specific characteristics (soils, slopes, etc.).Typical erosion and sediment control measures that may be 
required include erosion control measures such as geotextiles, mats, fiber rolls, or soil binders; sediment 
controls such as silt fencing, fiber rolls, gravel bags, or other methods; compliance with dust control 
measures; and preparation and implementation of a Rain Event Action Plan. Other BMPs may be added 
during the SWPPP process to ensure the Project complies with applicable regulations. 

Based on implementation of appropriate erosion and sediment control BMPs as part of, and in 
conformance with, the Project SWPPP and related City and NPDES requirements, potential erosion and 
sedimentation impacts from implementation of the proposed Project would be less than significant. 

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of 
the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction, or collapse? 

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed above, the Project is not anticipated to be subject to 
liquefaction or landslides. The Project site is also not located in a subsidence zone and would not be 
anticipated to experience lateral spreading or collapse (County 2023). The Project site is stable and 
would not become unstable as a result of the Project. Therefore, impacts related to potential hazards 
due to instability would be less significant.  
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d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), 
creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property? 

No Impact. Surface soils within the Project site were tested and found to have very low expansion 
potential and a negligible concentration of soluble sulfates (Leighton Consulting, Inc. 2018). Therefore, 
no damage to the proposed Project components is anticipated to result from the presence expansive 
soils. No impact would occur.  

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water 
disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water? 

No Impact. The Project would utilize existing sewer infrastructure and does not propose the installation 
of septic tanks or other alternative waste water disposal systems. No impact would occur. 

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

No Impact. To assess the Project’s potential to impact paleontological resources, a Paleontological 
Resources Assessment was prepared by Stantec (2023) and is attached to this Initial Study as Appendix 
F. The assessment concluded that the Project area is underlain by phyllite of an unknown age. Phyllite 
forms at high temperatures and pressures. Given the high temperatures required for phyllite formation, 
it is unlikely to preserve paleontological resources and was assessed as having no potential to contain 
paleontological resources (Stantec 2023). Since the Project site consists of a subsurface geologic unit 
with no potential to contain paleontological resources, the Project would not directly or indirectly 
destroy unique paleontological resources and no impact would occur.  

VIII. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 

indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 
The discussion below is based on the Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy Technical 
Report prepared by HELIX (HELIX 2023a), attached to this Initial Study as Appendix A.  
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a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact 
on the environment? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction of the Project would result in GHG emissions generated by 
vehicle engine exhaust from construction equipment and worker commuting trips. Project operations 
would result in GHG emissions from vehicle trips and indirect GHG emissions from electricity generation. 
GHG emissions resulting from these sources were calculated in CalEEMod. In the absence of a 
quantitative threshold established by EVMWD or the City, the quantitative analysis provided herein 
relies upon the SCAQMD adopted screening threshold for industrial facility projects of 10,000 metric 
tons (MT) carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e; SCAQMD 2008). The estimated construction GHG emissions 
for the Project are shown in Table 7, Construction GHG Emissions. For construction emissions, SCAQMD 
recommends that the emissions be amortized (i.e., averaged) over the anticipated lifespan of a project 
(30 years) and added to operational emissions.  

Table 7 
CONSTRUCTION GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Year Emissions  
(MT CO2e) 

2024 501.0 
2025 195.8 
2026 50.6 

Total1 747.5 
Amortized Construction Emissions2 24.9 

Source: HELIX 2023a 
1 Totals may not sum due to rounding. 
2 Construction emissions are amortized over 30 years in accordance with SCAQMD guidance. 
MT = metric tons; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent  

 
As shown in Table 7, total GHG emissions associated with construction of the Project are estimated at 
747.5 MT CO2e. Averaged over 30 years, the proposed construction activities would contribute 
approximately 24.9 MT CO2e emissions per year. The Project’s net annual GHG emissions, including 
amortized annual construction emissions, are shown in Table 8, Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 
for comparison with the SCAQMD threshold.  

Table 8 
OPERATIONAL GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Emission Sources 2027 Emissions  
(MT CO2e) 

Mobile 42.5 
Operational Energy 550.0 
Construction (Annualized over 30 years) 24.9 

Project Total1 617.6 
SCAQMD Screening Threshold 10,000 

Exceed Threshold?  No 
Source: HELIX 2023a 
1 Totals may not sum due to rounding. 
MT = metric tons; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent  
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As shown in Table 8, the Project emissions, including amortized construction emissions, would not 
exceed the industrial facility SCAQMD GHG screening threshold of 10,000 MT CO2e per year. Therefore, 
impacts related to greenhouse gas emissions are considered less than significant. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. There are numerous state plans, policies, and regulations adopted for the 
purpose of reducing GHG emissions. The principal overall state plan and policy is AB 32, the California 
Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006. The initial quantitative goal of AB 32 was to reduce GHG 
emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. Senate Bill (SB) 32 would require further reductions of 40 percent 
below 1990 levels by 2030. AB 1297 would require additional reduction to 85 percent below 1990 levels 
by 2045. Because the Project’s operational year is post-2020, the Project aims to reach the quantitative 
goals set by SB 32 and AB 1297. Statewide plans and regulations 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 the Project level is not addressed and the proposed Project would not conflict with 
those plans and regulations. 

The CARB Scoping Plan, approved in 2008 and updated in 2014, 2017, and 2022, provides a framework 
for actions to reduce California’s GHG emissions and requires CARB and other state agencies to adopt 
regulations and other initiatives to reduce GHGs. The Scoping Plan is not directly applicable to individual 
projects, nor is it intended to be used for project-level evaluations. Under the Scoping Plan, however, 
there are several state regulatory measures aimed at the identification and reduction of GHG emissions. 
CARB and other state agencies have adopted many of the measures identified in the Scoping Plan. Most 
of these measures focus on area source emissions (e.g., energy use, high-global warming potential GHGs 
in consumer products) and changes to the vehicle fleet (e.g., Low Carbon Fuel Standard), among others. 
The proposed Project would not conflict with implementation of the measures identified in the Scoping 
Plan.  

SCAG’s 2020-2045 RTP/SCS is a long-range visioning plan that builds upon and expands land use and 
transportation strategies established over several planning cycles to increase mobility options and 
achieve a more sustainable growth pattern. Because the Project is not growth inducing, this type of 
consistency analysis does not apply. Only two goals from the SCAG’s 2020-2045 RTP/SCS are applicable 
to the Project: (1) to reduce GHG emissions and improve air quality and (2) adapt to a changing climate 
and support an integrated regional development pattern and transportation network. The Project is 
consistent with these goals, as the Project would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds for GHG or criteria 
pollutant and would support the use of local water supplies in place of more energy intensive imported 
water.  

By improving upon an existing local source for potable water, the Project would reduce reliance on 
imported water, thereby reducing GHG emissions associated with having to pump water from across the 
state for consumption. The Project would not conflict with applicable GHG emission reduction plans, 
including CARB’s Scoping Plan and SCAG’s RTP/SCS. Impacts would be less than significant. 
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IX. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 

environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or 

disposal of hazardous materials? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction activities may involve the limited transport, storage, use, 
and/or disposal of hazardous materials, such as for the fueling and servicing of construction equipment 
onsite. These activities would be short-term or one-time in nature and would be subject to federal, 
state, and local health and safety regulations, which would minimize hazards related to the use of these 
materials.  

Long-term operation of the Project would involve the transport, use, and disposal of hazardous 
materials required during the water treatment process. In accordance with Chapter 6.95, Division 20 of 
the Health and Safety Code, a Health and Safety Plan would be prepared for the Project and would 
include a description of hazardous materials on-site, a site map, emergency response procedures, and 
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training plans. Compliance with this plan, along with adherence to applicable federal, state, and local 
health and safety regulations, would reduce potential hazards related to hazardous materials. The 
Project would not result in a significant hazard related to the transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials and impacts would be less than significant. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed above in item IX.a, limited amounts of hazardous materials 
would be used during construction; however, these materials would be used and stored in accordance 
with applicable regulations that would limit the potential for their accidental release. During Project 
operation, the use of hazardous materials would be required for the water treatment process. 
Compliance with the required Health and Safety Plan and applicable regulations related to the use and 
storage of hazardous materials would minimize the potential for upset or accident conditions at the 
Project site. Therefore, the Project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment due to the release of hazardous materials and impacts would be less than significant. 

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

No Impact. There are no schools located within one-quarter mile of the Project site. The nearest school, 
Tuscany Hills Elementary School, is located approximately one mile northwest of the CLWTP. Therefore, 
the Project would not emit hazardous emissions or result in handling of hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. No impact 
would occur. 

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

No Impact. The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) EnviroStor database and the SWRCB 
GeoTracker databases were consulted to identify if the Project site or surrounding nearby properties are 
on a list compiled pursuant to Government Code 65962.5. No sites were recorded in EnviroStor or 
GeoTracker within the Project site or within a 1,000-foot radius of the site (DTSC 2023; SWRCB 2023). As 
such, the Project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment and no impact 
would occur. 

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

No Impact. The nearest airport to the Project site is the Perris Valley Airport, located approximately 
6.5 miles northeast of the site. The airport land use plan for the Perris Valley Airport includes 
compatibility and noise contours, neither of which include the CLWTP (Riverside County Airport Land 
Use Commission 2011). Therefore, airport activity associated with airports in the Project region would 
not result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people working at the CLWTP. No impact would 
occur.  
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f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction and operation of the Project would primarily occur within 
the existing CLWTP, which would not interfere with an emergency evacuation route. An off-site 
connection to the existing water line in Via De La Valle would require temporary construction activity 
within a public ROW; however, vehicle movement on either side of this section of Via De La Valle would 
be able to continue without impairments to emergency evacuation towards Summerhill Drive. In 
addition, the construction contractor would be required to implement a traffic control plan, which 
would include measures to maintain acceptable emergency response and evacuation conditions. After 
construction, no above-ground Project components would be located outside of the CLWTP facility and 
within emergency evacuation routes. Emergency access to the CLWTP would be available from Via De La 
Valle and Longhorn Drive, as is the case under existing conditions. The Project would not interfere with 
emergency response or evacuation plans and impacts would be less than significant. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. A small area at the southern side of the Project site is recommended by 
the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) as a Very High Fire Hazard Severity 
Zone (VHFHSZ) for the City (CAL FIRE 2009). Implementation of standard brush management practices, 
as described in Section 2.9.2, during construction would reduce the potential for construction activities 
to result in wildland fire risks. Permanent Project components would be constructed in accordance with 
applicable requirements of the California Fire Code and would include sprinkler systems to prevent the 
spread of fire. The Project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or 
death involving wildland fires and impacts would be less than significant. 

X. Hydrology and Water Quality 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 

requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface 
or ground water quality? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

i. Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or 
off-site? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

ii. Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface 
runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- 
or off-site? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

iii. Create or contribute runoff water which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial 
additional resources of polluted runoff? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

iv. Impede or redirect flood flows? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of 
pollutants due to project inundation? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially 

degrade surface or ground water quality? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project has the potential to result in water quality impacts due to 
construction-related discharges in the short-term and runoff from the Project site during long-term 
operation. The Project would disturb more than one acre of land and would be subject to the NPDES 
Construction General Permit, which requires the implementation of a SWPPP. The Project’s SWPPP 
would be submitted to the Santa Ana RWQCB and would require implementation of BMPs to prevent 
polluted runoff during construction. The Project would include LID BMPs that would treat runoff and 
ensure compliance with the MS4 permit. Compliance with the SWPPP during construction and MS4 
permit conditions during operation would prevent degradation of surface and ground water quality as a 
result of the Project. Impacts related to water quality would be less than significant. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project would not require groundwater withdrawal for Project 
operations, as the CLWTP draws water for treatment from Canyon Lake. The amount of impermeable 
surface at the CLWTP would increase under Project conditions; however, the Project would be 
constructed within an approximately 1.1-acre portion of the 12.6-acre CLWTP and would not be of a 
scale to substantially impede groundwater recharge. Therefore, the Project would not decrease 
groundwater supplies or substantially interfere with groundwater recharge and impacts would be less 
than significant.  
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c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration 
of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which 
would: 

i. Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

Less Than Significant Impact. During construction, the removal of paved surfaces and earth-moving 
activities would expose soils, which may result in erosion or siltation on- or off-site. During construction, 
implementation of the BMPs required by the Project’s SWPPP would prevent significant impacts related 
to erosion. Upon completion of construction, surfaces would be landscaped or paved, which would 
minimize the potential for erosion during project operation. Impacts related to erosion and siltation 
would be less than significant.  

ii. Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in 
flooding on- or off- site? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project site would be graded to generally maintain the existing flow 
pattern of the CLWTP. Runoff from the northwestern portions of the Project site would flow south from 
the hills and then towards the east. Runoff from the southern portion of the Project site would flow to 
the southwest. Some currently undeveloped areas would be paved while some currently paved areas 
would become impervious and finished with decomposed granite. As such, no substantial change in the 
amount of surface runoff from the Project area is anticipated and the Project would not result in 
flooding on- or off-site.  

iii. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional resources of polluted runoff? 

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed in item X.c.ii above, the Project would not result in changes 
to the amount of runoff from the Project area. The Project would also not contribute pollutants to the 
Project area that would result in polluted runoff, as BMPs would treat runoff from the Project area in 
accordance with applicable regulations. During construction activities, BMPs would be implemented in 
accordance with the SWPPP to prevent substantial polluted runoff from entering the stormwater 
drainage system. Impacts would be less than significant. 

iv. Impede or redirect flood flows? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The land portion of the CLWTP is not within a special floodplain 
designated by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). The area of the CLWTP within 
Canyon Lake, including the floating barge with intake pump, is designated by FEMA as Zone A, which is a 
100-year floodplain area with no determined base flood elevation (FEMA 2008). The Project 
improvements within Zone A would not alter the potential for flooding, as they would consist of 
replacing the barge and intake pumps. These improvements would not impede or redirect flood flows 
and impacts would be less than significant. 
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d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project inundation? 

Less Than Significant Impact. As described in item X.c.iv, the portion of the Project site within Canyon 
Lake is within a FEMA-designated floodplain. The Project site is approximately 26 miles from the Pacific 
Ocean and would not be subject to tsunamis. Based on the Project’s location adjacent to Canyon Lake, a 
seiche could occur during a ground shaking event. Hazardous materials containing pollutants would be 
used and stored in accordance with applicable regulation that would minimize the potential for 
hazardous pollutants to be released into water supplies in the event of Project inundation during 
construction or operation. Impacts would be less than significant.  

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project would comply with the Water Quality Control Plan for the 
Santa Ana River Basin and NPDES Stormwater Program by implementing a SWPPP listing BMPs to 
prevent construction pollutants and products from violating any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements (Santa Ana RWQCB 1995). During operation, BMPs compliant with the MS4 
Permit and outlined in a DAMP and LIP would support attainment of the Water Quality Control Plan for 
the Santa Ana River Basin. The Project site is also located directly west of the plan area for the Elsinore 
Valley Subbasin Groundwater Sustainability Plan (EVMWD 2022). The Project would not interfere with 
groundwater recharge or otherwise conflict with the Groundwater Sustainability Plan. The Project would 
not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater 
management plan. Impacts would be less than significant. 

XI. Land Use and Planning  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Physically divide an established community? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

 
a) Physically divide an established community? 

No Impact. The Project would improve the CLWTP within the existing facility footprint. No new, 
aboveground components would be constructed outside of the current facility area such that existing 
communities would be physically divided. No impact would occur. 
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b) Cause significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?  

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The Project would occur within the existing CLWTP 
with the exception of an off-site water connection in the public ROW on Via De La Valle. The proposed 
improvements to the CLWTP would maintain the same use of the site consistent with its land use and 
zoning designations as a community facility. No changes to land use types are proposed as part of the 
Project.  

As described throughout this Initial Study, the Project has the potential to result in a conflict with 
policies and/or regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating environmental impacts. 
Project impacts sensitive species and habitats protected by local, state, and federal policies would be 
mitigated in accordance with the MSHCP and permitting requirements of applicable agencies. Therefore, 
with implementation of mitigation measures BIO-1 through BIO-4, the Project would comply with 
policies related to biological resource protection. 

The Project proposes work within the ROW for the purposes of connecting to the water main in Via De 
La Valle. These activities have the potential to result in impacts to circulation and require adherence to a 
traffic control plan, which would reduce the potential for adverse impacts related to circulation hazards 
and ensure consistency with local traffic policies. After construction of the pipeline connection is 
completed, the ROW surface would be returned to its pre-Project conditions and Via De La Valle would 
resume functioning as outlined in the General Plan Circulation Element. As evaluated in Section 4.XIII, 
construction activities and stationary sources have the potential to generate noise at nearby residences 
and mitigation measures NOI-1 and NOI-2 would be incorporated to ensure impacts related to noise 
remain less than significant and in compliance with applicable codes.  

The proposed Project would not result in changes to land uses and would not result in other land use 
policy conflicts. With implementation of the mitigation measures discussed above, impacts would be 
less than significant. 

XII. Mineral Resources  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 

resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the state? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important 
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
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a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region 
and the residents of the state? 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a 
local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan? 

No Impact (a and b). Mineral Resource Zone (MRZ) categories are used by the State Geologist to classify 
the lands according to their potential to contain mineral resources. The Project site is designated as 
MRZ-3, which indicates areas containing mineral occurrences of undetermined mineral resource 
significance (County 2015). The City does not contain areas of MRZ-2, where adequate information 
indicates that significant mineral deposits are present (California Geological Survey 2014). The Elsinore 
Area Plan identifies the Temescal Canyon Wash as the area of the Elsinore Area with significant potential 
for mineral resource recovery (County 2021). The Project site is located approximately nine miles 
southeast of this area and would not preclude recovery of mineral resources. Furthermore, given the 
developed Project site and surrounding development, there is little to no potential for mineral resource 
recovery to occur within the Project site. The Project would not result in the loss of availability of 
mineral resources or a delineated mineral resource recovery site. No impact to mineral resources would 
occur. 

XIII. Noise  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project result in:     
a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent 

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

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

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

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where such a plan 
has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport 
or public use airport, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise 
levels? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
The discussion below is based on the Noise Technical Report prepared by HELIX (2023e), attached to this 
Initial Study as Appendix G.  
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Therefore, at the nearest residential property, the City’s amplified noise standard of 80 dBA LMAX would 
not be exceeded during on-site construction and impacts would be less than significant.  

Construction of the off-site water pipeline approximately 50 feet east of residential receptors is 
anticipated to result in maximum noise levels of 80.7 dBA LMAX during the use of an excavator. Since 
construction in this location is anticipated to occur for fewer than 10 days, the applicable construction 
noise threshold is considered to be 75 dBA LMAX. At 100 feet, an excavator was calculated to generate a 
maximum noise level of 74.7 dBA LMAX. Therefore, off-site construction would not comply with the Lake 
Elsinore Municipal Code and impacts associated with construction noise within 100 feet of residences 
would be considered potentially significant. Mitigation measure NOI-1 would require noise control be 
installed during construction activity within 100 feet of residences and would reduce this impact to a 
less than significant level. 

Approximately 48 one-way haul trips would also occur each day and would be routed through the 
existing CLWTP driveway, exiting onto Via De La Valle and traveling through the residential 
neighborhood. This would result in six haul truck passes per hour along Via De La Valle. While the 
addition of the proposed haul trips to a roadway with otherwise low traffic volumes may result in an 
increase in ambient noise levels, these trips would occur temporarily during the ten-week grading 
period. Based on the relatively small number of hourly trips and the temporary nature of grading 
operations, impacts related to construction haul trip noise would be less than significant. 

Operational Noise 

The Project’s noise report assumed that prominent noise-generating equipment would include pumps 
and fans, of which three 200-hp pumps in the intake pump station, two 200-hp pumps and one 100-hp 
pump in the booster pump station, and two 3-hp cooling fans in each pump station, would be in 
operation at a given time. As the Project would be in constant operation and the City does not have 
property noise limits, significant impacts related to permanent Project noise were assessed in 
comparison with the City of Lake Elsinore nighttime noise limit of 40 dBA LEQ at single-family residences.  

The operational noise sources were modeled in CadnaA version 2022 and noise receivers were placed at 
the surrounding residential properties at a height of two meters (6.6 feet), as shown in Figure 11, Noise 
Receiver Locations. The resulting noise levels at 50 feet and each receiver location from the intake pump 
station, booster pump station, and the two sources combined are presented in Table 10, Stationary 
Equipment Noise Levels without Noise Control. 

Table 10 
STATIONARY EQUIPMENT NOISE LEVELS WITHOUT NOISE CONTROL 

Receiver 
Intake Pump 

Station  
(dBA LEQ) 

Booster Pump 
Room  

(dBA LEQ) 

Combined 
Sources  

(dBA LEQ) 

Exceeds City of 
Lake Elsinore 
Noise Limit? 

At 50 feet 63.4 60.4 -  
R1 19.2 45.7 45.7 Yes 
R2 19.2 44.0 44.0 Yes 
R3 18.8 41.3 41.3 Yes 
R4 16.5 31.8 32.0 No 
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Receiver 
Intake Pump 

Station  
(dBA LEQ) 

Booster Pump 
Room  

(dBA LEQ) 

Combined 
Sources  

(dBA LEQ) 

Exceeds City of 
Lake Elsinore 
Noise Limit? 

R5 24.1 25.6 27.9 No 
R6 27.6 26.1 29.9 No 

Source: HELIX 2023e 
dBA = A-weighted decibel; LEQ = hourly noise level.  
Bold font indicates noise level exceeds City of Lake Elsinore nighttime noise limit of 40 dBA LEQ. 

 
As shown in Table 10, noise levels at residences located south of the CLWTP would exceed the nighttime 
noise level limit of 40 dBA LEQ at the residences west of the site along Via de la Valle; therefore, the 
Project could result in potentially significant impacts related to permanent noise levels. Mitigation 
measure NOI-2 requires implementation of noise attenuation features at the booster pump station and 
flocculation mixers resulting in nighttime hourly noise levels of 40 dBA LEQ at residential properties. 
Potential feasible attenuation features are described in mitigation measure NOI-2 and were modeled to 
ensure their effectiveness. As shown in Table 11, Stationary Equipment Noise Levels with Noise Control, 
with implementation of mitigation measure NOI-2, operational noise impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Table 11 
STATIONARY EQUIPMENT NOISE LEVELS WITH NOISE CONTROL 

Receiver 
Intake Pump 

Station  
(dBA LEQ) 

Booster Pump 
Room with 

Noise Control 
(dBA LEQ) 

Combined 
Sources  

(dBA LEQ) 

Exceeds City of 
Lake Elsinore 
Noise Limit? 

At 50 feet 63.4 42.2 -  
R1 19.2 27.9 28.4 No 
R2 19.2 26.2 27.0 No 
R3 18.8 23.6 24.8 No 
R4 16.5 14.1 18.5 No 
R5 24.1 9.8 24.2 No 
R6 27.6 9.8 27.7 No 

Source: HELIX 2023e 
dBA = A-weighted decibel; LEQ = hourly noise level  

 
Vehicle trips to the Project site would occur daily during operation for the purposes of maintenance and 
testing. Existing operation of the CLWTP requires two employees to be on-site and with the addition of 
the treatment systems proposed by the Project, up to six additional employees may need to access the 
CLWTP on a given day and chemical deliveries would be required occasionally (Kennedy Jenks 2022). Up 
to 12 one-way trips added to local roadways would not result in substantial increases in traffic noise 
during Project operation and impacts related to traffic noise would be less than significant. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. As described in item XII.a above, construction of the off-site water pipeline 
connection would occur approximately 50 feet from the residences west of the Project site, though the 
majority of Project construction would occur more than 300 feet from nearby residences. Impacts 
related to vibration were assessed in comparison with Caltrans’ severe human response threshold of 
0.4 inch per second (in/sec) peak particle velocity (PPV) and building damage threshold for newer 
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residential structures of 0.5 in/sec PPV. The thresholds for continuous/frequent intermittent sources 
(e.g., vibratory rollers) were considered in this analysis (Caltrans 2020). 

Vibration from construction equipment can be estimated using the equation PPVEquipment = PPVREF (25/D)n 
where PPVREF is the PPV generated at 25 feet, D is the distance from the equipment to the receiver in 
feet, and n is 1.1 (Caltrans 2020). A vibratory roller is anticipated to be the piece of construction 
equipment with the highest vibration potential required for Project construction and has a reference 
PPV of 0.210 in/sec at 25 feet. At 50 feet, the distance from the nearest residences, the use of a 
vibratory roller is estimated to generate vibration levels of 0.098 in/sec PPV. This is far below both the 
severe human response threshold of 0.4 in/sec PPV and the structural damage threshold of 0.5 in/sec 
PPV. Therefore, the Project would not result in excessive temporary groundborne vibration or noise 
levels and impacts would be less than significant. 

The Project does not propose operational equipment that is anticipated to generate substantial 
groundborne vibration. Given the distance between operational equipment and nearby residential land 
uses, perceptible vibration levels are not anticipated to occur at residences surrounding the Project site. 
Therefore, no impact related to vibration during Project operation would occur. 

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where 
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would 
the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

No Impact. The Project site is not within the planning area for an adopted airport land use compatibility 
plan or within two miles of an airport without such a plan. The nearest airport to the Project site is the 
Perris Valley Airport, located approximately 6.5 miles northeast of the site. The noise contours for the 
Perris Valley Airport do not include the Project site (Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission 
2011). Thus, people working at the Project site would not be exposed to excessive aircraft noise and no 
impact would occur. 

Mitigation 

Potential impacts associated with construction noise, construction haul trip noise, and stationary noise 
sources during Project operation would be reduced to less than significant levels with implementation of 
mitigation measures NOI-1 and NOI-2. 

NOI-1 Off-Site Construction Noise Control. For daytime construction of the off-site water pipeline 
occurring for less than 10 days in a location, construction noise shall not exceed a maximum 
noise level of 75 dBA LMAX. It is anticipated that when construction activity occurs within 100 feet 
of residences west of Via De La Valle, noise control shall be provided such that construction 
noise complies with City of Lake Elsinore standards. A noise barrier shall be placed between 
noise-generating equipment and residential land uses. 

A temporary barrier may be used and shall be solid and constructed of masonry, wood, plastic, 
fiberglass, steel, or a combination of those materials, with no cracks or gaps through or below 
the wall. Any seams or cracks must be filled or caulked. If wood is used, it can be tongue and 
groove or close butted seams and must have a Sound Transmission Class (STC) rating of 23. 
Sheet metal may be used, if it meets the other criteria and is properly supported and stiffened 
so that it does not rattle or create noise itself from vibration or wind. Noise blankets, hoods, or 
covers also may be used, provided they are appropriately implemented to provide the required 
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sound attenuation. The noise control barrier enclosures may be created as an elongated “U” 
shape, with the elongated sides parallel to the pipeline and the opening facing away from 
residential receptors.  

NOI-2 Stationary Equipment Noise Control. Noise control features shall be implemented surrounding 
operational components of the flocculation basin and booster pump station such that hourly 
noise levels do not exceed 40 dBA LEQ at residential property lines surrounding the Project site. 
Based on current planning information, the recommendations below are anticipated to facilitate 
the required reductions in noise levels. Other methods of noise control may be implemented 
provided they result in hourly noise levels of less than 40 dBA LEQ at residential property lines. 
The selected noise control components shall be shown on the final construction documents.  

The recommended noise control features include the installation of six-inch or thicker acoustic 
louvers provided on all building ventilation openings or other openings of the booster pump 
room (not including those typically closed such as doors). The six-inch louvers should provide, at 
minimum, the noise reduction provided in the table below. 

63 Hz 125 Hz 250 Hz 500 Hz 1,000 Hz 2,000 Hz 4,000 Hz 8,000 Hz 
6 dB 6 dB 8 dB 10 dB 15 dB 19 dB 19 dB 19 dB 

Hz = Hertz; dB = decibel 
 
XIV. Population and Housing  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an 

area, either directly (for example, by proposing new 
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through 
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?  

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by 

proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or 
other infrastructure)? 

No Impact. The Project does not involve the construction of homes or businesses that would directly 
result in population growth. The Project would construct improvements to the CLWTP identified in the 
EVMWD’s 2017 IRP and 2018 Facilities MP that would support EVMWD’s long-term water supply 
strategy. Specifically, these improvements proposed to increase the CLWTP capacity to 7.0 MGD in the 
short-term and 9.0 MGD in the moderate- and long-term phases. With implementation of the Phase 1 
improvements currently proposed, the optimal capacity of CLWTP would be 7.0 MGD with most 
components able to accommodate a hydraulic maximum of 9.0 MGD (the ultimate capacity identified 
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for CLWTP). The increased capacity of the CLWTP proposed by the EVMWD MP is not anticipated to 
induce population growth into the EVMWD service area. Rather, the long-term supply strategy of the 
EVMWD is intended to provide water under multiple drought conditions to existing and planned 
populations within its service area. The Project also would not generate substantial job opportunities 
that would result in an increase in population in the region, as it would require six new full-time 
employees during operation. The Project is not anticipated to induce substantial unplanned population 
growth, either directly or indirectly, and no impact would occur. 

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

No Impact. The Project site does not contain any residences and would continue to be used as a water 
treatment facility. The Project would not require the displacement of any people or housing and no 
impact would occur. 

XV. Public Services  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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

    

a) Fire protection? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

b) Police protection? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

c) Schools? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

d) Parks? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

e) Other public facilities? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
a) Fire protection? 

No Impact. The Project would occur where existing infrastructure is served by the Canyon Lake Fire 
Department. While the Project would result in changes to this facility, it would not induce population 
growth or create structures that would require additional fire protection services compared to the 
existing facility. Project components would comply with applicable California Fire Code requirements. 
No new or altered fire protection facilities would be required due to Project implementation and no 
impact would occur. 
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b) Police protection? 

No Impact. The Project would not result in population growth or the construction of a new land use that 
would require police protection. The Project would be located within the existing CLWTP property, 
which is secured by a gate. No new police protection services would be required and no impact would 
occur.  

c) Schools? 

No Impact. The Project would not induce population growth, including that of school-aged children. 
Therefore, no new or altered school facilities would be required and no impact would occur.  

d) Parks? 

No Impact. The Project would not result in population growth and thereby would not result in an 
increased need for park facilities or the need for upgrades to existing park facilities. No impact would 
occur.  

e) Other public facilities? 

No Impact. No population growth would occur as a result of the Project. Therefore, no increased use of 
public facilities or need for new public facilities would occur and there would be no impact.  

XVI. Recreation  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional 

parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial 
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such 

that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated? 

No Impact. The Project would not result in population growth and would not increase the use of parks 
or recreational facilities. Thus, substantial physical deterioration of these facilities would not occur or be 
accelerated and no impact would occur. 
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b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

No Impact. The Project would improve the existing CLWTP and does not propose any recreational 
facilities. Additionally, the Project would not induce population growth that would require the 
construction or expansion of park or recreational facilities in the region. No impact would occur. 

XVII. Transportation  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:      
a) Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy 

addressing the circulation system, including transit, 
roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities?  

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 
a) Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, 

roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities? 

Less Than Significant Impact. During construction, the Project would temporarily alter existing 
circulation patterns and would require a permit from the City of Lake Elsinore to perform work in Via De 
La Valle. The construction contractor would be required to develop and implement a Project-specific 
traffic control plan that would outline procedures and traffic control measures necessary to ensure 
adequate access would be maintained during the altered traffic conditions associated with the off-site 
pipeline installation. Potential provisions of the traffic control plan may include the use of flaggers to 
guide vehicles, installing protective barriers around work zones, minimizing the hours of construction 
activity in the ROW, providing notification of road closures to emergency personnel, and other measures 
deemed necessary by the City of Lake Elsinore. Existing circulation elements, including Via De La Valle 
and the CLWTP access road, would be returned to pre-Project conditions upon the completion of 
construction activities in compliance with circulation programs, plans and policies. Impacts would be less 
than significant. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 subdivision (b), vehicle 
miles traveled exceeding an applicable threshold of significance may indicate a significant impact. The 
Office of Planning and Research technical advisory regarding transportation impacts indicates that small 
projects generating fewer than 110 trips per day can be assumed to cause a less than significant 
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transportation impact (Office of Planning and Research 2018). Employees would commute to the CLWTP 
daily and chemical deliveries would be required less than once per week. The existing CLWTP 
classification requires one chief operator and one shift operator and would require the same staffing 
once operational. With the addition of the PFAS and T&O treatment systems proposed by the Project, 
up to six additional employees may be required to access the site on a given day for sampling and other 
maintenance activities (Kennedy Jenks 2022). In combination with chemical deliveries, it is anticipated 
that up to 12 new one-way daily trips could occur to the CLWTP. As the Project would not exceed the 
110-trip threshold, it can be assumed that no conflicts with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 subdivision 
(b) would occur and impacts would be less than significant.  

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

Less Than Significant Impact. During construction of the off-site water pipeline connection, the Project 
would require altered traffic patterns. Adherence to the conditions of the Project’s traffic control plan 
would ensure that altered circulation would not result in substantial hazards within the circulation 
system. After construction, Project components would be contained within the secured CLWTP facility 
or underground and would not increase hazards or result in incompatible uses. Impacts would be less 
than significant.  

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

Less Than Significant Impact. During construction of the water pipeline connection occurring in the 
public ROW, measures included in the traffic control plan would be implemented to ensure that 
emergency access to surrounding properties would remain adequate. Access to the Project site via 
Longhorn Drive and the Happy Camp Campground would also be provided throughout construction of 
the Project since the primary entrance would be inhibited by pipeline construction. After construction 
activities in the ROW are complete, public roadways and the CLWTP would be returned to pre-Project 
conditions, which would accommodate emergency vehicle access through the primary entrance from 
Via De La Valle, as is the case under existing conditions. Impacts would be less than significant. 

XVIII. Tribal Cultural Resources  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 

tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code 
Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural 
landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the 
size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object 
with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, 
and that is: 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

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

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

 
The discussion below is based in part on the Cultural Resources Survey prepared by HELIX (2023d), 
attached to this Initial Study as Appendix D. 

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

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

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

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated (a.i and a.ii). The NAHC was contacted on January 6, 
2023, for a Sacred Lands File search. The response, received on January 19, 2023, was positive. HELIX 
sent letters on March 2, 2023, to the tribal contacts provided by the NAHC. To date, four responses have 
been received: The Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians, the Quechan Tribe of the Fort Yuma 
Reservation, and Rincon indicated that they have no comments on the Project and defer to local tribes, 
while the Augustine Band of Cahuilla Indians was unaware of specific cultural resources that may be 
affected by the Project.  

The cultural resources field survey was conducted with tribal cultural monitors from the Soboba Band of 
Luiseño Indians and the Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians in March 2023 and did not identify any 
archaeological resources within the Project area. On March 20, 2023, letters inviting tribes to consult 
under AB 52 were sent to the Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians, Pechanga, Rincon, and Agua Caliente 
Band of Cahuilla Indians. The Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians responded deferring to more local 
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tribes. Soboba, Pechanga, and Rincon responded to these letters requesting consultation with EVMWD 
and have reviewed the cultural survey prepared for the Project and the proposed mitigation measures 
(CUL-1 through CUL-9) for impacts to tribal cultural resources. Consultation with Soboba, Pechanga, and 
Rincon under AB 52 concluded in April 2023. The SWRCB will undertake Section 106 consultation with 
interested Tribes. 

As the Project area is sensitive for cultural resources and the Sacred Lands File search was positive, the 
Project is considered to have potentially significant impacts related to tribal cultural resources. An 
archaeological and Native American monitoring program was recommended in the cultural resources 
survey and would be implemented in accordance with mitigation measures CUL-1 through CUL-9. These 
mitigation measures require attendance by the archaeologist and Native American monitor(s) at a 
preconstruction meeting and during initial ground-disturbing activities, during which time the monitors 
would have the authority to temporarily halt or redirect grading and other ground-disturbing activity in 
the event that cultural resources are encountered. If significant tribal cultural material is encountered, 
the Project archaeologist would coordinate with representatives of the Monitoring Tribes and with 
EVMWD and SWRCB staff to develop and implement appropriate avoidance, mitigation, or treatment 
measures. Consultation in accordance with Section 106, along with implementation of mitigation 
measures CUL-1 through CUL-9, would reduce potential impacts to tribal cultural resources to a less 
than significant level. 

XIX. Utilities and Service Systems  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new 

or expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm 
water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the construction or 
relocation of which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d) Generate solid waste in excess of state or local standards, 
or in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or 
otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction 
goals?  

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and 
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
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a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment 
or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the 
construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects? 

Less Than Significant Impact. No new or expanded wastewater, storm water, electric power, natural 
gas, or telecommunications utilities would be required for operation of the proposed Project. The 
minimal water supplies needed during Project construction would be provided by existing infrastructure 
and the addition of a potable water connection in Via De La Valle would provide water to the Project site 
from an existing 8-inch water line. No new or expanded potable water infrastructure would be required 
outside of this connection to the existing line, the environmental effects of which are described 
throughout this Initial Study. Impacts would be less than significant. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project does not involve activities that would require permanent 
water supplies. Water supplies required during the construction of the Project would be limited to water 
utilized for dust suppression on the Project site. Sufficient water supplies from the EVMWD are available 
to provide these limited water supplies to the Project during construction. The Project would increase 
the capacity of the CLWTP to process water supplies for EVMWD but would not require substantial 
water supplies outside of those being processed during its operation. As such, a less than significant 
impact would occur.  

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

Less Than Significant Impact. As was the case with the existing CLWTP, all waste streams are planned to 
be discharged to the decant pond and ultimately the sewer. Historically, approximately 25 percent of 
the CLWTP’s five MGD water flow has been lost to the sewer. The wastewater system is operated by 
EVMWD and has sufficient capacity to continue accommodating wastewater from the CLWTP, which 
would have an increased maximum capacity with implementation of the Project. The wastewater 
treatment provider (EVMWD) has sufficient capacity to serve the Project in addition to existing 
commitments and impacts would be less than significant.  

d) Generate solid waste in excess of state or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local 
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals? 

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

Less Than Significant Impact (d and e). Solid waste generated during Project construction may include 
demolition debris, vegetation material, used fuel containers, and other materials, all of which would be 
disposed of in accordance with applicable solid waste regulations. Construction waste would be 
managed in accordance with the construction contractor’s Solid Waste Management Plan, which would 
require documentation and diversion of waste generated during construction.  

The Project is not anticipated to generate substantial quantities of solid waste during operation. Small 
quantities of solid waste generated during maintenance and testing operations would not exceed the 
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capacity of local infrastructure and would be disposed of in accordance with applicable regulations. No 
conflicts with solid waste goals or regulations would occur and impacts would be less than significant.  

XX. Wildfire  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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

    

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

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated 
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency 
water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may 
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or 
ongoing impacts to the environment? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including 
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a 
result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage 
changes?  

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. See item IX.f. Construction and operation of the CLWTP within the existing 
site boundaries would not impair emergency response or evacuation plans. During construction 
activities proposed in the ROW, the construction contractor would be required to implement a traffic 
control plan and maintain emergency evacuation routes. Adherence to this plan would ensure the 
Project would not interfere with emergency response or evacuation during construction in public ROWs. 
Impacts would be less than significant. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. A small area at the southern side of the Project site is recommended by 
CAL FIRE as a VHFHSZ for the City (CAL FIRE 2009). During construction, the Project would implement 
the brush management practices described in Section 2.9.2 to prevent the exacerbation of wildfire risks 
due to construction equipment usage. The Project does not propose operational components or 
substantially altered slopes that would exacerbate the risk of wildfire spread. In addition, the Project 
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would not introduce residents to the Project site who could be exposed to wildfire pollutants. The 
Project would not exacerbate wildfire risks and impacts would be less than significant. 

c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, 
emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may 
result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project proposes the installation of water treatment infrastructure 
and an off-site water line connection. Project components would comply with applicable fire codes and 
would not exacerbate fire risks. No fuel breaks, emergency water sources, or power lines are proposed 
as part of the Project. Temporary and ongoing impacts to the environment related to other issue areas 
are analyzed throughout this Initial Study. Impacts would be less than significant. 

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or 
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project site would be stabilized after grading activities to prevent 
substantial runoff and slope instability leading to significant risks such as flooding or landslides. The 
drainage pattern on the Project site would be similar to existing conditions and would not generate 
significant risks to structures on the Project site. No habitable structures that could be exposed to 
wildfire risks are proposed by the Project. Impacts would be less than significant. 

XXI. Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

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

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

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

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

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The Project has the potential to result in impacts to 
coastal California gnatcatcher and its habitat; nesting birds and raptors protected by the MBTA; and 
herbaceous wetland habitat, including jurisdictional areas. Implementation of mitigation measures 
BIO-1 through BIO-4 would reduce these impacts to a less than significant level. The Project also has the 
potential to impact significant cultural and tribal cultural resources. Implementation of mitigation 
measures CUL-1 through CUL-9 would ensure these impacts are reduced to a less than significant level. 
Therefore, the Project would not substantially degrade the environment, decrease the number or 
habitat of special status plant or animal species, or eliminate major periods of California history. Impacts 
would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

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

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 requires a 
discussion of the cumulative impacts of a project when the project’s incremental effect is “cumulatively 
considerable,” meaning that the project’s incremental effects are considerable when viewed in 
connection with the effects of past, current, and probable future projects. 

The Avenues Septic to Sewer Project (EVMWD 2023a) and Sedco Hills Septic to Sewer Project (EVMWD 
2023b) were identified for inclusion in the cumulative analysis of the proposed Project, as EVMWD has 
proposed these two projects to be constructed within a similar timeframe as the proposed Project. 
These two projects propose the installation of sewer infrastructure to serve existing residential 
customers of EVMWD who utilize septic systems. The Avenues project is proposed approximately 
2 miles west of the CLWTP and the Sedco Hills project is proposed approximately 1.7 miles southwest of 
the CLWTP. The estimated construction schedules for these projects are currently planned to begin in 
August 2023 and occur for up to 24 months, thereby overlapping (at least partially) with construction of 
the proposed Project.  

As is the case with the proposed Project, the proposed sewer infrastructure is intended to serve existing 
and planned development and no growth-inducing components are proposed. In addition, the two 
sewer projects would consist of passive infrastructure components contributing sewer flows to the 
existing Regional Water Reclamation Facility and would not result in ongoing environmental impacts 
during operation. Therefore, no cumulative impacts related to operation of the Project in combination 
with the other identified projects would occur. 

Based on the distance between the project areas, construction noise from the Project and sewer 
projects would be too far apart to contribute to cumulative noise impacts to any singular location. 
Similarly, the addition of vehicle trips associated with the construction workers required to construct 
these three projects would not contribute to significant, cumulative transportation impacts as they 
would travel along different roadways and would not generate a significant number of vehicle trips.  
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As discussed in Section 4.III, the Project’s construction emissions of criteria pollutants would not exceed 
the SCAQMD daily screening thresholds or LSTs. Due to the distance between the Project and sewer 
projects, no localized air quality violations for sensitive receptors would occur. The Project was 
determined to have a less than significant impact in relation to GHG emissions, which are inherently 
discussed in terms of cumulative impacts. As passive infrastructure components, the sewer projects 
would not result in operational GHG emissions, and no cumulatively considerable impact would occur in 
combination with the Project. 

With implementation of mitigation measures BIO-1 through BIO-4, no net loss of habitat or special 
status species would occur and impacts to biological resources would be less than significant at the 
Project level and in combination with cumulative projects. The Project would implement mitigation 
measures CUL-1 through CUL-9 and would not contribute to the cumulative loss of cultural or tribal 
cultural resources.  

All resource topics for the Project and identified projects have been analyzed in accordance with the 
CEQA Guidelines and found to pose no impact, a less than significant impact, or a less than significant 
impact with mitigation. Potential cumulative projects that could be constructed in the vicinity of the 
Project would also be required to comply with existing applicable federal, state, and local regulations. 

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

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The Project would not consist of any construction 
activities or operational components that would negatively affect any persons in the vicinity. In addition, 
all resource topics have been analyzed in accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines or associated 
thresholds and found to pose no impact, a less than significant impact, or a less than significant impact 
with mitigation incorporated. As discussed in Section 4.III, no violations of air quality thresholds would 
occur and no significant impacts to sensitive receptors related to pollutants would occur. As discussed in 
Section 4.IX of this Initial Study, there are no concerns from past activities at the Project site and 
hazardous materials and/or wastes necessary for water treatment would be stored and handled in 
accordance with applicable regulations. With implementation of mitigation measures NOI-1 and NOI-2, 
the Project would not generate excessive noise that would conflict with local noise ordinances and 
cause disturbances to local residents. Off-site construction would comply with a traffic control plan to 
ensure emergency access and evacuation routes are maintained. As discussed in Section 4.XX, the 
Project would implement brush management practices during construction and would not increase the 
risk of wildfires. Consequently, with implementation of the applicable BMPs and mitigation measures, 
the Project would not result in any environmental effects that would cause substantial adverse effects 
on human beings directly or indirectly.  
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Plate 7. Chemical Feed Area 1 sodium hydroxide and ferric chloride storage tanks with slump stone containment 

wall at right, and sodium hydroxide storage building at left, looking south. 

 
Plate 8. Chemical Feed Area 1 sulfuric acid roofed storage enclosure with trash enclosure to the left, looking 

northeast. 
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5.2 INTAKE PUMPS AND ELECTRICAL BUILDING 

Intake pumps and the electrical building were part of the CLWTP’s original construction in 1956. 
According to the EVMWD Facilities Master Plan and confirmed by EVMWD record drawings (EVMWD 
1955), a new intake pump system, including chemical injection and manifold structure, was constructed 
in 1998. The pump station includes a barge in Canyon Lake with six floating pump stations and a floating 
walkway to the on-shore valve control facility. The original electrical building is a functional utility 
structure with a gabled roof (Plate 9).  

 
Plate 9. Intake pumps on barge, electrical building at right, looking north. 

 
Plate 10. Static mixer (in-line), looking west. 
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5.3 STATIC AND RAPID MIX SYSTEMS 

The static and rapid mix systems were part of the CLWTP’s original construction in 1956. The static mixer 
is an inline system within a large horizontal pipe (Plate 10). The rapid mixer is a vertical mixer within a 
concrete block structure (Plate 11 and Plate 12). According to the FMP and confirmed by EVMWD record 
drawings (EVMWD 1995), a new rapid mixer was installed within the structure as part of the 1995 
upgrades. 

 
Plate 11. Rapid Mix enclosure, looking northeast. 

 

 
Plate 12. Rapid Mix enclosure, looking west. 
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5.4 UPFLOW CLARIFIER  

The original Accelator clarifier was designed by Albert Webb & Associates and installed in 1956. The 
Accelator clarifier featured a rotor-impeller system that circulated the raw water and chemical slurry 
through primary and secondary mixing and reaction zones to discharge treated water to the filter area. 
The Accelator was removed and replaced with an Eimco up-flow clarifier within the existing basin in 
2002 (EVMWD 2018). According to EVMWD's website, the original clarifier was replaced, along with 
other rehabilitation work in order to comply with state regulations. The up-flow clarifier operates on a 
different basis than the original clarifier. The Eimco up-flow clarifier involves the use of a turbine within 
a central reaction well along with a motorized rotating rake to circulate water and discharge treated 
water to the filter area. 

The structure housing the clarifier is a large, circular concrete flocculation and sedimentation basin 
structure surrounded by concrete decking and an external metal walkway (Plate 13). The clarifier’s steel 
spokes radiate to the edge from a central equipment shaft. Metal stairs lead to a catwalk that accesses 
the central equipment shaft (Plate 14 and Plate 15). 

 
Plate 13. Exterior of concrete structure housing clarifier, looking southwest. 
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Plate 14. Up-flow clarifier, looking east. 

 
Plate 15. Detail of up-flow clarifier components, with operations building at right background, looking south. 
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5.5 SODIUM HYPOCHLORITE STORAGE, FEED SYSTEM, AND FILTER 
BUILDING 

The sodium hypochlorite storage and chemical feed system is located within a series of open 
containment feed structures covered by sails and a filter building located above a subterranean filter 
gallery. The system includes two metering pumps and two storage tanks. The filter building and its 
internal equipment were constructed in 1995, slightly south of the original filter building that was 
demolished. The filter building is a single-story rectangular building constructed of split face block with a 
low-pitched gable roof covered in terra cotta tiles. A person-door occurs on both the northeast and 
southwest elevations, and the northwest elevation features two fixed pane windows facing the 
containment feed structures (Plate 16).  

 
Plate 16. Containment feed structures at left, filter building at right, looking northeast. 

5.6 CHEMICAL FEED AREA 2  

The building that houses chemical feed area 2 was built in 2005 (EVMWD 2003). The building is located 
at the southwest end of the feed system and filter building. Like the filter building, the chemical feed 
building 2 is rectangular and constructed of split face block with a low-pitched gabled roof but covered 
in asphalt composition shingles. The east and west elevations are blank walls, while the south elevation 
contains a single person-door, and the north elevation contains a rollup door and a person-door (Plate 
17). 
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Plate 17. Chemical Feed Building 2, looking east. 

6.0 HISTORIC CONTEXT 
6.1 RAILROAD CANYON DAM AND CANYON LAKE WATER 

TREATMENT PLANT 

The project area is located directly south of Railroad Canyon Reservoir (known as Canyon Lake) and 
includes the Railroad Canyon Dam (also known as Canyon Lake Dam). The vast majority of the area has 
been undeveloped throughout its history, however, the California Southern Railroad connecting Perris 
to Elsinore ran through the project area along the east side of the San Jacinto River, between 1882 and 
1927, at which point it was abandoned. While the surrounding area has been developed with residential 
properties, the project area itself has continued to be primarily undeveloped, with the only structures 
consisting of the Railroad Canyon Dam and supporting structures along with supporting roads present 
by at least 1938 (NETR Online 2023). 

The Railroad Canyon Dam was constructed across the San Jacinto River by the Temescal Water Company 
(TWC) in 1927 (the dam is now owned and operated by EVMWD and is under the jurisdiction of the 
California Department of Water Resources, Division of Safety of Dams, for safety and compliance). The 
dam was upstream of Lake Elsinore, and the City of Elsinore (as it was known at the time) and property 
owners within the river’s watershed near the lake had sued the TWC. The private property owners’ suit 
centered on their reliance for many years on water from wells they had drilled near the river and lake. 
The city’s suit was concerned about the environmental and aesthetic impacts that could occur if Lake 
Elsinore’s water line receded below 1,245 feet AMSL. An agreement was reached in 1927 that settled 
the litigation and allowed the dam to be completed. (Morrison 1955a). Under the 1927 agreement 
between the Lake Elsinore Valley Water Users’ Association and the TWC, known as the “Tilley 
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Agreement,” excess water impounded by the dam beyond what TWC required would be released so 
long as the water level in Lake Elsinore was below a certain threshold. In 1951, for the first time in many 
years, water was released from the Railroad Canyon Dam to the San Jacinto River to Lake Elsinore 
(Riverside Independent Enterprise 1952; Morrison 1955d). 

The EVMWD was formed on December 5, 1950, to bring Colorado River water from the MWD to the 
valley. The EVMWD was later annexed into MWD on September 28, 1954 (Morrison 1956). In 1955, the 
EVMWD filed a condemnation suit against TWC to acquire the Railroad Canyon Dam and reservoir, Lee 
Lake and the 30-inch pipeline between Lee Lake and Railroad Canyon reservoir, and underlying 
properties and water rights. EVMWD asserted that ownership was in the public interest and necessary in 
order to realize the goal of bringing Colorado River water to the area (Morrison 1955b). 

In October 1955, the litigation ended with the EVMWD Board’s approval of the “Railroad Canyon 
Storage Agreement”. The agreement provided permanent easements to EVMWD for up to 3,000-acre-
feet of water in the reservoir and the rights-of-way for pipelines and a treatment plant. Shortly 
afterward, EVMWD announced the sale of $1.6 million in water bonds to complete the treatment plant 
and improvements. The new agreement acknowledged that in flood years, the reservoir might fill to 
capacity and not allow for storage of MWD’s Colorado River water by EVMWD. In that case, EVMWD 
could either purchase water from TWC or, if declining to do so, TWC would pay EVMWD for the water 
stored in EVMWD’s storage space. In return, TWC retained operational control of the dam and reservoir, 
and exclusive rights to fishing, hunting, and recreation on and around the reservoir (Morrison 1955c). At 
the end of 1955, voters approved a bond measure to construct the Canyon Lake Water Treatment Plant, 
a 112,000-foot looped water line around the lake, and the Lakeview Siphon, which would connect to 
MWD’s facilities and allow MWD water to flow into Canyon Lake (EVMWD n.d.). 

Articles in late December 1956 reported that the Railroad Canyon Lake Water Treatment Plant (CLWTP) 
was completed (Morrison 1956). The completed plant consisted of the intake for pumping water, an 
Infilco Accelator and filtering system to treat water coming from the reservoir, a steel storage tank, 
chemical feed building, and thousands of feet of pipelines. The Accelator was a large concrete-lined 
steel basin about 86 feet in diameter and 20 feet deep with a rotator-impeller mounted on a central 
shaft. Its purpose was to mix and circulate raw water and purifying chemicals. The treated water would 
then be stored in a one MG steel water tank. Pipelines throughout the valley would then convey the 
water to end-users in the area, which included Elsinore Valley, Wildomar, Warm Springs Valley, and 
Alberhill. By December 1956, the 112,000-foot-long looped pipeline of 14-inch to 33-inch pipe had 
already been installed in the valley, and the siphon connection to MWD’s aqueduct at Lakeview was 
almost complete (Morrison 1956). 

EVMWD began testing the water in mid-January 1957. Although the connection to MWD’s aqueduct at 
Lakeview was completed in January, MWD had not yet released water into the San Jacinto River. Part of 
the reason for the delay was that the free flow of water in the river was being impeded by plants and 
debris (Riverside Daily Press 1957; Morrison 1957a, 1957b). Finally, on March 5, 1957, Colorado River 
water began to flow from the MWD aqueduct, through a short canal to the San Jacinto River, then 12 
miles down the river to Canyon Lake (Morrison 1957c). Although the connection to MWD’s aqueduct 
was key to bringing fresh water to Canyon Lake, the CLWTP only treats and delivers water to a segment 
of EVMWD’s customers - the facility accounts for approximately ten percent of their overall water 
supply (EVMWD 2018). The more significant impact of Colorado River water was to Lake Elsinore. In 
1958, eight mutual water companies became part of EVMWD. By 1964, MWD had installed a new valve 
at Lakeview aqueduct, which allowed for more than 29,000-acre-feet of water to flow down through 
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Canyon Lake to Lake Elsinore. The significant increase in the water created a sea change in the 
recreational value of Lake Elsinore and, by extension, the community surrounding Lake Elsinore. 

Modifications have been made over time to virtually all components of the CLWTP. In 1995, the vertical 
rapid mixer was replaced; the filter building, with four dual-media filters, piping, air scour system, and 
sodium hypochlorite storage and feed system, was installed; the backwash pumps were installed 
adjacent to the clearwater tank; and a new concrete-lined decant pond was installed with submersible 
pumps (EVMWD 1995). Then in 1998, the intake pump barge was installed, and the chemical injection 
and manifold structure was built on the shore adjacent to the barge (EVMWD 1998). In 2002, additional 
rehabilitation work was completed at the CLWTP to comply with state laws and included the 
replacement of the clarifier (EVMWD 2018). A final set of significant modifications was in place by 2005 
when chemical feed area 2, the 0.25 MG chlorine contact tank, a new 1 MG clearwell tank, and an 
operations modular building were installed. Finally, circa 2009, the ultraviolet disinfection system was 
installed (EVMWD 2018, n.d.). The only component that appears to be original, dating to 1956, with an 
addition in 1977, is the chemical feed area 1 and building. Therefore, it is only this area of the CLWTP 
facility that is evaluated for historic significance in the next section. 

7.0 SIGNIFICANCE EVALUATION 
This section evaluates the potential significance of resources over 45 years in age. The rest of the 
structures are not required to be evaluated for historic significance because they have been added, 
replaced, or significantly modified after the 1956 construction date and within the last 45 years and 
have not achieved historic significance. The structures requiring a significance evaluation are the 
chemical feed building and area 1, the static mix pipe, the rapid mix enclosure, and the electrical 
building near the intake pumps. 

7.1 SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA A/1 

NRHP Criterion A: Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of our history 

CRHR Criterion 1: It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 
broad patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage 

The resources do not appear significant under Criteria A/1.  

The CLWTP accounts for the treatment and delivery of only ten percent of the EVMWD’s water supply. 
The Chemical Feed Building and Area 1 and related features, as well as the static mixer, rapid mix 
enclosure, and electrical building, are all functional aspects of the CLWTP. The Chemical Feed Building 
houses chemicals, with adjacent chemical storage areas adjacent and external to the building. The static 
mixer within the pipe, the rapid mixer enclosure, and the electrical building that serves the intake pump 
system are all purely functional components of the CLWTP that are understood to require replacement 
as newer technologies come online. While the CLWTP requires chemicals and mixers in order to operate 
and effectively treat water, the form, plan, materials, and location of the physical structures are not 
significant except for their ability to function effectively. Changes over time in water treatment 
approaches and technology, as well as regulatory provisions, often require modifications or demolition 
and replacement of outdated infrastructure, as is proposed with the current project. Research 
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conducted for this study did not find any evidence that these structures made any specific or important 
contributions to the broad patterns of our nation’s or state’s history. 

Therefore, the resources do not appear significant under Criteria A/1.  

7.2 SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA B/2 

NRHP Criterion B: Is associated with the lives of persons significant in our past 

CRHR Criterion 2: It is associated with the lives of persons important in our past 

The resources do not appear significant under Criteria B/2. 

The research did not identify any significant or important persons in our past who were associated with 
the Chemical Feed Building and Area 1 and related features, the static mixer, rapid mix enclosure, or 
electrical building. 

Therefore, the resources do not appear significant under Criteria B/2.  

7.3 SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA C/3 

NRHP Criterion C: Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 
installation, or represents the work of a master, possesses high artistic values, 
or represents a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may 
lack individual distinction 

CRHR Criterion 3: It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 
construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or 
possesses high artistic values 

The resources do not appear significant under Criteria C/3. 

The Chemical Feed Building is utilitarian in its design and construction. The vernacular building does not 
exhibit an architectural style and does not feature any design details or possess high artistic values. The 
associated features are functional for the purpose intended. The static mixer, rapid mix enclosure, and 
electrical building are all functional aspects of the CLWTP and do not represent any distinctive or unique 
characteristics. There is no evidence that the resources are associated with a master or important 
creative individual. 

Therefore, the resources do not appear significant under Criteria C/3.  

7.4 SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA D/4 

NRHP Criterion D: It has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or 
history 

CRHR Criterion 4: It has yielded, or has the potential to yield, information important to the 
prehistory or history of the local area, California, or the nation 
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The resources do not appear significant under Criteria D/4. Research conducted for this study found no 
evidence that the resources are significant as a source or likely source of information about prehistoric 
or historic construction methods, materials, or technologies.  

Therefore, the resources do not appear significant under Criteria D/4. 

8.0 SUMMARY AND MANAGEMENT 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

HELIX undertook a study to identify built environment resources within the proposed Canyon Lake 
Water Treatment Plant Phase 1 Improvements project area and to determine the effects of the project 
on historical resources per CEQA and Section 106. The historical resource evaluation study did not 
identify any historical resources within the project area; therefore, no impacts to built environment 
historical resources/historic properties are anticipated from project implementation.  
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survey, and report preparation and was responsible for Native American outreach and coordination. Work 
performed for EMWD. 

Warm Springs Lift Station Replacement. Cultural Resources Task Lead/Principal Investigator for a cultural 
resources survey of this lift station replacement project in Temecula. The project is adjacent to Murrieta Creek, 
in an area that is of cultural significance to the Luiseño people. Oversaw background research, field survey, and 
report preparation. Responsible for Native American outreach and coordination; coordinated with Pechanga 
Cultural Resources on Native American concerns. Work performed for Eastern Municipal Water District. 

Seraphina Project. Principal Investigator/Cultural Resources Task Lead for a cultural resources study in 
conjunction with biological permitting for a proposed residential development and associated drainage 
improvements along Santa Gertrudis Creek in the City of Temecula, Riverside County. The cultural resources 
study includes a records search and background research, Native American coordination and contacting the 
Native American Heritage Commission, field survey, coordination with U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and 
preparation of a report addressing the National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 compliance. Work was 
performed for Hillcrest Homes, with the City of Temecula as the lead agency. 

Downtown Riverside Metrolink Station Track & Platform Project. Cultural Resources Task Lead for this project 
involving changes to and expansion of the Downtown Metrolink Station in Riverside. Oversaw records search 
and background information, archaeological survey, and report preparation; served as primary report author. 
Responsible for coordination with Native American Heritage Commission, Riverside County Transportation 
Commission (RCTC), and Federal Transportation Authority (FTA) on Native American outreach. Work performed 
for Riverside County Transportation Commission as a subconsultant to HNTB Corporation. 

Eastern Municipal Water District Well 59 Wellhead Treatment Facilities IS/MND. Senior Archaeologist 
providing quality control and oversight for cultural resources survey and report for this project, in the City of 
Moreno Valley, which includes a background research, field survey, report preparation, and Native American 
outreach. HELIX is performing an environmental review and CEQA document preparation, including assisting 
EMWD with Native American consultation in accordance with Assembly Bill 52. The project consists of the 
evaluation and design of wellhead treatment facilities to remove perfluorinated compounds from the existing 
Well 59. The approximately 0.68-acre project site is located within the 1627 zone, at the intersection of Nance 
Street and Indian Avenue. Work performed for Kennedy Jenks Consultants with EMWD as the lead agency. 

EVMWD Near Term Water Supply Program, On-call Professional Environmental Services. Cultural Resources 
Task Lead/Principal Investigator for an on-call services contract to provide environmental services for water 
supply projects. Work performed for Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District. Diamond Regional Lift Station and 
Pipeline Project (2016 - 2018). Cultural Resources Task Lead/Principal Investigator for a cultural resources survey 
of the proposed Diamond Regional Lift Station project in the City of Lake Elsinore, located at the confluence of 
the San Jacinto River at the eastern shoreline of Lake Elsinore. Oversaw background research, field survey, site 
record updates, Native American coordination, and report preparation. Coordinated with Pechanga Cultural 
Resources on Native American concerns and development of mitigation measures for the project. Work 
performed for Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District (EVMWD). Regional Agricultural Pipeline Conversion 
Project (2016 - 2018). Cultural Resources Task Lead for the cultural resources study and archaeological 
monitoring for the proposed Ag Pipeline Conversion project, a three-agency partnership between Elsinore Valley 
Municipal Water District (EVMWD), the City of Lake Elsinore, and the Riverside County Flood Control and Water 
Conservation District (RCFCWCD). In conjunction with the cultural resources study, met with Pechanga Cultural 
Resources staff several times to discuss Native American concerns and alternative project approaches, due to 
the presence of extremely sensitive cultural resources. Assisted EVMWD with AB 52 consultation. Worked 
closely with tribal cultural monitors from two Tribes during construction monitoring. Work performed EVMWD.  
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Roripaugh Ranch Phase 2. Principal Investigator/Cultural Resources Task Lead for a cultural resources study in 
conjunction with biological permitting for roadway and drainage improvements along Santa Gertrudis Creek in 
the City of Temecula, Riverside County. The cultural resources study includes a records search and background 
research, Native American coordination and contacting the Native American Heritage Commission, field survey, 
coordination with U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and preparation of a report addressing the National Historic 
Preservation Act Section 106 compliance. Work performed for Roripaugh Valley Restoration, LLC. 

Lake Elsinore MEBO Resort Project. Cultural Resources Task Lead/Principal Investigator for a cultural resources 
survey of off-site parcels for a proposed resort development in the City of Lake Elsinore. Met with client and 
Pechanga to discuss the significance of cultural resources within and adjacent to the project site. Oversaw 
background research and field survey, responsible for Native American coordination and report preparation. 
Work performed for LK Investment Group, with the City of Lake Elsinore as the lead agency. 

Yum Donuts Moreno Valley Project. Cultural Resources Lead and Project Manager for a project in the City of 
Moreno Valley that proposed to develop a vacant lot for a 5,515-square foot Yum Donuts restaurant and 
convenience store with car wash and gas station. HELIX provided technical reports (cultural resources and air 
quality/greenhouse gas analysis) and the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. Oversaw cultural 
resources study and provided senior technical review. Work performed for A&S Engineering with City of Moreno 
Valley as the lead agency. 

Ramona E-Commerce Warehouse Park EIR. Principal Cultural Resources Specialist/Cultural Resources Task Lead 
for a Specific Plan Amendment in the City of Perris, Riverside County to allow for 247,884 square feet of small-
scale warehousing with 39 dock positions for delivery trucks, 415 parking stalls, a groundwater basin, and 
landscaping improvements. Led the cultural resources survey and technical report. Responsible for Native 
American outreach and coordination, served as primary report author, and oversaw archaeological fieldwork.  
Work performed for JM Realty Group, with the City of Perris as lead agency. 
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Leighton Consulting, Inc. 
A LEIGHTON GROUP COMPANY 

41715 Enterprise Circle N., Suite 103 • Temecula, CA 92590-5661 
951.296.0530 • Fax 951.296.0534 

March 22, 2018 
Project No. 11708.001 

KENNEDY/JENKS CONSULTANTS 
300 N. Lake Avenue, Suite 1020 
Pasadena, CA 91101 

Attention: Mr. David Ferguson, PhD, P.E., Vice President 

Subject: Limited Geotechnical/Geologic Evaluation
Canyon Lake WTP – Facilities Master Plan 
Elsinore Valley Water District (EVMWD)
Canyon Lake, California 

In accordance with your authorization and signed contract dated June 30, 2017, we 
completed our geotechnical/geology evaluation of the subject site. This report 
summarizes our findings and presents our opinions regarding the potential 
geotechnical/geologic constraints associated with the proposed development. The 
results of our evaluation indicate that the proposed cut slopes may require blasting at 
depth greater than 20 feet below ground surface (BGS). We recommend that further 
evaluation be performed once final site development plans become available. 

If you have any questions regarding this report, please do not hesitate to contact the 
undersigned. We appreciate this opportunity to be of service on this project. 

Respectfully submitted, 

LEIGHTON CONSULTING, INC. LEIGHTON CONSULTING, INC.

Simon I. Saiid, GE 2641 Robert F. Riha, CEG 1921 
Principal Engineer Senior Principal Geologist 

Distribution: (3) Addressee (plus one PDF) 
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2.0 S I T E  G E O L O G Y 

2.1 Regional Geology 

As shown on Figure 2, Regional Geology Map, the site is underlain by metamorphic 
rock formation locally known as Bedford Canyon formation. 

2.2 Site Geology / Surface Conditions 

Based on site visit performed on February 6, 2018, the site surface and/or geologic 
conditions may be summarized as follows: 

 Existing undocumented fill soils were observed along the toe of the existing 
hillside, presumably due to the creation of an access road going up the slope. 

 Geologic mapping of exposed rock in the northern portion of the proposed cut 
slope indicate that potentially adversely/out-of-slope dipping beds and joints may 
be encountered in the proposed new cut slope (see Figure 3).  

 Based on our laboratory testing, onsite surficial soils have very low expansion 
potential and negligible concentrations of soluble sulfates. 

2.3 Groundwater 

Groundwater is not expected to be encountered during excavation of the proposed slope. 
However, depending on rainfall and seasonal variation, groundwater seepage may exist 
within open joints or rock fracturing. 

2.4 Faulting 

No active or inactive fault traces are known to traverse the site (Hart, 2007). The site is 
not located within a currently designated Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone or 
County of Riverside Fault Zone (Riverside County). 

2.5 Rock Rippability 

A seismic refraction survey was performed in the proposed cut area by Southwest 
Geophysics, Inc. (Appendix A).  Six (6) seismic refraction traverses were conducted in 
order to assess rock rippability characteristics and to develop subsurface velocity 
profiles of the areas surveyed. The seismic refraction method uses first-arrival times of 
refracted seismic waves to estimate the thicknesses and seismic velocities of 
subsurface layers. Additional readings/points were taken to obtain both vertical and 
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lateral velocity information so tomography models can be provided. Tomography is an 
enhanced seismic refraction method that allows changes in layer velocity to be revealed 
as gradients rather than discrete contacts, which typically are more representative of 
actual conditions. 

The results of the survey indicate that marginally rippable rock using Caterpillar D-9 
dozer with a single shank should be anticipated to a depth of 15 to 20 feet BGS or may 
vary depending on location.  However, non-rippable rock and probable blasting (or other 
rock reducing techniques) should be anticipated for deeper excavations or where 
measured shear wave velocities exceed 4,000 foot-per-second (as shallow as 10 to 15 
feet in some areas such as SL-2 and SL-5). The relatively shallow and hard rock zones 
(yellow and red colors) are likely due to resistant corestones/ remnant boulders, dikes, 
and/or less weathering.  Detailed discussion and graphical presentation of the seismic 
refraction survey is presented in whole as Appendix A. The approximate locations of 
the survey transects are indicated on Figure 3. 
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3.0 C O N C L U S I O N S  A N D  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  

The results of our limited geologic evaluation indicate that the proposed cut slope is 
considered feasible from a geologic perspective.  

3.1 Slope Stability 

Based on our evaluation, the proposed 2:1 cut slope in metamorphic rock is considered 
globally stable. Steeper slopes (1.5:1) may also be considered in this formation 
provided further geologic mapping performed during grading to verify the absence of 
any adverse geologic conditions such as “bedding” planes that are dipping more steeply 
than the proposed cut slope surface. 

3.2 Suitability of Site Soils for Fills 

The onsite soils are generally suitable for re-use as compacted fill, provided they are 
free of debris and organic matter. Topsoil and vegetation layers, root zones, and similar 
surface materials should be striped and stockpiled or removed from the site. 
Excavation in rock may generate oversize rock (larger than 12-inches) and may require 
special handling/reduction in size if used to make onsite fill material. 

3.3 Additional Geotechnical Services 

As discussed previously in this report, additional studies will be required to further verify 
the general findings in this report and provide pertinent geotechnical/geologic information 
for proper design and construction of the proposed improvements.  These additional 
studies are expected to include a site-specific field exploration (geotechnical borings) and 
geologic mapping of exposed slopes. 
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4.0 L I M I T A T I O N S  

This report was based primarily upon data obtained from a review of available published 
date and limited information and observations. Such information is necessarily 
incomplete. It is expected that site-specific subsurface geotechnical data is necessary 
for future phases of development. The nature of many sites is such that differing 
characteristics can be experienced within small distances and under various climatic 
conditions. This report was prepared in accordance with generally accepted geologic 
and geotechnical engineering practices at this time in California. No warranty is 
expressed or implied. 

This report was prepared solely for our client for the proposed site grading/cut slope.  
This report is not authorized for use by, and is not to be relied upon by any party except 
our client with whom Leighton Consulting, Inc. has contracted for the work.  Use of or 
reliance on this report by any other party is at that party's risk. Unauthorized use of or 
reliance on this report constitutes an agreement to defend and indemnify Leighton 
Consulting, Inc. from and against any liability which may arise as a result of such use or 
reliance, regardless of any fault, negligence, or strict liability of Leighton Consulting, Inc. 
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8057 Raytheon Road, Suite 9 • San Diego • California 92111 • Telephone 858-527-0849 • Fax 858-225-0114 

March 16, 2018 
Project No. 118090 

Mr. Jeffrey T. Deland 
Leighton Consulting, Inc. 
41715 Enterprise Circle N. Suite 103 
Temecula, CA 92590 

Subject: Seismic Refraction Survey 
EVMWD Canyon Lake Water Treatment Plant  
Canyon Lake, California 

Dear Mr. Deland: 

In accordance with your authorization, we have performed a seismic refraction survey pertaining 
to proposed improvements at the EVMWD Canyon Lake Water Treatment Plant located in Can-
yon Lake, California. Specifically, our survey consisted of performing six seismic refraction 
traverses at the project site. The purpose of our study was to develop subsurface velocity profiles 
of the areas surveyed, and to assess the apparent rippability of the subsurface materials. Our ser-
vices were conducted on February 28, 2018. This data report presents our survey methodology, 
equipment used, analysis, and results. 

We appreciate the opportunity to be of service on this project. Should you have any questions 
related to this report, please contact the undersigned at your convenience. 

Sincerely, 
SOUTHWEST GEOPHYSICS, INC. 

Afrildo Iko Syahrial Hans van de Vrugt, C.E.G., P.Gp. 
Project Geologist/Geophysicist Principal Geologist/Geophysicist 

AMB/AIS/PFL/HV/hv 

Distribution: Addressee (electronic) 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

In accordance with your authorization, we have performed a seismic refraction survey pertaining 

to proposed improvements at the EVMWD Canyon Lake Water Treatment Plant located in Can-

yon Lake, California (Figure 1). Specifically, our survey consisted of performing six seismic 

refraction traverses at the project site. The purpose of our study was to develop subsurface veloc-

ity profiles of the areas surveyed, and to assess the apparent rippability of the subsurface 

materials. Our services were conducted on February 28, 2018. This data report presents our sur-

vey methodology, equipment used, analysis, and results. 

2. SCOPE OF SERVICES 

Our scope of services included: 

• Performance of six seismic P-wave refraction lines at the project site, SL-1 through SL-6. 

• Compilation and analysis of the data collected. 

• Preparation of this data report presenting our results. 

3. SITE DESCRIPTION AND PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The study area is atop a hill located along Longhorn Drive, just west of the water treatment plant 

in Canyon Lake (Figure 1). The study area is undeveloped and includes a moderately steep slope 

dipping to the east along the main road to the water treatment plant, as well as a relatively flat 

area on top of the hill. The site is generally covered with annual grass, small shrubs, and loose 

rock. Figures 2 and 3 depict the general site conditions in the study area and along the seismic 

lines. 

Based on our discussions with you, it is our understanding that your office is conducting a ge-

otechnical evaluation for proposed improvements at the site. Cuts up to 30 feet deep are 

expected. The results of our survey will be used in the formulation of design and construction 

parameters for the project. 
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4. SURVEY METHODOLOGY AND ANALYSIS 

As previously indicated, the primary purpose of our services was to characterize the subsurface 

conditions at pre-selected locations through the collection of seismic data. The seismic refraction 

method uses first-arrival times of refracted seismic waves to estimate the thicknesses and seismic 

velocities of subsurface layers. Seismic P-waves (compression waves) generated at the surface 

are refracted at boundaries separating materials of contrasting velocities. These refracted seismic 

waves are then detected by a series of surface vertical component 14-Hz geophones and recorded 

with a 24-channel Geometrics Geode seismograph. The travel times of the seismic P-waves are 

used in conjunction with the shot-to-geophone distances to obtain thickness and velocity infor-

mation on the subsurface materials. In general, the effective depth of evaluation for a seismic 

refraction traverse is approximately one-third to one-fifth the length of the traverse 

Six seismic profiles (SL-1 through SL-6) were conducted at the site and multiple shot points 

(signal generator locations) were conducted along the lines at the ends, midpoint, and intermedi-

ate points between the ends and the midpoint. The P-wave signal (shot) was generated using a 

20-pound hammer and an aluminum plate. The locations of the profiles, which were selected by 

your office, are depicted on Figure 2. 

The refraction method requires that subsurface velocities increase with depth. A layer having a 

velocity lower than that of the layer above will not generally be detectable by the seismic refrac-

tion method and, therefore, could lead to errors in the depth calculations of subsequent layers. In 

addition, lateral variations in velocity, such as those caused by buried boulders, fractures, dikes, 

etc. can result in the misinterpretation of the subsurface conditions. 

In general, the seismic P-wave velocity of a material can be correlated to rippability (see Table 1 

below), or to some degree “hardness.” Table 1 is based on published information from the Cater-

pillar Performance Handbook (Caterpillar, 2011) as well as our experience with similar 

materials, and assumes that a Caterpillar D-9 dozer ripping with a single shank is used. We em-

phasize that the cutoffs in this classification scheme are approximate and that rock 

characteristics, such as fracture spacing and orientation, play a significant role in determining 
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rock quality or rippability. The rippability of a mass is also dependent on the excavation equip-

ment used and the skill and experience of the equipment operator. 

For trenching operations, the rippability values should be scaled downward. For example, veloci-

ties as low as 3,500 feet/second may indicate difficult ripping during trenching operations. In 

addition, the presence of boulders, which can be troublesome in a narrow trench, should be antic-

ipated. 

Table 1 – Rippability Classification 

Seismic P-wave Velocity Rippability 
0 to 2,000 feet/second Easy 

2,000 to 4,000 feet/second Moderate 
4,000 to 5,500 feet/second Difficult, Possible Blasting 
5,500 to 7,000 feet/second Very Difficult, Probable Blasting 

Greater than 7,000 feet/second Blasting Generally Required 

It should be noted that the rippability cutoffs presented in Table 1 are slightly more conservative 

than those published in the Caterpillar Performance Handbook. Accordingly, the above classifi-

cation scheme should be used with discretion, and contractors should not be relieved of making 

their own independent evaluation of the rippability of the on-site materials prior to submitting 

their bids. 

5. DATA ANALYSIS 

The collected data were processed using SIPwin (Rimrock Geophysics, 2003), a seismic inter-

pretation program, and analyzed using SeisOpt Pro (Optim, 2008). SeisOpt Pro uses first arrival 

picks and elevation data to produce subsurface velocity models through a nonlinear optimization 

technique called adaptive simulated annealing. The resulting velocity model provides a tomogra-

phy image of the estimated geologic conditions. Both vertical and lateral velocity information is 

contained in the tomography model. Changes in layer velocity are revealed as gradients rather 

than discrete contacts, which typically are more representative of actual conditions. 
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6. RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS 

As previously indicated, six seismic P-wave refraction traverses were conducted at the project 

site. Figures 4a through 4f present the velocity models generated from our analysis. Based on the 

results it appears the study areas are underlain by low velocity materials (e.g., colluvium and top-

soil) in the near surface and higher velocity materials (e.g., crystalline bedrock) at depth. Distinct 

vertical and lateral velocity variations are evident in the models. Moreover, the degree of bed-

rock weathering and the depth to bedrock appears to be highly variable across the study area. In 

addition, remnant boulders appear to be present in the subsurface in some areas. 

Based on the refraction results, variability in the excavatability (including depth of rippability) of 

the subsurface materials should be expected across the project area. Furthermore, blasting may 

be required depending on the excavation depth, location, equipment used, and desired rate of 

production. In addition, oversized materials should be expected. A contractor with excavation 

experience in similar difficult conditions should be consulted for expert advice on excavation 

methodology, equipment and production rate. 

7. LIMITATIONS 

The field evaluation and geophysical analyses presented in this report have been conducted in 

general accordance with current practice and the standard of care exercised by consultants per-

forming similar tasks in the project area. No warranty, express or implied, is made regarding the 

conclusions, recommendations, and opinions presented in this report. There is no evaluation de-

tailed enough to reveal every subsurface condition. Variations may exist and conditions not 

observed or described in this report may be present. Uncertainties relative to subsurface condi-

tions can be reduced through additional subsurface exploration. Additional subsurface surveying 

will be performed upon request. 

This document is intended to be used only in its entirety. No portion of the document, by itself, is 

designed to completely represent any aspect of the project described herein. Southwest Geophys-

ics, Inc. should be contacted if the reader requires additional information or has questions 

regarding the content, interpretations presented, or completeness of this document. This report is 
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intended exclusively for use by the client. Any use or reuse of the findings, conclusions, and/or 

recommendations of this report by parties other than the client is undertaken at said parties’ sole 

risk. 
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APPENDIX B 

RESULTS OF GEOTECHNICAL LABORATORY TESTING 



   
    
 
  
 

              
               
                          

     
    

           

      

                                     

  

  

     

 

        

     

 

 

      

  
  

 

             

                      

  

    

      
    

                  

    

             

         

Leighton 
                  EXPANSION INDEX of SOILS

                   ASTM D 4829 

Project Name: KJ-EVMWD CLWTP Tested By: F. Mina Date: 2/28/18 
Project No. : 11708.001 Checked By: M. Vinet Date: 3/2/18 
Boring No.: N/A Depth: N/A 
Sample No. : B-1 Location: N/A 
Sample Description: Silty Sand with Gravel (SM), Brown. 

Dry Wt. of Soil + Cont. (gm.) 4958.4 
Wt. of Container No. (gm.) 0.0 
Dry Wt. of Soil (gm.) 4958.4 
Weight Soil Retained on #4 Sieve 1490.8 
Percent Passing # 4 69.9 

MOLDED SPECIMEN Before Test After Test 

Specimen Diameter (in.) 4.01 4.01 
Specimen Height (in.) 1.0000 1.0129 
Wt. Comp. Soil + Mold (gm.) 620.3 626.7 
Wt. of Mold (gm.) 199.1 199.1 
Specific Gravity (Assumed) 2.70 2.70 
Container No. 7 7 
Wet Wt. of Soil + Cont. (gm.) 466.9 626.7 
Dry Wt. of Soil + Cont. (gm.) 443.7 388.6 
Wt. of Container (gm.) 166.9 199.1 
Moisture Content (%) 8.4 10.0 
Wet Density (pcf) 127.1 127.3 
Dry Density (pcf) 117.2 115.7 
Void Ratio 0.438 0.457 
Total Porosity 0.305 0.314 
Pore Volume (cc) 63.1 65.8 
Degree of Saturation (%) [ S meas] 51.7 59.4 

SPECIMEN INUNDATION in distilled water for the period of 24 h or expansion rate < 0.0002 in./h. 

Date Time Pressure 
(psi) 

Elapsed Time 
(min.) 

Dial Readings 
(in.) 

2/28/18 13:00 1.0 0 0.5000 
2/28/18 13:10 1.0 10 0.5000 

Add Distilled Water to the Specimen 
3/1/18 8:15 1.0 1145 0.5129 
3/1/18 9:15 1.0 1205 0.5129 

Expansion Index (EI meas) = ((Final Rdg - Initial Rdg) / Initial Thick.) x 1000 12.9 

Expansion Index ( Report ) = Nearest Whole Number or Zero (0) if Initial Height is > than Final Height 13 

Rev. 03-08 



   

     

 

  

                              

 

 

  

                     

         

           

     

     

  

   

   

   

 

  

Leighton 
TESTS for SULFATE CONTENT 

Project Name: KJ-EVMWD CLWTP Tested By : M. Vinet Date: 03/01/18 

Project No. : 11708.001 Data Input By: M. Vinet Date: 03/02/18 

Boring No. N/A 

Sample No. B-1 

Sample Depth (ft) N/A 

Soil Identification: SM 

Wet Weight of Soil + Container (g) 100.00 

Dry Weight of Soil + Container (g) 100.00 

Weight of Container (g) 0.00 

Moisture Content (%) 0.00 

Weight of Soaked Soil (g) 100.00 

SULFATE CONTENT, DOT California Test 417, Part II 

Beaker No. 1 

Crucible No. 1 

Furnace Temperature (°C) 850 

Time In / Time Out Timer 

Duration of Combustion (min) 45 

Wt. of Crucible + Residue (g) 25.7084 

Wt. of Crucible (g) 25.7062 

Wt. of Residue (g) (A) 0.0022 

PPM of Sulfate (A) x 41150 90.53 

PPM of Sulfate, Dry Weight Basis 91 
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4.1.1.2 Permanent Increases in Ambient Noise 

As the project would be in constant operation, significant impacts related to the permanent noise 
increases from the facility improvements would occur if the project would generate nighttime noise 
levels exceeding the nighttime single-family residential property line noise limit of 40 dBA LEQ at the 
residences located adjacent to the project in the City of Lake Elsinore1.  

Stationary equipment proposed by the project is anticipated to include the pumps and fans provided in 
Section 3.2.2. These sources were modeled in CadnaA and noise receivers were placed at the 
surrounding residential properties at a height of two meters (6.6 feet), as shown in Figure 5. The 
resulting noise levels at 50 feet and the noted receivers with sources from the intake pump station, 
booster pump station, and the two sources combined are presented in Table 7, Stationary Equipment 
Noise Levels without Noise Control. 

Table 7 
STATIONARY EQUIPMENT NOISE LEVELS WITHOUT NOISE CONTROL 

Receiver 
Intake Pump 

Station  
(dBA LEQ) 

Booster Pump 
Room  

(dBA LEQ) 

Combined 
Sources  

(dBA LEQ) 

Exceeds City of 
Lake Elsinore 
Noise Limit? 

At 50 feet 63.4 60.4 -  
R1 19.2 45.7 45.7 Yes 
R2 19.2 44.0 44.0 Yes 
R3 18.8 41.3 41.3 Yes 
R4 16.5 31.8 32.0 No 
R5 24.1 25.6 27.9 No 
R6 27.6 26.1 29.9 No 

Source:  CadnaA 
dBA = A-weighted decibel; LEQ = hourly noise level.  
Bold font indicates noise level exceeds City of Lake Elsinore nighttime noise limit of 40 dBA LEQ. 

 
As shown in Table 7, noise levels at residences located south of the CLWTP would exceed the nighttime 
noise level limit of 40 dBA LEQ at receiver locations R1, R2, and R3 near the residences along Via de la 
Valle and, therefore, the project may substantially increase ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the 
project. Impacts related to permanent stationary noise sources would be potentially significant.  

Vehicle trips to the project site would occur daily during operation for the purposes of maintenance and 
testing. Existing operation of the CLWTP requires two employees to be on-site and with the addition of 
the treatment systems proposed by the project, up to six full-time employees may need to access the 
CLWTP on a given day. Chemical deliveries would be required once every two to four weeks. Between 
employee access and delivery trips, it is anticipated that up to 12 one-way trips to the project site could 
occur on a given day. Up to 12 one-way trips added to local roadways would not result in substantial 
increases in traffic noise during project operation and impacts would be less than significant. 

 
1 The CLWTP is within the City of Canyon Lake; however, the Canyon Lake Municipal Code does not specifically address 

property line limits related to noise levels. The proposed project would potentially generate noise that would affect the 
residents within the City of Lake Elsinore; therefore, Lake Elsinore’s limits were used in the analysis.  
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