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COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM: INITIAL STUDY 

 
Environmental Assessment (CEQ / EA) Number: CEQ2000024 
Project Case Type (s) and Number(s): Public Use Permit 200002 (PUP 200002) 
Lead Agency Name: County of Riverside Planning Department 
Address: 4080 Lemon Street, 12th Floor, Riverside, CA 92501 
Contact Person: Kathleen Mitchell, Urban Planner III 
Telephone Number: 951.955.0972 
Applicant’s Name: Louis DeMartino, Western Water Conservation 
Applicant’s Address: P.O. Box 390626, Anza, CA 92593 
 
I. PROJECT INFORMATION 
 

Project Description: Ramona Water System Improvement project. The 926-acre project 
service area is in unincorporated Riverside County, located generally south of State Route (SR) 
371 and east of Kirby Road in the unincorporated community of Anza (see Figure 1). Residents 
within the Ramona Water System service area in Anza do not have a reliable integrated potable 
water storage and delivery system. There are currently 96 connections to the system, serving 
280 residents. Western Water Conservation, operating as a nonprofit public benefit corporation, 
is the project applicant, and the County of Riverside is the CEQA lead agency. The Ramona 
Water System (RWS) is in significant disrepair and requires a substantial upgrade to establish 
a higher quality, more reliable potable water source, storage, and distribution system. The 
existing RWS does not currently have the ability to provide safe and sustainable potable water 
to all of its existing customers. The existing and proposed RWS is shown in Figure 1.  
 
The applicant has applied to the Regional Water Quality Control Board for Clean Water State 
Revolving Fund (CWSRF) funding for the planning design and construction of the RWS 
Improvement project. The proposed improvements are apportioned into three (3) phases. The 
applicant evaluated three (3) Phase I alternatives to upgrade the project and selected the 
following Phase I improvement project:  

• Groundwater well drilling and rehabilitation (Garrison site and Patterson site) including 
wellhead treatment, pumps, and electrical connections 

• Five (5) new storage tanks: (1) a 115,000-gallon steel storage tank at the El Toro site 
(30 feet high/30-foot diameter), (2) two 35,000-gallon steel tanks at the Reynolds site 
(22 feet high/20-foot diameter), (3) a 20,000-gallon steel storage tank at the Red Shank 
site (20 feet high/16-foot diameter), and (4) a 5,000-gallon treated water holding tank at 
the Garrison site (25 feet high/8-foot diameter). 

• Two (2) pump stations: (1) Red Shank site—to pump from the Red Shank site to the 
Reynolds site, and (2) El Toro site—to pump from the Reynolds site to the Patterson site. 

• One (1) new 6-inch transmission main, delivering water from the Garrison site well to the 
El Toro storage tank site—approximately 12,500 feet in length 

• One (1) 6-inch water distribution main line—approximately 15,000 feet in length  
 

The new well and well-head treatment proposed for the Garrison site would be the primary 
groundwater well supplying water to the proposed system. It would pump groundwater to the 
proposed tank at the Red Shank site, which is the tank that would serve the lower elevations of 
the service area. Water would then be pumped from the Red Shank site to the two tanks at the 
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Reynolds site. The Reynolds site would maintain an existing well and utilize the proposed pump 
station to also serve the lower elevation service zones. Water would then be pumped to the 
proposed tank on the El Toro site, which is the tank that would serve the upper elevation zones. 
Water would then be pumped to the proposed tank on the Patterson site, which is the tank that 
serves the highest elevation zones. The Patterson site would also utilize an existing well to meet 
the area’s needs.  

Project disturbance areas are summarized as follows: 
 

• Pipeline trench in right-of-way or easements: 3.20 acres 
• Garrison site:      0.23 acre 
• Redshank site:     0.60 acre 
• Reynolds site:      0.23 acre 
• Patterson site:      0.80 acre 
• El Toro site:      0.70 acre 

 
Total:       5.76 acres 

 
Project construction would be conducted in phases and depend upon available funding. At this 
time, the project construction is expected to occur in three phases. All water distribution main 
lines would be trenched and installed underground. Phase I would construct the above 
improvements, including 15,000 linear feet (LF) of water distribution main line, Phase II would 
construct 25,000 LF of water distribution main line, and Phase III would construct 25,000 LF of 
water distribution main line for a total of 65,000 LF of water distribution main lines.  
 
Technical studies have been prepared for air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, 
geology, and greenhouse gas/climate change and are located in the appendix to this 
Environmental Assessment Form/Initial Study.  

 
A. Type of Project: Site Specific ; Countywide ; Community ; Policy . 

 
B. Total Project Area: Approximately 6 square miles. Work area: approximately 5 acres. 

 
Residential Acres: N/A Lots: N/A Units: N/A Projected No. of Residents: N/A 
Commercial Acres: N/A Lots: N/A Sq. Ft. of Bldg. Area: N/A Est. No. of Employees: N/A  
Industrial Acres: N/A Lots: N/A Sq. Ft. of Bldg. Area: N/A Est. No. of Employees: N/A 
Other: N/A    

 
C. Assessor’s Parcel No(s): 575-140-023, 571-150-052, 575-210-030, 577-380-043, 575-250-

032, 575-260-006 
 

D. Street References: The project area is located in the Anza community, south of State Route 
371, east of South Kirby Road, west of Table Mountain Trail, and north of Reservation Road.  

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

571-150-052 is T7, SR1E Section 29. APNs 577-380-043 and 577-380-043 are T7, SR4E 
Section 29. APNs 575-140-023, 575-210-030, 575-250-032 (El Toro Site), and 575-260-006 
(Everett Site proposed alternative) are T7, SR3E Section 24.  

 
F. Brief description of the existing environmental setting of the project site and its 

surroundings: The project area and the surrounding vicinity is rural residential and open space 
with unimproved streets. The project area topography is flat to rolling hills with dry ephemeral 
washes and scrub/redshank vegetation.  
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G. Other Public Agency Involvement and Required Permits: GEO220010 has been approved 

by Riverside County, and the Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority (RCA) 
has approved the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan 
(MSHCP) Consistency Analysis and Determination of Biological Equivalent or Superior 
Preservation (DBESP). US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) permits and agreements may be required.  
 
County of Riverside Department of Environmental Health  
 
The Riverside County Department of Environmental Health (DEH) has been designated a Local 
Primacy Agency (LPA) by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB or state board) 
to provide oversight and inspection of public water systems with between 15 and 199 service 
connections. DEH also issues administrative permits for groundwater well construction and 
water quality monitoring.  
 
Riverside County Department of Environmental Health permits are required for the construction 
and/or abandonment of all water wells including, but not limited to, driven wells, monitoring wells, 
cathodic wells, extraction wells, agricultural wells, and community water supply wells. The wells 
are inspected during different stages of construction to help verify standards are being met. All 
drinking water wells are evaluated once they complete installation to ensure they comply with 
state well standards and meet minimum drinking water standards. If found in compliance, the 
homeowner is issued a clearance letter authorizing their use. In addition, bacterial and chemical 
sampling of water can be provided upon request. 
 
SB 1263 Summary 
Senate Bill (SB) 1263 (Public Water System: Permits) was adopted in 2017 and requires public 
water system operators to comply with certain permitting requirements, in consultation with the 
DEH. SB 1263 amended Section 116540 and added Section 116527 to the California Health 
and Safety Code and added Section 106.4 to the California Water Code. Existing law, the 
California Safe Drinking Water Act, imposes on the State Water Resources Control Board 
various responsibilities and duties relating to providing a dependable, safe supply of drinking 
water. The act prohibits a person from operating a public water system unless he or she first 
submits an application, including a technical report, to the state board and receives a permit, as 
specified. The act requires the state board, upon determination that the application is complete, 
to make a specified investigation and allows the state board to impose permit conditions, 
requirements for system improvements, and time schedules as the state board deems 
necessary to ensure an affordable, reliable, and adequate supply of water at all times that is 
pure, wholesome, and potable. The act provides that a person who knowingly makes a false 
statement or representation in a report submitted, maintained, or used for purposes of 
compliance with the act may be punished as a misdemeanor. 
 
This bill requires a person submitting an application for a permit for a proposed new public water 
system to first submit a preliminary technical report to the state board at least 6 months before 
initiating construction of any water-related improvement, as defined. Because a misstatement in 
the report could be a crime under the provision described above, this bill would impose a state-
mandated local program by expanding the scope of a crime. The bill allows the state board to 
direct the applicant to undertake additional discussion and negotiation with certain existing 
public water systems the state board determines have the technical, managerial, and financial 
capacity to provide an adequate and reliable supply of domestic water to the service area of the 
proposed new public water system, as specified. SB 1263 would require an applicant to comply 
before submitting an application for a permit to operate a system and would prohibit the 
application from being deemed complete unless the applicant has complied. The bill requires 
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the state board to determine that it is feasible for the service area of the public water system 
addressed by the application to be served by one or more currently permitted public water 
systems. It authorizes the state board to deny the permit of a proposed new public water system 
if it determines that it is reasonably foreseeable that the proposed new public water system will 
be unable to provide affordable, safe drinking water in the reasonably foreseeable future, as 
prescribed. 
 
Existing law allows the state board to delegate primary responsibility for the administration and 
enforcement of the act within a county to a local health officer if certain criteria are met. Existing 
law requires that the local primacy agency be empowered with all of the authority granted to the 
state board over the specified public water systems. This bill prohibits a local primacy agency 
from issuing a permit to operate a public water system without the concurrence of the state 
board. The bill requires, for a proposed new public water system that would be regulated by a 
local primacy agency, the applicant to also submit a copy of the preliminary technical report to 
the state board. 
 
Existing law declares the established policy of the state that every human being has the right to 
safe, clean, affordable, and accessible water adequate for human consumption, cooking, and 
sanitary purposes. Existing law requires a city or county that determines a project, as defined, 
is subject to CEQA to identify certain water systems that may supply water for the project and 
to request those public water systems to prepare and approve a specified water supply 
assessment. Under existing law, if no public water system is identified, the city or county is 
required to prepare and approve the water supply assessment. Existing law provides that if, as 
a result of its assessment, the public water system or city or county concludes that its water 
supplies are, or will be, insufficient, the public water system or city or county is required to 
provide its plans for acquiring additional water supplies, as prescribed. 
 
This bill prohibits a city, including a charter city, or a county from issuing a building permit for the 
construction of a new residential development where a source of the water supply is water 
transported by a water hauler, bottled water, a water-vending machine, or a retail water facility, 
as specified. By imposing new duties on a city or county in connection with the issuance of a 
building permit, the bill would impose a state-mandated local program. The California 
Constitution requires the state to reimburse local agencies and school districts for certain costs 
mandated by the state. Statutory provisions establish procedures for making that 
reimbursement. 
 
Riverside County Planning Department 
The Riverside County Planning Department has permitting authority over the proposed project. 
A Public Use Permit (PUP) is required. The proposed project is consistent with and permitted 
as an allowable use by the Riverside County General Plan, Riverside Extended Mountain Area 
Plan (REMAP), and zoning designations.  
 
Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority  
The Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority (RCA) has discretionary 
authority over the proposed project. There are no Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan 
(MSHCP) Criteria Cells; however, there is minor ephemeral riparian/riverine habitat (dry 
washes) in the project area. No sensitive species surveys are required. Western Water 
Conservation is not a current participant/permittee in the MSHCP, and if required can become 
a Participating Special Entity.  
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AB 52 Tribal Consultation 
Riverside County will undertake tribal consultation pursuant to Section 15064.5 of the State 
CEQA Guidelines with tribes identified by the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), 
as part of the CEQA-Plus process. 
 
Other Responsible and Trustee Agencies 
Other Responsible and Trustee Agencies may become involved in the CEQA review process, 
including other County of Riverside departments, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, US 
Fish and Wildlife Service, and San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

 
II. APPLICABLE GENERAL PLAN AND ZONING REGULATIONS 

 
A. Community water system in Plan Elements/Policies: 

 
1. Land Use: There are no specific General Plan policies that relate to the provision of a 

community water system in rural areas that are currently served by existing individual water 
wells. The project is consistent with the zoning regulations as they pertain to utilities.  

 
2. Circulation: There are no specific General Plan policies that relate to the provision of a 

community water system in rural areas that are currently served by existing individual water 
wells. The project is consistent with the zoning regulations as they pertain to utilities. 

 
3. Multipurpose Open Space: There are no specific General Plan policies that relate to the 

provision of a community water system in rural areas that are currently served by existing 
individual water wells. The project is consistent with the zoning regulations as they pertain 
to utilities. 

 
4. Safety: There are no specific General Plan policies that relate to the provision of a 

community water system in rural areas that are currently served by existing individual water 
wells. The project is consistent with the zoning regulations as they pertain to utilities. 

 
5. Noise: There are no specific General Plan policies that relate to the provision of a community 

water system in rural areas that are currently served by existing individual water wells. The 
project is consistent with the zoning regulations as they pertain to utilities. 

 
6. Housing: There are no specific General Plan policies that relate to the provision of a 

community water system in rural areas that are currently served by existing individual water 
wells. The project is consistent with the zoning regulations as they pertain to utilities. 

 
7. Air Quality: There are no specific General Plan policies that relate to the provision of a 

community water system in rural areas that are currently served by existing individual water 
wells. The project is consistent with the zoning regulations as they pertain to utilities. 

 
8. Healthy Communities: There are no specific General Plan policies that relate to the 

provision of a community water system in rural areas that are currently served by existing 
individual water wells. The project is consistent with the zoning regulations as they pertain 
to utilities. 

 
a)  Environmental Justice Summary: There are no specific General Plan policies that 

relate to the provision of a community water system in rural areas that are currently 
served by existing individual water wells. The project is consistent with the zoning 
regulations as they pertain to utilities. 
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B. General Plan Area Plan(s): Riverside Extended Mountain Area Plan (REMAP)  
 

C. Foundation Component(s): Rural 
 

D. Land Use Designation(s): Rural Residential 
 

E. Overlay(s), if any: None 
 

F. Policy Area(s), if any: None 
 

G. Adjacent and Surrounding: 
 

1. General Plan Area Plan(s): REMAP 
 

2. Foundation Component(s): Rural 
 

3. Land Use Designation(s): Rural Community, Very Low Density Residential 
 

4. Overlay(s), if any: None 
 

H. Adopted Specific Plan Information 
 

1. Name and Number of Specific Plan, if any: None 
 

I. Existing Zoning: R-R-2.5, R-R-5, R-R-20 
 

J. Proposed Zoning, if any: None 
 

K. Adjacent and Surrounding Zoning: R-R-2.5, R-R-5, R-R-20 
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III. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 
 
The environmental factors checked below ( x ) would be potentially affected by this project, involving at 
least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” or “Less than Significant with Mitigation 
Incorporated” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 
 

 Aesthetics  Hazards & Hazardous Materials  Recreation 
 Agriculture & Forest Resources  Hydrology/Water Quality  Transportation 
 Air Quality  Land Use/Planning  Tribal Cultural Resources 
 Biological Resources  Mineral Resources  Utilities/Service Systems 
 Cultural Resources  Noise  Wildfire 
 Energy  Paleontological Resources  Mandatory Findings of 

Significance 
 

 Geology/Soils  Population/Housing 
 Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Public Services 
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IV. DETERMINATION 
 
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 
A PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/NEGATIVE DECLARATION WAS NOT 
PREPARED 

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

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

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

A PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/NEGATIVE DECLARATION WAS PREPARED 

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, NO NEW 
ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION IS REQUIRED because (a) all potentially significant effects of 
the proposed project have been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or Negative Declaration pursuant 
to applicable legal standards, (b) all potentially significant effects of the proposed project have been 
avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or Negative Declaration, (c) the proposed project will 
not result in any new significant environmental effects not identified in the earlier EIR or Negative 
Declaration, (d) the proposed project will not substantially increase the severity of the environmental 
effects identified in the earlier EIR or Negative Declaration, (e) no considerably different mitigation 
measures have been identified and (f) no mitigation measures found infeasible have become feasible. 

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

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

 I find that at least one of the following conditions described in California Code of Regulations, Section 
15162, exist and a SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required: (1) Substantial 
changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the previous EIR or negative 
declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously identified significant effects; (2) Substantial changes have occurred with 
respect to the circumstances under which the project is undertaken which will require major revisions 
of the previous EIR or negative declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental 
effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; or (3) New 
information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been known with the 
exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified as complete or the negative 
declaration was adopted, shows any the following: (A) The project will have one or more significant 
effects not discussed in the previous EIR or negative declaration; (B) Significant effects previously 
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V. ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES ASSESSMENT 
 
In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code Sections 
21000–21178.1), this Initial Study has been prepared to analyze the proposed project to determine any 
potential significant impacts upon the environment that would result from construction and 
implementation of the project. In accordance with California Code of Regulations Section 15063, this 
Initial Study is a preliminary analysis prepared by the lead agency, the County of Riverside, in 
consultation with other jurisdictional agencies, to determine whether a Negative Declaration, a Mitigated 
Negative Declaration, or an Environmental Impact Report is required for the proposed project. The 
purpose of this Initial Study is to inform the decision-makers, affected agencies, and the public of 
potential environmental impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed project. 
 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less 
Than 

Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

AESTHETICS. Would the project:     
1. Scenic Resources 

a) Have a substantial effect upon a scenic highway 
corridor within which it is located? 

    

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

    

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 points.) If the 
project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with 
applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic 
quality? 

    

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan Figure C-8 “Scenic Highways” 
 
Findings of Fact: Impacts to scenic resources will be no impact (a) and less than significant with 
mitigation incorporated (b and c). 
 
a) According to the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), there are no designated 

scenic highways in the project area. Interstate 15 (I-15) is the nearest eligible State Scenic 
Highway, approximately 15 miles west of the project area (Caltrans, 2015). In addition, the 
Riverside County General Plan designates SR 74 as a scenic highway. SR 74 is located 
approximately 5 miles north of the project area. Due to distant project proximity to I-15 and SR 74, 
no impact would occur. 

 
b) The project would not substantially damage scenic resources, obstruct a scenic vista, or create 

an aesthetically offensive site. The majority of the project components will be buried pipelines 
located within existing improved and unimproved roads. The project has been specifically 
designed to be constructed primarily on previously disturbed areas and within county road right-
of-way and private property. A small amount of existing vegetation will require removal at the 
tanks’ site. Refer to Section 7 for details. The five proposed tanks range in height from 20 feet to 
30 feet and will be visible from surrounding open space and residential areas. Some existing near 
and distant residential views will be partially affected by the proposed tanks, as follows: 
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• Garrison Treated Water Holding Tank: no adjacent residential uses 
• Red Shank Tank: residential uses located adjacent to the south, east, and north 
• Reynolds Tank: residential uses adjacent to the north and south 
• El Toro Tank: residential uses to the east 

 
The proposed storage tanks will range in height from 20 feet to 30 feet and will be painted a color 
that will blend in with the existing landscape. Native landscape materials/trees will be planted to 
screen views of the proposed tanks. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 1-1 would reduce 
visual impacts to less-than-significant levels. 

 
c) Refer to response b) above. The proposed project will not substantially damage public views or 

scenic resources. There are distant mountain and valley views throughout the project area. The 
storage tanks will be painted a color that will blend in with the landscape and native landscape 
materials/trees will be planted to screen the tanks. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 1-1 
would reduce visual impacts to less-than-significant levels. 

 
Mitigation Measure 1-1: The project applicant shall prepare and obtain County approval of a landscape 
plan designed to screen the proposed tanks. The landscape plan shall be approved prior to issuance 
of grading and building permits.   
 
Monitoring: Monitoring is required. 
 
2. Mt. Palomar Observatory 

a) Interfere with the nighttime use of the Mt. Palomar 
Observatory, as protected through Riverside County 
Ordinance No. 655? 

    

Source(s): GIS database, Ord. No. 655 (Regulating Light Pollution) 
 
Findings of Fact: Impacts to Mt. Palomar Observatory will be less than significant. 
 
a) The project site is located approximately 19 miles northeast of the Mt. Palomar Observatory and 

is within the designated 45-mile (Zone B) Special Lighting Area of the observatory. Only minimal 
nighttime security lighting is proposed for the facilities’ locations. Riverside County Ordinance No. 
655 defines approved lighting within this area, including lighting types and shielding requirements. 
All project lighting shall be in accordance with Ordinance No. 655 regarding Mt. Palomar 
Observatory standards. With incorporation of the lighting requirements of Ordinance No. 655 into 
the project, the impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level (County of Riverside, 
1988). This is a standard condition of approval and therefore is not considered mitigation pursuant 
to CEQA. 

 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
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3. Other Lighting Issues 
a) Create a new source of substantial light or glare 

which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the 
area? 

    

b) Expose residential property to unacceptable light 
levels?     

Source(s): On-site inspection, project application description 
 
Findings of Fact: Other lighting impacts will be less than significant. 
 
a–b) The project is not anticipated to result in new sources of substantial light or glare. The facilities 

created by this project will not require substantial lighting. There is no proposed street lighting for 
the project; therefore, it would not cause glare or light spillage on neighboring sites. Further, the 
project would be required to comply with the Palomar Observatory Light Pollution Ordinance 
(Riverside County, 1988), which reduces the effects of light pollution from nighttime light sources. 
With incorporation of the County’s lighting requirements, the impact would be reduced to a less-
than-significant level. This is a standard condition of approval and therefore is not considered 
mitigation pursuant to CEQA; therefore, impacts are less than significant. 

 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
AGRICULTURE & FOREST RESOURCES. Would the project: 
4. Agriculture 

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

    

b) Conflict with existing agricultural zoning, agricultural 
use, or with land subject to a Williamson Act contract or land 
within a Riverside County Agricultural Preserve? 

    

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

    

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

    

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan Figure OS-2 “Agricultural Resources,” GIS database, project 
application materials 
 
Findings of Fact: Impacts to agriculture will be less than significant (a and c) and no impact (b and d). 
 
a)  The project site lies in an area zoned as Rural Residential. A portion of the project area is 

designated Unique Farmland, and the remaining portion of the project area is designated as Other 
Land. Unique Farmland comprises lesser-quality soils used for the production of the state's 
leading agricultural crops. There are no active agricultural operations in the project service area. 
This agricultural land use designation is usually irrigated but may include non-irrigated orchards 
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or vineyards as found in some climatic zones in California. Land must have been cropped at some 
time during the 4 years prior to the mapping date. Other Land is not included in any other mapping 
category. Common examples include low-density rural developments; brush, timber, wetland, and 
riparian areas not suitable for livestock grazing; confined livestock, poultry, or aquaculture 
facilities; strip mines, borrow pits; and water bodies smaller than 40 acres. Vacant and non-
agricultural land surrounded on all sides by urban development and greater than 40 acres is 
mapped as Other Land (DOC, 2015). 

 
Because the site is designated and zoned for residential development and is not located on Prime 
Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Farmland of Local Importance in the county, this 
impact is considered less than significant.  

 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
b) The proposed project does not conflict with existing agricultural zoning, agricultural use, a 

Williamson Act contract, or an agricultural preserve. The nearest project component to the Anza 1 
Agricultural Preserve is located south of SR 371, within 300 feet of the preserve. The project will 
not encroach upon the preserve or result in any physical disturbance. No impact would occur. 

 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
c) The nearest project component to the Anza 1 Agricultural Preserve is located south of SR 371, 

within 300 feet of the preserve. The project will not encroach upon the preserve or result in any 
physical disturbance. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

  
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
d) The proposed project will not result in conversion of existing farmland to non-agricultural uses. 

None of the areas proposed for project development are located within an existing agricultural 
area. No impact would occur. 

 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
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5. Forest 
a) 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 Govt. Code section 51104(g))? 

    

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

    

c) Involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result in con-
version of forest land to non-forest use? 

    

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan Figure OS-3a “Forestry Resources Western Riverside 
County Parks, Forests, and Recreation Areas,” Figure OS-3b “Forestry Resources Eastern Riverside 
County Parks, Forests, and Recreation Areas,” project application materials 
 
Findings of Fact: No impacts to forest would occur. 
 
a–c)  No lands within the project site contain forest or are zoned for forest land, timberland, or timberland 

zoned Timberland production. Therefore, the project would have no potential to conflict with forest 
land, timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production, nor would the project result in the 
loss of forest land or cause other changes in the existing environment that would result in the 
conversion of forest land to non-forest use. As a result, no impacts will occur. 

 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
AIR QUALITY. Would the project: 
6. Air Quality Impacts 

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, which are located within 
one (1) mile of the project site, to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

    

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

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan, Riverside County Climate Action Plan, SCAQMD CEQA Air 
Quality Handbook, Ascent Environmental air quality modeling (April 9, 2020) 
 
Findings of Fact: Impacts to air quality will be less than significant. 
 
a) The project site is in an unincorporated area of Riverside County, which lies within the South Coast 

Air Basin (Basin). The project area is under the jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD). The Basin is a 6,600-square-mile coastal plain bounded by the 
Pacific Ocean to the southwest and the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto Mountains 
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to the north and east. The Basin includes the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and 
San Bernardino Counties, and all of Orange County. 

 
SCAQMD and the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) are responsible for 
preparing the Basin’s air quality management plan (AQMP), which addresses federal and state 
Clean Air Act (CAA) requirements. The AQMP details goals, policies, and programs for improving 
air quality in the Basin. In preparation of the AQMP, SCAQMD and SCAG use land use 
designations contained in general plan documents to forecast, inventory, and allocate regional 
emissions from land use and development-related sources. For purposes of analyzing consistency 
with the AQMP, projects that are consistent with the regional population, housing, and 
employment forecasts identified by SCAG are considered to be consistent with the AQMP growth 
projections, since the forecast assumptions by SCAG form the basis of the land use and 
transportation control portions of the AQMP. Additionally, since SCAG’s regional growth forecasts 
are based upon, among other things, land uses designated in county general plans, a project that 
is consistent with the land use designated in a county’s general plan would also be consistent with 
SCAG’s regional forecast projections and thus also with the AQMP growth projections. 
 
The proposed project is consistent with the designated land uses allowed in the Riverside County 
General Plan and the REMAP. Consequently, the growth resulting from project implementation 
would be consistent with SCAG’s regional forecast projections and, in turn, would also be 
consistent with the growth projections accounted for in SCAQMD’s AQMP. Therefore, the project 
would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the AQMP and this impact would be less than 
significant (see Population and Housing section of this MND for more information). This impact 
would be less than significant. 

 
b) Because the Basin is currently classified as a state nonattainment area for ozone, nitrogen dioxide 

(NO2), respirable particulate matter (PM10), and fine particulate matter (PM2.5), cumulative 
development consisting of the proposed project along with other reasonably foreseeable future 
projects in the Basin as a whole could violate an air quality standard or contribute to an existing or 
projected air quality violation. This is considered to be a significant cumulative impact. With respect 
to determining the significance of the proposed project’s contribution to regional emissions, 
SCAQMD neither recommends quantified analyses of cumulative construction emissions nor 
provides methodologies or thresholds of significance to be used to assess cumulative construction 
impacts. According to SCAQMD, if an individual project results in air emissions of criteria pollutants 
(reactive organic gases [ROG], carbon monoxide [CO], oxides of nitrogen [NO,], oxides of sulfur 
[SOx], PM10, and PM2.5) that exceed SCAQMD’s recommended daily thresholds for project-specific 
impacts, then it would also result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of these criteria 
pollutants for which the proposed project region is in non-attainment under an applicable federal or 
state ambient air quality standard. As shown in Table 1 below, the project’s construction emissions 
would not exceed SCAQMD’s thresholds of significance.  

 
Operations of the project would require minimal daily energy use for the proposed pump stations 
or for facility security lighting. In addition, routine maintenance is to be conducted on the project 
on a regular basis, thereby resulting in a nominal amount of operational vehicle trip emissions. 
Operational impacts are not expected to exceed SCAQMD’s thresholds. Therefore, the proposed 
project’s construction and operation emissions contribution to cumulative air quality impacts would 
be less than significant. 

 



 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less 
Than 

Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

 

Page 18 

Table 1 
Estimated Maximum Regional Construction Emissions (pounds per day) 

Regional Emissions a ROG NOX CO SO2 PM10 
Total 

PM2.5 
Total 

Grading/Excavation 1 12 8 <1 2 1 
Drainage/Utilities/Sub-Grade + Paving 1 16 13 <1 3 1 
Maximum Daily Emissions 1 16 13 <1 3 1 
SCAQMD Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55 
Exceeds Indicators? No No No No No No 

Notes: 
a Emission quantities are rounded to “whole number” values. As such, the “total” values presented herein may be one unit more or less 

than actual values. Exact values (i.e., non-rounded) are provided in the Appendix A. 
b Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) Road Construction Emissions Model (RCEM) and the 

California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) version 2016.3.2 were used in the modeling of construction emissions. Although 
the RCEM model was created by SMAQMD, this model is recommended for use throughout California for CEQA analyses. 

Source: Modeling performed by Ascent Environmental in 2020. 
 
c) Typically, there is the potential for sensitive receptors (residences) to be exposed to CO hotspots 

and localized air quality impacts from criteria pollutants and toxic air contaminants (TACs) from 
on-site sources during project construction and operations. There are several sensitive receptors 
(large-lot residential) in the project service area. 

 
A CO hotspot is an area of localized CO pollution that is caused by severe vehicle congestion on 
major roadways, typically near intersections. No traffic study was deemed to be necessary for the 
project by the County because construction and operational trip generation is assumed to be 
minimal, as the project consists of construction of underground water pipelines and water tanks. 
Construction equipment is expected to be minimal, including backhoes, a scraper, front loader, 
water truck, and lifts. Operational emissions would be limited to occasional maintenance vehicles. 
Fugitive dust is expected to be minimal due to the small areas of disturbance and the application 
of spray water during periods of high winds. Consequently, no impacts related to CO hotspots at 
local roadway intersections would be expected to occur. Thus, this impact would be less than 
significant, and no mitigation is required. The development would not involve or introduce any new 
stationary sources of TACs, such as diesel-fueled backup generators that are more commonly 
associated with large commercial and industrial uses. All project facilities will be powered by 
electricity, with no direct emissions. As illustrated by the low regional construction emissions in 
Table 1, the project would only produce minimal emissions. Therefore, the project would not 
expose surrounding sensitive receptors to substantial point source emissions, and impacts would 
be less than significant. 

 
d) According to the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, land uses associated with odor 

complaints typically include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food processing 
plants, chemical plants, composting, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding. Thus, 
operation of the proposed project is not expected to result in objectionable odors that would affect 
the neighboring uses. During construction of the proposed project, exhaust from equipment and 
activities associated with the application of architectural coatings and other exterior finishes (pump 
structures) may produce discernible odors typical of most construction sites. Such odors would be 
a temporary source of nuisance to adjacent uses but would not affect a substantial number of 
people. As odors associated with project construction would be temporary and intermittent in 
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nature, the odors would not be considered to be a significant environmental impact. Therefore, 
impacts associated with objectionable odors would be less than significant. 

 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project: 
7. Wildlife & Vegetation 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

f) 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? 

    

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

    

Source(s): GIS database, MSHCP, on-site inspection, Blackhawk Environmental MSHCP Habitat 
Assessment and Consistency Analysis (March 16, 2020), MSHCP DBESP (March 4, 2021) and 
Jurisdictional Delineation (October 12, 2020). The MSHCP documents have been approved by the 
Riverside County Environmental Programs Department (EPD). The DBESP has also been reviewed 
and approved by CDFW and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 
 
Findings of Fact: Impacts will be less than significant (a, b, c, d, and g) and less than significant with 
the incorporated mitigation (e and f). 
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a) Implementation of the proposed project would not conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Conservation Community Plan, or other approved local, regional, or 
state conservation plan. The project site is located within the Western Riverside County MSHCP; 
however, it is not located within an MSHCP Criteria Cell or does not contain any wetlands habitat. 
The project area is partially located within Los Angeles pocket mouse and mountain yellow-legged 
frog habitat assessment areas. Assessments were completed and the results of the assessments 
show consistency with the MSHCP. Vegetation/habitat impacts are summarized in Table 2. 
Impacts associated with the project would be less than significant. 

 
Table 2  

Proposed Project Impacts to Vegetation Communities/Land Use Types 
 

Vegetation Community/ 
Land Use Type 

Impact 
Temporary 

(Acres) 
Permanent 

(Acres) 
Disturbed/Developed Areas – Developed 41.07 0.12 
Disturbed/Developed Areas – Disturbed/Landscape 0.32 — 

Subtotals: Non-Native Vegetation Communities 41.39 0.12 
Chaparral – Chamise-Scrub Oak Series 0.23 0.20 
Chaparral – Redshank Series — — 
Grassland – Annual Brome Grassland Series 0.26 0.23 
Riverine/Riparian – Riverine Habitat 0.65 — 

Subtotals: Native Vegetation Communities 1.14 0.43 
TOTAL 42.53 0.55 

 
b–c) Suitable habitat for several special-status wildlife species exists in the project area, including for 

Cooper’s hawk, turkey vulture, coyote, bobcat, orange-throated whiptail, coastal western whiptail, 
northern red diamond rattlesnake, coast horned lizard, two-striped garter snake, Southern 
California rufous crowned sparrow, Bell’s sage sparrow, white-tailed kite, and coastal California 
gnatcatcher. However, species-specific surveys are not required as these species are considered 
adequately conserved through implementation of the MSHCP reserve design and no further 
studies or mitigation are required for conservation. No suitable habitat occurs on-site for the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo. Suitable habitat for least Bell’s vireo and southwestern willow 
flycatcher was only found along ephemeral drainages, which are not impacted by the proposed 
project. The project area also contains high-quality foraging habitat for many raptors and 
grassland/scrub-associated bird species protected under the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act and 
the Fish and Game Code. The proposed project facilities are primarily located within previously 
disturbed areas with some native vegetation clearance required. See Table 2 that lists only 0.55 
acre of permanent disturbance. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

 
d)  The proposed project will not 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, as the proposed facilities are primarily 
underground and the tank sites are very small (0.67 acre total for all tank sites). There are no 
MSHCP-identified wildlife movement corridors in the project area. Impacts would be less than 
significant. 
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e–f) A jurisdictional delineation was conducted for the proposed project: 0.65 acre of temporary impact 

to USACE/Regional Water Quality Control Board and CDFW jurisdiction would occur. A MSHCP 
Determination of Biological Equivalent or Superior Preservation (DBESP) assessment was 
prepared by Blackhawk Environmental and reviewed and approved by the EPD, CDFW, and 
USFWS. The DBESP proposes that the temporary jurisdictional impacts be mitigated at a 1.5:1 
ratio through purchase of mitigation bank credits at an accredited mitigation bank located within 
the Santa Margarita Watershed. A total mitigation bank purchase of 0.98 acre is proposed. 
Therefore, impacts to jurisdictional waters and wetlands would be reduced to less-than-significant 
levels with Mitigation Measures M-1 through M-4 incorporated.  

 
g) The project does not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, 

including the Riverside County Oak Tree Management Plan. There are no oak trees located within 
the project area, and as a result, impacts would be less than significant. 

 
Mitigation: The mitigation program contained in the MSHCP DBESP report shall be completed prior to 
the issuance of the grading permit for the proposed project and prior to final water system acceptance 
by the Riverside County Health Department. The following mitigation measures shall be implemented 
by the proposed project: 
 
Biological Resources MM-1: The project applicant shall purchase 0.98 acre (0.49 acre of 
reestablishment and 0.49 acre of rehabilitation) of credit in an approved mitigation bank located within 
the Santa Margarita Watershed. The purchase shall be completed prior to final water system 
acceptance by the Riverside County Health Department.  
 
Biological Resources MM-2: The applicant shall obtain a CDFW Streambed Alteration Agreement (SAA) 
prior to the issuance of a grading permit. 
 
Biological Resources MM-3: The applicant shall complete pre-construction surveys for Los Angeles 
pocket mouse prior to any grubbing or grading activities.  
 
Biological Resources MM-4: If project grading is proposed during the nesting season (February 1 to 
August 31), the project applicant shall complete pre-construction surveys for nesting bird surveys prior 
to any grubbing or grading activities. The pre-construction surveys will be conducted to established US 
Fish and Wildlife (USFWS) and California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) survey protocols.   
 
Monitoring: Monitoring is required and is to be conducted by a qualified biologist in coordination with 
the County Biologist. 
 
CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project: 
8. Historic Resources 

a) Alter or destroy a historic site?     

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

    

Source(s): On-site inspection, project application materials, ASM Affiliates Cultural Resource 
Assessment (May 2022). The cultural resources assessment has been approved by the County 
archaeologist. 
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Findings of Fact: There will be no impacts to historic resources. 
 
a) Based upon analysis of records and a survey of the property, it has been determined that there 

will be no impacts to historical resources as defined in California Code of Regulations Section 
15064.5 because they do not occur on the project site. Therefore, there will be no impacts in this 
regard. The results of the survey can be found in “A Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment for 
the Anza-Ramona Water System Improvement Project, Riverside County, California, May 2022."   

 
b) Based upon analysis of records and a survey of the property by ASM Affiliates, it has been 

determined that there will be no impacts to significant historical resources as defined in California 
Code of Regulations Section 15064.5 because they do not occur on the project site. As such, no 
change in the significance of historical resources would occur with the implementation of the 
proposed project because there are no significant historical resources. Therefore, there will be no 
impacts in this regard. 

 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
9. Archaeological Resources 

a) Alter or destroy an archaeological site?     

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

    

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

Source(s): On-site inspection, project application materials, ASM Affiliates Cultural Resources 
Assessment Report (May 2022) 
 
Findings of Fact: Impacts to archaeological resources will be less than significant. 
 
a) The project site has been surveyed by a County-approved archaeologist, and it has been 

determined that there are no archaeological resources present. The results of the survey are 
provided in a report entitled “A Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment for the Anza-Ramona 
Water System Improvement Project, Riverside County, California” prepared by ASM Affiliates. 
The survey resulted in the identification of one prehistoric isolate, AWS-LP-i-01, a volcanic 
secondary flake. As an isolate, this resource is not considered eligible for listing on a national, 
state, or local historic register. Impacts would be less than significant.  

 
b) Based upon analysis of records and a survey of the property, it has been determined that there 

will be no impacts to significant archaeological resources as defined in California Code of 
Regulations Section 15064.5 because they do not occur on the project site. Therefore, no change 
in the significance of archaeological resources would occur with the implementation of the 
proposed project because there are no significant archaeological resources. Impacts in this regard 
would be less than significant.  

 
CEQA requires the lead agency to address any unanticipated cultural resources discoveries 
during project construction. Therefore, a condition of approval that dictates the procedures to be 
followed should any unanticipated cultural resources be identified during ground-disturbing 
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activities has been placed on this project. Further, the project conditions require that an 
archaeologist be present during ground-disturbing activities so that in the event unanticipated 
cultural resources are identified during grading, they will be handled and evaluated in an 
appropriate manner. Therefore, impacts in this regard would be less than significant. 

 
c) Based on an analysis of records and an archaeological survey of the property, it has been 

determined that the project site does not include a formal cemetery or any archaeological 
resources that might contain interred human remains. Nonetheless, the project will be required to 
adhere to California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 in the event that human remains are 
encountered and by ensuring that no further disturbance occurs until the County Coroner has 
made the necessary findings as to the origin of the remains. Furthermore, pursuant to Public 
Resources Code Section 5097.98 (b), remains shall be left in place and free from disturbance until 
a final decision as to the treatment and their disposition has been made. Therefore, impacts in 
this regard are considered less than significant. 

 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. County conditions of approval apply. 
 
Monitoring: Monitoring is required and shall be conducted by a qualified archaeologist in coordination 
with the County Archaeologist. 
 
ENERGY. Would the project: 
10. Energy Impacts 

a) Result in potentially significant environmental 
impacts 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?     

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan, Riverside County Climate Action Plan, project application 
materials 
 
Findings of Fact: Energy impacts will be less than significant (a) and no impact (b). 
 
a–b) Energy related to land use is primarily associated with direct energy consumption. The proposed 

project would result in the use of minimal amounts of energy, both during construction and 
operation of the project. Construction of the water system improvements are expected to occur in 
three phases over a relatively short period of time, depending upon funding availability. If funding 
is available, all three phases would be constructed within a 6-month time frame. Site preparation 
and grading would result in the use of fossil fuels for ground-moving and hauling equipment and 
for construction workers’ vehicles on-site. Upon project completion, operational energy 
consumption would typically result from on-site electricity to run pumps and security lighting. 
Grading activities would be required to adhere to local, regional, and state standards as well as 
best management practices. Construction of any structures would be subject to the California 
Building Code/Title 24, which includes energy efficiency and green building standards that 
address energy consumption. Given the scale and size of the proposed project, it would be 
consistent with the applicable measures in the Riverside County Climate Action Plan (CAP) and 
the General Plan policies focusing on energy consumption and would not conflict with the state’s 
renewable energy goals. Based on the project site’s environmental conditions, it is anticipated that 
the project would not result in significant impacts due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
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consumption of energy resources during the construction of the proposed project; therefore, any 
impacts would be less than significant for a and no impact for b.  

 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project directly or indirectly:  
11. Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone or County 

Fault Hazard Zones 
a) Be subject to 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? 

    

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan Figure S-2 “Earthquake Fault Study Zones,” GIS database, 
geologist comments, Petra Geosciences Geology Report (December 2, 2021). The geotechnical report 
has been approved by the County Geologist.  
 
Findings of Fact: Fault hazard zone impacts will be less than significant. 
 
a)  The San Jacinto fault is located approximately 5 miles northeast of the project area. Seismic 

ground rupture is generally considered most likely to occur along pre-existing active faults. Since 
no known faults are known to exist on or near project the site, the probability of ground surface 
rupture occurring at the site is considered nil.  

 
Although there are no active faults on the project site, due to the site's close proximity to the San 
Jacinto fault zone, as described above, it is reasonable to expect a strong ground motion seismic 
event to occur during the lifetime of the proposed development on the site. However, the effects of 
ground shaking anticipated at the project site would be lessened by the seismic design requirements 
and procedures outlined in Chapter 16 of the California Building Code (CBC). The proposed 
pipelines would be constructed approximately 3 feet below the ground surface, and the tanks and 
pumps would be constructed to meet current CBC design requirements. Therefore, impacts relating 
to exposing people or structures to loss, injury, or death would be less than significant. 

 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
12. Liquefaction Potential Zone  

a) Be subject to seismic-related ground failure, 
including liquefaction? 

    

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan Figure S-3 “Generalized Liquefaction,” Petra Geosciences 
Geology Report (December 2, 2021) 
 
Findings of Fact: Liquification impacts will be less than significant. 
 
a) The potential for liquefaction generally occurs during strong ground shaking within granular/ loose 

sediments where the depth to groundwater is usually less than 50 feet, per the above referenced 
geotechnical report. As the project site is underlain at depth by hard to very hard metamorphic 



 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less 
Than 

Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

 

Page 25 

and igneous bedrock the possibility of liquefaction at the site is considered nil. Pipelines will be 
constructed approximately 3 feet below ground surface and water tanks will be constructed on 
non-liquifiable soils, pursuant to the recommendation of the project geotechnical engineer and the 
county geologist. Impacts would be less than significant. 

 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
13. Ground-Shaking Zone 

a) Be subject to strong seismic ground shaking?     

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan Figure S-4 “Earthquake-Induced Slope Instability Map,” and 
Figures S-13 through S-21 (showing general ground shaking risk), Petra Geosciences Geology Report 
(December 2, 2021) 
 
Findings of Fact: Ground shaking impacts will be less than significant. 
 
a) As described above, because of the site's close proximity to the San Jacinto fault zone, it is 

reasonable to expect a strong ground motion seismic event to occur during the lifetime of the 
proposed development on the site. Large earthquakes could occur on other faults in the general 
area, but because of their lesser anticipated magnitude and/or greater distance, they are 
considered less significant than the San Jacinto fault zone from a ground motion standpoint. 

 
The effects of ground shaking anticipated at the project site would be lessened by the seismic 
design requirements and procedures outlined in Chapter 16 of the California Building Code. 
Pipelines will be constructed approximately 3 feet below ground surface and water tanks will be 
constructed on non-liquifiable soils, pursuant to the recommendation of the project geotechnical 
engineer and the County Geologist. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
14. Landslide Risk 

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

    

Source(s): On-site inspection, Riverside County General Plan Figure S-5 “Regions Underlain by Steep 
Slope,” Petra Geosciences Geology Report (December 2, 2021) 
 
Findings of Fact: Landslide risk impacts will be less than significant. 
 
a) Due to the massive nature of the bedrock materials at the site and in the adjacent surrounding 

region and the lack of evidence for the existence of landslides or debris flows in these areas, the 
potential for landslides to occur at or adjacent to the project site is considered very low. In addition, 
the project site lies outside of the limits of any potential rock fall areas that could affect the integrity 
of the site and the rockfall potential appears to be very low. The project geotechnical report has 
determined that the proposed water tank sites are underlain by stable materials and water tank 
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pad construction will be completed pursuant to the project’s geotechnical report and the County 
Geologist’s recommendations. Impacts would be less than significant. 

 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
15. Ground Subsidence 

a) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the 
project, and potentially result in ground subsidence? 

    

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan Figure S-7 “Documented Subsidence Areas Map,” Petra 
Geosciences Geology Report (December 2, 2021) 
 
Findings of Fact: Ground subsidence impacts will be less than significant.  
 
a) Ground subsidence generally occurs in areas of loose, granular soils with relatively low density. 

Since the site is underlain by hard metamorphic and igneous bedrock and the earthwork 
operations anticipated to be conducted during the development of the site will mitigate any near-
surface loose soil conditions per the recommendation of the project geotechnical report and the 
County Geologist, the potential for subsidence is considered low. Impacts would be less than 
significant. 

 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
16. Other Geologic Hazards 

a) Be subject to geologic hazards, such as seiche, 
mudflow, or volcanic hazard? 

    

Source(s): On-site inspection, project application materials, Petra Geosciences Geology Report 
(December 2, 2021) 
 
Findings of Fact: Other geologic hazard impacts will be less than significant. 
 
a) The potential for the site to be affected by a seiche or tsunami (earthquake-generated wave) is 

considered nil due to the absence of any large bodies of water near the site, pursuant to the 
project’s geotechnical report. The proposed water tanks are proposed to be self-contained, and 
water could not escape from the tanks during a seismic event. In addition, there is no potential for 
the project site to be subject to volcanic or mudflow hazards. Impacts would be less than 
significant.  

 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
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17. Slopes 
a) Change topography or ground surface relief 

features? 

    

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

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

Source(s): Riverside County 800-Scale Slope Maps, project application materials, Slope Stability 
Report 
 
Findings of Fact: Impacts will be less than significant (a and b) and no impact (c). 
 
a) The majority of the site is in an area of relatively gentle rolling hills. The topography consists of 

gently rolling topography with intervening small drainages trending generally southwest to 
northeast. Minimal grading is proposed to install the project pipelines and to create the tank pad 
areas, which would not substantially alter existing topography in the project area. Impacts will be 
less than significant.  

 
b) The final grading plan would be submitted to the County for review and all proposed cut slopes 

would be required to be in accordance with local building code requirements for slope stability. 
Water tank pad slopes in excess of 10 feet in height or steeper than 2:1 slopes are not proposed. 
As a result, the potential impact would be less than significant. 

 
c) Not applicable—sewage systems are not proposed. Existing septic systems are located on private 

lots and are not expected to be impacted by the proposed water line or tank construction. No 
impact will occur.  

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

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

    

b) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Section 
1803.5.3 of the California Building Code (2022), creating 
substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property? 

    

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

    

Source(s): USDA Soil Conservation Service Soil Surveys, project application materials, on-site 
inspection, Petra Geosciences Geology Report (December 2, 2021) 
 
Findings of Fact: Impacts to soils will be less than significant (a and b) and no impact (c). 
 
a) Development of the site could result in the loss of topsoil from grading activities, but not in a 

manner that will result in significant amounts of soil erosion. Implementation of best management 
practices (BMPs) through preparation and submittal of a stormwater pollution prevention plan 
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(SWPPP) will reduce the impact to below a level of significance. Some BMPs include the use of 
sediment filters and gravel bags to prevent water runoff and soil erosion during construction 
activity. BMPs as administered in the SWPPP by a qualified SWPP designer (QSD) are required 
pursuant to the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirements 
and are not considered mitigation pursuant to CEQA. Topsoil will be stockpiled during construction 
activities for use post-grading. Impacts will be less than significant. 

 
b) The project site has very low potential for expansive soils. CBC requirements pertaining to all 

structures will mitigate the potential impact to less than significant. As CBC requirements are 
applicable to all structures, they are not considered mitigation for CEQA implementation purposes. 
Therefore, impacts are considered less than significant. 

 
c) Not applicable. The project does not propose any wastewater disposal systems. No impact will 

occur. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
19. Wind Erosion and Blowsand from Project Either 

On- or Off-Site 
a) Be impacted by or result in an increase in wind 

erosion and blowsand, either on- or off-site? 

    

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan Figure S-8 “Wind Erosion Susceptibility Map,” Ord. No. 460, 
Article XV and Ord. No. 484 
 
Findings of Fact: There will be no wind erosion/blowsand impacts. 
 
a) According to the Wind Erosion Susceptibility Map for Riverside County, the project site is not 

located in an area considered to have a high or very high susceptibility to blowsand conditions. 
The project site is in an area shown as having a moderate potential for wind erosion. However, 
soil erosion by wind is a potentially significant impact that could occur during grading and 
construction when vegetation is removed and soils disturbed. Wind erosion can be controlled 
during construction through implementation of erosion control BMPs as would be required under 
the NPDES Construction General Permit. See also a discussion of wind erosion in the Air Quality 
section of this document. With implementation of these BMPs, there would be no impact.  

 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
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GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Would the project: 
20. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

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? 

    

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan, Riverside County Climate Action Plan, project application 
materials, Ascent Environmental GHG modeling (April 9, 2020) 
 
Findings of Fact: Greenhouse gas impacts will be less than significant. 
 
a) Riverside County adopted a Climate Action Plan (CAP) in November 2019. The CAP proposes a 

series of measures to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions across the county. Projects that 
meet the GHG reduction goals of the CAP are determined to have a less-than-significant 
greenhouse gas emissions impact. The proposed project would generate GHG emissions from a 
variety of sources. First, GHG emissions would be generated during construction of the project. 
Once fully operational, the project’s operations would generate minimal GHG emissions from both 
electricity generation and mobile sources. All proposed project facilities will be powered by 
electricity. Indirect source emissions associated with the proposed electricity uses include 
electrical consumption and motor vehicles trips generated by employees. 

 
Total GHG emissions anticipated from construction of the proposed project would be 
approximately 146 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MTCO2e) during construction, as 
calculated by Ascent Environmental (refer to the GHG technical report). According to SCAQMD 
methodology, GHG emissions from construction are to be analyzed over the 30-year lifetime of 
the project. A 30-year amortization of construction emissions would be approximately 5 MTCO2e 
per year. Operation of the project would require minimal daily energy use for the proposed pump 
stations and wells and for facility security lighting. In addition, routine maintenance is to be 
conducted on the project on a monthly basis, thereby resulting in a nominal amount of operational 
vehicle trip emissions. The CAP’s significance threshold is 3,000 MTCO2e. The project’s 
construction and operational emissions are well below that threshold because total project 
MTCO2e emissions per year would be approximately 5.1 MTCO2e. 
 
Because the project’s yearly construction and operational GHG emissions are nominal, the 
proposed project would not result in the generation of substantial levels of GHG emissions and 
would not result in emissions that would adversely affect the statewide attainment of GHG emission 
reduction goals of Assembly Bill (AB) 32. The Riverside County Climate Action Plan provides 
categories of projects that are exempt from having to prepare a CAP checklist, including small 
construction projects similar to the proposed project. As such, the project is screened out of having to 
complete the CAP checklist. This impact would be less than significant. 

 
b) Consistency with AB 32 

 
As discussed above response a), the proposed project would not generate substantial levels of 
GHG emissions. Consequently, implementation of the proposed project would not hinder the 
state’s ability to achieve AB 32’s goal of achieving 1990 levels of GHG emissions by 2020. The 
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proposed project is consistent with all state and local plans policies and regulations to reduce the 
emissions of greenhouse gases.  

 
Consistency with CARB Scoping Plan 
 
The Recommended Actions contained in the California Air Resources Board’s (CARB’s) Scoping 
Plan that are most applicable to the project would be Actions E-1 and GB-1. CARB Scoping Plan 
Action E-1, together with Action GB-1 (Green Building), aim to reduce electricity demand by 
increased efficiency of utility energy programs and adoption of more stringent building and 
appliance standards. The proposed project would be required to include all mandatory green 
building measures for new construction under the CALGreen Code as well as the recently updated  
Title 24 building standards. Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with the Scoping 
Plan measures through incorporation of stricter building and appliance standards.  
 
Consistency with Riverside County’s Climate Action Plan 
 
Development of the proposed project would be consistent with the residential land use designation 
for the project site identified in the County’s General Plan. The proposed project would not require 
a General Plan amendment or an amendment to the zoning code. Therefore, the GHG emissions 
associated with the project have been accounted for in the County’s future emissions forecast. 
The County adopted its Climate Action Plan in November 2019. The CAP includes strategies and 
measures that complement the County’s General Plan policies. Implementation of the proposed 
project would be consistent with the County’s CAP. Therefore, implementation of the proposed 
project would not adversely affect the attainment of GHG emission reduction goals of the County’s 
CAP and impacts would be less than significant.  

 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the project: 
21. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

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

    

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

    

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

    

d) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 
one-quarter (1/4) mile of an existing or proposed school? 

    

e) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government 
Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment? 
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Source(s): Project application materials 
 
Findings of Fact: Hazards and hazardous materials impacts will be less than significant. 
 
a–d)  The project proposes uses that are not anticipated to present significant hazards related to the 

hazardous materials use associated with the proposed land uses nor to result in emissions of 
hazardous materials. Any use or storage of hazardous materials would likely be in relatively small 
quantities. Project construction will require the use of gasoline and diesel fuel for the construction 
equipment and contractor vehicles. Standard project conditions of approval and standard County 
requirements applied to the project would ensure that the project would have a less-than-
significant impact with respect to hazards. 

  
In addition, the project will provide adequate access to and from the uses on the project site and 
would not interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or an emergency evacuation plan. 
Thus, impacts for this issue would be less than significant. 

 
e) The California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) EnviroStor database has been 

reviewed for any documented hazardous waste sites in the project area. The project site does not 
contain any sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 (DTSC, 2023). Impacts 
would be less than significant. 

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

a) Result in an inconsistency with an Airport Master 
Plan? 

    

b) Require review by the Airport Land Use 
Commission?     

c) For a project located within an airport land use plan 
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two (2) 
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area? 

    

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

    

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan Figure S-20 “Airport Locations,” GIS database 
 
Findings of Fact: There will be no airport impacts. 
 
a–d) The project site is not located within 2 miles of a public airport influence area or airport land use 

plan. The nearest airport to the project site is Palm Springs International Airport located 
approximately 15 miles to the northeast. Pursuant to the Riverside County Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan and the individual airport plans, the proposed project would have no impacts 
with respect to public airports. 

 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  



 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less 
Than 

Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

 

Page 32 

 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the project: 
23. Water Quality Impacts 

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? 

    

d) Result in substantial erosion or siltation on-site or 
off-site?     

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

    

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

    

g) Impede or redirect flood flows?     
h) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk the 

release of pollutants due to project inundation?     

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

    

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan Figure S-9 “Special Flood Hazard Areas,” Figure S-10 “Dam 
Failure Inundation Zone,” Riverside County Flood Control District Flood Hazard Report/Condition, GIS 
database 
 
Findings of Fact: Impacts to hydrology and water quality will be less than significant. 
 
a–i) The project would be developed in accordance with County drainage control requirements that 

include measures to ensure that changes to drainage patterns are managed to control water 
quality. There are no drainage improvements located within the project area other than earthen 
ditches. Areas where proposed water lines are constructed across unimproved minor drainages 
will require BMPs and the re-compaction of soil to minimize erosion impacts. A Preliminary 
Hydrologic Analysis and Water Quality Management Plan has been completed for the project in 
accordance with Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District’s Storm Water 
Quality Best Management Practice Design Handbook, Hydrology Manual, CivilCAD/CivilDesign 
Engineering Software Version 7.0, and Excel software spreadsheet. The project would also 
require implementation of BMPs during construction in accordance with an NPDES Construction 
General Permit that would reduce potential impacts to water quality. Once the project has been 
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constructed, implementation of the Water Quality Management Plan would address post-
development water quality impacts through incorporation of low impact design (LID) features such 
as bio-retention basins into the project design. Post-development runoff will not increase over 
existing stormflow levels with the implementation of BMPs and LID features. LID drainage features 
would reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level.  
 
The project would introduce an estimated 5,950 square feet of impervious surfaces, composed of 
water tank and pump building foundations. As mentioned above, the project would include LID 
features such as bio-retention basins as part of the project design to encourage on-site infiltration. 
As a result, the project is not anticipated to deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially 
with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering 
of the local groundwater table level. Impacts for this issue would be less than significant. 

 
The project site has not been mapped by the Federal Emergency Management Agency and is 
labeled as Zone D. The Zone D designation on National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) maps 
is used for areas where there are possible but undetermined flood hazards. In areas designated 
as Zone D, no analysis of flood hazards has been conducted. However, according to the County’s 
flood hazard mapping, the project site is not located within a 100-year flood hazard area; thus, 
there would be no impact for these issues. With the required permits and project conditions, 
impacts to drainage and water quality would be less than significant.  

 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
LAND USE AND PLANNING Would the project: 
24. Land Use 

a) Physically divide an established community?     

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

    

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan, GIS database, project application materials 
 
Findings of Fact: There will be no land use and planning impacts.  
 
a) The project site is designated as Rural (foundation) Rural Community – Very Low Density 

Residential by the Riverside County General Plan/Riverside Extended Mountain Area Plan 
(REMAP), which allows single-family residential uses, limited animal-keeping, and agricultural 
uses (Riverside County, 2021). Project site zoning includes A-2, R-R-2 ½, R-R-5, and R-R-20. 
The project does not propose to change the land use designation or zoning of the site and would 
not result in a substantial alteration of the present or planned land use of the area; no impact 
would occur. The project site is not located within a city’s sphere of influence, nor is it located 
directly adjacent to city or county boundaries. The proposed project would not divide the physical 
arrangement of an established community. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

 
b) The proposed project would not conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for 

the purpose of avoiding or mitigating and environmental effect. The proposed project is consistent 
with all land use plans, policies, and regulations. Therefore, no impact would occur.   
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Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:     
25. Mineral Resources 

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

    

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

    

c) Potentially expose people or property to hazards 
from proposed, existing, or abandoned quarries or mines?     

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan Figure OS-6 “Mineral Resources Area” 
 
Findings of Fact: No impacts to mineral resources would occur. 
 
a–c) According to the Mineral Lands Classification Map of Riverside County and the Riverside County 

General Plan (California Department of Conservation, 2022; Riverside County 2015), the project 
site is located on lands classified as unstudied (no MRZ designation issued), which are identified 
as areas where a lack of geologic information results in a finding of “cannot determine if significant 
mineral deposits are present” or where it is judged that little likelihood exists for their presence. In 
addition, there are no mines, mineral plants, oil, gas, or geothermal wells located on or in the 
vicinity of the project site (CDC 2015; USGS 2003). The project would not involve mining on-site, 
nor would it expose people or property to hazards from proposed, existing, or abandoned quarries 
or mines. In addition, the project would not result in the loss of known mineral resources. 
Therefore, no impacts to mineral resources would occur. 

 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
NOISE. Would the project result in: 
26. Airport Noise 

a) For a project located within an airport land use plan 
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two (2) 
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? 

    

b) For a project located within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the project expose people residing or working 
in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

    

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan Figure S-20 “Airport Locations,” County of Riverside Airport 
Facilities Map, Ascent Environmental noise modeling (April 9, 2020) 
 
Findings of Fact: There will be no airport noise impacts. 
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a)  The nearest public use airport is Palm Springs International Airport located approximately 15 miles 
northeast of the project site. Given this distance, the project would not expose people residing or 
working in the project area to excessive noise levels associated with this airport. There would be 
no impact. 

 
b) There are no known private airstrips in the vicinity of the proposed project site. Given this fact, the 

project would not expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels 
associated with a private airstrip. There would be no impact. 

 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
27. Noise Effects by the Project 

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, noise ordinance, or applicable standards of 
other agencies? 

    

b) Generation of excessive ground-borne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels?     

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan, Table N-1 (“Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise 
Exposure”), Project Application Materials, Ascent Environmental noise modeling (April 9, 2020) 
 
Findings of Fact: Noise impacts will be less than significant. 

 
a)  Existing noise levels at the project site are primarily associated with rural resident vehicle noise 

on local roadways and nearby SR 371. There are no stationary noise sources in the project area. 
Typical rural residential noise levels range from 45 to 50 dB CNEL [decibel Community Noise 
Equivalent Level]. The proposed on-site stationary equipment (pumps) would not generate a 
substantial amount of noise at the nearby off-site sensitive receptors (residential units), as they 
are proposed to be located in small structures that would attenuate any pump-related noise. 
Impacts from pump-related noise levels associated with the proposed project would be less than 
significant. 

 
During the construction phases, the project would temporarily expose surrounding off-site 
sensitive receptors to increased exterior noise levels. Off-site sensitive receptors in the immediate 
vicinity of the project site include sparsely located single-family residences. Construction of the 
project would require the use of heavy off-road equipment (excavator, grader, dozer, etc.) as well 
as smaller power tools, generators, and other sources of noise. During each stage of development 
(e.g., site preparation, grading, building), there would be a different mix of equipment. As such, 
construction activity noise levels at and near the project site would fluctuate depending on the 
particular type, number, and duration of use of the various pieces of construction equipment. 
Consequently, the noise levels experienced at the nearest off-site receptors would vary depending 
on the distance of the construction equipment on the site from the receptors. Riverside County 
uses the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) 85 dBA [A-weighted decibels] 
level threshold for determination of construction noise impact significance. 
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For the purpose of this analysis, the noise levels generated by off-road construction equipment used 
during the project’s grading phase, which is generally the construction phase that generates the 
highest noise levels, are estimated using the Federal Highway Administration’s Roadway 
Construction Noise Model (RCNM) at the nearest off-site sensitive receptor location. The off-road 
construction equipment analyzed includes an excavator, grader, dozer, scraper, and tractor, which 
is consistent with the grading phase construction equipment that was evaluated in the air quality 
analysis for the project. To estimate noise levels at the nearest off-site receptors, which would be 
the single-family residences nearest to the project’s construction area, it was assumed that the two 
highest-noise-generating pieces of equipment (grader and tractor) would be operating along the 
project’s boundary line, while the remaining three pieces of construction equipment (scraper, dozer, 
and excavator) would be operating at a distance of 50 feet from those two pieces of equipment. 
Based on this construction scenario, it is estimated that construction noise levels at the nearest off-
site sensitive receptors to the project site would be approximately 70.1 dB Leq [energy-equivalent 
noise level]. This noise level is well below the OSHA 85 dBA construction noise threshold.  

 
While the project’s construction noise levels would expose the nearest off-site sensitive receptors 
to the project site to increased exterior levels, these increases in noise levels would be temporary 
in nature and continuously high noise levels would not be generated throughout the day. In 
addition, the operation of each piece of construction equipment at the project site would not be 
constant throughout the construction day, as equipment would be turned off when not in use. The 
typical operating cycle for a piece of construction equipment would involve 1 or 2 minutes of full 
power operation followed by 3 or 4 minutes at lower power settings. Furthermore, the estimated 
construction noise levels at each off-site sensitive receptor location would be the loudest when 
construction activities are occurring at an area within the project site that is nearest to the off-site 
location. Most of the time, noise levels at these off-site locations would be reduced as construction 
activities conclude or move to another more distant location on the project site. As such, the noise 
increases at the off-site sensitive receptors would only occur periodically throughout the 
construction day. As a result, construction noise impacts would be less than significant. 

 
b)  The State CEQA Guidelines do not define the levels at which groundborne vibration or 

groundborne noises are considered “excessive.” Numerous public and private organizations and 
governing bodies have provided guidelines to assist in the analysis of vibration; however, the 
federal, state, and local governments have yet to establish specific vibration requirements. 
Additionally, there are no federal, state, or local vibration regulations or guidelines directly 
applicable to the proposed project. However, publications of the Federal Transit Authority (FTA) 
and Caltrans are two of the seminal works for the analysis of vibration related to transportation- 
and construction-induced vibration. The proposed project is not subject to FTA or Caltrans 
regulations; nonetheless, these guidelines serve as a useful tool to evaluate vibration impacts. 

 
For the purpose of this analysis, the vibration criteria for structural damage and human annoyance 
established in the most recent Caltrans’ Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance 
Manual (2013 and 2020), which are shown in Table 3 and Table 4, respectively, are used to 
evaluate the potential vibration impacts of the project on nearby sensitive receptors. 
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Table 3 
Caltrans Vibration Damage Potential Threshold Criteria 

Structure and Condition 

Maximum PPV (in/sec) 

Transient 
Sources 

Continuous/ 
Frequent 
Intermittent 
Sources 

Extremely fragile historic buildings, 
ruins, ancient monuments 

0.12 0.08 

Fragile buildings 0.2 0.1 
Historic and some old buildings 0.5 0.25 
Older residential structures 0.5 0.3 
New residential structures 1.0 0.5 
Modern industrial/commercial 
buildings 

2.0 0.5 

Note: Transient sources create a single isolated vibration event, such as blasting or drop balls. 
Continuous/frequent intermittent sources include impact pile drivers, pogo-stick compactors, crack 
and-seat equipment, vibratory pile drivers, and vibratory compaction equipment. 
Source: Caltrans, 2013 and 2020.  

 
Table 4 

Caltrans Vibration Annoyance Potential Criteria 

Structure and Condition 

Maximum PPV (in/sec) 

Transient 
Sources 

Continuous/ 
Frequent 
Intermittent 
Sources 

Barely perceptible 0.04 0.01 
Distinctly perceptible 0.25 0.04 
Strongly perceptible 0.9 0.10 
Severe 2.0 0.40 
Note: Transient sources create a single isolated vibration event, such as blasting or drop balls. 
Continuous/frequent intermittent sources include impact pile drivers, pogo-stick compactors, crack 
and-seat equipment, vibratory pile drivers, and vibratory compaction equipment. 
Source: Caltrans, 2013 and 2020.  

 
The project’s construction activities have the potential to generate low levels of groundborne 
vibration as the operation of heavy construction equipment (graders, dozers, etc.) generates 
vibrations that propagate though the ground and diminishes in intensity with distance from the 
source. As such, the existing sensitive uses (i.e., nearby residences) located near the proposed 
project site could be exposed to excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels 
during the project’s construction activities. Site ground vibrations from construction activities very 
rarely reach the levels that can damage structures, but they may be perceived in buildings very 
close to a construction site. No pile-driving or blasting activities would be required for construction 
of the proposed project components. 
 
The various peak particle velocities (PPV) for several types of construction equipment, along with 
their corresponding root mean square (RMS) velocities (in vibration decibels [VdB]), that can 
generate perceptible vibration levels are identified in Table 5. Based on the information presented 
in Table 5, vibration velocities could reach as high as approximately 0.089 inch-per-second PPV 
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at 25 feet from the source activity, depending on the type of construction equipment in use. This 
corresponds to an RMS velocity level of 87 VdB at 25 feet from the source activity. 
 
The construction equipment used for the project would generally consist of off-road construction 
equipment such as dozers, graders, and scrapers. As shown in Table 5, even at 100 feet, the 
vibration from equipment such as a large bulldozer would be 0.011, which is considered to be 
barely perceptible under Caltrans’ criteria. Therefore, because the nearest off-site sensitive 
receptor to the project site is 50 feet away, the vibration levels at this nearest receptor would be 
attenuated and would not exceed any of Caltrans’ vibration criteria related to building damage or 
human perception/annoyance. As such, the project’s vibration impacts would be less than 
significant.  

 
Table 5 

Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment 

Equipment 

Approximate PPV (in/sec) Approximate RMS (VdB) 
25 

Feet 
50 

Feet 
60 

Feet 
75 

Feet 
100 
Feet 

25 
Feet 

50 
Feet 

60 
Feet 

75 
Feet 

100 
Feet 

Large Bulldozer 0.089 0.031 0.024 0.017 0.011 87 78 76 73 69 
Caisson Drilling 0.089 0.031 0.024 0.017 0.011 87 78 76 73 69 
Loaded Trucks 0.076 0.027 0.020 0.015 0.010 86 77 75 72 68 
Jackhammer 0.035 0.012 0.009 0.007 0.004 79 70 68 65 61 
Small Bulldozer 0.003 0.001 0.0008 0.0006 0.0004 58 49 47 44 40 
Source: FTA, 2018. 

 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES: 
28. Paleontological Resources 

a) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleonto-
logical resource, site, or unique geologic feature? 

    

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan Figure OS-8 “Paleontological Sensitivity”  
 
Findings of Fact: Impacts to paleontological resources will be less than significant. 
 
According to the County’s General Plan, the project site has been mapped as having a “Low Potential” 
for paleontological resources. This category encompasses lands for which previous field surveys and 
documentation demonstrate a low potential for containing significant paleontological resources subject 
to adverse impacts. As such, the proposed project is not anticipated to require any direct mitigation for 
paleontological resources. However, should fossil remains be encountered during site development: 
 

1. All site earthmoving shall be ceased in the area where the fossil remains are encountered. 
Earthmoving activities may be diverted to other areas of the site. 

2. The owner of the property shall be immediately notified of the fossil discovery, who will in turn 
immediately notify the County Geologist of the discovery. 

3. The applicant shall retain a qualified paleontologist approved by the County of Riverside. 
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4. The paleontologist shall determine the significance of the encountered fossil remains. 

5. Paleontological monitoring of earthmoving activities will continue thereafter on an as-needed 
basis by the paleontologist during all earthmoving activities that may expose sensitive strata. 
Earthmoving activities in areas of the project area where previously undisturbed strata will be 
buried but not otherwise disturbed will not be monitored. The supervising paleontologist will have 
the authority to reduce monitoring once he/she determines the probability of encountering any 
additional fossils has dropped below an acceptable level.   

 
6. If fossil remains are encountered by earthmoving activities when the paleontologist is not on-

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

7. Any recovered fossil remains will be prepared to the point of identification and identified to the 
lowest taxonomic level possible by knowledgeable paleontologists. The remains then will be 
curated (assigned and labeled with museum repository fossil specimen numbers and 
corresponding fossil site numbers, as appropriate; places in specimen trays and, if necessary, 
vials with completed specimen data cards) and catalogued, an associated specimen data and 
corresponding geologic and geographic site data will be archived (specimen and site numbers 
and corresponding data entered into appropriate museum repository catalogs and computerized 
data bases) at the museum repository by a laboratory technician. The remains will then be 
accessioned into the museum repository fossil collection, where they will be permanently stored, 
maintained, and, along with associated specimen and site data, made available for future study 
by qualified scientific investigators. Per the County of Riverside “SABER Policy,” paleontological 
fossils found in the County of Riverside should, by preference, be directed to the Western 
Science Center in the City of Hemet. 

8. The property owner and/or applicant on whose land the paleontological fossils are discovered 
shall provide appropriate funding for monitoring, reporting, delivery and curating the fossils at 
the institution where the fossils will be placed and will provide confirmation to the County that 
such funding has been paid to the institution. 

 
Compliance with the County’s standard condition of approval would reduce impacts to paleontological 
resources to less-than-significant levels. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project: 
29. Housing 

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

    

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

    

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

Source(s): Project application materials, GIS database, Riverside County General Plan Housing 
Element 
 
Findings of Fact: There will be no impacts (a and b) or a less-than-significant impact (c) to population 
and housing.  
 
a–b) The project would not displace people or housing and the project site is not located in a County 

Redevelopment Project Area. The project is not anticipated to create a net demand for new 
housing. Thus, there would be no impact for these issues.  

 
c)  The population of Riverside County is currently 1.7 million residents and is anticipated to reach 

2.7 million by 2035 (Western Riverside County Council of Governments, 2015). The provision of 
a reliable potable water supply to the project area could induce construction of additional 
residential units. Existing residential units in the project area obtain potable water from existing 
groundwater wells. Since the project site is primarily built out with residential land uses, the 
potential increase in residential units due to the provision of an upgraded water system is not 
expected to result in substantial population growth in the project area. Impacts associated with 
these issues would be less than significant. 

 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
PUBLIC SERVICES Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with 
the provision of new or physically altered government facilities or the need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order 
to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the 
following public services: 
30. Fire Services     

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan Safety Element 
 
Findings of Fact: Impacts to fire services will be less than significant. 
 
The project site is served by the Riverside County Fire Department. The nearest fire station is the Anza 
Battalion, approximately 1 mile west of the project. The project would not substantially increase 
demands on fire protection, as the project site is primarily built out with existing residential units. The 
proposed project would be consistent with the Riverside County Fire Department Strategic Plan (2009), 
which identified a strategic mission and goals to provide efficient and uninterrupted service to county 
residents. In addition, the project would not significantly alter fire personnel response staffing. The 
proposed water system improvements would increase firefighting capacity in the vicinity associated with 
additional water storage and pressure. The project alone would not result in the need for a new fire 
station or the expansion of existing facilities beyond the proposed water system improvements. Impacts 
would be less than significant. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 



 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less 
Than 

Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

 

Page 41 

 
31. Sheriff Services     

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan 
 
Findings of Fact: Impacts to sheriff services will be less than significant. 
 
The project site is served by the Riverside County Sheriff's Department. The nearest Riverside County 
Sherriff station is located in Hemet, approximately 15 miles northwest of the project. The project would 
not substantially increase demands on law enforcement services, as the project site is primarily built 
out with existing residential units. The project alone is not anticipated to result in the need for law 
enforcement facilities, such as a new sheriff station or the expansion of existing facilities, and thus 
impacts would be less than significant. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
32. Schools     

Source(s): GIS database 
 
Findings of Fact: Impacts to schools will be less than significant. 
 
The project site is located in the Hemet Unified School District. The school currently serving the project 
site is Hamilton School (K–12). The project will not generate any students, and the project alone is not 
anticipated to result in the need for new elementary, middle, or high school facilities or the expansion 
of existing facilities, and thus impacts would be less than significant. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
33. Libraries     

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan 
 
Findings of Fact: There will be no library impacts.  
 
The project site is served by the Riverside County Public Library System. The nearest public library is 
the Anza Public Library located approximately 1 mile west of the project site. The project would not 
increase demands on the Anza Library. The project alone is not anticipated to result in the need for a 
new library or the expansion of existing facilities, and thus there would be no impact. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
34. Health Services     

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan 
 
Findings of Fact: There will be no health services impacts. 
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The nearest urgent care facility is the Anza Community Health Center, approximately 1 mile west of the 
project site. The nearest hospital with an emergency room is the Eisenhower Medical Center in Rancho 
Mirage, approximately 15 miles northeast of the project site. Temecula Valley Hospital is located 
approximately 20 miles west of the project site. The project alone is not anticipated to require the 
construction of health facilities, and thus there would be no impact. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
RECREATION. Would the project: 
35. Parks and Recreation 

a)  Include recreational facilities or require the 
construction or expansion of recreational facilities which 
might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

    

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

    

c) Be located within a Community Service Area (CSA) 
or recreation and park district with a Community Parks and 
Recreation Plan (Quimby fees)? 

    

Source(s): GIS database, Ord. No. 460, Section 10.35 (Regulating the Division of Land – Park and 
Recreation Fees and Dedications), Ord. No. 659 (Establishing Development Impact Fees), Riverside 
County EDA website 
 
Findings of Fact: There will be no parks and recreation impacts. 
 
a–b) According to the Riverside County General Plan, the nearest recreational facility is Minor Park in 

Anza. Construction of the proposed water system improvements would not result in additional 
demand for recreational facilities. The project site is primarily built out with existing residential 
units, which utilize existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such 
that a substantial deterioration of the facilities would not occur or be accelerated. The proposed 
project does not include or require any recreational facility improvements. No impacts would occur. 

 
c) The project is not located within a Community Service Area (CSA) or recreation and park district 

with a Community Parks and Recreation Plan (Quimby fees). Water projects are not subject to 
Quimby Act fees. Therefore, the project would have no impact.  

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

a) Include the construction or expansion of a trail 
system? 

    

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan Figure C-6 “Trails and Bikeway System” 
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Findings of Fact: There will be no recreational trails impacts. 
 
The Pacific Crest Trail (PCT) is located approximately 1 mile east of the project area. In addition, a 
California Riding and Hiking Trail and the Historic Southern Immigrant Trail are in the vicinity of the 
project site. The proposed project would not impact any existing trails. The project does not propose 
the construction of any recreational trails, nor would it be required to construct or expand a trail system. 
Therefore, no impacts would occur.  
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
TRANSPORTATION Would the project: 
37. Transportation  

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

    

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

e) Cause an effect upon circulation during the pro-
ject’s construction?     

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

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan, project application materials, Office of Planning and 
Research, Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (December 2018), and 
County Transportation Analysis Guidelines (2020)  
 
Findings of Fact: There will be no transportation impacts (a, b, c, and f), and transportation impacts d 
and e will be less than significant. 
 
a–b) Riverside County's transportation system is composed of numerous state highways (both 

freeways and arterial highways), as well as numerous county and city routes. The transit system 
includes public transit systems, common bus carriers, AMTRAK (intercity rail service), Metrolink 
(commuter rail service), and other local agency transit and paratransit services. In addition, the 
county transportation system includes general aviation facilities, limited passenger air service 
within the county, freight rail service, bicycle facilities, and other services for non-motorized forms 
of transportation (multipurpose trails) (Riverside County General Plan Circulation Element, 2020).  

Riverside County General Plan Circulation Element 

The function of the Circulation Element (2020) is to provide for the movement of goods and people, 
including pedestrians, bicycles, transit, train, air, and automobile traffic flows within and through 
the community. Efficient traffic circulation is important to economic viability and the creation and 
preservation of a quality living environment. The Circulation Element established policies that 
coordinate the circulation system with General Plan and area plan land use maps and provide 
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direction for future decision making in the realization of Circulation Element goals. The project 
would be in compliance with all applicable General Plan and Area Plan policies because it would 
meet street classifications and design standards and would be in alignment with the Circulation 
Plan; therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

Riverside Congestion Management Program  

The Congestion Management Program (CMP) was first established in 1990 under Proposition 111. 
Proposition 111 established a process for each metropolitan county in California to designate a 
Congestion Management Agency (CMA) that would be responsible for the development and 
implementation of the CMP within county boundaries. As a CMA, the Riverside County 
Transportation Commission (RCTC) prepared the 2011 Riverside County Congestion Management 
Program (2011), which is intended to directly link land use, transportation, and air quality, thereby 
prompting reasonable growth management programs that will effectively use new transportation 
funds, alleviate traffic congestion and related impacts, and improve air quality. The CMP describes 
how the future transportation system will function and focuses on all state highway facilities in 
Riverside County; some regional principal arterials are also included in the CMP. The nearest CMP-
identified facility is I-15. In addition, there are no CMP arterials or roadway segments in the project 
study area. Therefore, there are no impacts to CMP facilities due to the additional increase in traffic 
from the project. 

Regional Transportation Plan 

The Southern California Association of Governments developed the Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), which is a long-range transportation plan that 
encompasses its member counties and is updated every 4 years. The RTP/SCS provides a vision 
for transportation investments throughout the region. Using growth forecasts and economic trends 
that project out over a 20-year period, the RTP/SCS considers the role of transportation in the 
broader context of economic, environmental, and quality-of-life goals for the future, identifying 
regional transportation strategies to address mobility needs. The RTP/SCS contains specific 
implementation strategies that local governments, SCAG, and other stakeholders may consider 
in order to successfully implement the RTP/SCS. Each agency responsible for transportation, 
such as local cities, the County, and Caltrans, has different transportation implementation 
responsibilities under the RTP. The RTP relies on the plans and policies governing circulation and 
transportation in each county to identify the region's future multimodal transportation system 
(SCAG, 2012). 

Compliance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b) 

The proposed project will not generate any operational trips, other than occasional maintenance of 
the proposed water system facilities. Projects generating less than 110 average daily trips (ADT) 
are screened out of having to conduct vehicle miles traveled (VMT) analysis, per the OPR Technical 
Advisory and the County Transportation Analysis Guidelines (December 2022). Project construction 
is anticipated to have an average of 10 on-road construction vehicles and 10 pieces of offroad 
construction equipment per day, well below the screening threshold for conducting VMT analysis.  

In summary, the project would not be in conflict with regulating policies relating to transportation, 
including (but not limited to) those identified in the plans described above. Therefore, impacts 
related to a, b, c, and f would be less than significant. No impacts would occur related to d and e.   
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c) The project would be designed in accordance with all County safety standards and would not 
substantially increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible uses. No impact would occur. 

d) The project does not propose to impact the capacity or geometrics of any county or private road. 
Roads will be returned to their original condition or better, following trenching for water 
transmission and distribution lines. Impacts would be less than significant. 

e) Potential direct traffic impacts, such as local congestion and disruption of traffic flow, from 
construction of the project would be minimal, temporary, and intermittent, as the project would be 
developed sequentially, with no more than one street/pipeline under construction at any given 
time. Construction activities that would generate off-site traffic would include the delivery of 
construction vehicles and equipment to the project site, the daily arrival and departure of 
construction workers, and the delivery of materials throughout the construction period. The 
sequential nature of project construction and the fact that site grading would be balanced on-site 
(no import or export of soil required) would lessen potential effects upon circulation in the project 
area. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

f) The proposed project’s aboveground facilities would not be located within roadway right-of-way. 
The aboveground facilities would be accessible from the adjacent roads, which provide access for 
emergency vehicles under current conditions. During construction of facilities (pipelines) within 
road right-of-way, the contractor is required to establish a traffic management plan to minimize 
impacts to local circulation and emergency access. The project would not directly or indirectly 
affect access for emergency vehicles. Therefore, no impacts would occur. 

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
38. Bike Trails 

a) Include the construction or expansion of a bike 
system or bike lanes? 

    

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan 
 
Findings of Fact: There will be no impacts to bike trails.  
 
The regional bike trail located along SR 371 accommodates bikes for recreational uses. All project 
construction activities would occur outside the boundaries of the identified trail and this bike trail would 
remain open. The project does not include or require the construction or expansion of bike lanes. 
Therefore, no impacts would occur.  
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
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TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a Tribal Cultural Resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a 
site, feature, place, or 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: 
39. Tribal Cultural Resources 

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

    

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

    

Source(s): County Archaeologist, AB 52 tribal consultation  
 
Findings of Fact: Impacts to tribal cultural resources will be less than significant. 
 
a–b) In compliance with AB 52, notices regarding this project were mailed to all requesting tribes on 

August 28, 2020. No response was received from the Pechanga Band of Mission Indians, Rincon 
Band of Luiseño Indians, Pala Band of Mission Indians, Cahuilla Band of Indians, or Quechan 
Indian Nation. The Soboba Band of Mission Indians requested consultation in an emailed letter 
dated August 31, 2020. This project was discussed during a meeting held October 14, 2020, and 
April 7, 2022. The cultural report and the project conditions of approval were provided to the tribe 
on June 17, 2022. Consultation was concluded the same day. The Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla 
Indians requested to consult in an email letter dated August 31, 2020. This project was discussed 
during a meeting held on March 8, 2021, and April 22, 2022. The project report and conditions of 
approval were provided to the tribe on April 21, 2022, and April 06, 2022. The final report was 
provided to Agua Caliente on June 17, 2022. All tribal consultation was concluded June 12, 2022.  

 
CEQA defines the term “tribal cultural resource” and delineates restrictions on the meaning of the 
term “cultural landscape.” Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21074(a), “tribal cultural 
resources” consist of either of the following:  

 
(1) Sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to 

a California Native American tribe that are either of the following: (A) Included or determined 
to be eligible for inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources. (B) Included in a 
local register of historical resources as defined in subdivision (k) of [Public Resources Code] 
Section 5020.1;  

(2) 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.  

 
Regarding the application of the term “cultural landscape,” Public Resources Code section 
21074(b) limits its definition such that “[a] cultural landscape that meets the definition of [Public 
Resources Code section 21074] subsection (a) is a tribal cultural resource to the extent that the 
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landscape is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape.” (Emphasis 
added.) Accordingly, if an area that may potentially be considered a “cultural landscape” is not 
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, it cannot be found to be 
a “tribal cultural resource” even if it otherwise meets the qualifications for such in Public Resources 
Code section 21074(a). 
 
Because the County has no substantial evidence to support a finding that the potential cultural 
landscape meets the requirements of Public Resources Code section 21074(b), the County is 
precluded from determining that the potential cultural landscape is a “tribal cultural resource.” 
Because any potential cultural landscape at the project site does not meet the definition of a tribal 
cultural resource as defined in Public Resources Code section 21074, the project will have a less 
than significant impact on tribal cultural resources.  

 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the project: 
40. Water 

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction 
of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, or storm 
water drainage systems, whereby the construction or 
relocation would 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? 

    

Source(s): Project application materials, Anza Water Company 
 
Findings of Fact: Impacts to utilities and service systems will be less than significant. 
 
a–b)  The project is a water system improvement project and as such will provide potable water storage, 

transmission, and distribution facilities to the project area. The project will be consistent with the 
Water System Facility Requirements and Design Guidelines of the Anza-Ramona Water System. 
The project does not propose any wastewater conveyance/treatment or stormwater drainage 
systems. There are no underground wastewater or stormwater facilities located within the 
construction area. Any roadside drainage ditches affected by project construction will be returned 
to existing conditions following completion of construction. Impacts would be considered less than 
significant. 

 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
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Source(s): Department of Environmental Health Review 
 
Findings of Fact: There will be no sewer impacts. 
 
a–b) The project will not result in any impacts to a wastewater system, as all wastewater disposal in 

the area is via septic systems. Project construction will not affect existing septic systems including 
leach fields, Therefore, there will be no impacts.  

 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
42. Solid Waste 

a) 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? 

    

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

    

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan, Riverside County Waste Management District 
correspondence 
 
Findings of Fact: There will be no solid waste impacts. 
 
a–b) The project is within the jurisdiction of the Riverside County Waste Management Department, 

which operates six landfills and contracts with an additional private landfill, and administers 
several transfer station leases. The nearest landfill, and the one most likely to accept waste from 
the project, is the Lamb Canyon Landfill. This landfill has an estimated remaining capacity of 
18,955,000 cubic yards of waste. On average, the landfill receives 1,800–2,000 tons per day. It is 
permitted to receive up to 5,000 tons per day (CalRecycle, 2015). Project construction is 
anticipated to result in typical construction material waste, including construction material 
packaging and water facility construction/assembly materials waste. Project operations will not 
generate any solid waste.  

 
Based on the average daily tons received at the landfill, the estimated waste generated by project 
construction, and the estimated remaining capacity of the landfill, it is anticipated that there is 
sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs. In addition, 

41. Sewer 
a) Require or result in the construction of new 

wastewater treatment facilities, including septic systems, or 
expansion of existing facilities, whereby the construction or 
relocation would cause significant environmental effects? 

    

b) Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider that serves or may service the project that 
it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected 
demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 
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the project would comply with all applicable federal, state, and local statutes and regulations 
related to solid wastes. Therefore, no impacts would occur.  
 
The project would contribute to the cumulative demands for solid waste facilities; however, the 
project’s incremental contribution to solid waste impacts would not be cumulatively considerable 
based on the previous discussion. Therefore, there would be no cumulative impacts. 

 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
43. Utilities 
Would the project impact the following facilities requiring or resulting in the construction of new facilities 
or the expansion of existing facilities, whereby the construction or relocation would cause significant 
environmental effects? 
a) Electricity?     
b) Natural gas?     
c) Communications systems?     
d) Street lighting?     
e) Maintenance of public facilities, including roads?     
f) Other governmental services?     

Source(s): Project application materials, utility companies 
 
Findings of Fact: There will be no impacts to utilities (b, c, d, e, and f) and impacts to utilities will be less 
than significant (a). 
 
a) The project is served by the Anza Electric Cooperative for electricity service. Electric utilities are 

available to the project area, and no new electrical facilities other than connections to the existing 
system would be required. Construction of project facilities would not interfere with existing 
overhead electrical lines. Thus impacts to electricity would be less than significant.   

 
b–c) There is no natural gas service required for the project. There are no underground utilities (water, 

sewer, natural gas, or communications) within the project site. There would be no impacts to 
natural gas and less than significant impacts to communication systems.  

 
d)  There are no streetlights in the project area. There would be no street lighting required or installed 

by the project, and minimal security lighting is proposed at pump stations. There would be no 
Impacts to street lighting. 

 
e)  The project is a private entity and would not require any maintenance of public facilities, including 

roads. As part of the project construction, roadways will be returned to existing or better condition 
than existed prior to construction. Typical road maintenance will continue following construction 
as it currently occurs. There will be no impacts to maintenance of public facilities. 

 
f)  The project would not result in the need for expansion of other government services. The proposed 

water system will be operated and maintained by Western Water Conservation and no additional 
government services will be required. There would be no impacts to other government services.  

 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
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Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
WILDFIRE. If located in or near a State Responsibility Area (SRA), lands classified as very high fire 
hazard severity zone, or other hazardous fire areas that may be designated by the Fire Chief, would 
the project: 
44. Wildfire Impacts 

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? 

    

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

    

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan Figure S-11 “Wildfire Susceptibility,” GIS database, project 
application materials 
 
Findings of Fact: Impacts related to wildfire will be less than significant. 
 
a–e)  The proposed project is located within a high fire area. The project does not propose any habitable 

structures and would increase the availability of water supply/storage and fire flow/water pressure 
for the project area. Defensible space will be created around the proposed system facilities and 
has been accounted for in the area of disturbance. Proposed project construction and facilities 
would not increase the risk of wildfire. There is no official emergency response/evacuation plan 
for the project area. The existing roadway network provides a variety of opportunities for 
evacuation in the event of a wildfire. Project site roadways will remain passable during 
construction with implementation of a construction traffic management plan. All water pipelines 
are proposed to be underground and would not result in any emergency response, access, or 
other wildfire impacts. Impacts would be less than significant.     

 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required 
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MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. Does the project: 
45. 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? 

    

Source(s): Staff review, project application materials, Biological Technical Report, MSHCP DBESP 
Report 
 
Findings of Fact: Implementation of the proposed project would not substantially degrade the quality of 
the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, 
reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important 
examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory. Conditions of approval and mitigation 
measures discussed in this document would reduce the potential for environmental impacts to a less-
than-significant level. 
 
46. Have impacts which are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable" 
means that the incremental effects of a project are 
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of 
past projects, other current projects, and probable future 
projects.) 

    

Source(s): Staff review, project application materials 
 
Findings of Fact: Cumulative impacts that could potentially be significant are included in the resource-
specific discussions above. The cumulative analysis considered past projects, existing projects, and 
future projects. Conditions of approval and mitigation measures discussed in this document would 
reduce the potential for cumulative impacts to a less-than-significant level. 
 
47. Have environmental effects that will cause 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly 
or indirectly? 

    

Source(s): Staff review, project application materials 
 
Findings of Fact: The proposed project would not result in environmental effects that would cause 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly; there will be no adverse effects 
on human beings. Impacts to air quality, geologic hazards, greenhouse gases, hazardous 
waste/materials, hydrology, noise, and wildfire would result in either no impact or a less-than-significant 
impact.  
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VI. EARLIER ANALYSES 
 
Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an 
effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration as per California Code of 
Regulations, Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following: 
 
Earlier Analyses Used, if any: None 
 
Location Where Earlier Analyses, if used, are available for review: 
 
Location: County of Riverside Planning Department 
 4080 Lemon Street, 12th Floor 
 Riverside, CA 92501 
 
 
Revised: 8/29/2023 3:21 PM 
Y:\Planning Master Forms\Templates\CEQA Forms\EA-IS_Template.docx 
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Appendices 
 
 
 
 
Appendix A – Air Quality Modeling 
 
Appendix B – Biological Resources Assessment, and MSHCP Habitat Evaluation and Consistency 

Assessment and MSHCP DBESP 
 
Appendix C – Cultural Resources Assessment 
 
Appendix D – Geology Report 
 
Appendix E – Greenhouse Gas Modeling 
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Appendix B 
Biological Resources Assessment, and 

MSHCP Habitat Evaluation and 
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Appendix C 
Cultural Resources Assessment 

  















































































































 

 

 

Appendix D 
Geology Report 

  





http://www.petra-inc.com/






























https://seismicmaps.orgg/
https://earthquake.usgs.gov/hazards/interactive/


https://earthquake.usgs.gov/hazards/interactive/
https://seismicmaps.org/




https://seismicmaps.org/
https://earthquake.usgs.gov/hazards/interactive/


https://earthquake.usgs.gov/hazards/interactive/
https://seismicmaps.org/


https://earthquake.usgs.gov/hazards/interactive/
https://seismicmaps.org/


https://earthquake.usgs.gov/hazards/interactive/
https://seismicmaps.org/
















http://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/
https://gis1.countyofriverside.us/Html5Viewer/index.html?viewer=MMC_Public
http://www.google.com/earth/index.html/
https://earthquake.usgs.gov/hazards/interactive/






N

3186 Airway Avenue, Suite K
Costa Mesa, California 92626

PHONE: (714) 549-8921
COSTA MESA   TEMECULA VALENCIA PALM DESERT   CORONA   

Garrison Site Geotechnical Map 

Garrison Site, Ramona Facility Project
Anza, California

DATE: December, 2021

J.N.: 20-235-PW
Figure 2

PETRA GEOSCIENCES, INC.

HA-1

TD=8’

HA-2

TD=8’

af

Qes

B-1

TD 66.5ft

B-2

TD=26.5’

B-3

TD=26.5’

B-4

TD=26.5’

365 365 TP-1

TD=5’

TP-2

TD=5’

Qyf

af
B-1

TD=5’

B-2

TD=21.5’

B-3

TD=61.5’

EXPLANATION

Approximate Location of Exploratory Boring
B-1

TD=66.5’



N

3186 Airway Avenue, Suite K
Costa Mesa, California 92626

PHONE: (714) 549-8921
COSTA MESA   TEMECULA VALENCIA PALM DESERT   CORONA   

Red Shank Site Geotechnical Map 

Red Shank Site, Ramona Facility Project
Anza, California

DATE: December, 2021

J.N.: 20-235-PW
Figure 3

PETRA GEOSCIENCES, INC.

HA-1

TD=8’

HA-2

TD=8’

af

Qes

B-2

TD 20.3ft

B-2

TD=26.5’

B-3

TD=26.5’

B-4

TD=26.5’

365 365 TP-1

TD=5’

TP-2

TD=5’

Qyf

af
B-1

TD=5’

B-2

TD=21.5’

B-3

TD=61.5’

EXPLANATION

Approximate Location of Exploratory BoringB-2

TD=20.3’



3186 Airway Avenue, Suite K
Costa Mesa, California 92626

PHONE: (714) 549-8921
COSTA MESA   TEMECULA VALENCIA PALM DESERT   CORONA   

Reynolds Site Geotechnical Map

Reynolds Site, Ramona Facility Project
Anza, California

DATE: December, 2021

J.N.: 20-235-PW
Figure 4

PETRA GEOSCIENCES, INC.

N

EXPLANATION

Approximate Location of Exploratory Trench

HA-1

TD=8’

HA-2

TD=8’

af

Qes

B-1

TD=51.5’

B-2

TD=26.5’

B-3

TD=26.5’

B-4

TD=26.5’

365 365

TP-3

TD=8’

TP-4

TD=5’

Qyf

af
B-1

TD=5’

B-2

TD=21.5’

B-3

TD=61.5’

N

TP-4

TD=5’



N

3186 Airway Avenue, Suite K
Costa Mesa, California 92626

PHONE: (714) 549-8921
COSTA MESA   TEMECULA VALENCIA PALM DESERT   CORONA   

El Toro Site Geotechnical Map 

El Toro Site, Ramona Facility Project
Anza, California

DATE: December, 2021

J.N.: 20-235-PW
Figure 5

PETRA GEOSCIENCES, INC.

HA-1

TD=8’

HA-2

TD=8’

af

Qes
B-2

TD=26.5’

B-3

TD=26.5’

B-4

TD=26.5’

365 365

TP-1

TD=6.5’

TP-2

TD=10.5’

Qyf

af
B-1

TD=5’

B-2

TD=21.5’

B-3

TD=61.5’

EXPLANATION

Approximate Location of Exploratory Trench



APPENDIX A 

EXPLORATION LOGS (BORINGS) 
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Topsoil Silty Sand (SM):
Dark gray, dry, loose, fine to coarse-grained, with 10% angular fine to coarse
gravel and fine cobbles.
Alluvium (Qal) Silty Sand (SM):
Light brown, dry, loose, fine to coarse-grained, sub-rounded granitic cobbles
in sampler.

Light brown, dry, medium dense, fine-grained.

Poorly Graded Silty Fine Sand to Sandy Silt (SM-ML): Brown, damp, medium
dense, silty fine-grained sand to sandy silt.

Brown, moist, medium dense, very silty fine-grained sand to sandy silt.

Silty Sand (SM): Brown, damp, medium dense, fine-grained.

Sandy Silt (SM/ML): Light brown to brown, moist, medium dense, sandy silt.

Silty Sand (SM): Brown, damp, medium dense, fine to medium grained.

Silty Fine Sand (SM/ML): Brown to dark brown, damp to moist, medium
dense, fine to medium-grained.

Silty Sand (SM): Brown to gray brown, moist, dense, interbedded fine-grained
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Project: Western Water Conservation Facilities Boring No.: B-1

Location: Anza, California Elevation: 3,982 ft (msl)

Job No.: 20-235 Client: Western Water Conservation Date: September 7, 2021

Drill Method: Track Mount CME-75 Driving Weight: 140lbs Logged By: BR
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sand and clayey silt.

(ML): Brown to gray brown, moist, medium dense, sandy silt.

Sandy Silt (ML): Brown, moist, medium dense, sandy silt.

Silty Fine Sand (SM/ML): Brown, very stiff, fine grained.

Silty Fine Sand (SM/ML): Brown to gray brown, moist, very dense, fine to
medium-grained.

Silty Sand and Silt (ML): Brown, moist, medium dense, interbedded silty fine
sand with clayey silt.

Silty Sand (SM): light gray brown, moist, very dense, silty fine to medium
sand.

Total Depth 66.5-feet.
No groundwater or seepage.
Backfilled with cuttings.
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Drill Method: Track Mount CME-75 Driving Weight: 140lbs Logged By: BR

Depth
(Feet)

Lith-
ology

Material Description

W
A
T
E
R

Blows
per
6 in.

Samples

C
o
r
e

B
u
l
k

Moisture
Content

(%)

Laboratory Tests

Dry
Density

(pcf)

Other
Lab

Tests

E X P L O R A T I O N   L O G

Petra Geosciences, Inc.
PLATE A1



0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

Quartz Diorite (qdi):
Tan to light gray brown, dry, hard, medium grained intrusive igneous rock,
excavates as poorly graded medium to coarse-grained sand. Friable.
Light gray brown, dry to damp, hard, medium grained intrusive igneous rock,
excavates as silty fine to medium grained sand. No recovery.

Light gray brown, damp, hard, medium grained intrusive igneous rock,
excavates as silty fine to medium sand. No recovery. Friable.

Light gray to light gray brown, medium-grained intrusive igneous bedrock,
excavates as silty fine to coarse grained sand. Friable.

Light gray, damp, hard, medium-grained intrusive igneous bedrock, excavates
as silty fine to medium-grained sand.
Total Depth 20.3-feet.
No groundwater or seepage.
Backfilled with cuttings.
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Topsoil (Ts) Silty Sand (SM):
Dark Brown, dry to damp, loose, Fine to medium-grained, with rootlets.

Quartz Diorite (qdi):
White to light brown, damp, hard, medium-grained intrusive igneous rock,
weathered, excavates as poorly graded medium to coarse grained sand.
Friable.
White to light gray, damp, hard, medium-grained intrusive bedrock, Excavates
as poorly graded medium to coarse grained sand. Friable.

Total depth 10.5-feet.
No groundwater or seepage.
Backfilled with cuittings.
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Location: Anza, California Elevation: 4,691ft (msl)

Job No.: 20-235 Client: Western Water Conservation Date: September 2, 2021

Drill Method: CAT Backhoe Driving Weight: N/A Logged By: BR
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Topsoil (Ts) Silty Sand (SM):
Dark brown, dry, loose, fine to medium-grained sand.

Quartz Diorite (qdi):
Light gray, weak, medium-grained intrusive igneous rock, highly weathered,
excavates as poorly graded medium to coarse grained sand. Friable.

Light gray, damp, medium strong, medium to coarse grained igneous rock,
friable.

Total depth 6.5-feet.
No groundwater or seepage.
Backfilled with cuttings.

Project: Western Water Conservation Facilities Boring No.: TP-2

Location: Anza, California Elevation: 4,689 ft (msl)

Job No.: 20-235 Client: Western Water Conservation Date: September 2, 2021

Drill Method: CAT Backhoe Driving Weight: N/A Logged By: BR
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Topsoil (Ts) Silty Sand (SM):
Dark Brown, dry, loose, fine to medium grained.

Quartz Diorite (qdi):
Light gray, damp, medium strong, medium grained intrusive igneous rock,
highly weathered in upper 2.5-feet. Excavates as poorly graded fine to coarse
grained sand.

Total dpeth 8.5-feet.
No groundwater or seepage.
Backfilled with cuttings.
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Project: Western Water Conservation Facilities Boring No.: TP-3

Location: Anza, California Elevation: 4,500 ft (msl)

Job No.: 20-235 Client: Western Water Conservation Date: September 2, 2021

Drill Method: CAT Backhoe Driving Weight: N/A Logged By: BR
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Topsoil (Ts) Silty Sand (SM):
Dark brown, dry, loose, fine to coarse grained.

Quartz Diorite (qdi):
Light gray to gray brown, dry to damp, weak to medium strong, medium
grained intrusive igneous rock, highly weathered in the upper 1.5-feet.
Excavates as poorly graded medium to coarse sand..

Total Depth 5.0-feet.
No gorundwater or seepage.
Backfilled with cuttings.

Project: Western Water Conservation Facilities Boring No.: TP-4

Location: Anza, California Elevation: 4,501 ft (msl)

Job No.: 20-235 Client: Western Water Conservation Date: Spetember 2, 2021

Drill Method: CAT Backhoe Driving Weight: N/A Logged By: BR
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LABORATORY TEST PROCEDURES 

 

LABORATORY DATA SUMMARY 



 

_____________________________________________________   ______________________________________ 
 

PETRA GEOSCIENCES, INC. Laboratory Address: 1251 W. Pomona Road, Unit 103, Corona, CA, 92882 

J.N. 20-235-PW 

LABORATORY TEST PROCEDURES 

 

Soil Classification 

Soil materials encountered within the property were classified and described in accordance with the Unified 

Soil Classification System and in general accordance with the current version of Test Method ASTM  

D 2488. The assigned group symbols are presented in the exploration logs, Appendix A. 

 

In Situ Moisture Content and Dry Unit Weight 

In-place moisture content and dry unit weight of selected, relatively undisturbed soil samples were 

determined in accordance with the current version of the Test Method ASTM D 2435 and Test Method 

ASTM D 2216, respectively. Test data are presented on the exploration logs, Appendix A. 

 

Laboratory Maximum Dry Unit Weight and Optimum Moisture Content 

The maximum dry unit weight and optimum moisture content of the on-site soils were determined for 

selected bulk sample in accordance with current version of ASTM D 1557. The results of these tests are 

presented on Plate B-1. 

 

Expansion Index 

Expansion index testing was performed on selected bulk samples of the on-site soils in accordance with the 

current version of Test Method ASTM D 4829. The test results are presented on Plate B-1. 

 

Corrosivity Screening 

Chemical and electrical analyses were performed on selected bulk samples of onsite soils to determine their 

soluble sulfate content, chloride content, pH (acidity), and minimum electrical resistivity. These tests were 

performed in accordance with the current versions of California Test Method Nos. CTM 417, CTM 422 

and CTM 643, respectively. The results of these tests are included on Plate B-1. 

 

Percent Passing No. 200 Sieve 

Selected samples were run through a #200 sieve in general accordance with the current version of Test 

Method ASTM D 1140. The results of these tests are included on Exploration Log B-1 in Appendix A. 

 

Direct Shear 

The Coulomb shear strength parameters, angle of internal friction and cohesion, were determined for 

disturbed (bulk) samples remolded to approximately 90 percent of maximum dry density. These tests were 

performed in general accordance with ASTM D3080. Three specimens were prepared for each test. The 

test specimens were artificially saturated, and then sheared under varied normal loads at a maximum 

constant rate of strain of 0.05 inches per minute. Results are summarized on Plates B-2 and B-3. 

 

 



 

 _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
 

PETRA GEOSCIENCES, INC. Laboratory Address: 1251 W. Pomona Road, Unit 103, Corona, CA, 92882 

J.N. 20-235-PW PLATE B-1 

LABORATORY DATA SUMMARY* 

Boring 

Number 

Sample 

Depth 

(ft) 

Soil Description 

Max. Dry 

Density 1 

(pcf) 

Optimum 

Moisture1 

(%) 

Expansion 

Index2 

CBC Soil 

Classification3 

Atterberg 

Limits4 
Sulfate 

Content5 

(%) 

Chloride 

Content6 

(mg/L) 

pH7 

Minimum 

Resistivity7 

(ohm-cm) LL PL PI 

B-1 0-5 
Brown Silty Fine to 

Coarse Sand 
126.6 8.4 0 VERY LOW - - - 0.0006 300 7.26 1,100 

B-2 0-5 
Brown Silty Fine to 

Coarse Sand 
127.5 7.8 0 VERY LOW - - - 0.0126 383 6.95 19,000 

TP-1 0-1 
Dark Brown Silty Fine to 

Coarse Sand  
126.0 9.0 0 VERY LOW - - - 0.0012 210 6.98 13,000 

TP-3 0-2 
Dark Brown Silty Fine to 

Coarse Sand 
127.0 9.0 0 VERY LOW - - - 0.006 285 7.96 8,000 

 

*Note:  Laboratory data pertaining to in-place soil moisture content and dry density are provided on the exploration logs included in Appendix A of this report. 
  

Test Procedures: 
 
1  Per ASTM Test Method D 1557 

 
5  Per Caltrans Test Method 417  

 
 
2  Per ASTM Test Method D 4829 

 
6  Per Caltrans Test Method 422  

 
 
3  Per ASTM Test Method D 4829 and 2019 CBC  

 
7  Per Caltrans Test Method 643 

 
  
4  Per ASTM Test Method D 4318 

 
 



Client: Western Water Conservation

Project: Western Water Conservation Facilities

Sample Number: B-1 Depth: 0-5

Proj. No.: 20-235 Date Sampled: 9/23/2021

Sample Type: Remolded

Description: Brown, Silty fine to coarse Sand

Specific Gravity= 2.65

Remarks:
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Client: Western Water Conservation

Project: Western Water Conservation Facilities

Sample Number: B-2 Depth: 0-5

Proj. No.: 20-235 Date Sampled: 9/21/2021

Sample Type: Remolded

Description: Brown, Silty fine to coarse Sand with

trace Clay

Specific Gravity= 2.65

Remarks:

Figure
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Appendix E 
Greenhouse Gas Modeling 









GHG Emissions
MTCO2e

Total RCEM Grading 4
Total RCEM Drainage/Utilities/Sub-Grade 40
2020-2021 CalEEMod Total 102

Total Construction 146

30-Year Amortization 5
SCAQMD Threshold 3,000
Exceeds Threshold No
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