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Environmental Assessment 

Environmental Assessment (EA)/CEQA Case Number:  Case No. CEQ240002 
Project Case Type(s) and Number(s):  Grading Permit (BGR No. 2400062) Initial Study No. CEQ240002 
Lead Agency Contact Person: Russel Brady; (951) 955-0972 
Lead Agency Address:  Riverside County Planning Department, 4080 Lemon Street, 12th Floor, Riverside, CA 92501 
Applicant Contact Person:  Rob Nixon 
Telephone Number: (480) 447-2001 
Applicant’s Name:  Walton Development & Management, Inc. 
Applicant’s Address:  14614 North Kierland Boulevard, Suite 120, Scottsdale, AZ 85254 
Engineer’s Name:  Dean Paradise, David Evans and Associates 
Engineer’s Address:  14297 Cajon Avenue, Suite 101, Victorville, CA 92392 
 
1.1 PROJECT INFORMATION 

A. Project Description: The Applicant is proposing a grading permit for a 25.6-acre area (herein referred to as, 
“grading permit site”) within an approximately 79.2-acre property located at the northeast corner of Old 
Newport Road at Briggs Road, immediately east of the City of Menifee (Assessor’s Parcel Number [APN] No. 
461-170-001).  The proposed grading permit would allow for the excavation of approximately 184,000 cubic 
yards (cy) of soil from the grading permit site, which would be exported to an adjacent property located 
immediately northwest of the grading permit site (herein, “receiving site”).  Construction activities are on-
going at the receiving site, and all soil material exported from the grading permit site would be stockpiled in 
the portions of the receiving site that have been fully disturbed by on-going grading and construction 
activities.  Following completion of grading activities, the grading permit site would be hydroseeded to provide 
soil stability and reduce the potential for soil erosion. The proposed grading permit would not authorize any 
new development or construction activities at the grading permit site beyond the grading activities that would 
be required to facilitate the export of 184,000 cy of soil material.  The receiving site was evaluated in a 
separate Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) approved by Riverside County in 2002. Following the 2002 
approval, the receiving site was annexed into the City of Menifee. Although the MND analysis for the receiving 
site assumed development on-site would occur in 2005, the development plans were updated and approved 
by the City of Menifee in 2023.  As such, the import of soils on the receiving site was evaluated as part of the 
MND approved by Riverside County. Therefore, the import of soils to the receiving site is an implementing 
action of the MND.  The grading permit for soil export activities is requested as a stand-alone action because 
the exported soil materials are needed to facilitate on-going grading activities that are anticipated to be 
completed in 2024. In addition, because the receiving site is in the City of Menifee while the soil export site is 
located in unincorporated Riverside County, Riverside County is effectively serving as a Responsible Agency 
for the receiving site project and would be responsible for issuance of a grading permit in association with the 
soil export activities.  Although a development application is on file for residential development on the Project 
site, grading of the site to facilitate the export of soil materials would have independent utility from the future 
residential development on site because future development of the grading permit site would require 
additional grading to establish buildable development pads. Thus, the grading permit has a logical terminus 
and individual utility to provide the export of soils [Del Mar Terrace Conservancy, Inc. v. City Council (1992)]. 
The Project site is zoned for residential uses, and it is reasonable to anticipate that future residential 
development on-site. However, the timing for the review and approval of a development application is 
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unknown at this time. Thus, in order for the receiving site to proceed with grading activities, a stand-alone 
grading permit is required to facilitate the export of soil materials from the property. Upon grading 
completion, the site would continue to be a vacant parcel with no structures, similar to existing conditions. 
All future discretionary approvals authorizing development on-site would be subject to a future California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review prior to approval of any development proposal.  

B. Type of Project:  

Site Specific ☒ Countywide ☐ Community ☐ Policy ☐ 

C. Total Project Area: 25.6 acres 

Residential Acres:  0 Lots: 0 Units: 0 Projected No. of Residents: 0 
Commercial Acres:  0 Lots: 0 Sq. Ft. of Bldg. Area: 0 Est. No. of Employees: 0 
Industrial Acres: 0 Lots: N/A Sq. Ft. of Bldg. Area:  0 Est. No. of Employees: 0 
Other: Grading: 25.6 acres Lots: 0 Sq. Ft. of Bldg. Area: 0 Est. No. of Employees: 0 

D. Assessor’s Parcel No(s): 461-170-001 

E. Street References:  Northeast corner of Briggs Road and Old Newport Road 

F. Section, Township & Range Description or reference/attach a Legal Description: Fractional west half of the 
southwest quarter of Section 31, Township 5 South, Range 2 West, San Bernardino Baseline and Meridian 

G. Brief description of the existing environmental setting of the project site and its surroundings: Under 
existing conditions, the grading permit site is mainly vacant and undeveloped, with the exception of a small 
chain link fence and an overhead transmission line located along the western grading permit site boundary, 
and remnant concrete slabs from an abandoned ranch house located near the center of the grading permit 
site.  A majority of the property consists of disturbed vegetation that is routinely disced for fire abatement 
purposes. 

The grading permit site’s surrounding land uses include vacant and undeveloped land located immediately 
north of the grading permit site.  Farther north is Domenigoni Parkway.  Immediately south of the grading 
permit site is an egg ranch.  A residential development is located west of the grading permit site within the 
City of Menifee.  Further to west is Domenigoni Parkway.  Open space conservation uses are located 
immediately to the east of the grading permit site. 

 
1.2 APPLICABLE GENERAL PLAN AND ZONING REGULATIONS 

A. General Plan Elements/Policies: 

1. Land Use: The grading permit site is located within the Harvest Valley/Winchester Area Plan (HVWAP) of 
the County of Riverside’s General Plan.  The General Plan and HVWAP designate the 25.6-acres grading 
permit site “Low Density Residential (LDR)” and “Rural Mountainous (RM)” land uses.  The LDR designation 
allows for single-family detached residences with a density range of 0.5-1 du/ac. The RM land use 
designation allows for single-family residential uses with a minimum lot size of 10 acres and limited animal 
keeping, agriculture, and recreational use. There would be no changes to the grading permit site’s land 
use designations, as the grading permit only would allow for grading activities on site to facilitate the 
export of 184,000 cy of soil material.  In addition, because the proposed grading permit only would allow 
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for grading activities, the proposed grading permit would have no potential to conflict either with the 
site’s adopted land use designations or any of the policies contained in the General Plan Land Use Element.  

2. Circulation: The proposed grading permit would not involve any roadway improvements, and traffic 
generated as a result of the proposed grading activities only would occur along unimproved areas 
between the grading permit site and on-going construction activities at the receiving site, with no traffic 
associated with grading activities occurring along improved roadways.  There are no components of the 
proposed grading permit with the potential to conflict with County Ordinance No. 461. The proposed 
grading permit would have no potential to conflict with the Circulation Element policies of the General 
Plan. 

3. Multipurpose Open Space: The 25.6-acre grading permit site is not designated for open space by the 
Riverside County General Plan Land Use Map, indicating that the property is not targeted for conservation 
as open space.  The grading permit site is not located within any of the Criteria Cells identified by the 
Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP), indicating the property is 
not subject to long-term conservation under the MSHCP.  The grading permit site is not located within 
any MSHCP survey areas for amphibians or mammals, and is not located within a MSHCP Criteria Area 
Species Survey Area (CASSA).  The grading permit site is within the MSHCP-required survey area for the 
burrowing owl, and the site is within the MSHCP Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area (NEPSSA) for 
Munz’s onion (Allium munzii), San Diego ambrosia (Ambrosia pumila), many-stemmed dudleya (Dudleya 
multicaulis), spreading navarretia (Navarretia fossalis), California Orcutt grass (Orcuttia californica), and 
Wright’s trichocoronis (Trichocoronis wrightii var. wrightii).  Biological surveys conducted for the property 
determined that the site either does not support suitable habitat for the target NEPSSA species, or were 
determined to be absent from the property through focused surveys. Although no burrowing owls were 
observed on site during focused surveys, the grading permit would be conditioned to require pre-grading 
burrowing owl surveys and a burrowing owl Protection and Relocation Plan would be required in the event 
any burrowing owls are identified.  The proposed grading permit would not conflict with any applicable 
MSHCP provisions. The proposed grading permit meets with all other applicable Multipurpose Open Space 
Element Policies. 

4. Safety: The proposed grading permit would not have any effect on emergency response services to the 
surrounding area, as all traffic associated with grading activities only would traverse a short distance along 
undeveloped lands adjacent to on-going construction activities at the receiving site.  The proposed grading 
permit meets with all applicable Safety Element policies. 

5. Noise: The proposed grading permit would be subject to compliance with all applicable Riverside County 
ordinances and requirements, the grading permit would not exceed Riverside County noise standards, 
and the proposed grading permit would have no potential to conflict with any applicable Noise Element 
policies. 

6. Housing: The proposed grading permit would not entail the construction of any new housing, nor would 
the proposed grading permit preclude future residential development on site.  The proposed grading 
permit would not conflict with any applicable Housing Element policies. 

7. Air Quality: The grading contractors would be required to control fugitive dust emissions during grading 
activities and to reduce air pollutant emissions to the greatest feasible extent in accordance with the 
SCAQMD requirements.  Following grading activities, the site would be hydroseeded; thus, under long-
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term conditions, the grading permit would have no potential to violate SCAQMD thresholds of significance 
for daily air pollutant emissions. 

8. Healthy Communities: The proposed grading permit would not result in any localized air quality impacts 
affecting nearby sensitive receptors (e.g., residential and school uses).  The grading permit site is not 
environmentally sensitive or subject to severe natural hazards.  The proposed grading permit would have 
no potential to conflict with applicable policies of the Healthy Communities Element of the General Plan. 

B. General Plan Area Plan(s): Harvest Valley/Winchester Area Plan 

C. Foundation Component(s): Community Development and Rural 

D. Land Use Designation(s): Low Density Residential (LDR) and Rural Mountainous (RM) 

E. Overlay(s), if any: N/A 

F. Policy Area(s), if any: Highway 79 Policy Area 

G. Adjacent and Surrounding Area Plan(s), Foundation Component(s), Land Use Designation(s), and Overlay(s) 
and Policy Area(s), if any: To the west of the grading permit site are areas within the City of Menifee and 
designated as “Menifee Village Specific Plan (SP),” “2.1-5 du/ac Residential (2.1-5 R),” “Recreation (OS-R),” 
and “Water (OS-W).”  To the east of the grading permit site are areas within the Winchester 293 Specific Plan 
and are designated as “Open Space.”  Areas to the north and south of the grading permit site are within the 
Riverside County General Plan and are designated as “Rural Mountainous (RM)” and “Agriculture (AG),” 
respectively.  The grading permit site and surrounding areas are located within the Highway 79 Policy Area 
and the Mt. Palomar Night Time Lighting Policy Area. 

H. Adopted Specific Plan Information 

1. Name and Number of Specific Plan, if any:  Not within a Specific Plan 

2. Specific Plan Planning Area, and Policies, if any: None 

I. Existing Zoning: Rural Residential (R-R) 

J. Proposed Zoning, if any:  N/A 

K. Adjacent and Surrounding Zoning: Areas north, south, and east of the grading permit site are zoned within 
Riverside County and consists of the following: North: Rural Residential (R-R); South: Light Agriculture with 
Poultry (A-P); and East: Winchester 293 Specific Plan – Open Space.  Areas west of the grading permit site are 
zoned within the City of Menifee and consists of Menifee Village Specific Plan (S-P) and Planned Residential 
(R-4). 

 
1.3 ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 

The environmental factors checked below (☒) would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one 
impact that is a ”Potentially Significant Impact” or “Less than Significant Impact 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 
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☒ Biological Resources ☐ Mineral Resources ☐ Utilities/Service Systems 
☒ Cultural Resources  ☐  Noise ☐ Wildfire 

☐ Energy  ☒ Paleontological Resources ☒ Mandatory Findings of 

☐ 
☐ 

Geology/Soils  
Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

☐ 
☐ 

Population/Housing 
Public Services 

 Significance 

 
1.4 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 have been made by or agreed to by the project 
proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

☐ I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORT (EIR) 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 
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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 examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the previous EIR or 
negative declaration; (C)  Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact 
be feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project, but the project 
proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measures or alternatives; or, (D)  Mitigation measures or 
alternatives which are considerably different from those analyzed in the previous EIR or negative declaration 
would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project on the environment, but the project 
proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measures or alternatives. 

 
       July 16, 2024  
Signature  Date 
 

    Russell Brady       For John Hildebrand, Planning Director  
Printed Name   
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2.0  Environmental Analysis 

2.1 ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES ASSESSMENT 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code §§ 21000-21178.1), 
this Initial Study has been prepared to analyze the proposed grading permit to determine any potential significant 
impacts upon the environment that would result from construction and implementation of the grading permit.  In 
accordance with California Code of Regulations, § 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, Mitigated Negative Declaration, or an Environmental Impact Report is required for the 
proposed grading permit.  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 grading 
permit. 
 
2.1.1 Aesthetics 

 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
a) Would the Project have a substantial effect upon a scenic highway corridor within which it is located? 

Findings of Fact:  The proposed grading permit only would allow for grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the 
export of 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property to the northwest of the grading permit site.  Following 
completion of grading activities, the site would be hydroseeded for soil stabilization and to minimize the potential 
for erosion.  No buildings would be constructed as part of the proposed grading permit.  According to Riverside 
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County General Plan, there are no officially-designated State scenic highways in the Project vicinity, nor are there 
any County-designated scenic highways.  The nearest officially-designated State scenic highway is State Route 74 
(SR-74), located approximately 3.7 miles north of the grading permit site.  The nearest State-eligible scenic 
highway is Interstate 215 (I-215), located approximately 2.0 miles west of the grading permit site. Grading 
activities associated with the proposed grading permit would not be visible from any scenic highways.  
Accordingly, no impacts would occur. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
b) Would the Project 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? 

Findings of Fact:  The overall property is 79.2 acres and includes steep hillsides with rock outcroppings; however, 
the proposed grading permit only would allow for grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the export of 184,000 
cy of soil material to an adjacent property to the northwest of the grading permit site.  The steep hillsides and 
rock outcroppings located on the property would not be disturbed as part of this grading Project. Following 
completion of grading activities, the site would be hydroseeded for soil stabilization and to minimize the potential 
for erosion.  No buildings would be constructed as part of the proposed grading permit.  Although grading activities 
would result in the removal of several existing eucalyptus trees, these trees are not prominently visible from off-
site locations and do not comprise a scenic resource.  There are no outcroppings or unique or landmark features 
within areas that would be subject to grading.  Because no buildings would be constructed, the proposed grading 
permit has no potential to obstruct any prominent scenic vista or view open to the public.  In addition, because 
the site would be hydroseeded following grading activities, the proposed grading permit would not result in the 
creation of an aesthetically offensive site open to public view.  No impact would occur. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
c) In non-urbanized areas, would the Project 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? 

Findings of Fact: The grading permit site is within a developing area of unincorporated western Riverside County. 
The proposed grading permit only would allow for grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the export of 184,000 
cy of soil material to an adjacent property to the northwest of the grading permit site.  Following completion of 
grading activities, the site would be hydroseeded for soil stabilization and to minimize the potential for erosion.  
The hydroseed mix would generally include a mixture of a hydraulic mulch, seed, fertilizer, and stabilizing emulsion 
with a hydraulic mulcher. The exact seed mixture would be selected based on soil conditions, site topography and 
exposure, season and climate, vegetation type, maintenance requirements, sensitive adjacent areas, and water 
availability.  Upon maturity, the hydroseed mix would provide a natural vegetation cover over the graded area of 
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the Project site.  Implementation of the hydroseed mix would ensure that the visual character of the site would 
not be significantly degraded by providing vegetation cover upon completion of grading activities.  Because the 
site would be hydroseeded following grading activities, the proposed grading permit would not substantially 
degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings.  Additionally, all 
grading activities would be required to comply with all applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic 
quality.  No impact would occur. 
 
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 

Would the Project: 

2. Mt. Palomar Observatory 
a. Interfere with the nighttime use of the Mt. Palomar 

Observatory, as protected through Riverside County 
Ordinance No. 655? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
a) Would the Project interfere with the nighttime use of the Mt. Palomar Observatory, as protected 

through Riverside County Ordinance No. 655? 

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit only would allow for grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the 
export of 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property to the northwest of the grading permit site.  Following 
completion of grading activities, the site would be hydroseeded for soil stabilization and to minimize the potential 
for erosion. The proposed grading permit site is located in Mt. Palomar Observatory Zone B. However, no buildings 
would be constructed as part of the grading permit; therefore, no lighting fixtures would be installed and the 
Project would not be subject to the outdoor lighting policies and requirements specified by Riverside County 
Ordinance No. 655. In addition, all grading activities would occur during daytime hours pursuant to the timing 
restrictions imposed by Riverside County Ordinance No. 847 (Regulating Noise). Because grading activities would 
occur during daytime hours, no lighting elements would be introduced to the site during grading activities.  
Accordingly, the proposed grading permit has no potential to conflict with the provisions of Riverside County 
Ordinance No. 655.  No impact would occur. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
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 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

Would the Project: 

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? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
a) Would the Project create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or 

nighttime views in the area? 

b) Would the Project expose residential property to unacceptable light levels? 

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit only would allow for grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the 
export of 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property to the northwest of the grading permit site.  Following 
completion of grading activities, the site would be hydroseeded for soil stabilization and to minimize the potential 
for erosion. No buildings would be constructed as part of the grading permit. In addition, all grading activities 
would occur during daytime hours pursuant to the timing restrictions imposed by Riverside County Ordinance No. 
847 (Regulating Noise), and as such no lighting elements would be introduced to the site during grading activities.  
Accordingly, the proposed grading permit has no potential to create a new source of substantial light or glare 
which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area, and has no potential to expose residential 
property to unacceptable light levels. No impact would occur. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
2.1.2 Agriculture and Forest Systems 

 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
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 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
a) Would the Project 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? 

Findings of Fact: According to mapping information from the California Department of Conservation (CDC) 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP), the grading permit site is classified as containing “Farmland 
of Local Importance” and “Other Land.”  Areas surrounding the grading permit site are classified as “Urban and 
Built-Up Land,” “Farmland of Local Importance,” and “Other Land.”  (CDC, 2016)  Thus, the grading permit site and 
surrounding areas do not contain any Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance 
(Farmland), and the proposed grading permit therefore would have no potential to directly or indirectly convert 
Farmland to non-agricultural use.  As such, no impact to Farmland would occur as a result of the proposed grading 
permit.   
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
b) Would the Project conflict with existing agricultural zoning, agricultural use or with land subject to a 

Williamson Act contract or land within a Riverside County Agricultural Preserve? 

Findings of Fact: According to mapping information available from the CDC California Williamson Act Enrollment 
Finder, the Project is not subject to a Williamson Act contract. (CDC, 2022) Additionally, there are no agricultural 
lands subject to a Williamson Act Contract within the surrounding area. Additionally, the grading permit site 
currently is zoned Rural-Residential (R-R), which is not an agricultural land zoning classification pursuant to the 
definitions of “land zoned for primarily agricultural use” by Section 4 of Riverside County Ordinance No. 625.  The 
proposed grading permit has no potential to conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act 
Contract.  No impact would occur. 
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Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
c) Would the Project cause development of non-agricultural uses within 300 feet of agriculturally zoned 

property (Ordinance No. 625 “Right-to-Farm”)? 

Findings of Fact: Surrounding zoning classifications consist of “Rural Residential (R-R)” to the north, “Light 
Agriculture with Poultry (A-P)” to the south, “Planned Residential (R-4)” to the west, and “Open Space” to the 
east.  Of these zoning classifications, only the A-P zoning classification comprises “land zoned for primarily 
agricultural use” pursuant to Section 4 of Riverside County Ordinance No. 625.  However, the proposed grading 
permit only would allow for grading of the property and the export of soil materials to an adjacent property, and 
the grading permit would not allow for any development of structures that could accommodate land uses that 
may be sensitive to agricultural operations.  As such, the proposed grading permit has no potential to cause 
development of non-agricultural uses within 300 feet of agriculturally-zoned property, and no impact would occur.  
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
d) Would the Project involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or 

nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use? 

Findings of Fact: “Farmland” is defined in Section II.a of Appendix G to the State CEQA Guidelines to mean Prime 
Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance.  As described under Threshold a), above, there 
are no areas of Farmland within the vicinity of the grading permit site.  As such, there are no components of the 
proposed grading permit that would result in changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or 
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use, and no impact would occur.  
 
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 

Would the Project: 

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 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
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 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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 conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
a) Would the Project 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) Would the Project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

c) Would the Project involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or 
nature, could result in conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

Findings of Fact: No lands within the vicinity of the grading permit site are zoned for forest land, timberland, or 
Timberland Production, nor are any lands within the vicinity used for timber production.  The proposed grading 
permit therefore would have no potential to conflict with timberland or forest land zoning designations, nor would 
the grading permit result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use.  There are no 
components of the proposed grading permit that would result in changes to the existing environment which could 
result in the conversion of forest land to non-forest use.  No impact would occur. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
2.1.3 Air Quality 

 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

Would the Project: 

6. Air Quality Impacts 
a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 

applicable air quality plan? 
☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
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 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 
A technical study was prepared by Helix Environmental Planning for the Project, entitled “Riverside Views Grading 
Permit Air Quality Assessment” (herein, “Grading AQ and GHG Report”) dated April 2024, and included as 
Technical Appendix A to this Initial Study.  
 
a) Would the Project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? 

Findings of Fact: The grading permit site is in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB), which consists of all or part of four 
counties including: Los Angeles, San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange.  It should be noted that the Southern 
California Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) has jurisdiction over the non-desert portion of the SCAB in 
Riverside County.  SCAQMD is principally responsible for air pollution control and works directly with the Southern 
California Association of Governments (SCAG), county transportation commission, local governments, as well as 
State and federal agencies to reduce emissions from stationary, mobile, and indirect sources to meet State and 
federal ambient air quality standards.   
 
In December 2022, the SCAQMD released the Final 2022 AQMP (2022 AQMP). The 2022 AQMP continues to 
evaluate current integrated strategies and control measures to meet the NAAQS, as well as explore new and 
innovative methods to reach its goals. Some of these approaches include utilizing incentive programs, recognizing 
existing co-benefit programs from other sectors, and developing a strategy with fair-share reductions at the 
federal, state, and local levels. Similar to the 2016 AQMP, the 2022 AQMP incorporates scientific and technological 
information and planning assumptions, including the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS, a planning document that supports the 
integration of land use and transportation to help the region meet the federal CAA requirements. 2.1.3a)Table 1, 
SCAB Attainment Status (Riverside County), identifies the current federal and State attainment status for the 
Riverside County portion of the SCAB.  
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Table 1 SCAB Attainment Status (Riverside County) 

 
Pursuant to the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines Handbook, a project would be inconsistent with the AQMP 
if it would: 
 

• Consistency Criterion No. 1: Potential to result in an increase in the frequency or severity of existing air 
quality violations or cause or contribute to new violations or delay the timely attainment of air quality 
standards or the interim emissions reductions specified in the AQMP. 

The violations that Consistency Criterion No. 1 refers to are the California Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(CAAQS) and National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).  CAAQS and NAAQS violations would occur 
if regional or localized significance thresholds (LSTs) were to be exceeded. As discussed in further detail 
under the analysis of Thresholds b. and c., below, grading activities associated with the proposed grading 
permit would not exceed any of the SCAQMD Regional Thresholds and would not exceed any of the 
SCAQMD LSTs.  Accordingly, the proposed grading permit would be consistent with the SCAQMD 2022 
AQMP according to this criterion. 
 

• Consistency Criterion No. 2: Exceed the assumptions in the AQMP. 

The 2022 AQMP demonstrates that the applicable ambient air quality standards can be achieved within 
the timeframes required under federal law. Growth projections from local general plans adopted by cities 
in the district are provided to the SCAG, which develops regional growth forecasts, which are then used 
to develop future air quality forecasts for the AQMP. Development consistent with the growth projections 
in County of Riverside General Plan is considered to be consistent with the AQMP. Peak day emissions 
generated by grading activities are largely independent of land use assignments, but rather are a function 
of development scope and maximum area of disturbance. Irrespective of the grading permit site’s land 
use designation, development of the site to its maximum potential would likely occur, with disturbance 
of the entire site occurring during construction activities. As such, when considering that no construction-
related emissions thresholds would be exceeded (as discussed under the analysis of Thresholds b. and c.), 
the Project’s construction-related emissions would be consistent with the AQMP according to this 
criterion. 

 
Based on the foregoing analysis, the proposed grading permit would not conflict or obstruct the implementation 
of the AQMP and impacts would be less than significant. 
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Mitigation:  No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
b) Would the Project 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? 

Findings of Fact: The Grading AQ and GHG Report included an assessment of daily emissions associated with 
grading of the property.  Construction emissions were assessed using CalEEMod, Version 2022.1. Refer to the 
Methodology and Assumptions section of the Grading AQ and GHG Report for a discussion of the methodology 
used to estimate regional emissions during grading activities.  As shown in Table 2, Maximum Daily Grading 
Criteria Pollutant and Precursor Emissions, maximum daily emissions associated with the proposed grading 
activities would not exceed any of the Regional Thresholds identified by the SCAQMD for any criteria pollutant.  
Accordingly, the proposed grading permit would not 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, and impacts would be less than significant. 

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

Table 2 Maximum Daily Grading Criteria Pollutant and Precursor Emissions 

 
(Helix, 2024a, Table 3) 
 
c) Would the Project expose sensitive receptors, which are located within one (1) mile of the project site, 

to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Findings of Fact:  The Grading AQ and GHG Report included an assessment of localized emissions associated with 
grading of the property.  Refer to the Methodology and Assumptions section of the Grading AQ and GHG Report 
for a discussion of the methodology used to estimate localized emissions during grading activities.  As shown in 
Table 3, Maximum Daily Localized Construction Emissions, grading activities associated with the proposed grading 
permit would not exceed any of the SCAQMD LSTs.  Therefore, the proposed grading permit would not expose 
sensitive receptors, which are located within one (1) mile of the project site, to substantial pollutant 
concentrations, and impacts would be less than significant. 
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Table 3 Maximum Daily Localized Construction Emissions 

 
(Helix, 2024a, Table 4) 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
d) Would the Project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a 

substantial number of people? 

Findings of Fact: The Air Quality Section of the County’s General Plan Update EIR provides guidance for defining 
objectionable odors and “substantial numbers of people.”  For construction activities, the EIR determined that a 
substantial number of people would not be impacted, as construction odors are limited to the number of people 
living and working near the source. Land uses generally associated with odor complaints include agricultural uses 
(livestock and farming), wastewater treatment plants, food processing plants, chemical plants, composting 
operations, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding facilities. 
 
The nearest existing residences are located approximately 66 feet west of the grading permit site on the west side 
of Briggs Road. The proposed grading permit would entail the grading and export of 184,000 cy of soil to a site 
immediately west of the grading permit site.  Potential odor sources associated with the proposed grading 
activities would be limited to odors associated with construction equipment exhaust.  Standard construction 
requirements would minimize odor impacts from construction. The grading-related odor emissions would be 
temporary, short-term, and intermittent in nature and would cease upon completion of grading activities; thus, 
odor emissions related to construction activity would be less than significant.   
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
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2.1.4 Biological Resources 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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 U.S. 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 U. S. 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? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
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A Biological Resources Assessment technical report was prepared for the grading permit site.  This report, which 
was prepared by Helix Environmental Planning, is entitled, “Briggs Road Residential Project General Biological 
Resources Assessment” (herein, “BRA”), dated October 2019, and included as Technical Appendix B1 to this Initial 
Study.  Although the BRA was prepared in conjunction with a separate development proposal, the BRA provides 
sufficient information with respect to the existing biological conditions at the grading permit site to allow for an 
analysis of the grading permit’s potential impact to biological resources. Additionally, a Crotch’s Bumblebee 
Survey Report was prepared for the grading permit site. This report, which was prepared by Helix Environmental 
Planning, is entitled, “2024 Crotch’s Bumble Bee (Bombus crotchii) Survey Report for the Riverside Borrow Site 
Export” (herein, “CBB Report”), dated July 2024, and included as Technical Appendix B2 to this Initial Study. 
 
a) Would the Project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 

Conservation Community Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State conservation plan? 

Findings of Fact: The Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) and the 
Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Habitat Conservation Plan (SKR HCP) are the applicable habitat conservation/planning 
program for Western Riverside County.   
 
According to Figure S-1 of the SKR HCP, the grading permit site is not located within or adjacent to any core reserve 
areas for the Stephens’ kangaroo rat.  Additionally, the grading permit Applicant would be required to contribute 
fees towards the establishment and long-term maintenance of the SKR HCP core reserve pursuant to Riverside 
County Ordinance No. 663.  The proposed grading permit would not conflict with any provisions of the SKR HCP; 
thus, a less-than-significant impact would occur. 
 
The grading permit site occurs within the HVWAP portion of the MSHCP but is not within an MSHCP Criteria Cell, 
an MSCHP-designated Cell Group, or an MSHCP subunit within the HVWAP that requires conservation of land for 
inclusion in the MSHCP Conservation Area.  The grading permit site also is not within any cores or linkages (i.e., 
Special Linkage Areas) as identified on MSHCP Figure 3-2.  Although habitat conservation is not required on the 
grading permit site pursuant to the MSHCP, all projects must demonstrate compliance with applicable MSHCP 
requirements pursuant to the following sections of the MSHCP: Section 6.1.2, “Protection of Species Associated 
with Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools;” Section 6.1.3, “Protection of Narrow Endemic Plant Species;” 
Section 6.1.4, “Guidelines Pertaining to the Urban/Wildland Interface;” and Section 6.3.2, “Additional Survey 
Needs and Procedures.”  Provided below is an assessment of the grading permit’s consistency with these 
provisions of the MSHCP. 
 

Compliance with MSHCP Section 6.1.2 
Volume 1, Section 6.1.2 of the MSCHP describes the process to protect species associated with 
riparian/riverine areas and vernal pools.  The MSHCP requires focused surveys for sensitive riparian bird 
species when suitable habitat would be affected and surveys for sensitive fairy shrimp species when vernal 
pools or other suitable habitat would be affected.  As demonstrated by the BRA, neither Riparian/Riverine nor 
Vernal Pool habitats exist on the grading permit site.  Although the property includes a spring, a manmade 
swale, and erosional features as described in Section 3.3 of the BRA, the BRA demonstrates that these features 
do not meet the definition of MSHCP Riparian/Riverine resources.  The BRA also found that none of the 23 
MSHCP Riparian/Riverine and Vernal pool plant species with the potential to occur were observed on the 
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grading permit site.  Therefore, the proposed grading permit would not conflict with MSHCP Volume I, Section 
6.1.2 
 
Compliance with MSHCP Section 6.1.3 
Volume I, Section 6.1.3 of the MSHCP requires that within identified Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey 
Areas (NEPSSA), site-specific focused surveys for Narrow Endemic Plants Species are required for all public 
and private projects where appropriate soils and habitat are present.  According to MSHCP Figure 6-1, the 
grading permit site is located within the NEPSSA designated survey area 3, which targets the following species: 
Munz's onion, San Diego ambrosia, many-stemmed dudleya, spreading navarretia, California Orcutt grass, and 
Wrights's trichocoronis.  The BRA found that the grading permit site does not support suitable habitat for any 
special-status plant species, including the NEPSSA target species; therefore, the BRA demonstrates that the 
proposed grading permit has no potential to result in a conflict with MSHCP Section 6.1.3.   
 
Compliance with MSHCP Section 6.1.4 
According to Section 6.1.4 of the MSHCP, the Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines are intended to address 
indirect effects (“edge effects”) associated with locating development in proximity to MSHCP conservation 
areas.  The grading permit site is not located or adjacent to any Criteria Cell or conservation area.  The nearest 
conservation area is Constrained Linkage B (Salt Creek) located approximately 0.5-mile to the north of the 
grading permit site.    Accordingly, the proposed grading permit would not be subject to compliance with 
MSHCP Section 6.1.4, and no conflict with MSHCP Section 6.1.4 would occur as a result of proposed grading 
operations.   
 
Compliance with MSHCP Section 6.3.2 
MSHCP Section 6.3.2 requires special surveys for certain plant species for lands located within the Criteria 
Area Plant Species Survey Area (CAPSSA).  According to Figure 6-2 of the MSHCP, the grading permit site is not 
located within the CAPSSA.  Additionally, according to MSHCP Figure 6-3, the grading permit site is not located 
within the Amphibian Species Survey Area. Furthermore, according to Figure 6-5 of the MSHCP, the grading 
permit site is located outside of the Mammal Species Survey Areas.  However, according to MSHCP Figure 6-
4, the grading permit site lies within the Burrowing Owl Survey Area.  Focused burrowing owl surveys were 
performed for the grading permit site and burrowing owls were not detected at the site. However, the grading 
permit would be subject to standard conditions of approval to be imposed by Riverside County ensuring 
compliance with MSHCP Objective 6 for the burrowing owl by requiring pre-construction surveys for the 
burrowing owl no more than 30 days prior to construction to confirm the absence of owls. In the event pre-
construction surveys identify the presence of burrowing owl the conditions of approval would require the 
preparation and implementation of a Burrowing Owl Protection and Relocation Plan prior to initiating ground 
disturbance.  With the mandatory compliance with the standard conditions of approval requiring pre-
construction surveys for the burrowing owl and the preparation and implementation of a Burrowing Owl 
Protection and Relocation Plan (if required), the proposed grading permit would be consistent with Volume I, 
Section 6.3.2 of the MSHCP.   

 
Based on the preceding analysis, the proposed grading permit would not conflict with the MSHCP, and impacts 
would therefore be less than significant.  
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Based on the foregoing analysis, the 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.  As such, impacts due to a conflict with the MSHCP would not occur.   
 
Mitigation: Measures listed below would apply to the proposed Project and would be enforced as part of the 
Project’s Conditions of Approval:  
 
MM BIO-1 Within 30 days prior to grading, a qualified biologist shall conduct a survey of suitable habitat on-

site and make a determination regarding the presence or absence of the burrowing owl.  The 
determination shall be documented in a report and shall be submitted, reviewed, and accepted 
by the County of Riverside prior to the issuance of a grading permit and subject to the following 
provisions: 

a) In the event that the pre-construction survey identifies no burrowing owls on the 
property a grading permit may be issued without restriction. 

b) In the event that the pre-construction survey identifies the presence of at least one 
individual but less than three (3) mating pairs of burrowing owl, then prior to the issuance of a 
grading permit and prior to the commencement of ground-disturbing activities on the property, 
the qualified biologist shall passively or actively relocate any burrowing owls.  Passive relocation, 
including the required use of one-way doors to exclude owls from the site and the collapsing of 
burrows, will occur if the biologist determines that the proximity and availability of alternate 
habitat is suitable for successful passive relocation.  Passive relocation shall follow CDFW 
relocation protocol and shall only occur between September 15 and February 1.  If proximate 
alternate habitat is not present as determined by the biologist, active relocation shall follow CDFW 
relocation protocol.  The biologist shall confirm in writing that the species has fledged the site or 
been relocated prior to the issuance of a grading permit. 

c) In the event that the pre-construction survey identifies the presence of three (3) or more 
mating pairs of burrowing owl, the requirements of the Western Riverside County MSCHP Species-
Specific Conservation Objective 5 for the burrowing owl shall be followed.  Objective 5 states that 
if the site (including adjacent areas) supports three (3) or more pairs of burrowing owls and 
supports greater than 35 acres of suitable habitat, at least 90 percent of the area with long-term 
conservation value and burrowing owl pairs will be conserved until it is demonstrated that 
Objectives 1-4 have been met.  A grading permit shall be issued, either: 

i. Upon approval and implementation of a property-specific Determination of 
Biologically Superior Preservation (DBESP) report for the burrowing owl by the CDFW; or 

ii. A determination by the biologist that the site is part of an area supporting less 
than 35 acres of suitable Habitat, and upon passive or active relocation of the species 
following accepted CDFW protocols.  Passive relocation, including the required use of 
one-way doors to exclude owls from the site and the collapsing of burrows, will occur if 
the biologist determines that the proximity and availability of alternate habitat is suitable 
for successful passive relocation.  Passive relocation shall follow CDFW relocation 
protocol and shall only occur between September 15 and February 1.  If proximate 
alternate habitat is not present as determined by the biologist, active relocation shall 
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follow CDFW relocation protocol.  The biologist shall confirm in writing that the species 
has fledged the site or been relocated prior to the issuance of a grading permit. 

 
Monitoring: Prior to commencement of grading activities, the Riverside County Environmental Programs 
Department shall ensure that a pre-construction burrowing owl survey is completed within 30 days prior to initial 
grading or clearing activities, and shall enforce the identified requirements should any burrowing owl(s) be 
identified on-site. 
 
b) Would the Project 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) Would the Project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, 
on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, 
policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Wildlife Service? 

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit has the potential to result in significant impacts to special-status 
plant species and special-status wildlife species, as discussed below. 
 
Impacts to Special-Status Plants 

According to the General Biological Assessment prepared for the grading permit site (Technical Appendix B1), a 
total of nine (9) special-status plant species were analyzed for their potential to occur on the grading permit site 
(refer to Table 3 of Technical Appendix B1).  Of these nine (9) special-status plant species, two (2) special-status 
plant species (Parry’s spineflower and smooth tarplant) were determined to have the potential to occur on the 
grading permit site; however, none of these species were observed during the focused rare plant surveys.  (Helix, 
2019b, pp. 14-15)  Accordingly, the grading permit would not result in any impacts to sensitive plant species, 
including species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species, and impacts would be less than 
significant.   
 
Impacts to Special-Status Wildlife 

A field survey was conducted for special-status wildlife species. Additionally, focused surveys were conducted for 
the Crotch’s Bumble Bee. According to the field survey conducted by Helix, 22 special-status wildlife species were 
recorded within a two-mile vicinity of the grading permit site.  Due to lack of suitable habitat, three of these 
special-status wildlife species (quino checkerspot butterfly, Riverside fairy shrimp, and San Bernardino kangaroo 
rat) were considered to have no potential to occur on the grading permit site.  One special-status wildlife species 
(golden eagle) is not expected to occur due to lack of suitable habitat for residence and/or breeding, but may 
disperse through or across the grading permit site.  The Project site contains suitable habitat for the Crotch’s 
Bumble Bee; however, the Crotch’s Bumble Bee was not observed on-site during focused surveys and is presumed 
to be absent from the Project site. Three special-status wildlife species (southern California rufous-crowned 
sparrow, California horned lark, and coastal California gnatcatcher) were observed on the grading permit site 
during field surveys and 15 special-status wildlife species have the potential to occur on the grading permit site 
and if present to be impacted by the grading permit.  Of the 18 special-status wildlife species that have the 
potential to occur on the grading permit site or were observed during field survey, 14 of these species are fully 
covered under the Western Riverside County MSHCP, meaning that in the event the grading permit were to result 
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in impacts to these species, such impacts would not adversely affect the species’ regional population.  The 14 fully 
covered species include: Bell’s sage sparrow, coast horned lizard, coastal California gnatcatcher, coastal whiptail, 
ferruginous hawk, horned lark, loggerhead shrike, northwestern San Diego pocket mouse, orange-throated 
whiptail, red-diamond rattlesnake, rufous-crowned sparrow, San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit, Stephens’ 
kangaroo rat, and western spadefoot.  The majority of these species are likely to occur in the Riversidean sage 
scrub, while grading activities associated with the proposed grading permit mostly would avoid areas containing 
Riversidean sage scrub.   
 
The remaining four (4) species that are not fully covered under the MSHCP include the burrowing owl and Los 
Angeles pocket mouse, which are conditionally covered species under the MSHCP, and southern grasshopper 
mouse and Dulzura pocket mouse, which are not covered under the MSHCP.  With mandatory payment of the 
MSHCP local development mitigation fee (LDMF), impacts to the Los Angeles pocket mouse would be less than 
significant.  Although Dulzura pocket mouse and southern grasshopper mouse are not covered species under the 
MSHCP, these species are not federal or State listed species and the proposed grading activities would limit direct 
impacts to only a relatively small area of suitable Riversidean sage scrub habitat (1.3 acres) of the total 45.2 acres 
of suitable habitat.  Accordingly, impacts to suitable habitat for Dulzura pocket mouse and southern grasshopper 
mouse would be less than significant.  Lastly, although no burrowing owls were observed on the grading permit 
site during focused surveys performed by Helix in 2019, this species is nomadic and has the potential to occupy 
the site prior to the initiation of construction activities.  However, the grading permit would be subject to standard 
conditions of approval to be imposed by Riverside County to comply with MSHCP Objective 6 by requiring pre-
construction surveys for the burrowing owl no more than 30 days prior to construction to confirm the absence of 
owls. In the event pre-construction surveys identify the presence of burrowing owl the conditions of approval 
would require the preparation and implementation of a Burrowing Owl Protection and Relocation Plan prior to 
initiating ground disturbance.  With mandatory compliance with the standard conditions of approval requiring 
pre-construction surveys for the burrowing owl and the preparation and implementation of a Burrowing Owl 
Protection and Relocation Plan (if required), impacts to burrowing owl would be less than significant. 
 
Impacts to Nesting Birds 

The proposed grading activities have the potential to impact active bird nests if vegetation is removed during the 
nesting season (January 15 to September 15).  Impacts to nesting birds are prohibited by the MBTA and California 
Fish and Game Code.  The grading permit Applicant would be required to comply with the requirements of the 
MBTA and California Fish and Game Code, which require pre-construction surveys and avoidance (as necessary) 
of active nests during the breeding season in order to reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels.  Compliance 
with the requirements for impacts to nesting birds protected by the MBTA would be assured by the County’s 
standard conditions of approval requiring pre-construction surveys.  Compliance with the County’s standard 
condition of approval would ensure impacts to nesting birds would be less than significant. 
 
Conclusion 

As indicated in the foregoing analysis, with implementation of standard regulatory compliance (including payment 
of fees) and mitigation measures MM BIO-1 and MM BIO-2, the Project would result in less-than-significant 
impacts to endangered, threatened, candidate, sensitive, and/or special status species. 
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Mitigation:  
 
MM BIO-2 As feasible, vegetation clearing should be conducted outside of the nesting season, which is 

generally identified as January 15 through September 15. If avoidance of the nesting season is not 
feasible, then a qualified biologist shall conduct a nesting bird survey within seven days prior to 
any disturbance of the site, including discing, demolition activities, and grading. If active nests are 
identified, the biologist shall delineate a buffer of up to 300 feet (500 feet for raptors and other 
protected species) around the nests, and the buffer areas shall be avoided until the nests are no 
longer occupied and the juvenile birds can survive independently from the nests. 

 
Monitoring:  The Riverside County Environmental Programs Department shall ensure that vegetation clearing shall 
be conducted outside of nesting season, which is generally identified as January 15 through September 15.  If 
avoidance of the nesting season is not feasible, a qualified biologist shall conduct a nesting bird survey within 
seven days prior to any disturbance of the site and shall enforce the identified requirements should any active 
nests be identified on-site. 
 
d) Would the Project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish 

or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use 
of native wildlife nursery sites? 

Findings of Fact: According to field surveys conducted by Helix, the grading permit site is not part of a regional or 
local corridor or linkage nor does it serve as a nursery site.  In addition, the grading permit site is constrained by a 
residential development to the west and an egg ranch to the south; therefore, wildlife moving through the area 
would be expected to mainly traverse the grading permit site through the Riversidean sage scrub on the hillsides 
located in the north and eastern portions of the grading permit site.  Furthermore, grading activities at the site 
would be temporary, and following completion of grading activities the site would be hydroseeded and restored 
to a natural condition.  Additionally, grading activities would avoid the majority of the Riversidean sage scrub on 
the grading permit site, which would minimize impediments to local wildlife movement through the area.    
Furthermore, Helix did not observe any active or inactive bird nests on the grading permit site during field surveys.  
Regardless, the grading permit would require the removal trees and low-lying vegetation on the site that has the 
potential to support nesting migratory birds that are protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and 
California Fish and Game Code.  Therefore, Riverside County would impose a standard condition of approval on 
the grading permit requiring pre-construction surveys for nesting bird species, including raptors. The condition of 
approval would require the avoidance of construction activities during the nesting season (January 15 to 
September 15) unless focused pre-construction Nesting Bird Surveys are conducted showing that no nesting birds 
occur.  In the event the Nesting Bird Surveys identify the presence of active bird nests, the condition of approval 
would require the delineation of a 300-foot (500 feet for raptors) buffer from the nest(s) until it can be confirmed 
that the nesting behavior has ceased, nests have failed, or young have fledged.  Compliance with the requirements 
for impacts to nesting birds protected by the MBTA would be assured by the County’s standard conditions of 
approval requiring pre-construction surveys, which are included above as Mitigation Measure MM BIO-2.  
Compliance with the County’s standard condition of approval and Mitigation Measure MM BIO-2 would ensure 
impacts to nesting birds would be less than significant. 
 
Mitigation: Refer to Mitigation Measure MM BIO-2, above. 
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Monitoring: Refer to Mitigation Measure MM BIO-2, above. 
 
e) Would the Project 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 U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Findings of Fact: Although the BRA identified the presence of a 2-foot by 4-foot freshwater spring located on a 
hillside to the east of areas proposed for grading, this spring occurs outside of areas that would be disturbed as 
part of the proposed grading permit.  Additionally, the vegetation communities on the grading permit site, which 
include non-native grassland, eucalyptus woodland, disturbed land, and small areas containing Riversidean sage 
scrub, are not considered sensitive natural communities with mandatory compliance with the MSHCP.  
Accordingly, the proposed grading permit would not 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 U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and impacts would be less than significant.  
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
f) Would the Project have a substantial adverse effect on State or federally protected wetlands (including, 

but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means? 

Findings of Fact: As previously described in Threshold 7(e), although the BRA identified the presence of a 2-foot 
by 4-foot freshwater spring located on a hillside to the east of areas proposed for grading, this spring occurs 
outside of areas that would be disturbed as part of the proposed grading permit. There are no State or federally-
protected wetlands within areas proposed for disturbance as part of the grading permit, and there are no areas 
considered to be jurisdictional by the United States Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE), Santa Ana Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB), California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), or by the MSHCP.  
Accordingly, the proposed grading permit would not 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, and impacts would be less than significant.  
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
g) Would the Project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as 

a tree preservation policy or ordinance? 

Findings of Fact: Aside from the SKR HCP and MSHCP (which are addressed above under Threshold 7(a)), the only 
local policy/ordinance protecting biological resources within the vicinity of the grading permit site are the 
Riverside County Oak Tree Management Guidelines (OTMG) and Riverside County Ordinance No. 559 (Regulating 
the Removal of Trees).  The grading permit site does not contain any oak trees; thus, the grading permit has no 
potential to conflict with the Riverside County OTMG. Additionally, Riverside County Ordinance No. 559 applies 
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to properties located above 5,000 feet above mean sea level (amsl) in elevation, while the maximum elevation at 
the grading permit site is approximately 1,500 feet amsl; thus, Riverside County Ordinance No. 559 is not 
applicable to the proposed grading permit.  Therefore, the proposed grading permit would not conflict with any 
local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance, and 
no impact would occur.  
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
2.1.5 Cultural Resources 

 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

 
A Cultural Resources technical report was prepared for the grading permit site.  This report, which was prepared 
by Helix Environmental Planning, is entitled, “Riverside Views Project Cultural Resources Phase I Inventory and 
Phase II Testing/Evaluation for Assessor’s Parcel Number 461-170-001” (herein, “CRA”), dated February 2021, and 
included as Technical Appendix C to this Initial Study.  Although the CRA was prepared in conjunction with a 
separate development proposal, the CRA provides sufficient information with respect to the site’s potential to 
contain historic or archaeological resources to allow for an analysis of the grading permit’s potential impact to 
cultural resources. 
 
a) Would the Project alter or destroy a historic site? 

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

Findings of Fact: The CRA included a records search, Sacred Lands File search, Native American outreach, a review 
of historic aerial photographs and maps, pedestrian survey, and archaeological testing.  The records search results 
indicated that a total of 66 cultural resources have been previously recorded within one mile of the project area, 
including seven archaeological sites and one archaeological district recorded within the CRA’s survey area. During 
field surveys, the previously recorded sites all were reidentified and updated during the field survey. In addition, 
10 archaeological sites were newly recorded within the survey area during the field survey, for a total of 17 
archaeological sites within the survey area. Of the 17 archaeological sites located in the survey area, three are 
historic, two are multi-component, and 12 are prehistoric. Of these resources, eleven are situated outside of areas 
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proposed for grading, including one of the sites identified as a historical resource and one the identified multi-
component sites.  The Project Applicant would incorporate mitigation measures MM CR-1 and MM CR-2 to ensure 
that precautions are implemented to ensure avoidance of the of the sites outside the areas proposed for grading.  
Six of the resources were determined to be located within the proposed grading footprint and may be subject to 
direct impacts. Two of the historic-period sites, CA-RIV-3986 and P-33-028995, and the historic component of site 
CA-RIV-3988, were determined by Helix to not comprise historical resources based on the criteria listed in CCR 
Section 15064.5. Accordingly, implementation of the proposed grading permit would not alter or destroy a historic 
site, and the proposed grading permit also would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
historical resource, pursuant to California Code of Regulations, Section 15064.5.  Impacts would be less than 
significant. 
 
During Project construction, there is a potential for the activities to unearth historic resources.  The Project 
Applicant would incorporate mitigation measures MM CR-3 through MM CR-8 to ensure that the Project’s 
potential impacts to historic resources would be reduced to less than significant levels.   
 
Therefore, with the implementation of mitigation measures MM CR-1 through MM CR-8, impacts to historic 
resources would be less than significant. 
 
Mitigation: 
 
MM CR-1 Prior to grading permit approval the developer/applicant shall provide evidence to the Riverside 

County Planning Department that an Environmental Constraints Sheet has been included in the 
Grading Plans. This sheet shall indicate the presence of environmentally constrained area(s) and 
the requirements for avoidance of CA-RIV-3989, CARIV-3987, CA-RIV-993/7124, CA-RIV-3994 
Feature 1, CA-RIV-3995, CA-RIV-12956, CA-RIV-12957, CA-RIV-12958, CA-RIV-12959, CA-RIV-
12960, CA-RIV-12961, CA-RIV-12962 and CA-RIV-12963. 

 
In addition, an area within the open space easement shall be designated to be used as an area for 
reburial location if cultural material is recovered that the consulting Tribe(s) determines should 
be reburied.  

 
MM CR-2 Temporary fencing shall be required for the protection of cultural site(s) CA-RIV-3987, CA-RIV-

3994 Feature 1, CA-RIV-12956, and CA-RIV-12959 during any grading activities. Prior to 
commencement of grading or brushing, the project archaeologist shall confirm the site 
boundaries and determine an adequate buffer for protection of the site(s). The applicant shall 
direct the installation of fencing under the supervision of the project archaeologist and Native 
American Monitor. The fencing can be removed only after grading operations have been 
completed. 
 
CA-RIV-12955 Features 1 and 2 will remain in place and be protected by one of these two 
measures (in order of preference): 
 
a) Placing fencing around features and protecting in place. 
b) Capping and burying in place. 
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MM CR-3 Prior to issuance of grading permits: The applicant/developer shall provide evidence to the County 
of Riverside Planning Department that a County certified professional archaeologist has been 
contracted to implement a Cultural Resource Monitoring Program (CRMP). A CRMP shall be 
developed in coordination with the consulting tribe(s) that addresses the details of all activities 
and provides procedures that must be followed in order to reduce the impacts to cultural and 
historic resources to a level that is less than significant, as well as address potential impacts to 
undiscovered buried archaeological resources associated with this project. This document shall 
be provided to the County Archaeologist for review and approval prior to issuance of the grading 
permit. 

 
The CRMP shall contain at a minimum the following: 

 
Archaeological Monitor - An adequate number of qualified archaeological monitors shall be on-
site to ensure all earth moving activities are observed for areas being monitored. This includes all 
grubbing, grading, and trenching on-site and for all off-site improvements. Inspections will vary 
based on the rate of excavation, the materials excavated, and the presence and abundance of 
artifacts and features. The frequency and location of inspections will be determined and directed 
by the Project Archaeologist. 

 
Cultural Sensitivity Training - The Project Archaeologist and a representative designated by the 
consulting Tribe(s) shall attend the pre-grading meeting with the contractors to provide Cultural 
Sensitivity Training for all construction personnel. Training will include a brief review of the 
cultural sensitivity of the Project and the surrounding area; the areas to be avoided during grading 
activities; what resources could potentially be identified during earthmoving activities; the 
requirements of the monitoring program; the protocols that apply in the event 

 
MM CR-4 Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the developer/permit applicant shall enter into 

agreement(s) with the consulting tribe(s) for a Native American Monitor(s). 
 

In conjunction with the Archaeological Monitor(s), the Native American Monitor(s) shall attend 
the pre-grading meeting with the contractors to provide Cultural Sensitivity Training for all 
construction personnel. In addition, an adequate number of Native American Monitor(s) shall be 
on-site during all initial ground disturbing activities and excavation of each portion of the project 
site including clearing, grubbing, tree removals, grading and trenching. In conjunction with the 
Archaeological Monitor(s), the Native American Monitor(s) shall have the authority to temporarily 
divert, redirect or halt the ground disturbance activities to allow identification, evaluation, and 
potential recovery of cultural resources. The developer/permit applicant shall submit a fully 
executed copy of the agreement(s) to the County Archaeologist to ensure compliance with this 
condition of approval. Upon verification, the Archaeologist shall clear this condition. 

 
This agreement shall not modify any condition of approval or mitigation measure. 

 
MM CR-5 The developer/permit holder or any successor in interest shall comply with the following for the 

life of this permit. 
 

If during ground disturbance activities, unanticipated cultural resources* are discovered, the 
following procedures shall be followed: 
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All ground disturbance activities within 100 feet of the discovered cultural resource shall be halted 
and the applicant shall call the County Archaeologist immediately upon discovery of the cultural 
resource. A meeting shall be convened between the developer, the project archaeologist**, the 
Native American tribal representative (or other appropriate ethnic/cultural group 
representative), and the County Archaeologist to discuss the significance of the find. At the 
meeting with the aforementioned parties, a decision is to be made, with the concurrence of the 
County Archaeologist, as to the appropriate treatment (documentation, recovery, avoidance, etc.) 
for the cultural resource. Resource evaluations shall be limited to nondestructive analysis.  
 
Further ground disturbance shall not resume within the area of the discovery until the appropriate 
treatment has been accomplished.  
 
* A cultural resource site is defined, for this condition, as being a feature and/or three or more 
artifacts in close association with each other.  
** If not already employed by the project developer, a County approved archaeologist shall be 
employed by the project developer to assess the significance of the cultural resource, attend the 
meeting described above, and continue monitoring of all future site grading activities as 
necessary. 

 
MM CR-6 In the event cultural resources are identified during ground disturbing activities, the landowner(s) 

shall relinquish ownership of all cultural resources and provide evidence to the satisfaction of the 
County Archaeologist that all archaeological materials recovered during the archaeological 
investigations (this includes collections made during an earlier project, such as testing of 
archaeological sites that took place years ago), have been handled through the following 
methods. 

 
Historic Resources: All historic archaeological materials recovered during the archaeological 
investigations (this includes collections made during an earlier project, such as testing of 
archaeological sites that took place years ago), have been curated at the Western Science Center, 
a Riverside County curation facility that meets State Resources Department Office of Historic 
Preservation Guidelines for the Curation of Archaeological Resources. Evidence shall be in the 
form of a letter from the curation facility identifying that archaeological materials have been 
received and that all fees have been paid. 

 
Prehistoric and/or Tribal Cultural Resources: One of the following treatments shall be applied. 

 
1. Preservation–in-place, if feasible is the preferred option. Preservation in place means 
avoiding the resources, leaving them in the place where they were found with no development 
affecting the integrity of the resources. 
2. Reburial of the resources on the Project property. The measures for reburial shall be 
culturally appropriate as determined through consultation with the consulting Tribe(s)and 
include, at least, the following: Measures to protect the reburial area from any future impacts in 
perpetuity. Reburial shall not occur until all required cataloguing (including a complete 
photographic record) and analysis have been completed on the cultural resources, with the 
exception that sacred and ceremonial items, burial goods, and Native American human remains 
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are excluded. No cataloguing, analysis, or other studies may occur on human remains grave goods, 
and sacred and ceremonial items. Any reburial processes shall be culturally appropriate and 
approved by the consulting tribe(s). Listing of contents and location of the reburial shall be 
included in the confidential Phase IV Report. The Phase IV Report shall be filed with the County 
under a confidential cover and not subject to a Public Records Request. 

 
MM CR-7 Human Remains: Pursuant to State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, if human remains are 

encountered, no further disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has made the necessary 
findings as to origin. Further, 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. If the Riverside County Coroner determines the remains to be Native 
American, the Native American Heritage Commission shall be contacted by the Coroner within 
the period specified by law (24 hours). Subsequently, the Native American Heritage Commission 
shall identify the “Most Likely Descendant”. The Most Likely Descendant shall then make 
recommendations and engage in consultation with the property owner concerning the treatment 
of the remains and any associated items as provided in Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. 

 
MM CR-8 Prior to Grading Permit Final Inspection, a Phase IV Cultural Resources Monitoring Report shall be 

submitted that complies with the Riverside County Planning Department’s requirements for such 
reports for all ground disturbing activities associated with this grading permit. The report shall 
follow the County of Riverside Planning Department Cultural Resources (Archaeological) 
Investigations Standard Scopes of Work. The report shall include results of any feature relocation 
or residue analysis required as well as evidence of the required cultural sensitivity training for the 
construction staff held during the required pre-grade meeting and evidence that any artifacts 
have been treated in accordance to procedures stipulated in the CRMP. 

 

 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

Would the Project: 

9. Archaeological Resources 
a. Alter or destroy an archeological site? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

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

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

c. Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries? ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

 
As previously noted, a Cultural Resources technical report was prepared for the grading permit site.  This report, 
which was prepared by Helix Environmental Planning, is entitled, “Riverside Views Project Cultural Resources 
Phase I Inventory and Phase II Testing/Evaluation for Assessor’s Parcel Number 461-170-001” (herein, “CRA”), 
dated February 2021, and included as Technical Appendix C to this Initial Study.  Although the CRA was prepared 
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in conjunction with a separate development proposal, the CRA provides sufficient information with respect to the 
site’s potential to contain historic or archaeological resources to allow for an analysis of the grading permit’s 
potential impact to cultural resources. 
 
a) Would the Project alter or destroy an archeological site? 

b) Would the Project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archeological resource, 
pursuant to California Code of Regulations, Section 15064.5? 

Findings of Fact: The CRA included a records search, Sacred Lands File search, Native American outreach, a review 
of historic aerial photographs and maps, pedestrian survey, and archaeological testing.  The records search results 
indicated that a total of 66 cultural resources have been previously recorded within one mile of the project area, 
including seven archaeological sites and one archaeological district recorded within the CRA’s survey area. During 
field surveys, the previously recorded sites all were reidentified and updated during the field survey. In addition, 
10 archaeological sites were newly recorded within the survey area during the field survey, for a total of 17 
archaeological sites within the survey area. Of the 17 archaeological sites located in the survey area, three are 
historic, two are multi-component, and 12 are prehistoric. The archaeological district (P-33-14370) that 
encompasses the survey area is an informal district covering two ridge systems. 
 
Thirteen of the resources are situated outside of the proposed grading footprint and would not be impacted by 
grading activities, including multi-component site CA-RIV-3987; prehistoric sites CA-RIV-3993/CA-RIV-7124, CA-
RIV-3995, CA-RIV-12957, CA-RIV-12958, CA-RIV-12959, CA-RIV-12960, CA-RIV-12961, CA-RIV-12962, and CA-RIV-
12963; the bedrock milling features at CA-RIV-3994 (Feature 1); and the feature at CA-RIV-12956.  Four of the 
prehistoric resource sites are situated within the proposed grading footprint and may be subject to direct impacts, 
including prehistoric sites CA-RIV-3994, CA-RIV-12955, and CA-RIV-12956, and the prehistoric component of site 
CA-RIV-3988, and these sites were subject to a Phase II testing program.  Based on the results of the Phase I 
assessment and the Phase II testing program, sites CA-RIV-3994, CA-RIV-12955, and CA-RIV-12956, and CA-RIV-
3988 were determined not to comprise significant archaeological resources pursuant to California Code of 
Regulations, Section 15064.5.  Accordingly, because the 17 archaeological sites and the prehistoric components 
of the two multi-component sites either are outside of areas subject to grading activities or were determined not 
to comprise significant prehistoric resources, impacts to previously-identified prehistoric resources would be less 
than significant. 
 
Although impacts would be less than significant to known archaeological resources, the potential exists that 
previously undiscovered archaeological resources may exist within the grading permit boundaries that may be 
exposed during grading activities. However, Riverside County would impose a standard condition of approval on 
the proposed grading permit requiring monitoring by a qualified archaeologist during grading activities and 
requiring avoidance and additional analysis in the event that archaeological resources are uncovered.  Mandatory 
compliance with the County’s standard condition of approval would ensure that impacts to previously-
undiscovered prehistoric resources would be less than significant.  
 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure MM CR-1 and MM CR-2 would reduce impacts to less than significant 
levels by ensuring the avoidance and protection of cultural resources located outside of the grading footprint 
during on-site grading. Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM CR-3 through MM CR-6 and MM-CR-8 would 
reduce impacts to less than significant levels should inadvertent resources be discovered during construction 
ground disturbance activities. Mitigation Measure MM CR-3 through MM CR-6 and MM-CR-8  would create a 
monitoring program with sufficient detail, including onsite monitors, staff training, and procedures/processes for 
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any inadvertent resources that may be discovered at the Project site. Thus, impacts would be reduced to less than 
significant levels with mitigation incorporated. 
 
Mitigation: Mitigation measures MM CR-1 through MM CR-8 shall apply 
 
Monitoring: Monitoring in accordance with MM CR-1 through MM CR-8, listed above, shall apply.  
 
c) Would the Project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries? 

Findings of Fact: The grading permit site does not contain a cemetery and no known formal cemeteries are located 
within the immediate site vicinity. Nevertheless, the remote potential exists that human remains may be 
unearthed during grading and excavation activities. In the event that human remains are discovered during 
grading or other ground disturbing activities, the construction contractors would be required to comply with the 
applicable provisions of California Health and Safety Code § 7050.5 as well as Public Resources Code § 5097 et. 
seq. California Health and Safety Code § 7050.5 states that no further disturbance shall occur until the County 
Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin. Pursuant to California Public Resources Code § 5097.98(b), 
remains shall be left in place and free from disturbance until a final decision as to the treatment and disposition 
has been made by the Coroner. If the Coroner determines the remains to be Native American, the California Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) must be contacted and the NAHC must then immediately notify the “most 
likely descendant(s)” of receiving notification of the discovery. The most likely descendant(s) shall then make 
recommendations within 48 hours, and engage in consultations concerning the treatment of the remains as 
provided in Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. Assuming mandatory compliance with State law, 
implementation of the proposed grading permit would not result in any adverse impacts to any human remains, 
and impacts would therefore be less than significant.  
 
Mitigation: Mitigation measure M CR-7 shall apply. 
 
Monitoring:  Monitoring shall be required if human remains are found pursuant to California Public Resources 
Code Section 5097.98. 
 
2.1.6 Energy 

 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
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Source: Helix  
 
a) Would the Project result in potentially significant environmental impacts due to wasteful, inefficient, 

or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation? 

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit only would authorize grading activities to facilitate the export of 
approximately 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property.  Thus, energy consumption associated with the 
proposed grading permit would be limited to construction employee vehicle trips, grading equipment, and haul 
trucks.  This would result in the consumption of fuel (including diesel fuel), although no electricity would be 
consumed as part of grading operations.  However, the fuel that would be consumed during grading activities 
would be typical of similar grading projects and would not require the use of new petroleum resources beyond 
those typically consumed in California annually for construction activities. Additionally, grading activities would 
be subject to compliance with California’s regulations related to energy consumption, including, but not limited 
to, CARB’s Airborne Toxic Control Measure to limit heavy-duty diesel motor vehicle idling in order to reduce public 
exposure to diesel particulate matter and other Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs); and CCR Title 13, Motor Vehicles, 
section 2449(d)(3) Idling, which limits idling times of construction vehicles to no more than five minutes.  There 
are no components of the proposed grading activities that would result in potentially significant environmental 
impacts due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources.  Accordingly, impacts 
would be less than significant.  
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
b) Would the Project conflict with or obstruct a State or local plan for renewable energy or energy 

efficiency? 

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit would entail the grading and export of 184,00 cy of soil materials 
to a site immediately west of the grading permit site. The proposed grading permit would not allow for any 
permanent development on site. There are no components of the proposed grading permit with the potential to 
conflict with or obstruct a State or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency.  Accordingly, impacts 
would be less than significant.  
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
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2.1.7 Geology/Soils 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

Would the Project directly or indirectly: 

11. Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone or 
County Fault Hazards 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? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
A Geotechnical Investigation was conducted for the grading permit site by Petra Geotechnical.  The findings of the 
geotechnical investigation are reported in a technical study entitled, “Update Limited Geotechnical Report 
Proposed Single-Family Residential Development Tract 37620 – Riverside Views Project Briggs Road And Old 
Newport Road Menifee, Riverside County, California,” dated March 15, 2022, and included as Technical Appendix 
D to this Initial Study.  Although the geotechnical investigation was prepared in conjunction with a separate 
development proposal, the geotechnical investigation report provides sufficient information with respect to the 
existing geologic conditions at the grading permit site to allow for an analysis of the grading permit’s potential 
impacts due to geology and soils. 
 
a) Would the Project 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? 

Findings of Fact: As documented in the geotechnical investigation report, the grading permit site is not located 
within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, and no known faults underlie the site.  Because there are no known 
faults located on the grading permit site, and because no buildings would be allowed to be constructed on site by 
the proposed grading permit, there is no potential for the proposed grading permit to expose people or structures 
to substantial adverse effects related to ground rupture.  Thus, no impact would occur. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

Would the Project: 

12. Liquefaction Potential Zone 
a. Be subject to seismic-related ground failure, 

including liquefaction? 
☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 
a) Would the Project be subject to seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

Findings of Fact: According to the County of Riverside GIS database, the grading permit site is located in an area 
with low liquefaction potential.  The site-specific geotechnical investigation (Technical Appendix D) also 
determined that, based on characteristics of the soils, on-site soils are not considered to be potentially susceptible 
to soil liquefaction due to their very dense nature of the existing older alluvial fan soils and relatively shallow 
bedrock materials underlying the site.  The grading permit also would be conditioned to require compliance with 
the applicable recommendations of the site-specific geotechnical evaluation (Technical Appendix D), which would 
further ensure that impacts due to liquefaction hazards 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 

Would the Project: 

13. Ground-shaking Zone 
a. Be subject to strong seismic ground shaking? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
a) Would the Project be subject to strong seismic ground shaking? 

Findings of Fact: According to the geotechnical report, the grading permit site and surrounding areas are not 
located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, and there are no known active fault traces within the site 
vicinity.  Furthermore, the proposed grading permit only would authorize grading and export of 184,000 cy of soil 
material to an adjacent property, and no buildings would be constructed as part of the grading permit.  Thus, 
while the grading plan site is located in a portion of California that is subject to strong seismic shaking, because 
there would be no buildings on site, there would be no potential for significant environmental effects due to 
strong seismic ground shaking.  No impact would occur.  
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
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Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

Would the Project: 

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? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
a) Would the Project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable 

as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, collapse, 
or rockfall hazards? 

Findings of Fact: The site-specific geotechnical investigation (Technical Appendix D) indicates there is no evidence 
of ancient landslides or slope instability on the grading permit site (Petra, 2019, p. 7).  The areas surrounding the 
grading permit site are relatively flat, and have no hillsides that may have the potential for landslide or rockfall 
hazards.  The proposed grading permit would involve the export of 184,000 cy of soil to a site immediately west 
of the grading permit site and does not propose development of any structures on site. Therefore, the proposed 
grading permit would not have the potential to cause or be affected by landslide or rockfall hazards, and no impact 
would occur.   
 
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 

Would the Project: 

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? 

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

Findings of Fact: According to Riverside County GIS, the grading permit site is located within an area that is 
susceptible to subsidence.  However, the proposed grading permit only would involve the export of 184,000 cy of 
soil to a site immediately west of the grading permit site, and the grading permit would not authorize the 
construction of any structures.  Additionally, grading associated with the proposed grading permit would have no 
potential to create conditions that could result in ground subsidence hazards.  Therefore, the proposed grading 
permit would result in no impacts due to ground subsidence hazards.   
 
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 

Would the Project: 

16. Other Geologic Hazards 
a. Be subject to geologic hazards, such as seiche, 

mudflow, or volcanic hazard? 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
Source: Petra Geotechnical, Inc., Preliminary Geotechnical Evaluation Tentative Tract No. 37620 
 
a) Would the Project be subject to geologic hazards, such as seiche, mudflow, or volcanic hazard? 

Findings of Fact: There are no active or dormant volcanoes within Riverside County; thus, no impacts resulting 
from volcano-related hazards would occur.  Additionally, the grading permit site vicinity consists of relatively flat 
topography, and there are no hillsides in the area that could subject the grading permit site to mudflow hazards.  
With respect to seiches, the nearest body of water to the grading permit site is the Diamond Valley Lake, located 
approximately 4.2 miles east of the site.  According to Riverside County Environmental Impact Report No. 521, the 
grading permit site is located within the Diamond Valley Lake Dam Inundation Area. However, the grading permit 
would not include the development of permanent structures on site; therefore, the proposed grading permit 
would not result in impacts due to potential dam inundation hazards, as no structures would be impacts in the 
event the site is inundated due to a failure of the dam at Diamond Valley Lake.   Therefore, implementation of the 
proposed grading permit would result in no impacts due to geologic hazards, such as seiche, mudflow, or volcanic 
hazard. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 



  Grading Permit Initial Study 
 CEQA Case No. CEQ240002 

T&B Planning, Inc. Page 38 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

Would the Project: 

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? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 
a) Would the Project change topography or ground surface relief features? 

Findings of Fact: Under existing conditions, the grading permit site encompasses relatively flat land with the toes 
of larger slopes occurring in the northern- and eastern-most portion of areas that would be subject to grading 
activities.  Although the proposed grading permit would result in the export of 184,000 cy of soil to a site 
immediately west of the grading permit site, the resulting grading generally would maintain the site’s existing 
topography.  As such, grading that would be authorized as part of the proposed grading permit would not 
dramatically change the topography or ground surface relief features, and impacts would be less than significant. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
b) Would the Project create cut or fill slopes greater than 2:1 or higher than 10 feet? 

Findings of Fact: The Grading Plan included as part of the grading permit indicates that slopes on the grading 
permit site would be no steeper than 2:1; however, the slopes in the eastern and northern grading areas would 
measure up to 20 feet in height.  However, site-specific geotechnical investigation demonstrates that the 
proposed 2:1 slopes would be grossly stable.  Accordingly, impacts due to the creation of cut or fill slopes greater 
than 2:1 or higher than 10 feet would be less than significant.  
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
c) Would the Project result in grading that affects or negates subsurface sewage disposal systems? 

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit would allow for the excavation of 184,000 cy of soil from the site 
that would be exported to a site immediately west of the grading permit site. According to a Phase I Environmental 
Site Assessment (ESA) prepared by David Evans and Associates, Inc., dated November 3, 2017, and included herein 
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as Technical Appendix E, a former farmhouse on the property likely utilized an onsite septic system.  However, this 
farmhouse previously was removed sometime between 1989 and 1996 (thereby indicating this septic system no 
longer is in use), and the Applicant would be required to remove any existing septic systems on site in accordance 
with applicable State and Riverside County regulations and requirements.  Accordingly, impacts due to grading 
that affects or negates subsurface sewage disposal systems 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 

Would the Project: 

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? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
a) Would the Project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit would involve the export of 184,000 cy of soil to a site immediately 
west of the grading permit site. The proposed grading activities have the potential to result in substantial soil 
erosion or loss of topsoil. Specifically, proposed grading activities would temporarily expose underlying soils to 
water and air, which would increase erosion susceptibility while the soils are exposed.  Exposed soils would be 
subject to erosion during rainfall events or high winds due to the removal of stabilizing vegetation and exposure 
of these erodible materials to wind and water. Pursuant to the requirements of the State Water Resources Control 
Board, the Applicant is required to obtain coverage under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit for construction activities.  The NPDES permit is required for all projects that include construction 
activities, such as clearing, grading, and/or excavation that disturb at least one acre of total land area.  
Additionally, during grading and other construction activities involving soil exposure or the transport of earth 
materials, Riverside County Ordinance No. 578.5 (Application of California Building Code) would apply, which 
establishes, in part, requirements for the control of dust and erosion during construction.  As part of the 
requirements of Ordinance No. 578.5, the Applicant would be required to prepare an erosion control plan that 
would address construction fencing, sand bags, and other erosion-control features that would be implemented 
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during the grading activities to reduce the site’s potential for soil erosion or the loss of topsoil.  Requirements for 
the reduction of particulate matter in the air also would apply, pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 403.  Mandatory 
compliance with the required NPDES permit and applicable regulatory requirements would ensure that water and 
wind erosion impacts during grading activities would be less than significant.  In addition, following grading the 
areas subject to disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize the soils on site; thus, long-term impacts 
due to soil erosion also would be less than significant. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
b) Would the Project 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? 

Findings of Fact: The site-specific geotechnical evaluation (Technical Appendix D) indicates that soils on-site have 
an expansion index (EI) test result up to 2, which is classified as “Very Low” expansion. Additionally, no buildings 
would be constructed on site as part of the proposed grading permit.  Therefore, no impact would occur due to 
expansive soils.   
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
c) Would the Project 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? 

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit would entail the grading and export of 184,000 cy of soil to a site 
immediately west of the grading permit site. The grading permit would not authorize the construction of any new 
buildings on site.  As such, the proposed grading permit would not result in or require any wastewater disposal 
systems beyond temporary portable toilets that are standard on construction sites.  As such, no impact would 
occur. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
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 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

Would the Project: 

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? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 
a) Would the Project be impacted by or result in an increase in wind erosion and blowsand, either on or 

off site? 

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit would entail the grading and export of 184,000 cy of soil to a site 
immediately west of the grading permit site. Proposed grading activities would expose underlying soils at the 
grading permit site, which would increase wind erosion susceptibility during grading activities. Exposed soils would 
be subject to erosion due to the removal of stabilizing vegetation and exposure of these erodible materials to 
wind. Erosion by wind would be highest during periods of high wind speeds. The grading permit site is considered 
to have a “moderate” susceptibility to wind erosion. During grading activities involving soil exposure or the 
transport of earth materials, significant short-term impacts associated with wind erosion would be precluded with 
mandatory compliance with the future-required Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and Riverside 
County Ordinance No. 484.2, which establishes requirements for the control of blowing sand, including but not 
limited to utilizing wind-breaks, covering erodible materials, and applying water.  In addition, the Applicant would 
be required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 403, which addresses the reduction of airborne particulate matter. With 
mandatory compliance to regulatory requirements, wind erosion impacts would be less than significant and 
mitigation is not required.  
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
2.1.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
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 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 
A technical study was prepared by Helix Environmental Planning for the Project, entitled “Riverside Views Grading 
Permit Air Quality Assessment” (herein, “Grading AQ and GHG Report”) dated April 2024, and included as 
Technical Appendix A to this Initial Study.  
 
a) Would the Project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 

significant impact on the environment? 

Findings of Fact: Riverside County adopted the Riverside County Climate Action Plan (CAP) Update, which provides 
guidance on how to analyze GHG emissions and determine significance during the CEQA review of proposed 
development projects within the County.  To address the State’s requirement to reduce GHG emissions, the 
County prepared its CAP Update with the goal of reducing GHG emissions within the County by 49 percent below 
“existing” 2008 levels by the year 2030.  The County’s target is consistent with SB 32 target that expands on AB 
32 to reduce GHG emission to 40 percent below the 1990 levels by 2030.  Because the County’s CAP Update 
addresses GHG emissions reductions and is consistent with the requirements of AB 32, SB 32, and international 
efforts to reduce GHG emission, compliance with the CAP Update fulfills the description of mitigation found in the 
State CEQA Guidelines. 
 
The CAP Update identifies a two-step approach in evaluating GHG emissions.  First, a screening threshold of 3,000 
metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MTCO2e) per year (yr) is used to determine if additional analysis is 
required.  Projects that exceed the 3,000 MTCO2e/yr will be required to quantify and disclose the anticipated GHG 
emissions then either 1) demonstrate GHG emissions at project buildout year level or efficiency and includes 
project design features and/or mitigation measures to reduce GHG emissions or 2) garner 100 points through the 
Screening Tables. 
 
The proposed grading permit would entail the grading and export of 184,000 cy of soil to a site immediately west 
of the grading permit site. The proposed grading permit would not include the construction or operation of 
permanent structures on site. As reported in Appendix A, GHG emissions during construction activities would be 
a total of 62.9 MTCO2e over the one month of construction activities anticipated by the Grading AQ and GHG 
Report.  Thus, and based on the County’s CAP Update, the GHG emissions associated with the proposed grading 
permit would be less than the CAP Update screening threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e/year, and as such the grading 
permit activities would not generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the environment.  Impacts would be less than significant. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
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b) Would the Project conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

Findings of Fact: There are numerous State plans, policies, and regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing 
GHG emission.  The principal overall State plan and policy is AB 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 
2006. The quantitative goal of AB 32 is to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. SB 32 would require 
further reductions of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. (Helix, 2019a) 
 
The proposed grading permit only would allow for the grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the export of 
184,000 cy to an adjacent property.  Grading activities would be subject to compliance with all applicable 
regulations promulgated to reduce the emissions of GHGs.  In addition, it should be noted that the vast majority 
of plans, policies, and regulations adopted to reduce the emissions of GHGs relate to operational characteristics 
of proposed developments, while the proposed grading permit would entail grading and export of earth materials 
to an adjacent property and would include no long-term development on site; thus, the majority of plans, policies, 
and regulations adopted to reduce the emissions of GHGs are not applicable to the proposed grading permit.  
Moreover, and as discussed above under the analysis of Threshold 20.a), the construction emissions would 
comprise 62.9 MTCO2e per year, which is well below the CAP Update screening threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e per 
year.   
 
Therefore, the proposed grading permit would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted 
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs, and impacts would be less than significant. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
2.1.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 
A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was conducted for the grading permit site by David Evans and 
Associates, Inc.  The findings of the ESA are reported in a technical study entitled, “Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessment Tentative Map 36920, 79-Acres Of Undeveloped Land At The Northeast Corner Of Briggs Road And 
Old Newport Road,” dated November 3, 2017, and included as Technical Appendix E to this Initial Study.  The 
purpose of the Phase I ESA is to determine if any recognized environmental conditions (RECs) exist on the grading 
permit site.  RECs are defined by the American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) as any hazardous 
substance or petroleum product under conditions that indicate an existing, past, or material threat of release into 
the structures, ground, groundwater, or surface water at the grading permit site. Although the Phase I ESA was 
prepared in conjunction with a separate development proposal, the Phase I ESA provides sufficient information 
with respect to the site’s potential to contain hazardous materials to allow for an analysis of the grading permit’s 
potential impacts due to hazards and hazardous materials. 
 
a) Would the Project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine 

transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 

Findings of Fact: David Evans and Associates conducted a site reconnaissance on October 26, 2017.  During the 
site reconnaissance, random amounts of deleterious materials such as dumped trash, garbage, tire, furniture and 
debris, were periodically noted around the site including more notable concentrations around the former ranch 
house area and in the drainage swale just to the east.  Dumped debris/trash were also observed along dirt roads 
in the northwestern and western portions of the property.  No unusual surface staining was readily detectable; 
however, the dumped piles were not disturbed.   
 
According to the Phase I ESA, the grading permit site was previously used for agricultural purposes in the form of 
dry faming from at least 1938 until sometime after 1978 and before 1985.  During this period, a farmhouse and 
compound area were in the southwestern portion of the grading permit site.  These structures were removed 
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sometime after 1989 and before 1996.  Based on the information that a portion of the property had been utilized 
for dry farming and then reverted to undeveloped, pesticide and herbicide residues do not appear to represent a 
RECs with regards to the grading permit site.   
 
Heavy equipment (e.g., dozers, excavators, tractors) would be operated on the grading permit site during grading 
activities.  This heavy equipment would likely be fueled and maintained by petroleum-based substances such as 
diesel fuel, gasoline, oil, and hydraulic fluid, which is considered hazardous if improperly stored or handled.  
Improper use, storage, or transportation of hazardous materials can result in accidental releases or spills, 
potentially posing health risks to workers, the public, and the environment.  This is a standard risk on all 
construction sites, and there would be no greater risk for improper handling, transportation, or spills associated 
with the proposed grading permit than would occur on any other similar construction site.  Construction 
contractors would be required to comply with all applicable federal, State, and local laws and regulations 
regarding the transport, use, and storage of hazardous construction-related materials, including but not limited 
requirements imposed by the EPA, California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), SCAQMD, Santa 
Ana RWQCB, and/or RCDEH.  Because compliance with these regulatory requirements by construction contractors 
is mandatory, impacts due to hazardous materials used, transported, and/or stored during grading would be less 
than significant. 
 
The proposed grading permit would authorize the grading and export of 184,000 cy of soil to a site immediately 
west of the grading permit site, following which the property would be hydroseeded and returned to a natural 
condition. The proposed grading permit would not allow for the construction of any permanent development on 
site as part of its implementation. Thus, the proposed grading permit would not result in activities that involve 
the long-term use of hazardous materials. Additionally, the proposed export of 184,000 cy of soil to a site 
immediately west of the grading permit site would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment, 
given that the soil does not contain any RECs. Impacts would be less than significant.  
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
b) Would the Project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably 

foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the 
environment? 

Findings of Fact:  Implementation of the proposed grading permit would not have a significant impact associated 
with hazardous materials handling or disposal.  The potential for an accidental release of hazardous materials into 
the environment is no greater than the potential on any other construction site.  Therefore, the implementation 
of the proposed grading permit would not result in a significant hazard to the public or environment due to the 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment and, 
as such, impacts would be less than significant. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
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c) Would the Project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or an emergency evacuation plan? 

Findings of Fact: The grading permit site is within the jurisdiction of the Riverside County Emergency Management 
Department (EMD).  The EMD maintains an Emergency Operations Plan and numerous other plans for specific 
hazards or essential service functions that require planning and coordination to implement.  In August 2019, the 
Riverside County Emergency Management Department prepared the Riverside County Emergency Operations 
Plan (EOP).  The EOP addresses the planned response to situations associated with natural disasters and/or human 
caused incidents.  According to the General Plan Safety Element, SR-74 and I-215 serve as evacuation routes during 
an emergency.  The grading permit site does not contain any emergency facilities nor does it serve as an 
emergency evacuation route.  Under operational conditions, adequate emergency access for emergency vehicles 
on-site would be required to be maintained pursuant to Riverside County Ordinance No. 348, Section 21.32a, 
Emergency Access.  The proposed grading permit would not include any features that would physically impair or 
otherwise conflict with an emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.  Further, during construction, 
travel lanes along Briggs Road and Old Newport Road would be maintained, and construction equipment would 
be staged either on-site or within the receiving site. The grading permit would involve the export of 184,000 cy of 
soil to a site immediately west of the grading permit site; thus, the proposed grading permit would not include 
any activities that would impair emergency access at any point during implementation. The grading permit would 
not result in a substantial alteration to the design or capacity of an existing public road that would impair or 
interfere with an adopted emergency response or evacuation plan and a less-than-significant impact would occur. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
d) Would the Project 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? 

Findings of Fact: The nearest school to the grading permit site is Callie Kirkpatrick Elementary School at 28880 
Reviere Drive, Menifee, CA 92584, in the City of Menifee, located approximately 1.1 miles southwest.  According 
to the RCIT, there is a property located approximately 0.26-mile northeast of the grading permit site’s northeast 
corner that is designated for Public Facility (PF) land uses. Furthermore, there are no components of the proposed 
grading permit with the potential to emit hazardous emissions or result in the handling of hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials.  Accordingly, the proposed grading permit would not result in hazardous emissions or the 
handling of hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substance, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing 
or proposed school and, as such, a less-than-significant impact would occur. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
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e) Would the Project be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to 
the public or the environment? 

Findings of Fact: The Phase I ESA included a review of federal, State, tribal, and local government databases to 
determine whether the grading permit site is identified as a hazardous material site pursuant to Government Code 
Section 65962.5.  As a result of the analysis, the Phase I ESA determined that the grading permit site has no RECs 
and is not listed on any hazardous materials databases. Please see the Phase I ESA for additional information 
regarding the databases accessed for the hazardous materials record search. Accordingly, the grading permit site 
is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5.  No 
impact would occur.  (DEA, 2017) 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 

 Potentially 
Significant 
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Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
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Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

Would the Project: 

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? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 



  Grading Permit Initial Study 
 CEQA Case No. CEQ240002 

T&B Planning, Inc. Page 48 

a) Would the Project result in an inconsistency with an Airport Master Plan? 

b) Would the Project 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? 

Findings of Fact: According to the HVWAP, the grading permit site is within the airport influence area (AIA) for the 
March Air Reserve Base (MARB) (Riverside County, 2016). However, the grading permit site is located 
approximately 13.5 miles from the nearest runways at the MARB, and the overall property as well as the grading 
permit site are not located within an Airport Master Plan. Moreover, the proposed grading permit would not 
authorize any new development on site, beyond the grading and export of approximately 184,000 cy of soil 
material to an adjacent property, and as such the proposed grading permit would not result in the introduction of 
any people residing or working in the area under long-term conditions.  Additionally, grading permits are not 
subject to review by the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC).  Accordingly, the proposed grading permit would 
not result in an inconsistency with an Airport Master Plan, would not require review by the ALUC, and would not 
result in a safety hazard for construction workers on site during grading and export activities; thus, no impact 
would occur. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
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? 

Findings of Fact: The nearest private airstrip to the grading permit site is Perris Valley Airport, located 
approximately 6.6 miles northwest of the grading permit site.  Due to distance from this facility, the proposed 
grading permit and associated activities would not result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the 
area associated with private airstrips or heliports.  No impacts would occur. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
2.1.10 Hydrology/Water Quality 

 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

Would the Project: 

23. Water Quality Impacts ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
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 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

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? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 
a) Would the Project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise 

substantially degrade surface or ground water quality? 

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit would entail grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the export of 
approximately 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property.  The proposed grading activities have the 
potential to result in substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil, which could result in impacts to water quality 
standards or violations to waste discharge requirements. Specifically, proposed grading activities would 
temporarily expose underlying soils to water and air, which would increase erosion susceptibility while the soils 
are exposed.  Exposed soils would be subject to erosion during rainfall events or high winds due to the removal of 
stabilizing vegetation and exposure of these erodible materials to wind and water, which would result in the 
generation of potential water quality pollutants. Pursuant to the requirements of the State Water Resources 
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Control Board, the Applicant is required to obtain coverage under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permit for construction activities.  The NPDES permit is required for all projects that include 
construction activities, such as clearing, grading, and/or excavation that disturb at least one acre of total land 
area.  Additionally, during grading and other construction activities involving soil exposure or the transport of 
earth materials, Riverside County Ordinance No. 578.5 (Application of California Building Code) would apply, 
which establishes, in part, requirements for the control of dust and erosion during construction.  As part of the 
requirements of Ordinance No. 578.5, the Applicant would be required to prepare an erosion control plan that 
would address construction fencing, sand bags, and other erosion-control features that would be implemented 
during the grading activities to reduce the site’s potential for soil erosion or the loss of topsoil.  Requirements for 
the reduction of particulate matter in the air also would apply, pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 403.  Mandatory 
compliance with the required NPDES permit, the future-required SWPPP, and applicable regulatory requirements 
would ensure that the proposed grading permit activities would not violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality, resulting in a less-
than-significant impact.  In addition, following grading the areas subject to disturbance would be hydroseeded in 
order to stabilize the soils on site; thus, long-term impacts due to soil erosion also would be less than significant. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
b) Would the Project substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 

groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the 
basin? 

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit would entail grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the export of 
approximately 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property. The proposed grading permit does not include 
wells that would deplete groundwater, nor are any impervious surfaces proposed as part of the grading permit. 
Any water that may be used during the grading activities would infiltrate into the on-site soils.  Following grading 
the areas subject to disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize the soils on site, resulting in no use 
of water, including groundwater resources.  There are no components of the proposed grading permit that would 
substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that the 
sustainable groundwater management of the basin may be impeded.  Impacts would be less than significant.  
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
c) Would the Project 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? 

Findings of Fact:  The proposed grading permit would entail grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the export 
of approximately 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property. Following grading, the areas subject to 
disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize the soils on site. The proposed grading permit generally 
would maintain the site’s existing topographic conditions and drainage patterns, and the proposed grading permit 
would not result in the introduction of any new impervious surfaces on site. Potential impacts associated with 
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construction activities would be precluded with mandatory compliance with the future-required SWPPP, which 
would specify Best Management Practices (BMPs) to minimize the potential for erosion or siltation. Additionally, 
there are no streams in the areas proposed for grading.  Accordingly, the proposed grading permit would not 
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, and impacts would be less than significant.  
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
d) Would the Project result in substantial erosion or siltation on-site or off-site? 

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit would involve the export of 184,000 cy of soil to a site immediately 
west of the grading permit site. The proposed grading activities have the potential to result in substantial soil 
erosion or loss of topsoil. Specifically, proposed grading activities would temporarily expose underlying soils to 
water and air, which would increase erosion susceptibility while the soils are exposed.  Exposed soils would be 
subject to erosion during rainfall events or high winds due to the removal of stabilizing vegetation and exposure 
of these erodible materials to wind and water. Following completion of grading activities, the grading permit site 
would be hydroseeded to provide soil stability and reduce the potential for soil erosion. Pursuant to the 
requirements of the State Water Resources Control Board, the Applicant is required to obtain coverage under a 
NPDES permit for construction activities.  The NPDES permit is required for all projects that include construction 
activities, such as clearing, grading, and/or excavation that disturb at least one acre of total land area.  
Additionally, during grading and other construction activities involving soil exposure or the transport of earth 
materials, Riverside County Ordinance No. 578.5 (Application of California Building Code) would apply, which 
establishes, in part, requirements for the control of dust and erosion during construction.  As part of the 
requirements of Ordinance No. 578.5, the Applicant would be required to prepare an erosion control plan that 
would address construction fencing, sand bags, and other erosion-control features that would be implemented 
during the grading activities to reduce the site’s potential for soil erosion or the loss of topsoil.  Requirements for 
the reduction of particulate matter in the air also would apply, pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 403. Potential impacts 
associated with construction activities would be precluded with mandatory compliance with the future-required 
SWPPP, which would specify Best Management Practices (BMPs) to minimize the potential for erosion or siltation. 
Mandatory compliance with the required NPDES permit and applicable regulatory requirements would ensure 
that water and wind erosion impacts during grading activities would be less than significant.  In addition, following 
grading the areas subject to disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize the soils on site; thus, long-
term impacts due to soil erosion also would be less than significant. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
e) Would the Project substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would 

result in flooding on-site or off-site? 

Findings of Fact:  The proposed grading permit would entail grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the export 
of approximately 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property. Following grading, the areas subject to 
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disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize the soils on site. There would be no substantial increase 
in the rate or amount of surface runoff during or following grading activities. As such, the proposed grading permit 
would not increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on-site or off-
site, and impacts would be less than significant.  
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
f) Would the Project 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? 

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit would entail grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the export of 
approximately 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property. Following grading the areas subject to 
disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize the soils on site.  There would be no substantial increase 
in the rate or amount of surface runoff during or following grading activities.  As such, the proposed grading permit 
would not exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems.  Additionally, and as discussed 
in more detail under the analysis of Threshold 23.a, the proposed grading permit would not result in substantial 
additional sources of polluted runoff. Impacts would be less than significant. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
g) Would the Project impede or redirect flood flows? 

Findings of Fact:  According to Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) 
No. 06065C2060H, the grading permit site is within Zone X (unshaded), which is classified as an area of minimal 
flooding.  As such, the proposed grading permit has no potential to impede or redirect flood flows, and no impact 
would occur.   
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
h) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk the release of pollutants due to project inundation? 

Findings of Fact: As discussed above under Threshold 23.g, above, the grading permit site is located in FEMA Zone 
X (unshaded) and is not within a flood hazard area; therefore, the proposed grading permit site would not be 
subject to inundation due to flood hazards and the grading activities would not risk the release of pollutants due 
to site inundation.  A tsunami is a very large ocean wave caused by an underwater earthquake or volcanic eruption.  
The grading permit site is located approximately 33.6 miles northeast of the Pacific Ocean.  As such, a tsunami 
would not affect the grading permit site.  A seiche occurs when waves oscillate in lakes, bays, gulfs, or other 
enclosed bodies of water due to seismic disturbances.  The nearest enclosed body of water is a lake, approximately 
0.2-mile west, within the Terra Shores residential community.  Due to distance and intervening development, a 
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seiche from this lake is not anticipated to impact the grading permit site.  Furthermore, the proposed grading 
permit would not entail any development of structures or buildings that could be impacted by site inundation 
hazards.  Accordingly, the proposed grading permit would not anticipate the release of pollutants due to site 
inundation from flood hazards, tsunamis, or seiches.  No impacts would occur. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
i) Would the Project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or 

sustainable groundwater management plan? 

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit would entail grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the export of 
approximately 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property. Following grading the areas subject to 
disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize the soils on site. Pursuant to the requirements of the Santa 
Ana River Basin Plan (Basin Plan), the Applicant is required to obtain coverage under a National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit for construction activities.  The NPDES permit is required for all projects that 
include construction activities, such as clearing, grading, and/or excavation that disturb at least one acre of total 
land area.  Additionally, during grading and other construction activities involving soil exposure or the transport 
of earth materials, Riverside County Ordinance No. 578.5 (Application of California Building Code) would apply, 
which establishes, in part, requirements for the control of dust and erosion during construction.  As part of the 
requirements of Ordinance No. 578.5, the Applicant would be required to prepare an erosion control plan that 
would address construction fencing, sand bags, and other erosion-control features that would be implemented 
during the grading activities to reduce the site’s potential for soil erosion or the loss of topsoil.  Requirements for 
the reduction of particulate matter in the air also would apply, pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 403. Potential impacts 
associated with construction activities would be precluded with mandatory compliance with the future-required 
SWPPP. Mandatory compliance with the required NPDES permit and applicable regulatory requirements would 
ensure that the proposed grading permit activities would not conflict with or obstruct the Basin Plan.  Additionally, 
grading activities associated with the grading permit would have no potential to adversely affect groundwater 
quality.  Thus, impacts would be less than significant.  
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
2.1.11 Land Use/Planning 
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 Potentially 
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a. 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? 

b. Disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an 
established community (including a low-income or 
minority community)? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
a) Would the Project 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? 

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit would entail grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the export of 
approximately 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property. Following grading the areas subject to 
disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize the soils on site.  All grading activities on site would be 
required to comply with all applicable Riverside County ordinances and requirements related to grading activities, 
including Ordinance No. 578.5. There are no components of the proposed grading permit with the potential to 
conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect. No impact would occur. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
b) Would the Project disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established community (including a 

low-income or minority community)? 

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit would entail grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the export of 
approximately 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property. Following grading the areas subject to 
disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize the soils on site. While residential uses occur to the west 
of the grading permit site, there are no existing residential uses immediately to the north, east, or south of the 
site. The proposed grading permit does not propose any channels, utility easements, or freeways that would 
disrupt or divide an established community. Accordingly, the proposed grading permit would not disrupt or divide 
the physical arrangement of an established community, and no impact would occur. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
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2.1.12 Mineral Resources 
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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 locally-
important 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? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

Findings of Fact: Based on available information, the grading permit site has never been the location of mineral 
resource extraction activity and no mines are located on the property under existing conditions. According to 
Figure OS-6 of the Riverside County General Plan, the grading permit site is designated within Mineral Resource 
Zone 3 (MRZ-3) pursuant to the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA). MRZ-3 is defined by SMARA 
as “Areas where the available geologic information indicates that mineral deposits are likely to exist, however, 
the significance of the deposit is undetermined.” Thus, the grading permit site does not contain any known mineral 
resources that would be of value to the region or residents of the State. Furthermore, the grading permit site is 
not identified as an important mineral resource recovery site by the Riverside County General Plan or Harvest 
Valley/Winchester Area Plan. Moreover, the proposed grading permit would entail grading of approximately 25.6 
acres and the export of approximately 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property. Following grading the 
areas subject to disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize the soils on site.  As such, even if the site 
contained mineral resources, the proposed grading permit would not affect the availability of such resources.  
Accordingly, no impact would occur. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
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c) Would the Project potentially expose people or property to hazards from proposed, existing, or 
abandoned quarries or mines? 

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit would entail grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the export of 
approximately 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property. Following grading the areas subject to 
disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize the soils on site.  The Phase I ESA does not identify any 
prior mining activities within or adjacent to the grading permit site.  Accordingly, the proposed grading permit 
would not expose people or property to hazards from proposed, existing, or abandoned quarries or mines, and 
no impact would occur. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
2.1.13 Noise 

 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
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Less than 
Significant 
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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 within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project expose people residing or 
working in the project area to excessive noise 
levels? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
Source: ALUC 
 
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 within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the Project expose people residing or 
working in the Project area to excessive noise levels? 

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit would entail grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the export of 
approximately 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property. According to the HVWAP, the grading permit 
site is within the Airport Influence Area (AIA) for the MARB. However, the grading permit site is located 
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approximately 13.5 miles from the nearest runways at the MARB, and the overall property as well as the grading 
permit site are not located within an Airport Master Plan. Moreover, the proposed grading permit would not 
authorize any new development on-site, beyond the grading and export of approximately 184,000 cy of soil 
material to an adjacent property. The grading permit site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. 
Construction workers associated with grading activities are not considered “sensitive receptors” with respect to 
noise.  Thus, the proposed grading permit would not expose people residing or working in the area to excessive 
airport-related noise levels during grading activities.. There would be no residents or employees on site following 
completion of grading activities, and as such the grading permit also would not expose people residing or working 
in the area to excessive airport-related noise levels under long-term conditions.  No impact would occur. 
 
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 

Would the Project result in: 

27. Noise Effect on or 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 
ground-borne noise levels? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 
A technical study was prepared by Helix Environmental Planning in conjunction with a separate development 
project proposed for the grading permit site, entitled, “Briggs Road Development Project, Acoustical Analysis 
Report” (herein, “AAR”), dated October 2019, and included as Technical Appendix F to this Initial Study.  Although 
the AAR did not evaluate the proposed grading permit per se, the daily grading activities evaluated in the AAR are 
similar to the daily grading characteristics that would be associated with the proposed grading permit, and as such 
provide relevant information with respect to the grading permits potential impacts due to noise.   
 
a) Would the Project result in the 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? 

Findings of Fact: According to the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), local noise ordinances typically are not 
very useful in evaluating construction noise (such as Riverside County Ordinance No. 847). They usually relate to 
nuisance and hours of allowed activity, and sometimes specify limits in terms of maximum levels, but are generally 
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not practical for assessing the impact of a construction project. Project construction noise criteria should account 
for the existing noise environment, the absolute noise levels during construction activities, the duration of the 
construction, and the adjacent land use. Due to the lack of standardized construction noise thresholds, the FTA 
provides guidelines that can be considered reasonable criteria for construction noise assessment. The FTA 
considers a daytime exterior construction noise level of 80 dBA Leq as a reasonable threshold for noise sensitive 
residential land use with a nighttime exterior construction noise level of 70 dBA Leq. 
 
The proposed grading permit would entail grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the export of approximately 
184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property. Table 10 of the AAR provides typical construction equipment 
noise levels, and indicates that the highest noise levels from construction equipment operating on site would be 
from graders, which would generate a noise level of 71.5 dBA Leq at a distance of 150 feet from grading activities. 
Although equipment would be used within this distance, it is not likely that equipment would idle or be in constant 
use within 150 feet during a typical workday. In addition, all grading activities would occur during daytime hours 
pursuant to the timing restrictions imposed by Riverside County Ordinance No. 847 (Regulating Noise).  
Accordingly, noise associated with grading activities that would be authorized by the proposed grading permit 
would not expose any nearby sensitive receptors (i.e., residential uses to the west of the site) to noise levels 
exceeding 80 dBA Leq.  Therefore, grading-related noise impacts would be less than significant.  
 
Following grading the areas subject to disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize the soils on site, 
thereby returning the site to a natural condition.  Accordingly, under long-term conditions, the proposed grading 
permit would result in no impacts due to temporary or permanent increased in ambient noise levels.   
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
b) Would the Project result in the generation of excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise 

levels? 

Findings of Fact: Excessive ground-borne vibration would occur if construction-related ground-borne vibration 
exceeds the “strongly perceptible” vibration annoyance potential criteria for human receptors, as specified by 
Caltrans, of 0.1 inches per second peak particle velocity (PPV), and 0.5 inches per second PPV for damage to older 
residential structures for continuous/frequent intermittent construction sources (such as impact pile drivers, 
vibratory pile drivers, and vibratory compaction equipment).  
 
The AAR evaluated potential vibration impacts associated with the construction of 101 single-family residential 
homes on 22.7 acres, recreation uses on 1.2 acres, and a water quality detention basin on 1.4 acres. The project 
analyzed in the AAR is not part of the proposed grading permit and was evaluated for another future development 
on the same site. The proposed grading permit would entail grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the export 
of approximately 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property.  Accordingly, the AAR overstates potential 
vibration impacts that would be associated with the proposed grading permit, as the proposed grading permit 
would not entail the use of vibratory rollers as is typically used for the establishment of building pads, which are 
not needed as part of this Project.  As demonstrated by the AAR, even when assuming more intensive construction 
activities on site, a vibratory roller (which would not be used as part of the proposed grading permit) would create 
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approximately 0.210 inch per second PPV at a distance of 25 feet. A 0.210 inch per second PPV vibration level 
would equal 0.046 inch per second PPV at a distance of 200 feet. The AAR notes that this would be lower than 
what is considered a “strongly perceptible” impact for humans of 0.1 inches per second PPV, and the structural 
damage impact to older residential structures of 0.5 inch per second PPV. The vibratory roller analyzed in the AAR 
represents a conservative analysis, as the equipment used as part of the proposed grading project would typically 
result in lower vibration levels. Accordingly, and based on the findings of the AAR, the proposed grading activities 
associated with the grading permit would not result in the generation of excessive ground-borne vibration or 
ground-borne noise levels, and impacts would be less than significant. 
 
Following grading the areas subject to disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize the soils on site. As 
such, under long-term conditions, the grading permit would not result in any impacts related to groundborne 
noise or vibration. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
2.1.14 Paleontological Resources 

Source: Riverside County GIS  
 
a) Would the Project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource, site, or unique 

geologic feature? 

Findings of Fact: Paleontological resources are the remains of prehistoric life that have been preserved in geologic 
strata.  These remains are called fossils and include bones, shells, teeth, and plant remains in the sedimentary 
matrix, as well as trace fossils such as footprints and burrows.  Fossils are considered older than 5,000 years of 
age but may include younger remains when viewed in the context of local extinction of the organism or habitat.  
 
Lands with high, low, or undetermined potential for finding paleontological resources have been mapped and are 
included in Figure OS-8 of the Riverside County General Plan (as well as the Riverside County GIS database [RCIT]).  
According to Figure OS-8 and the Riverside County GIS database (RCIT), the southwestern portions of the grading 
permit site are classified as having a “High Sensitivity (High B)” for containing paleontological resources, while the 
eastern, northeastern, and northern portions of the grading permit site are classified as having a “Low Potential 
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(L)” for containing paleontological resources. Thus, there is a potential that grading activities may uncover 
previously-unidentified paleontological resources.  With implementation of Mitigation Measures MM PR-1 
through MM PR-4, which require preparation and implementation of a Paleontological Resource Impact 
Mitigation Program (PRIMP).  The PRIMP would require full time paleontological monitoring of trenching, 
excavation, and/or mass grading activities, and appropriate treatment of any paleontological resources uncovered 
during site grading activities.  Although only portions of the Project site are rated as having a “High” sensitivity for 
paleontological resources, the mitigation requires that the entire project site be subject to paleontological 
monitoring due to the expected amount of grading and excavation to be done. Accordingly, with implementation 
of Mitigation Measures MM PR-1 through MM PR-4, Project impacts to paleontological resources would be 
reduced to less-than-significant levels. 
 
Mitigation:  
 
MM PR-1 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall retain and enter a monitoring 

and mitigation service contract with a qualified paleontologist for mitigation monitoring services 
and to prepare and implement a Paleontological Resource Impact Mitigation Program (PRIMP). 
The Paleontological Monitor shall be equipped to salvage fossils as they are unearthed to avoid 
construction delays and to remove samples of sediment that are likely to contain the remains of 
small fossil invertebrates and vertebrates.  The monitor shall be empowered to temporarily halt 
or divert equipment to allow removal of abundant or large specimens in a timely manner.  
Monitoring may be reduced in the potentially fossiliferous units are not present in the subsurface, 
or if present, are determined upon exposure and examination by qualified paleontological 
personnel to have low potential to contain or yield fossil resources. 

 
MM PR-2 If a significant paleontological resource(s) is discovered, the qualified paleontological personnel 

must be able prepare the recovered specimen to a point of identification and permanent 
preservation, including screen-washing of sediments to recover small invertebrates and 
vertebrates if appropriate.  Preparation of individual vertebrate fossils is often more time 
consuming than accumulation of invertebrate fossils. 

 
MM PR-3 Prior to final building inspection, the Project Applicant shall provide evidence to the County that 

all paleontological materials recovered during the paleontological investigation were identified 
and curated into a professional, accredited public museum repository with a commitment to 
archival conservation and permanent retrievable storage.  Pursuant to the County of Riverside’s 
“SABER Policy” for recovered fossils, they fossils should, by preference, be directed (deposited at) 
the Western Science Center Museum on Searl Parkway in Hemet, Riverside County, California.  
The paleontological program should include a written repository agreement prior to the initiation 
of mitigation activities. 

 
MM PR-4 Prior to the final building inspection, a qualified paleontologist must prepare a final monitoring 

and mitigation report of findings and significance, including lists of all fossils recovered and 
necessary maps and graphics to accurately record their original location.  The report, when 
submitted to the appropriate Lead Agency, will signify satisfactory completion of the project 
program to mitigate impacts to any paleontological resources. 
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Monitoring:  
 
M PR-1 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a Paleontological 

Resource Impact Mitigation Program (PRIMP) to the Riverside County Planning Department for 
review and approval.  In conjunction with the PRIMP, the Project Applicant shall provide evidence 
that a qualified professional has been retained to conduct on-site monitoring during grading and 
ground-disturbing activities. 

 
M PR-2 During grading and ground-disturbing activities, a qualified paleontological monitor shall conduct 

periodic “spot check” monitoring that shall consist of approximately one to two scheduled visits 
per week. 

 
M PR-3 Prior to final building inspection, the Riverside County Planning Department shall verify that any 

paleontological resources have been appropriately curated and/or recorded and conveyed to the 
Western Science Museum. 

 
M PR-4 Prior to final building inspection, the qualified professional shall prepare and the Riverside County 

Planning Department shall review and approve a final monitoring and mitigation report of findings 
of significance. 

 
2.1.15 Population and Housing 
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a) Would the Project displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

Findings of Fact: Under existing conditions, the grading permit site is comprised of vacant undeveloped land with 
no residential structures.  Accordingly, the implementation of the proposed grading permit would not displace 
any housing or people and would not necessitate the construction of replacement housing elsewhere.   No impact 
would occur. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
b) Would the Project create a demand for additional housing, particularly housing affordable to 

households earning 80% or less of the County’s median income? 

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit would entail grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the export of 
approximately 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property. Following grading the areas subject to 
disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize the soils on site.  The proposed grading permit would not 
include any land uses that would result in a demand for additional housing because the site would continue to be 
a vacant parcel with no structures similar to existing conditions. No development is proposed as part of the grading 
permit. Upon grading completion, the site would continue to be a vacant parcel with no structures similar to 
existing conditions. No impact would occur. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
c) Would the Project induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for 

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

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit would entail grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the export of 
approximately 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property. Following grading the areas subject to 
disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize the soils on site.  The proposed grading permit would not 
authorize the construction of any permanent structures on site that could result in an increase in the areas 
population.  Although soils exported from the site would be used to facilitate the development of residential uses 
to the west within the City of Menifee, the residential development is fully consistent with the City of Menifee 
General Plan and thus would not induce substantial unplanned population growth.  No impact would occur. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
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2.1.16 Public Services 
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30. Fire Services 
Would the Project result in substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental 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 fire protection services? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
Source: Google Earth Pro; Riverside County Ordinance No. 659 (Establishing a Development Impact Fee Program) 
 
a) Would the Project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new 

or physically altered governmental 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 fire protection services? 

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit would entail grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the export of 
approximately 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property. Following grading the areas subject to 
disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize the soils on site. Upon maturity, the hydroseed mix would 
provide a natural vegetation cover over the graded area of the Project site. The exact hydroseed mixture on-site 
would be selected based on soil conditions, site topography and exposure, season and climate, vegetation type, 
maintenance requirements, sensitive adjacent areas, and water availability. The hydroseed mixture would provide 
vegetation cover similar to existing conditions of the Project site and would not subject the site to increased 
wildfire risks. Furthermore, the Project site would be subject to routine disking for fire abatement maintenance 
to ensure the hydroseed vegetation would not exacerbate wildfire risks. Accordingly, the proposed grading permit 
would not result in or require the provision of any new or expanded fire protection facilities.  No impact would 
occur. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
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31. Sheriff Services 
Would the Project result in substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental 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 sheriff services? 
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a) Would the Project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new 

or physically altered governmental 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 sheriff services? 

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit would entail grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the export of 
approximately 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property. Following grading the areas subject to 
disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize the soils on site. No development is proposed as part of 
the grading permit. Upon grading completion, the site would continue to be a vacant parcel with no structures 
similar to existing conditions. Accordingly, the proposed grading permit would not result in or require the 
provision of any new or expanded sheriff protection facilities.  No impact would occur. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
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a) Would the Project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new 
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facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for school services? 

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit would entail grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the export of 
approximately 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property. Following grading the areas subject to 
disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize the soils on site. No development is proposed as part of 
the grading permit. Upon grading completion, the site would continue to be a vacant parcel with no structures 
similar to existing conditions. The proposed grading permit would not result in an increase in the site’s population 
and would not result in the generation of a demand for new or expanded school facilities.  No impact would occur.  
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
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33. Libraries 
Would the Project result in substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental facilities or the need for new or 
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which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order 
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☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
Source: Riverside County Ordinance No. 659 (Establishing a Development Impact Fee Program) 
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a) Would the Project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new 
or physically altered governmental 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 library services? 

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit would entail grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the export of 
approximately 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property. Following grading the areas subject to 
disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize the soils on site. No development is proposed as part of 
the grading permit. Upon grading completion, the site would continue to be a vacant parcel with no structures 
similar to existing conditions. The proposed grading permit would not result in an increase in the site’s population 
and would not result in the generation of a demand for new or expanded library facilities.  No impact would occur. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
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34. Health Services 
Would the Project result in substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental 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 health services? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
Source: Riverside County Ordinance No. 659 (Establishing a Development Impact Fee Program) 
 
a) Would the Project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new 

or physically altered governmental 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 health services? 

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit would entail grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the export of 
approximately 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property. Following grading the areas subject to 
disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize the soils on site. No development is proposed as part of 
the grading permit. Upon grading completion, the site would continue to be a vacant parcel with no structures 
similar to existing conditions. The proposed grading permit would not result in an increase in the site’s population 
and would not result in the generation of a demand for new or expanded health care facilities.  No impact would 
occur. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
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Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
2.1.17 Recreation 
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Source:  
 
a) Would the Project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational 

facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

b) Would the Project 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? 

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit would entail grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the export of 
approximately 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property. Following grading the areas subject to 
disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize the soils on site. The proposed grading permit would not 
include the construction or expansion of any recreational facilities.  Additionally, the proposed grading permit 
would not result in an increase in the site’s population, as the grading permit would not allow for the construction 
of any structures or buildings.  No development is proposed as part of the grading permit. Upon grading 
completion, the site would continue to be a vacant parcel with no structures similar to existing conditions. Thus, 
the grading permit would not result in the substantial physical deterioration of existing recreational facilities.  
Accordingly, no impact would occur. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
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c) Would the Project be located within a Community Service Area (CSA) or recreation and park district 

with a Community Parks and Recreation Plan (Quimby fees)? 

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit would entail grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the export of 
approximately 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property. Following grading the areas subject to 
disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize the soils on site.  The proposed grading permit would not 
result in the development of any residential uses on site or any other uses that would be subject to payment of 
in-lieu park fees, including Quimby fees.  Accordingly, no impact would occur.  
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
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a) Would the Project include the construction or expansion of a trail system? 

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit would entail grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the export of 
approximately 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property. Following grading the areas subject to 
disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize the soils on site.  No development is proposed as part of 
the grading permit. Upon grading completion, the site would continue to be a vacant parcel with no structures 
similar to existing conditions. No trails would be constructed or expanded as part of the proposed grading permit.  
Therefore, no impact would occur. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
2.1.18 Transportation 
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a) Would the Project conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, 

including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities? 

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit would entail grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the export of 
approximately 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property. Following grading the areas subject to 
disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize the soils on site.  Because the proposed grading permit 
would not proposed any development that would require evaluation of consistency with a transportation policy, 
ordinance, or program, the proposed grading permit has no potential to conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, 
or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities.  No 
development is proposed as part of the grading permit. Upon grading completion, the site would continue to be 
a vacant parcel with no structures similar to existing conditions. No impact would occur. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required.  
 
b)  Conflict with or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit would entail grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the export of 
approximately 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property. Vehicle trips associated with the proposed 
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grading permit would be limited to construction equipment (i.e., graders) on site and the use of haul trucks to 
transport materials to the adjacent property.  While the proposed grading permit would result in the generation 
of temporary employees on site, it is anticipated that most, if not all, employees associated with on-site grading 
operations would consist of construction-related employees already working on the adjacent property.  In 
addition, the Riverside County Transportation Analysis Guidelines for Vehicle Miles of Travel / Level of Service 
(December 2020) indicates that projects that generate less than 3,000 MTCO2e per year are presumed to cause a 
less-than-significant impact due to vehicle miles traveled (VMT).  As noted under the analysis of Threshold 20.a), 
the proposed grading permit’s GHG emissions would be a total of 62.9 MTCO2e over the one month of grading 
activities anticipated by the Grading AQ and GHG Report. Accordingly, the proposed grading permit would 
generate less than 3,000 MTCO2e per year.  As such, the proposed grading permit would not conflict with or be 
inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b), and impacts would be less than significant. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
c) Would the Project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves 

or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g. farm equipment)? 

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit would entail grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the export of 
approximately 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property. Following grading the areas subject to 
disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize the soils on site. No roadway improvements would occur 
as part of the proposed grading permit. No development is proposed as part of the grading permit. Upon grading 
completion, the site would continue to be a vacant parcel with no structures similar to existing conditions. 
Additionally, construction equipment associated with the proposed grading permit activities would not travel on 
any public roadways.  Accordingly, the proposed grading permit would not substantially increase hazards due to 
a geometric design feature or incompatible uses, and no impact would occur. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
d) Would the Project cause an effect upon, or a need for new or altered maintenance of roads? 

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit would entail grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the export of 
approximately 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property. Following grading the areas subject to 
disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize the soils on site. No development is proposed as part of 
the grading permit that would cause an effect upon roads. Upon grading completion, the site would continue to 
be a vacant parcel with no structures similar to existing conditions. Construction equipment associated with the 
proposed grading permit activities would not travel on any public roadways.  Therefore, the proposed grading 
permit would not cause an effect upon, or a need for new or altered maintenance of roads, and no impact would 
occur. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
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Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
e) Would the Project cause an effect upon circulation during the project’s construction? 

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit would entail grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the export of 
approximately 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property. Following grading the areas subject to 
disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize the soils on site. No development is proposed as part of 
the grading permit that would cause an effect on circulation. Upon grading completion, the site would continue 
to be a vacant parcel with no structures similar to existing conditions. Construction equipment associated with 
the proposed grading permit activities would not travel on any public roadways, except for the segment of Briggs 
Road that would be constructed as part of the development on the receiving site.  Therefore, the proposed grading 
permit would not cause an effect upon circulation during the project’s construction, and no impact would occur. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
f) Would the Project result in inadequate emergency access or access to nearby uses? 

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit would entail grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the export of 
approximately 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property. Following grading the areas subject to 
disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize the soils on site. Construction equipment associated with 
the proposed grading permit activities would not travel on any public roadways, and the proposed grading permit 
would not affect any public roadways or access points. No development is proposed as part of the grading permit 
that would result inadequate emergency access or access to nearby uses. Upon grading completion, the site would 
continue to be a vacant parcel with no structures similar to existing conditions. Therefore, the proposed grading 
permit would not result in inadequate emergency access or access to nearby uses, and no impact would occur. 
 
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 

38. Bike Trails 
a. Include the construction or expansion of a bike 

system or bike lanes? 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
a) Would the Project include the construction or expansion of a bike system or bike lanes? 

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit would entail grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the export of 
approximately 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property. Following grading the areas subject to 
disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize the soils on site.  No construction or expansion of a bike 
system or bike lanes would occur as part of the proposed grading permit.  No development is proposed as part of 
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the grading permit. Upon grading completion, the site would continue to be a vacant parcel with no structures 
similar to existing conditions. Accordingly, no impact would occur. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
2.1.19 Tribal Cultural Resources 

 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

39. 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, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of 
the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American Tribe, and 
that is: 

a. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register 
of Historical Resources or in a local register of 
historical resources as defined in 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: Helix 
 
a) Would the Project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a Tribal Cultural Resource, 

defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that 
is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with 
cultural value to a California Native American Tribe, and that is 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) Would the Project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a Tribal Cultural Resource, 
defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that 
is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with 
cultural value to a California Native American Tribe, and that is a resource determined by the lead 
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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). 

Findings of Fact:  Tribal Cultural Resources are those resources with inherent tribal values that are difficult to 
identify through the same means as archaeological resources. These resources can be identified and understood 
through direct consultation with the tribes who attach tribal value to the resource.  Tribal cultural resources may 
include Native American archaeological sites, but they may also include other types of resources such as cultural 
landscapes or sacred places. The appropriate treatment of tribal cultural resources is determined through 
consultation with tribes.  
 
Notices regarding this Project were mailed to all requesting tribes on February 19, 2020.  No response was 
received from the Cahuilla Band of Indians, Colorado River Indian Tribe, Pala Band of Mission Indians or the 
Ramona Band of Cahuilla Mission Indians.  Consultation was requested by the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla 
Indians, Pechanga Band of Luiseno Indians, Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians, and the Soboba Band of Luiseno 
Indians.  
 
The Morongo Band of Mission Indians responded in an email dated February 19, 2020. The letter stated that they 
had no information.   
 
Consultation was requested by the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians in a letter dated March 17, 2020. The 
band was provided with the cultural report and conditions of approval. A letter was received from Agua Caliente 
dated November 30, 2020 agreeing with the conditions of approval and concluding consultation.  
 
The Rincon Band requested to consult in a letter dated March 10, 2020. Rincon was provided with the Project 
reports and exhibits. Upon review of the Project conditions of approval/mitigation measures Rincon concluded 
consultation in a letter dated February 26, 2021.  
 
The Pechanga Band requested to consult in a letter dated February 19, 2020 and consultation was initiated on 
June 12, 2020. During a meeting Pechanga told Planning that the Project was within an archaeological district, but 
no specific tribal cultural resource information was provided by the tribe.  Pechanga was provided with the cultural 
reports, exhibits and the conditions of approval and subsequently concluded consultation in an emailed letter 
dated May 17, 2021.  
 
The consulting tribes have not identified the on-site bedrock milling sites as Tribal Cultural Resources but 
nonetheless, they all would be avoided by grading design. Each of the consulting bands feel the area is sensitive 
for subsurface resources and there is the possibility that previously unidentified resources might be found during 
ground disturbing activities. As such, as part of Mitigation Measure MM CR-4 the Project has been conditioned 
for a Tribal Monitor from the consulting Tribe(s) to be present during grading activities so that any Tribal Cultural 
Resources found during Project construction activities would be handled in a culturally appropriate manner. 
 
The Project would also be required to adhere to State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 in the event that 
human remains are encountered and by ensuring that no further disturbance occur until the County Coroner has 
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made the necessary findings as to 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. Compliance would be ensured through Mitigation Measure MM CR-7.  
 
CEQA requires the Lead Agency to address any unanticipated cultural resources discoveries during Project 
construction. Therefore, mitigation measure MM-CR-5 and MM-CR-6 dictate the procedures to be followed 
should any unanticipated cultural resources be identified during ground disturbing activities has been placed on 
this Project. With the inclusion of these mitigation measures, impacts to any previously unidentified Tribal Cultural 
Resources would be less than significant.  
 
Mitigation: Refer to Subsection 2.1.5, Cultural Resources, for applicable mitigation measures. 
 
Monitoring: Refer to Subsection 2.1.5, Cultural Resources, for applicable monitoring requirements. 
 
2.1.20 Utilities/Service Systems 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 
a) Would the Project 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) Would the Project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably 
foreseeable future development during normal, dry, and multiple dry years? 

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit would entail grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the export of 
approximately 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property. There are no water, wastewater treatment, or 
storm water drainage systems on the site under existing conditions, and no such facilities would be installed on 
site as part of the proposed grading permit.  Additionally, the only water that would be consumed during site 
grading activities would be for watering of disturbed areas to prevent wind and airborne erosion hazards.  The 



  Grading Permit Initial Study 
 CEQA Case No. CEQ240002 

T&B Planning, Inc. Page 75 

use of water for soil stabilization only would occur during active grading activities, as following grading the areas 
subject to disturbance would be hydroseeded and would not require any irrigation. No development is proposed 
as part of the grading permit. Upon grading completion, the site would continue to be a vacant parcel with no 
structures similar to existing conditions. Accordingly, the proposed grading permit would not require or result in 
the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, or storm water drainage 
systems, and no impact would occur.  Additionally, due to the short-term nature of grading activities and 
associated watering for soil stabilization, there would be sufficient water supplies available to serve the proposed 
grading activities during normal, dry, and multiple dry years.  Accordingly, impacts to water supply 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 

Would the Project: 

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

wastewater treatment facilities, including septic 
systems, or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which 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? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
Source: EMWD 
 
a) Would the Project require or result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities, including 

septic systems, or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which would cause significant 
environmental effects? 

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit would entail grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the export of 
approximately 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property. During grading activities, wastewater generated 
by construction employees would be accommodated by temporary portable toilets as are typical on construction 
sites. No development is proposed that would require wastewater treatment facilities. Following grading the areas 
subject to disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize the soils on site. No development is proposed 
as part of the grading permit. Upon grading completion, the site would continue to be a vacant parcel with no 
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structures similar to existing conditions. Accordingly, the proposed grading permit would not result in the 
construction of new wastewater treatment facilities, including septic systems, or expansion of existing facilities, 
and no impact would occur. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
b) Would the Project 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? 

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit would entail grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the export of 
approximately 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property. During grading activities, wastewater generated 
by construction employees would be accommodated by temporary portable toilets as are typical on construction 
sites. No development is proposed that would require wastewater treatment. Following grading the areas subject 
to disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize the soils on site. No development is proposed as part 
of the grading permit. Upon grading completion, the site would continue to be a vacant parcel with no structures 
similar to existing conditions. Accordingly, the proposed grading permit would not 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, and no impact would occur. 
 
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 

Would the Project: 

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)? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
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a) Would the Project 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? 

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit would entail grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the export of 
approximately 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property. Following grading the areas subject to 
disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize the soils on site. The proposed grading permit would not 
entail the demolition or construction of any structures or any other site improvements that could result in the 
generation of solid waste. No development is proposed as part of the grading permit. Upon grading completion, 
the site would continue to be a vacant parcel with no structures similar to existing conditions. Accordingly, the 
proposed grading permit has no potential to 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, and no 
impact would occur. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
b) Would the Project comply with federal, State, and local management and reduction statutes and 

regulations related to solid wastes including the CIWMP (County Integrated Waste Management Plan)? 

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit would entail grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the export of 
approximately 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property. Following grading the areas subject to 
disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize the soils on site. The proposed grading permit would not 
entail the demolition or construction of any structures or any other site improvements that could result in the 
generation of solid waste. Accordingly, the proposed grading permit has no potential to conflict with federal, 
State, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid wastes including the CIWMP, 
and no impact would occur. 
 
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 

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? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
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 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

d. Street lighting? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

e. Maintenance of public facilities, including roads? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

f. Other governmental services? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

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? 

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit would entail grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the export of 
approximately 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property. Following grading the areas subject to 
disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize the soils on site. No development is proposed as part of 
the grading permit. Upon grading completion, the site would continue to be a vacant parcel with no structures 
similar to existing conditions. The proposed grading activities would not require the construction or expansion of 
facilities to provide the site with electricity, natural gas, communications systems, street lighting, maintenance of 
public facilities (including roads) or other governmental services.  No impact would occur.  
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
2.1.21 Wildfire 

 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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 ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
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 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

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? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

Findings of Fact: The Project site is within an area that is classified as a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone 
(VHFHSZ) within a Local Responsibility Area (LRA).  The proposed grading permit would entail grading of 
approximately 25.6 acres and the export of approximately 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property. 
Following grading the areas subject to disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize the soils on site.  
The proposed grading permit would not result in any construction-related traffic along public roadways, as 
construction equipment associated with grading activities would occur fully on site or on the adjacent property.  
No development is proposed that would impair an emergency plan. No development is proposed as part of the 
grading permit. Upon grading completion, the site would continue to be a vacant parcel with no structures similar 
to existing conditions. As such, the proposed grading permit has no potential to substantially impair an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan, and no impact would occur. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
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b) Would the Project 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? 

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit would entail grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the export of 
approximately 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property. Following grading the areas subject to 
disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize the soils on site.  Upon maturity, the hydroseed mix would 
provide a natural vegetation cover over the graded area of the Project site. The exact hydroseed mixture on-site 
would be selected based on soil conditions, site topography and exposure, season and climate, vegetation type, 
maintenance requirements, sensitive adjacent areas, and water availability.  The hydroseed mixture would 
provide vegetation cover similar to existing conditions of the Project site and would not subject the site to 
increased wildfire risks. Furthermore, the Project site would be subject to routine disking for fire abatement 
maintenance to ensure the hydroseed vegetation would not exacerbate wildfire risks. No development is 
proposed as part of the grading permit. Upon grading completion, the site would continue to be a vacant parcel 
with no structures similar to existing conditions.  There are no components of the proposed grading permit that 
have the potential to exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations 
from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire.  Accordingly, no impact would occur.  
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
 
c) Would the Project 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? 

Findings of Fact:  The proposed grading permit would entail grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the export 
of approximately 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property. Following grading the areas subject to 
disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize the soils on site.  Upon maturity, the hydroseed mix would 
provide a natural vegetation cover over the graded area of the Project site. The exact hydroseed mixture on-site 
would be selected based on soil conditions, site topography and exposure, season and climate, vegetation type, 
maintenance requirements, sensitive adjacent areas, and water availability.  The hydroseed mixture would 
provide vegetation cover similar to existing conditions of the Project site and would not subject the site to 
increased wildfire risks. Furthermore, the Project site would be subject to routine disking for fire abatement 
maintenance to ensure the hydroseed vegetation would not exacerbate wildfire risks. No development is 
proposed as part of the grading permit. Upon grading completion, the site would continue to be a vacant parcel 
with no structures similar to existing conditions. The site would continue to be a vacant parcel with no structures 
following grading completion. The proposed grading permit would not allow for the construction of any structures 
or buildings on site that would be subject to wildland fire hazards, and as such the proposed grading permit would 
not require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure that may exacerbate fire risk or that may 
result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment.  No impact would occur. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
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d) Would the Project 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? 

Findings of Fact: The proposed grading permit would entail grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the export of 
approximately 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property. Following grading the areas subject to 
disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize the soils on site.  Upon maturity, the hydroseed mix would 
provide a natural vegetation cover over the graded area of the Project site. The exact hydroseed mixture on-site 
would be selected based on soil conditions, site topography and exposure, season and climate, vegetation type, 
maintenance requirements, sensitive adjacent areas, and water availability.  The hydroseed mixture would 
provide vegetation cover similar to existing conditions of the Project site and would not subject the site to 
increased wildfire risks. Furthermore, the Project site would be subject to routine disking for fire abatement 
maintenance to ensure the hydroseed vegetation would not exacerbate wildfire risks. No development is 
proposed as part of the grading permit. Upon grading completion, the site would continue to be a vacant parcel 
with no structures similar to existing conditions.  There are no components of the proposed grading permit with 
the potential to expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or 
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes. No impact would occur.  
 
e) Would the Project expose people or structures either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, 

injury, or death involving wildland fires? 

Findings of Fact:  The proposed grading permit would entail grading of approximately 25.6 acres and the export 
of approximately 184,000 cy of soil material to an adjacent property. Following grading the areas subject to 
disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize the soils on site. Upon maturity, the hydroseed mix would 
provide a natural vegetation cover over the graded area of the Project site. The exact hydroseed mixture on-site 
would be selected based on soil conditions, site topography and exposure, season and climate, vegetation type, 
maintenance requirements, sensitive adjacent areas, and water availability.  The hydroseed mixture would 
provide vegetation cover similar to existing conditions of the Project site and would not subject the site to 
increased wildfire risks. Furthermore, the Project site would be subject to routine disking for fire abatement 
maintenance to ensure the hydroseed vegetation would not exacerbate wildfire risks.  No structures or buildings 
would be constructed on site as part of the proposed grading permit. No development is proposed as part of the 
grading permit. Upon grading completion, the site would continue to be a vacant parcel with no structures similar 
to existing conditions.  Accordingly, there are no components of the proposed grading permit that would expose 
people or structures either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland 
fires, and no impact would occur. 
 
Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 
 
Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
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2.1.22 Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

 
Findings of Fact: As indicated throughout the analysis in this IS/MND, the implementation of the proposed grading 
permit 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, or reduce the number or restrict the range of rare or endangered plant or animal, or 
eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory. Mitigation Measures MM-
BIO-1 and MM-BIO-2, as well as Mitigation Measures MM-CR-1 through MM-CR-8 would be implemented in order 
reduce potential impacts to less-than-significant levels Therefore, with implementation of mitigation, impacts 
would be less than significant. 
 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

46. Does the Project 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)? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 
Findings of Fact: Cumulative effects that would result from implementation of the proposed grading permit are 
evaluated throughout this Initial Study, which demonstrates that such impacts would not occur or would be less 
than significant. 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

47. Does the Project have environmental effects that will 
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 
Findings of Fact: Refer to the Impact Analysis for each Threshold herein.  As indicated under the analysis of Air 
Quality, the proposed grading permit would not result in air quality emissions that could adversely affect 
surrounding sensitive receptors.  There are no components of the proposed grading permit that could result in 
significant impacts due to geological hazards affecting surrounding properties.  The proposed grading permit 
would not be associated with the storage, handling, or transport of hazardous materials that could adversely affect 
human beings.  The proposed grading permit would not increase the risk of flood hazards for downstream 
properties.  Additionally, noise levels associated with the proposed grading activities would not be substantial 
compared to existing conditions.  Furthermore, the proposed grading permit would not adversely affect public 
services, such as police and fire, in a manner that could have adverse effects on human beings, either directly or 
indirectly.  Impacts would be less than significant. 
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4.0 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Potential Environmental Impact 

Significance 
Determinatio

n 
Mitigation Measures (MM) and County Regulations & 

Design Requirements (CRDR) 

Responsible/ 
Monitoring 

Parties 
Implementation 

Stage 
4.1 Aesthetics     
Threshold 1.a): The Project site is not prominently 
visible from any designated or eligible scenic highways, 
and grading of the Project would not substantially 
impact the scenic resources within any scenic highway 
corridors.  As such, Project impacts to scenic resources 
and scenic highway corridors would be less than 
significant 
 
Threshold 1.b):  The Project includes grading only; thus, 
the Project would not result in aesthetically offensive 
conditions.  Accordingly, the Project would have less-
than-significant impacts to scenic resources. 
 
Threshold 1.c):  The Project includes grading and 
hydroseeding of the site and would not substantially 
degrade the existing visual character or quality of 
public views of the Project site or its surroundings.  As 
such, a less-than-significant impact would occur. 
 
Threshold 2.a): The Project includes grading during 
daytime hours and does not include any development.  
As such, the Project has no potential to conflict with 
Riverside County Ordinance No. 655 and would not 
result in adverse lighting impacts to the Mt. Palomar 
Observatory.  Impacts would be less than significant. 
 
Threshold 3.a):  The Project includes grading during 
daytime hours and does not include any development 
or sources of lighting or glare. Therefore, impacts due 
to light and glare would be less than significant. 
 
Threshold 3.b):  The Project includes grading during 
daytime hours and does not include any development 

Less than 
Significant 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Less than 
Significant 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Less than 
Significant 

 
 
 
 
 

Less than 
Significant 

 
 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, 
mitigation measures are not required. 

N/A N/A 
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Potential Environmental Impact 

Significance 
Determinatio

n 
Mitigation Measures (MM) and County Regulations & 

Design Requirements (CRDR) 

Responsible/ 
Monitoring 

Parties 
Implementation 

Stage 
or sources of lighting or glare. Therefore, impacts due 
to light levelswould be less than significant. 
 
4.2 Agriculture and Forest Resources     
Threshold 4.a):  The Project only would involved 
grading on portions of the site that are classified as 
“Other Lands” and “Farmland of Local Importance”.  As 
such, the Project would not convert Prime Farmland to 
a non-agricultural use, and impacts would be less than 
significant. 
 
Threshold 4.b):  The Project site is not used for 
agricultural production.  As such, the Project would not 
conflict with existing agricultural use or agricultural 
zoning, and impacts would be less than significant.  
Additionally, according to Riverside County GIS, the 
Project site is not subject to a Williamson Act Contract 
and is not located within an agricultural preserve.  As 
such, the Project has no potential to conflict with 
Williamson Act Contracts or agricultural preserves, and 
no impact would occur. 
 
Threshold 4.c):  There are no lands within 300 feet of 
the Project site that are zoned primarily for agricultural 
uses.  As such, implementation of the Project would not 
result in the development of non-agricultural uses 
within 300 feet of agriculturally-zoned land and the 
Project would not be subject to Riverside County 
Ordinance No. 625.  Therefore, no impact would occur. 
 
Threshold 4.d): There are no other components of the 
proposed Project not already discussed under 
Thresholds 4.a) through 4.c), which due to location or 
nature, could result in the conversion of Farmland to 
non-agricultural use.  No impact would occur. 
 
Thresholds 5.a) through 5.c):  Due to the absence of 
forest land on the Project site in in the site’s vicinity, 

No Impact 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No Impact 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No Impact 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No Impact 
 
 
 
 
 

No Impact 

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, 
mitigation measures are not required. 

N/A N/A 
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Potential Environmental Impact 

Significance 
Determinatio

n 
Mitigation Measures (MM) and County Regulations & 

Design Requirements (CRDR) 

Responsible/ 
Monitoring 

Parties 
Implementation 

Stage 
there is no potential for the Project to result in changes 
in the existing environment which, due to their location 
or nature, could result in the conversion of forest land 
to non-forest land use.  No impact would occur. 
4.3 Air Quality     
Threshold 6.a): The Project would not result in or cause 
NAAQS or CAAQS violations.  The Project includes 
grading of the Project site. The Project is therefore 
considered to be consistent with the AQMP.   
Additionally, Project construction-source emissions 
would not exceed the applicable regional thresholds of 
significance or localized significance thresholds. 
Therefore, the Project would not conflict with the goals 
and objectives of the AQMP and Project 
implementation would result in a less-than-significant 
impact due to a conflict with an air quality plan. 
 
Threshold 6.b):  Under the assumed scenarios, 
emissions resulting from Project construction would 
not exceed localized or regional criteria pollutant 
thresholds established by the SCAQMD for emissions of 
any criteria pollutant.  As such, Project-related 
emissions would be less than significant.  
 
Threshold 6.c):  The Project would not exceed the 
SCAQMD localized significance thresholds (LSTs) during 
construction. The Project also would not cause or 
contribute to a CO “hot spot.” 
 
Threshold 6.d): Odors associated with the proposed 
Project construction would be less than significant and 
no mitigation is required. 

Less than 
Significant 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Less than 
Significant 

 
 
 
 
 

Less than 
Significant 

 
 

 
Less than 
Significant 

 

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, 
mitigation measures are not required. 

N/A N/A 

4.4 Biological Resources     
Threshold 7.a):  With implementation of County 
ordinances and Mitigation Measures MM BIO-1, the 
Project would be fully consistent with the SKR HCP and 
the MSHCP, and impacts would be reduced to less-
than-significant levels. 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

 

MM BIO-1: Within 30 days prior to grading, a qualified 
biologist shall conduct a survey of suitable habitat on-site 
and make a determination regarding the presence or 
absence of the burrowing owl.  The determination shall be 
documented in a report and shall be submitted, reviewed, 

Project 
Applicant, 

Project 
Biologist/ 
Riverside 

Prior to issuance 
of grading 

permits 
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Potential Environmental Impact 

Significance 
Determinatio

n 
Mitigation Measures (MM) and County Regulations & 

Design Requirements (CRDR) 

Responsible/ 
Monitoring 

Parties 
Implementation 

Stage 
 
Thresholds 7.b and 7.c):  With implementation of 
Mitigation Measures MM BIO-1 and MM BIO-2, the 
Project would not 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), and the Project would not 
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 Game or U.S. Wildlife 
Service.  Impacts would be reduced to less-than-
significant levels.   
 
Threshold 7.d):  The Project site lacks migratory wildlife 
corridors and wildlife nursery sites. The Project site 
does not occur within MSHCP Cores or Linkages. The 
proposed Project would not interfere or impact the 
movement of native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or established native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors, and would not impede the 
use of native wildlife nursery sites. With compliance 
with MM BIO-2, impacts would be less than significant. 
 
Thresholds 7.e and 7.f):  Implementation of the 
proposed Project would not impact any jurisdictional 
areas. There would be no impacts to wetlands as 
defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 
 
Threshold 7.g):  The Project would not conflict with any 
local policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance, and no impact would occur. 
 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Less than 
Significant 

 
 
 

No Impact 

and accepted by the County of Riverside prior to the 
issuance of a grading permit and subject to the following 
provisions: 
 
a) In the event that the pre-construction survey 
identifies no burrowing owls on the property a grading 
permit may be issued without restriction. 
 
b) In the event that the pre-construction survey 
identifies the presence of at least one individual but less 
than three (3) mating pairs of burrowing owl, then prior to 
the issuance of a grading permit and prior to the 
commencement of ground-disturbing activities on the 
property, the qualified biologist shall passively or actively 
relocate any burrowing owls.  Passive relocation, including 
the required use of one-way doors to exclude owls from 
the site and the collapsing of burrows, will occur if the 
biologist determines that the proximity and availability of 
alternate habitat is suitable for successful passive 
relocation.  Passive relocation shall follow CDFW 
relocation protocol and shall only occur between 
September 15 and February 1.  If proximate alternate 
habitat is not present as determined by the biologist, 
active relocation shall follow CDFW relocation protocol.  
The biologist shall confirm in writing that the species has 
fledged the site or been relocated prior to the issuance of 
a grading permit. 
 
c) In the event that the pre-construction survey 
identifies the presence of three (3) or more mating pairs of 
burrowing owl, the requirements of the Western Riverside 
County MSCHP Species-Specific Conservation Objective 5 
for the burrowing owl shall be followed.  Objective 5 
states that if the site (including adjacent areas) supports 
three (3) or more pairs of burrowing owls and supports 
greater than 35 acres of suitable habitat, at least 90 
percent of the area with long-term conservation value and 
burrowing owl pairs will be conserved until it is 

County 
Planning 

Department 
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Potential Environmental Impact 

Significance 
Determinatio

n 
Mitigation Measures (MM) and County Regulations & 

Design Requirements (CRDR) 

Responsible/ 
Monitoring 

Parties 
Implementation 

Stage 
demonstrated that Objectives 1-4 have been met.  A 
grading permit shall be issued, either: 
i. Upon approval and implementation of a 
property-specific Determination of Biologically Superior 
Preservation (DBESP) report for the burrowing owl by the 
CDFW; or 
ii. A determination by the biologist that the site is 
part of an area supporting less than 35 acres of suitable 
Habitat, and upon passive or active relocation of the 
species following accepted CDFW protocols.  Passive 
relocation, including the required use of one-way doors to 
exclude owls from the site and the collapsing of burrows, 
will occur if the biologist determines that the proximity 
and availability of alternate habitat is suitable for 
successful passive relocation.  Passive relocation shall 
follow CDFW relocation protocol and shall only occur 
between September 15 and February 1.  If proximate 
alternate habitat is not present as determined by the 
biologist, active relocation shall follow CDFW relocation 
protocol.  The biologist shall confirm in writing that the 
species has fledged the site or been relocated prior to the 
issuance of a grading permit. 
 
MM BIO-2: As feasible, vegetation clearing should be 
conducted outside of the nesting season, which is 
generally identified as January 15 through September 15. 
If avoidance of the nesting season is not feasible, then a 
qualified biologist shall conduct a nesting bird survey 
within seven days prior to any disturbance of the site, 
including discing, demolition activities, and grading. If 
active nests are identified, the biologist shall delineate a 
buffer of up to 300 feet (500 feet for raptors and other 
protected species) around the nests, and the buffer areas 
shall be avoided until the nests are no longer occupied and 
the juvenile birds can survive independently from the 
nests. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Project 
Applicant, 

Project 
Biologist/ 
Riverside 
County 

Planning 
Department 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Prior to 

vegetation 
clearing if 
conducted 
during the 

nesting season 
 
 
 
 

 
 

4.5 Cultural Resources     
Threshold 8.a):  Implementation of the Project does Less than MM CR-1 Prior to grading permit approval the Project Prior to issuance 



  Grading Permit Initial Study 
 CEQA Case No. CEQ240002 

T&B Planning, Inc. Page 91 

Potential Environmental Impact 

Significance 
Determinatio

n 
Mitigation Measures (MM) and County Regulations & 

Design Requirements (CRDR) 

Responsible/ 
Monitoring 

Parties 
Implementation 

Stage 
not have the potential to alter or destroy a known 
historical site.  The Project would include mitigation to 
ensure historic resources are protected outside of the 
areas proposed for grading. However, there is a 
potential for unobserved buried resources within the 
Area of Potential Effect (APE).  Impacts would be 
reduced to less-than-significant levels with 
implementation of the required mitigation. 
 
Threshold 8.b): Refer to the discussion of Threshold 
8.a), above. 
 
 
Threshold 9.a):  The Project would include mitigation to 
ensure cultural resources are protected outside of the 
areas proposed for grading. There is a potential for 
archaeological sites and/or resources to occur on the 
site and beneath the Project site’s surface. Therefore, 
implementation of the Project has the potential to alter 
or destroy a previously-undiscovered archaeological 
site and/or cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of subsurface archaeological resources 
defined in California Code of Regulations Section 
15064.5.  Impacts would be reduced to less-than-
significant levels with incorporation of the required 
mitigation.  
 
Threshold 9.b): Refer to the discussion of Threshold 
9.a), above. 
 
 
Threshold 9.c):  The remote potential exists that 
human remains may be unearthed during grading and 
excavation activities associated with Project 
construction. Although the Project Applicant would be 
required to comply with California Health and Safety 
Code Section 7050.5 and Public Resources Code Section 
5097.98, a potentially significant impact could occur if 

Significant 
with 

Mitigation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

 
Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

 
Less than 
Significant 

with 

developer/applicant shall provide evidence to the 
Riverside County Planning Department that an 
Environmental Constraints Sheet has been included in the 
Grading Plans. This sheet shall indicate the presence of 
environmentally constrained area(s) and the requirements 
for avoidance of CA-RIV-3989, CARIV-3987, CA-RIV-
993/7124, CA-RIV-3994 Feature 1, CA-RIV-3995, CA-RIV-
12956, CA-RIV-12957, CA-RIV-12958, CA-RIV-12959, CA-
RIV-12960, CA-RIV-12961, CA-RIV-12962 and CA-RIV-
12963. 
 
In addition, an area within the open space easement shall 
be designated to be used as an area for reburial location if 
cultural material is recovered that the consulting Tribe(s) 
determines should be reburied.  
 
MM CR-2 Temporary fencing shall be required for the 
protection of cultural site(s) CA-RIV-3987, CA-RIV-3994 
Feature 1, CA-RIV-12956, and CA-RIV-12959 during any 
grading activities. Prior to commencement of grading or 
brushing, the project archaeologist shall confirm the site 
boundaries and determine an adequate buffer for 
protection of the site(s). The applicant shall direct the 
installation of fencing under the supervision of the project 
archaeologist and Native American Monitor. The fencing 
can be removed only after grading operations have been 
completed. 
 
CA-RIV-12955 Features 1 and 2 will remain in place and be 
protected by one of these two measures (in order of 
preference): 
 
a) Placing fencing around features and protecting in place. 
b) Capping and burying in place. 
 
MM CR-3 Prior to issuance of grading permits: The 
applicant/developer shall provide evidence to the County 
of Riverside Planning Department that a County certified 

Applicant, 
Project 

Archaeologist/ 
Riverside 
County 

Planning 
Department, 

County 
Archaeologist, 

Consulting 
Tribe(s) 

 
 
 
 
 

Project 
Applicant, 

Project 
Archaeologist/ 

Riverside 
County 

Planning 
Department, 

County 
Archaeologist, 

Consulting 
Tribe(s) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Project 
Applicant, 

Project 

of grading 
permits 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Prior to issuance 

of grading 
permits and 

during on-site 
grading activities 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Prior to issuance 
of grading 

permits 
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Potential Environmental Impact 

Significance 
Determinatio

n 
Mitigation Measures (MM) and County Regulations & 

Design Requirements (CRDR) 

Responsible/ 
Monitoring 

Parties 
Implementation 

Stage 
the Project Applicant would fail to comply with these 
requirements. 

Mitigation 
 

professional archaeologist has been contracted to 
implement a Cultural Resource Monitoring Program 
(CRMP). A CRMP shall be developed in coordination with 
the consulting tribe(s) that addresses the details of all 
activities and provides procedures that must be followed 
in order to reduce the impacts to cultural and historic 
resources to a level that is less than significant, as well as 
address potential impacts to undiscovered buried 
archaeological resources associated with this project. This 
document shall be provided to the County Archaeologist 
for review and approval prior to issuance of the grading 
permit. 
 
The CRMP shall contain at a minimum the following: 
 
Archaeological Monitor - An adequate number of qualified 
archaeological monitors shall be on-site to ensure all earth 
moving activities are observed for areas being monitored. 
This includes all grubbing, grading, and trenching on-site 
and for all off-site improvements. Inspections will vary 
based on the rate of excavation, the materials excavated, 
and the presence and abundance of artifacts and features. 
The frequency and location of inspections will be 
determined and directed by the Project Archaeologist. 
 
Cultural Sensitivity Training - The Project Archaeologist 
and a representative designated by the consulting Tribe(s) 
shall attend the pre-grading meeting with the contractors 
to provide Cultural Sensitivity Training for all construction 
personnel. Training will include a brief review of the 
cultural sensitivity of the Project and the surrounding 
area; the areas to be avoided during grading activities; 
what resources could potentially be identified during 
earthmoving activities; the requirements of the 
monitoring program; the protocols that apply in the event 
 
MM CR-4 Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the 
developer/permit applicant shall enter into agreement(s) 

Archaeologist/ 
Riverside 
County 

Planning 
Department, 

County 
Archaeologist 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Project 
Applicant, 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Prior to issuance 
of grading 
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Potential Environmental Impact 

Significance 
Determinatio

n 
Mitigation Measures (MM) and County Regulations & 

Design Requirements (CRDR) 

Responsible/ 
Monitoring 

Parties 
Implementation 

Stage 
with the consulting tribe(s) for a Native American 
Monitor(s). 
 
In conjunction with the Archaeological Monitor(s), the 
Native American Monitor(s) shall attend the pre-grading 
meeting with the contractors to provide Cultural 
Sensitivity Training for all construction personnel. In 
addition, an adequate number of Native American 
Monitor(s) shall be on-site during all initial ground 
disturbing activities and excavation of each portion of the 
project site including clearing, grubbing, tree removals, 
grading and trenching. In conjunction with the 
Archaeological Monitor(s), the Native American Monitor(s) 
shall have the authority to temporarily divert, redirect or 
halt the ground disturbance activities to allow 
identification, evaluation, and potential recovery of 
cultural resources. The developer/permit applicant shall 
submit a fully executed copy of the agreement(s) to the 
County Archaeologist to ensure compliance with this 
condition of approval. Upon verification, the Archaeologist 
shall clear this condition. 
 
This agreement shall not modify any condition of approval 
or mitigation measure. 
 
MM CR-5 The developer/permit holder or any successor in 
interest shall comply with the following for the life of this 
permit. 
 
If during ground disturbance activities, unanticipated 
cultural resources* are discovered, the following 
procedures shall be followed: 
 
All ground disturbance activities within 100 feet of the 
discovered cultural resource shall be halted and the 
applicant shall call the County Archaeologist immediately 
upon discovery of the cultural resource. A meeting shall be 
convened between the developer, the project 

Project 
Archaeologist/ 

Riverside 
County 

Planning 
Department, 

County 
Archaeologist 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Project 
Applicant, 

Project 
Archaeologist/ 

Riverside 
County 

Planning 
Department, 

County 
Archaeologist 

 
 
 

permits 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

During grading 
or ground-
disturbing 
activities if 

unanticipated 
cultural 

resources are 
discovered 
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Potential Environmental Impact 

Significance 
Determinatio

n 
Mitigation Measures (MM) and County Regulations & 

Design Requirements (CRDR) 

Responsible/ 
Monitoring 

Parties 
Implementation 

Stage 
archaeologist**, the Native American tribal representative 
(or other appropriate ethnic/cultural group 
representative), and the County Archaeologist to discuss 
the significance of the find. At the meeting with the 
aforementioned parties, a decision is to be made, with the 
concurrence of the County Archaeologist, as to the 
appropriate treatment (documentation, recovery, 
avoidance, etc.) for the cultural resource. Resource 
evaluations shall be limited to nondestructive analysis.  
 
Further ground disturbance shall not resume within the 
area of the discovery until the appropriate treatment has 
been accomplished.  
 
* A cultural resource site is defined, for this condition, as 
being a feature and/or three or more artifacts in close 
association with each other.  
** If not already employed by the project developer, a 
County approved archaeologist shall be employed by the 
project developer to assess the significance of the cultural 
resource, attend the meeting described above, and 
continue monitoring of all future site grading activities as 
necessary. 
 
MM CR-6 In the event cultural resources are identified 
during ground disturbing activities, the landowner(s) shall 
relinquish ownership of all cultural resources and provide 
evidence to the satisfaction of the County Archaeologist 
that all archaeological materials recovered during the 
archaeological investigations (this includes collections 
made during an earlier project, such as testing of 
archaeological sites that took place years ago), have been 
handled through the following methods. 
 
Historic Resources: All historic archaeological materials 
recovered during the archaeological investigations (this 
includes collections made during an earlier project, such as 
testing of archaeological sites that took place years ago), 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Project 
Applicant, 

Project 
Archaeologist/ 

Riverside 
County 

Planning 
Department, 

County 
Archaeologist,  
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Potential Environmental Impact 

Significance 
Determinatio

n 
Mitigation Measures (MM) and County Regulations & 

Design Requirements (CRDR) 

Responsible/ 
Monitoring 

Parties 
Implementation 

Stage 
have been curated at the Western Science Center, a 
Riverside County curation facility that meets State 
Resources Department Office of Historic Preservation 
Guidelines for the Curation of Archaeological Resources. 
Evidence shall be in the form of a letter from the curation 
facility identifying that archaeological materials have been 
received and that all fees have been paid. 
 
Prehistoric and/or Tribal Cultural Resources: One of the 
following treatments shall be applied. 
 
1. Preservation–in-place, if feasible is the preferred 
option. Preservation in place means avoiding the 
resources, leaving them in the place where they were 
found with no development affecting the integrity of the 
resources. 
2. Reburial of the resources on the Project 
property. The measures for reburial shall be culturally 
appropriate as determined through consultation with the 
consulting Tribe(s)and include, at least, the following: 
Measures to protect the reburial area from any future 
impacts in perpetuity. Reburial shall not occur until all 
required cataloguing (including a complete photographic 
record) and analysis have been completed on the cultural 
resources, with the exception that sacred and ceremonial 
items, burial goods, and Native American human remains 
are excluded. No cataloguing, analysis, or other studies 
may occur on human remains grave goods, and sacred and 
ceremonial items. Any reburial processes shall be 
culturally appropriate and approved by the consulting 
tribe(s). Listing of contents and location of the reburial 
shall be included in the confidential Phase IV Report. The 
Phase IV Report shall be filed with the County under a 
confidential cover and not subject to a Public Records 
Request. 
 
MM CR-7 Human Remains: Pursuant to State Health and 
Safety Code Section 7050.5, if human remains are 
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encountered, no further disturbance shall occur until the 
County Coroner has made the necessary findings as to 
origin. Further, 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. If the Riverside County 
Coroner determines the remains to be Native American, 
the Native American Heritage Commission shall be 
contacted by the Coroner within the period specified by 
law (24 hours). Subsequently, the Native American 
Heritage Commission shall identify the “Most Likely 
Descendant”. The Most Likely Descendant shall then make 
recommendations and engage in consultation with the 
property owner concerning the treatment of the remains 
and any associated items as provided in Public Resources 
Code Section 5097.98. 
 
MM CR-8 Prior to Grading Permit Final Inspection, a Phase 
IV Cultural Resources Monitoring Report shall be 
submitted that complies with the Riverside County 
Planning Department’s requirements for such reports for 
all ground disturbing activities associated with this grading 
permit. The report shall follow the County of Riverside 
Planning Department Cultural Resources (Archaeological) 
Investigations Standard Scopes of Work. The report shall 
include results of any feature relocation or residue 
analysis required as well as evidence of the required 
cultural sensitivity training for the construction staff held 
during the required pre-grade meeting and evidence that 
any artifacts have been treated in accordance to 
procedures stipulated in the CRMP. 

Project 
Archaeologist/ 

Riverside 
County 

Planning 
Department, 

County 
Archaeologist, 

County Coroner 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Project 
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Project 
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Riverside 
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Planning 
Department, 

County 
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disturbing 
activities on site 

following the 
discovery of 

human remains 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Prior to grading 
permit final 
inspection 

 

4.6 Energy     
Threshold 10.a):  Project-related construction activities 
would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy resources, and impacts would 
be less than significant. 
 
Threshold 10.b): The Project would not conflict or 

Less than 
Significant 

 
 
 

Less than 

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, 
mitigation measures are not required. 

N/A N/A 
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obstruct a State or local plan for renewable energy or 
energy efficiency, and impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Significant 
 

4.7 Geology and Soils     
Threshold 11.a):  The Project site is not subject to 
rupture of any known earthquake faults. Because there 
are no known faults located on the grading permit site, 
and because no buildings would be allowed to be 
constructed on site by the proposed grading permit, 
there is no potential for the proposed grading permit to 
expose people or structures to substantial adverse 
effects related to ground rupture.  Thus, no impact 
would occur. 
 
Threshold 12.a):  According to Riverside County GIS, 
the Project site is in an area with low potential for 
liquefaction hazards.  The grading permit also would be 
conditioned to require compliance with the applicable 
recommendations of the site-specific geotechnical 
evaluation (Technical Appendix D), which would further 
ensure that impacts due to liquefaction hazards would 
be less than significant.   
 
Threshold 13.a):  The Project site is located in a region 
that is characterized by moderate to high seismic 
activity.  The Project site is not located within an 
"Alquist-Priolo" Special Studies Zone, nor is the site 
identified within a County fault hazard zone. 
Furthermore, the Project does not propose any 
buildings on-site. Thus, while the grading plan site is 
located in a portion of California that is subject to 
strong seismic shaking, because there would be no 
buildings on site, there would be no potential for 
significant environmental effects due to strong seismic 
ground shaking.  No impact would occur. 
 
Threshold 14.a):  The Project site is not located on a 
geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would 

No Impact 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Less than 
Significant 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No Impact 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No Impact 
 

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, 
mitigation measures are not required. 

N/A N/A 
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become unstable as a result of the project, and 
potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, collapse, or rockfall hazards.  No impact 
would occur. 
 
Threshold 15.a):  According to Riverside County GIS, 
the Project site is considered “Susceptible” to 
subsidence hazards.  However, the grading permit 
would not authorize the construction of any structures.  
Additionally, grading associated with the proposed 
grading permit would have no potential to create 
conditions that could result in ground subsidence 
hazards.  Therefore, the proposed grading permit 
would result in no impacts due to ground subsidence 
hazards.   
 
Threshold 16.a):  There are no known volcanoes within 
the Project area, and no impact would occur.  The 
Project would not be subject to hazards associated with 
seiches and a less-than-significant impact would occur.  
There is no evidence of mudflow hazards affecting the 
Project site based on a review of historic aerial 
photographs.  Furthermore, there are no components 
of the Project that would cause or exacerbate mudflow 
hazards.  As such, no impact would occur. 
 
Threshold 17.a):  Although the proposed grading 
permit would result in the export of soil, the resulting 
grading generally would maintain the site’s existing 
topography.  As such, grading that would be authorized 
as part of the proposed grading permit would not 
dramatically change the topography or ground surface 
relief features, and impacts would be less than 
significant. 
 
Threshold 17.b):  Proposed slopes would be no steeper 
than 2:1; however, the slopes in the eastern and 
northern grading areas would measure up to 20 feet in 

 
 
 
 
 

No Impact 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No Impact 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Less than 
Significant 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Less than 
Significant 
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height.  However, site-specific geotechnical 
investigation demonstrates that the proposed 2:1 
slopes would be grossly stable.  Accordingly, impacts 
due to the creation of cut or fill slopes greater than 2:1 
or higher than 10 feet would be less than significant. 
 
Threshold 17.c):  A former farmhouse on the property 
likely utilized an onsite septic system.  However, this 
farmhouse previously was removed sometime between 
1989 and 1996 (thereby indicating this septic system no 
longer is in use), and the Applicant would be required to 
remove any existing septic systems on site in accordance 
with applicable State and Riverside County regulations 
and requirements.  Accordingly, impacts due to grading 
that affects or negates subsurface sewage disposal 
systems would be less than significant.  
 
Threshold 18.a):  Mandatory compliance with the 
Project’s NPDES permit and regulatory requirements 
would ensure that water and wind erosion impacts 
during construction would be less than significant.   
 
Threshold 18.b):  The site-specific geotechnical 
evaluation (Technical Appendix D) indicates that soils 
on-site have an expansion index (EI) test result up to 2, 
which is classified as “Very Low” expansion. 
Additionally, no buildings would be constructed on site 
as part of the proposed grading permit.  Therefore, no 
impact would occur due to expansive soils.   
 
Threshold 18.c):  The grading permit would not 
authorize the construction of any new buildings on site.  
As such, the proposed grading permit would not result 
in or require any wastewater disposal systems beyond 
temporary portable toilets that are standard on 
construction sites.  As such, no impact would occur. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Less than 
Significant 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Less than 
Significant 

 
 

 
No Impact 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No Impact 
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Threshold 19.a):  During construction activities 
involving soil exposure or the transport of earth 
materials, significant short-term impacts associated 
with wind erosion would be precluded with mandatory 
compliance to the Project’s SWPPP, Riverside County 
Ordinance No. 484.2, and SCAQMD Rule 403.  
Therefore, implementation of the proposed Project 
would not significantly increase the risk of long-term 
wind erosion on- or off-site, and impacts would be less 
than significant. 

 
 
 
 
 

Less than 
Significant 

 

4.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions     
Threshold 20.a): The Project would result in 
approximately 62.9 MTCO2e/yr of GHG emissions, 
which is below the CAP Update screening threshold of 
3,000 MTCO2e/yr; thus, the Project would be consistent 
with the CAP Update and the Project therefore would 
not generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly 
or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment.  Impacts would be less than significant. 
 
Threshold 20.b): The Project would not conflict with an 
applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse 
gases, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Less than 
Significant 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Less than 
Significant 

 

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, 
mitigation measures are not required. 

N/A N/A 

4.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials     
Threshold 21.a):  The Project does not contain any 
recognized hazardous conditions (RECs); thus, the 
Project would result in less-than-significant impacts due 
to the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials, and less-than-significant impacts associated 
with reasonably foreseeable upset and accident 
conditions involving the release of hazardous materials 
into the environment.  Accordingly, impacts would be 
less than significant. 
 
Threshold 21.b):  Refer to the analysis of Threshold 
21.a), above. 
 

Less than 
Significant 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Less than 
Significant 

 

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, 
mitigation measures are not required. 

N/A N/A 
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Threshold 21.c): The Project site does not contain any 
emergency facilities nor does it serve as an emergency 
evacuation route.  The Project would not result in a 
substantial alteration to the design or capacity of any 
existing public road that would impair or interfere with 
the implementation of evacuation procedures.  
Because the Project would not interfere with an 
adopted emergency response or evacuation plan, 
impacts would be less than significant. 
 
Threshold 21.d):  Because there are no existing or 
proposed schools within 0.25 mile of the Project site, 
the Project would have no potential to emit hazardous 
emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of an 
existing or proposed school.  Impacts would be less 
than significant. 
 
Threshold 21.e):  The Project site is not included on a 
list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5, and no impact 
would occur. 
 
Threshold 22.a):  The Project site is not located in an 
area that is subject to any Airport Master Plans or 
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plans.  Implementation 
of the Project does not have the potential to result in 
an inconsistency with an Airport Master Plan and the 
Project will not require review by the Airport Land Use 
Commission.  No impacts would occur. 
 
Threshold 22.b): Because the Project site is not located 
within the AIA of any airports, the Project would not 
require review by the Airport Land Use Commission 
(ALUC) and no impact would occur. 
 
Threshold 22.c):  The Project site is not located within 
an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public 

Less than 
Significant 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Less than 
Significant 

 
 
 
 
 
 

No Impact 
 
 
 
 

No Impact 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No Impact 
 
 
 
 

No Impact 
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airport or public use airport, and as such the Project 
would not result in a safety hazard for people residing 
or working in the Project area.  No impact would occur. 
 
Threshold 22.d):  The nearest private airstrip to the 
grading permit site is Perris Valley Airport, located 
approximately 6.6 miles northwest of the grading 
permit site.  Due to distance from this facility, the 
proposed grading permit and associated activities 
would not result in a safety hazard for people residing 
or working in the area associated with private airstrips 
or heliports.  No impacts would occur. 

 
 
 
 
 

No Impact  
 

4.10 Hydrology and Water Quality     
Threshold 23.a):  Mandatory compliance with the 
SWPPP would ensure that the Project does not violate 
any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements during construction activities.  Therefore, 
the Project would not result in substantial impacts to 
water quality, water quality standards, or waste 
discharge requirements, and impacts would be less 
than significant. 
 
Threshold 23.b):  Any water that may be used during 
the grading activities would infiltrate into the on-site 
soils, thereby replenishing groundwater underlying the 
site.  Following grading the areas subject to disturbance 
would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize the soils on 
site, resulting in no use of water, including 
groundwater resources.  There are no components of 
the proposed grading permit that would substantially 
decrease groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the 
sustainable groundwater management of the basin 
May be impeded.  Impacts would be less than 
significant.  
 
Threshold 23.c):  Although the Project would alter the 
site’s existing topography and introduce impervious 

Less than 
Significant 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Less than 
Significant 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, 
mitigation is not required. 

N/A N/A 
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surfaces, the Project would not substantially alter the 
existing drainage pattern and impacts would be less 
than significant. 
 
Threshold 23.d):  Pursuant to the requirements of the 
State Water Resources Control Board, the Applicant is 
required to obtain coverage under a NPDES permit for 
construction activities.  Therefore, storm water runoff 
flows leaving the Project site would not carry 
substantial amounts of sediment.  Accordingly, the 
Project would not result in substantial erosion or 
siltation on- of off-site and a less-than-significant 
impact would occur. 
 
Threshold 23.e):  Following grading the areas subject to 
disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize 
the soils on site. There would be no substantial increase 
in the rate or amount of surface runoff during or 
following grading activities.  As such, the proposed 
grading permit would not increase the rate or amount 
of surface runoff in a manner which would result in 
flooding on-site or off-site, and impacts would be less 
than significant. 
 
Threshold 23.f):  Following grading the areas subject to 
disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize 
the soils on site.  There would be no substantial 
increase in the rate or amount of surface runoff during 
or following grading activities.  As such, the proposed 
grading permit would not exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems.  
Additionally, and as discussed in more detail under the 
analysis of Threshold 23.a, the proposed grading permit 
would not result in substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff. Impacts would be less than significant. 
 
Threshold 23.g):  The Project site is located in flood 
zone “Zone X (unshaded).”  As such, under existing 

 
 
 
 

Less than 
Significant 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Less than 
Significant 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Less than 
Significant 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No Impact 
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conditions, the Project site does not convey any flood 
flows.  Therefore, implementation of the Project would 
not result in the impediment or redirection of flood 
flows and no impacts would occur. 
 
Threshold 23.h):  The Project site is located 
approximately 33.6 miles northeast of the Pacific 
Ocean; therefore, inundation impacts related to 
tsunamis is considered nil. No impact would occur. 
 
Threshold 23.i):  The Project would not conflict with 
the Santa Ana River Basin Plan.  Accordingly, the 
Project would not conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of a water quality control plan or 
sustainable groundwater management plan, and 
impacts would be less than significant. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

No impact 
 
 
 

 
Less than 
Significant 

 
 
 

4.11 Land Use and Planning     
Threshold 24.a):  All grading activities on site would be 
required to comply with all applicable Riverside County 
ordinances and requirements related to grading 
activities, including Ordinance No. 578.5. There are no 
components of the proposed grading permit with the 
potential to conflict with any land use plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect. No impact would 
occur. 
 
Threshold 24.b): There are no components of the 
Project with the potential to physically dive any 
established residential neighborhood within the 
Project’s vicinity.  As such, no impact would occur. 

No Impact 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No Impact 

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, 
mitigation measures are not required. 

N/A N/A 

4.12 Mineral Resources     
Threshold 25.a):  Implementation of the Project would 
not 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 and no impact would occur. 
 
Threshold 25.b): Neither the County’s General Plan nor 

No Impact 
 
 
 
 
 

No impact to mineral resources would occur; therefore, 
mitigation is not required. 

N/A N/A 
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the HVWAP identify the Project site as comprising a 
locally important mineral resource site and there are no 
plans applicable to the Project site that designate the 
site as a mineral resource recovery site. Accordingly, no 
impact would occur. 
 
Threshold 25.c):  Due to the lack of surface mines in 
the Project site’s vicinity, the Project would not expose 
people or property to hazards resulting from past of 
present mining activities, nor would the Project be an 
incompatible use with any proposed or existing surface 
mines.  No impact would occur. 

No impact 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No Impact  

4.13 Noise     
Threshold 26.a): Implementation of the Project would 
not expose people residing or working in the Project 
area to excessive noise levels related to airport uses. 
No impacts would occur. 
 
Threshold 26.b): The Project site is not within the 
vicinity of a private airstrip, and the Project therefore 
would not expose people residing or working in the 
project area to excessive noise levels. 
 
Threshold 27.a):  The highest construction noise levels 
at the potentially impacted receiver locations are 
expected to approach 71.5 dBA Leq at a distance of 150 
feet from grading activities and would satisfy the NIOSH 
85 dBA Leq significance threshold during temporary 
Project construction activities. Accordingly, the Project 
would not cause a substantial temporary or periodic 
increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the Project, and impacts 
would be less than significant.  
 
Threshold 27.b): As demonstrated by the AAR, even 
when assuming more intensive construction activities 
on site, a vibratory roller (which would not be used as 
part of the proposed grading permit) would create 

No Impact 
 
 
 
 

No Impact 
 
 
 
 

Less than 
Significant 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Less than 
Significant 

 
 

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, 
mitigation measures are not required. 

N/A N/A 
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approximately 0.210 inch per second PPV at a distance 
of 25 feet. A 0.210 inch per second PPV vibration level 
would equal 0.046 inch per second PPV at a distance of 
200 feet. The AAR notes that this would be lower than 
what is considered a “strongly perceptible” impact for 
humans of 0.1 inches per second PPV, and the 
structural damage impact to older residential 
structures of 0.5 inch per second PPV.  Accordingly, and 
based on the findings of the AAR, the proposed grading 
activities associated with the grading permit would not 
result in the generation of excessive ground-borne 
vibration or ground-borne noise levels, and impacts 
would be less than significant. 

 

4.14 Paleontological Resources     
Threshold 28.a): Because of the High paleontological 
sensitivity assigned to the soils within the southwestern 
portion of the Project site, Project impacts to 
paleontological resources would be potentially 
significant prior to mitigation.  With implementation of 
Mitigation Measures MM PR-1 through MM PR-4, 
Project impacts to paleontological resources would be 
reduced to less-than-significant levels. 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

 

MM PR-1: Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the 
Project Applicant shall retain and enter a monitoring and 
mitigation service contract with a qualified paleontologist 
for mitigation monitoring services and to prepare and 
implement a Paleontological Resource Impact Mitigation 
Program (PRIMP). The Paleontological Monitor shall be 
equipped to salvage fossils as they are unearthed to avoid 
construction delays and to remove samples of sediment 
that are likely to contain the remains of small fossil 
invertebrates and vertebrates.  The monitor shall be 
empowered to temporarily halt or divert equipment to 
allow removal of abundant or large specimens in a timely 
manner.  Monitoring may be reduced in the potentially 
fossiliferous units are not present in the subsurface, or if 
present, are determined upon exposure and examination 
by qualified paleontological personnel to have low 
potential to contain or yield fossil resources. 
 
MM PR-2: If a significant paleontological resource(s) is 
discovered, the qualified paleontological personnel must 
be able prepare the recovered specimen to a point of 
identification and permanent preservation, including 
screen-washing of sediments to recover small 
invertebrates and vertebrates if appropriate.  Preparation 

Project 
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County 

Planning 
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Riverside 
County 
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Project 
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Prior to issuance 
of a grading 
permit and 

during initial 
excavations 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Upon discovery 
of a significant 
paleontological 

resource(s) 
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of individual vertebrate fossils is often more time 
consuming than accumulation of invertebrate fossils. 
 
 
 
 
MM PR-3: Prior to final building inspection, the Project 
Applicant shall provide evidence to the County that all 
paleontological materials recovered during the 
paleontological investigation were identified and curated 
into a professional, accredited public museum repository 
with a commitment to archival conservation and 
permanent retrievable storage.  Pursuant to the County of 
Riverside’s “SABER Policy” for recovered fossils, they 
fossils should, by preference, be directed (deposited at) 
the Western Science Center Museum on Searl Parkway in 
Hemet, Riverside County, California.  The paleontological 
program should include a written repository agreement 
prior to the initiation of mitigation activities. 
 
MM PR-4: Prior to the final building inspection, a qualified 
paleontologist must prepare a final monitoring and 
mitigation report of findings and significance, including 
lists of all fossils recovered and necessary maps and 
graphics to accurately record their original location.  The 
report, when submitted to the appropriate Lead Agency, 
will signify satisfactory completion of the project program 
to mitigate impacts to any paleontological resources. 

Planning 
Department, 

Riverside 
County 

Geologist 
 

Project 
Applicant, 

Paleontological 
Monitor/ 
Riverside 
County 

Planning 
Department, 

Riverside 
County 
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Project 
Applicant, 

Paleontological 
Monitor/ 
Riverside 
County 

Planning 
Department, 

Riverside 
County 

Geologist 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Prior to final 
building 

inspection 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Prior to final 
building 

inspection 
 

4.15 Population and Housing     
Threshold 29.a):  Under existing conditions, the grading 
permit site is comprised of vacant undeveloped land 
with no residential structures.  Accordingly, the 
implementation of the proposed grading permit would 
not displace any housing or people and would not 
necessitate the construction of replacement housing 

No Impact 
 
 
 
 
 

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, 
mitigation measures are not required. 

N/A N/A 
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elsewhere.   No impact would occur. 
 
Threshold 29.b): The proposed grading permit would 
not include any land uses that would result in a 
demand for additional housing.  No impact would 
occur. 
 
Threshold 29.c): The Project would not directly or 
indirectly induce substantial population growth and 
impacts would be less than significant. 

 
 
 

No Impact 
 
 
 
 

No Impact 

4.16 Public Services     
Threshold 30): The Project includes grading and export 
of soils from the Project site. Accordingly, the proposed 
grading permit would not result in or require the 
provision of any new or expanded fire protection 
facilities.  No impact would occur. 
 
Threshold 31):  The Project includes grading and export 
of soils from the Project site. Accordingly, the proposed 
grading permit would not result in or require the 
provision of any new or expanded sheriff protection 
facilities.  No impact would occur. 
 
Threshold 32):  The Project includes grading and export 
of soils from the Project site. Accordingly, the proposed 
grading permit would not result in or require the 
provision of any new or expanded school facilities.  No 
impact would occur. 
 
Threshold 33):  The Project includes grading and export 
of soils from the Project site. Accordingly, the proposed 
grading permit would not result in or require the 
provision of any new or expanded library facilities.  No 
impact would occur. 
 
Threshold 34):  The Project includes grading and export 
of soils from the Project site. Accordingly, the proposed 
grading permit would not result in or require the 

No Impact 
 
 
 
 
 

No Impact 
 
 
 
 
 

No Impact 
 
 
 
 
 

No Impact 
 
 
 
 
 

No Impact 

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, 
mitigation measures are not required. 

N/A N/A 
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provision of any new or expanded health services 
facilities.  No impact would occur. 
4.17 Recreation     
Threshold 35.a): The Project includes grading and 
export of soils from the Project site. Accordingly, the 
proposed grading permit would not result in or require 
the provision of any new or expanded recreation 
facilities.  No impact would occur. 
 
Threshold 35.b): See discussion of Threshold 35.a). 
 
Threshold 35.c): See discussion of Threshold 35.a). 
 
Threshold 36.a): See discussion of Threshold 35.a). 

No Impact 
 
 
 
 
 

No Impact 
 

No Impact 
 

No Impact 

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, 
mitigation measures are not required. 

N/A N/A 

4.18 Transportation     
Threshold 37.a): Because the proposed grading permit 
would not allow for any new land uses on site, the 
proposed grading permit has no potential to conflict 
with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing 
the circulation system, including transit, roadway, 
bicycle, and pedestrian facilities.  No impact would 
occur. 
 
Threshold 37.b): Vehicle trips associated with the 
proposed grading permit would be limited to 
construction equipment (i.e., graders) on site and the 
use of haul trucks to transport materials to the adjacent 
property.  While the proposed grading permit would 
result in the generation of temporary employees on 
site, it is anticipated that most, if not all, employees 
associated with on-site grading operations would 
consist of construction-related employees already 
working on the adjacent property.  In addition, the 
Riverside County Transportation Analysis Guidelines for 
Vehicle Miles of Travel / Level of Service (December 
2020) indicates that projects that generate less than 
3,000 MTCO2e per year are presumed to cause a less-
than-significant impact due to vehicle miles traveled 

No Impact 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Less than 
Significant 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, 
mitigation measures are not required. 

N/A N/A 
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(VMT).  As noted under the analysis of Threshold 20.a), 
the proposed grading permit’s GHG emissions would be 
a total of 62.9 MTCO2e over the one month of 
construction activities anticipated by the Grading AQ 
and GHG Report.  As such, the proposed grading permit 
would not conflict with or be inconsistent with CEQA 
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b), and 
impacts would be less than significant. 
 
Threshold 37.c): No roadway improvements would 
occur as part of the proposed grading permit.  
Additionally, construction equipment associated with 
the proposed grading permit activities would not travel 
on any public roadways.  Accordingly, the proposed 
grading permit would not substantially increase hazards 
due to a geometric design feature or incompatible uses, 
and no impact would occur. 
 
Threshold 37.d): Construction equipment associated 
with the proposed grading permit activities would not 
travel on any public roadways.  Therefore, the 
proposed grading permit would not cause an effect 
upon, or a need for new or altered maintenance of 
roads, and no impact would occur. 
 
Threshold 37.e): Construction equipment associated 
with the proposed grading permit activities would not 
travel on any public roadways, except for the segment 
of Briggs Road that would be constructed as part of the 
development on the receiving site.  Therefore, the 
proposed grading permit would not cause an effect 
upon circulation during the project’s construction, and 
no impact would occur. 
 
Threshold 37.f): Construction equipment associated 
with the proposed grading permit activities would not 
travel on any public roadways, and the proposed 
grading permit would not affect any public roadways or 

Less than 
Significant 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No Impact 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No Impact 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No Impact 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No Impact 
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access points.  Therefore, the proposed grading permit 
would not result in inadequate emergency access or 
access to nearby uses, and no impact would occur. 
 
Threshold 38.a): No construction or expansion of a bike 
system or bike lanes would occur as part of the 
proposed grading permit.  Accordingly, no impact 
would occur. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

No Impact 
 

 
4.19 Tribal Cultural Resources     
Thresholds 39.a and 39.b):  Based on the results of the 
tribal consultation efforts conducted by Riverside 
County pursuant to AB 52, no tribal cultural resources 
were identified within the Project site.  Although the 
consulting tribes identified potential concerns with 
previously undiscovered tribal cultural resources that 
may be buried beneath the site’s surface, Mitigation 
Measures MM CR-1 through MM CR-8 have been 
imposed on the Project to require archaeological and 
tribal monitoring, to address any tribal cultural 
resources that may be uncovered during Project 
construction, and to address the potential for 
discovering human remains.  With implementation of 
the required mitigation, Project impacts to tribal 
cultural resources would be reduced to below a level of 
significance.  

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

 

Mitigation Measures MM CR-1 through MM CR-8 shall 
apply. 

As specified 
above for 
Mitigation 

Measures MM 
CR-1 through 

MM CR-8 

As specified 
above for 
Mitigation 

Measures MM 
CR-1 through 

MM CR-8 

4.20 Utilities and Service Systems     
Threshold 40.a): There are no water, wastewater 
treatment, or storm water drainage systems on the site 
under existing conditions, and no such facilities would 
be installed on site as part of the proposed grading 
permit.  Additionally, the only water that would be 
consumed during site grading activities would be for 
watering of disturbed areas to prevent wind and 
airborne erosion hazards.  The use of water for soil 
stabilization only would occur during active grading 
activities, as following grading the areas subject to 
disturbance would be hydroseeded and would not 

No Impact 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, 
mitigation measures are not required. 

N/A N/A 
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require any irrigation.  Accordingly, the proposed 
grading permit would not require or result in the 
relocation or construction of new or expanded water, 
wastewater treatment, or storm water drainage 
systems, and no impact would occur.   
 
Threshold 40.b):  Due to the short-term nature of 
grading activities and associated watering for soil 
stabilization, there would be sufficient water supplies 
available to serve the proposed grading activities 
during normal, dry, and multiple dry years.  
Accordingly, impacts to water supply would be less 
than significant. 
 
Threshold 41.a): During grading activities, wastewater 
generated by construction employees would be 
accommodated by temporary portable toilets as are 
typical on construction sites. Following grading the 
areas subject to disturbance would be hydroseeded in 
order to stabilize the soils on site. Accordingly, the 
proposed grading permit would not result in the 
construction of new wastewater treatment facilities, 
including septic systems, or expansion of existing 
facilities, and no impact would occur. 
 
Threshold 41.b): During grading activities, wastewater 
generated by construction employees would be 
accommodated by temporary portable toilets as are 
typical on construction sites. Following grading the 
areas subject to disturbance would be hydroseeded in 
order to stabilize the soils on site. Accordingly, the 
proposed grading permit would not 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, and no impact would occur. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Less than 
Significant  

 
 
 
 
 
 

No Impact 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No Impact 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  Grading Permit Initial Study 
 CEQA Case No. CEQ240002 

T&B Planning, Inc. Page 113 

Potential Environmental Impact 

Significance 
Determinatio

n 
Mitigation Measures (MM) and County Regulations & 

Design Requirements (CRDR) 

Responsible/ 
Monitoring 

Parties 
Implementation 

Stage 
Threshold 42.a): The proposed grading permit would 
not entail the demolition or construction of any 
structures or any other site improvements that could 
result in the generation of solid waste. Accordingly, the 
proposed grading permit has no potential to 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, and no impact would occur. 
 
Threshold 42.b):  The proposed grading permit would 
not entail the demolition or construction of any 
structures or any other site improvements that could 
result in the generation of solid waste. Accordingly, the 
proposed grading permit has no potential to conflict 
with federal, State, and local management and 
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid 
wastes including the CIWMP, and no impact would 
occur. 
 
Thresholds 43.a through 43.f):  The proposed grading 
activities would not require the construction or 
expansion of facilities to provide the site with 
electricity, natural gas, communications systems, street 
lighting, maintenance of public facilities (including 
roads) or other governmental services.  No impact 
would occur. 

No Impact 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No Impact 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No Impact 
 
 

4.21 Wildfire     
Threshold 44.a):  During construction the Project would 
be required to maintain adequate emergency access 
for emergency vehicles as required by Riverside County 
regulations and requirements. Therefore, 
implementation of the Project would not result in the 
interference with implementing an adopted emergency 
response or evacuation plan and, as such, no impact 
would occur. 
 
Threshold 44.b): Following grading the areas subject to 

No Impact 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No Impact 

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, 
mitigation measures are not required. 

N/A N/A 
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disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize 
the soils on site.  The hydroseed mixture would provide 
vegetation cover similar to existing conditions of the 
Project site and would not subject the site to increased 
wildfire risks. Furthermore, the Project site would be 
subject to routine disking for fire abatement 
maintenance.  There are no components of the 
proposed grading permit that have the potential to 
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project 
occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire 
or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire.  Accordingly, 
no impact would occur.  
 
Threshold 44.c): Following grading the areas subject to 
disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize 
the soils on site.  The hydroseed mixture would provide 
vegetation cover similar to existing conditions of the 
Project site and would not subject the site to increased 
wildfire risks. Furthermore, the Project site would be 
subject to routine disking for fire abatement 
maintenance to ensure the hydroseed vegetation 
would not exacerbate wildfire risks.  The proposed 
grading permit would not allow for the construction of 
any structures or buildings on site that would be 
subject to wildland fire hazards, and as such the 
proposed grading permit would not require the 
installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure 
that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in 
temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment.  No 
impact would occur. 
 
Threshold 44.d):  Following grading the areas subject to 
disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize 
the soils on site.  The hydroseed mixture would provide 
vegetation cover similar to existing conditions of the 
Project site and would not subject the site to increased 
wildfire risks. Furthermore, the Project site would be 
subject to routine disking for fire abatement 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No Impact 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No Impact 
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maintenance to ensure the hydroseed vegetation 
would not exacerbate wildfire risks.  There are no 
components of the proposed grading permit with the 
potential to expose people or structures to significant 
risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or 
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope 
instability, or drainage changes. No impact would 
occur. 
 
Threshold 44.e): Following grading the areas subject to 
disturbance would be hydroseeded in order to stabilize 
the soils on site.  The hydroseed mixture would provide 
vegetation cover similar to existing conditions of the 
Project site and would not subject the site to increased 
wildfire risks. Furthermore, the Project site would be 
subject to routine disking for fire abatement 
maintenance to ensure the hydroseed vegetation 
would not exacerbate wildfire risks.  No structures or 
buildings would be constructed on site as part of the 
proposed grading permit.  Accordingly, there are no 
components of the proposed grading permit that would 
expose people or structures either directly or indirectly, 
to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving 
wildland fires, and no impact would occur. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No Impact 
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