
































Source: Adkan Engineering, January 2024.
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. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

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

[ ] Hazards and Hazardous

[ ] Aesthetics [ ] Recreation

Materials
>4 é%rslgtl:g: and Forest [] Hydrology/Water Quality [] Transportation
L] Air Quality [ ] Land Use/Planning X] Tribal Cultural Resources
X Biological Resources [] Mineral Resources [] Utilities/Service Systems
X Cultural Resources X Noise L] Wildfire
[ ] Energy [ ] Paleontological Resources X Mandatory Findings of
] Geology/Soils [] Population/Housing Significance
[ ] Greenhouse Gas Emissions [ ] Public Services

IV. DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

A PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/NEGATIVE DECLARATION WAS NOT
PREPARED

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

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

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

A PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/NEGATIVE DECLARATION WAS PREPARED

[]1find 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.
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[ ] 1 find that at least one of the conditions described in California Code of Regulations, Section 15162
exist, but | 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.

[]1find that at least one of the following conditions described in California Code of Regulations, Section
15162, exist and a SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required: (1) Substantial
changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the previous EIR or negative
declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in
the severity of previously identified significant effects; (2) Substantial changes have occurred with
respect to the circumstances under which the project is undertaken which will require major revisions of
the previous EIR or negative declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects
or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; or (3) New information
of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been known with the exercise of
reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified as complete or the negative declaration
was adopted, shows any the following:(A) The project will have one or more significant effects not
discussed in the previous EIR or negative declaration;(B) Significant effects previously 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.

Signature Date

For: John Hildebrand
Planning Director

Printed Name
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V. ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES ASSESSMENT

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code [PRC] §
21000-21178.1), this Initial Study has been prepared to analyze the proposed project to determine any
potential significant impacts upon the environment that would result from construction and
implementation of the proposed project. In accordance with California Code of Regulations, Section
15063, this Initial Study is a preliminary analysis prepared by the Lead Agency, the County of Riverside,
in consultation with other jurisdictional agencies, to determine whether a Negative Declaration,
Mitigated Negative Declaration, or an Environmental Impact Report is required for the proposed project.
The purpose of this Initial Study is to inform the decision-makers, affected agencies, and the public of
potential environmental impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed project.

Potentially Less than Less No
Significant Significant Than Impact
Impact with Significant
Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
AESTHETICS Would the project:
1. Scenic Resources
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? L] L] > L]
b) Have a substantial effect upon a scenic highway
corridor within which it is located? L] L] = L]
¢) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but ] ] X ]

not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings and unique
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?

d) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the ] ] X ]
existing visual character or quality of public views of the
site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that
are experienced from publicly accessible vantage
points.) If the project is in an urbanized area, would the
project conflict with applicable zoning and other
regulations governing scenic quality?

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan Figure C-8 “Scenic Highways”; Lake Mathews/Woodcrest
Area Plan (LMWAP) Figure 9, “Lake Mathews/Woodcrest Area Plan Scenic Highways”; California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans).

Findings of Fact:

a) Less than significant impact. Scenic vistas with the Lake Mathews/Woodcrest area include
Gavilan Peak, located approximately 4.67 miles southeast of the project site, and Steele Peak, which
are located approximately 9.88 miles southeast of the project site. Thus, these scenic vistas are out of
view of the proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project would not have a substantial adverse
effect on a scenic vista.

b) Less than significant impact. According to the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
California Scenic Highway Mapping System, the project site is not located on or near a designated State
Scenic Highway. The nearest eligible State Scenic Highways are 1-15, located approximately 5.5 miles
west of the project site, and a portion of SR-74, located approximately 12.5 miles south of the project
site, The nearest designated State Scenic Highway is a portion of SR-91 approximately 21 miles west
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of the project site.* According to Figure 9 of the LMWAP, adjacent portions of El Sobrante Road and La
Sierra Avenue, located approximately 1.58 miles west of the project site, are identified as County Eligible
Scenic Highways. Because of the project site’s distance from La Sierra Avenue (0.85 mile) and
intervening topography, landscaping, and development, the proposed project does not have the
potential to affect views from La Sierra Avenue. Thus, the proposed project would not result in adverse
visual impacts to nearby segments of this roadway.

The project site would be developed into 128 lots with single-family detached residential dwelling units.
Proposed development would be similar in character to the existing Medium Density Residential
neighborhood located immediately west of the project site. Thus, the proposed project would not result
in adverse visual impacts, nor would it adversely affect views along El Sobrante Road. Therefore, the
proposed project would result in a less than significant impact to scenic highways, and no mitigation
would be required.

¢) Less than significant impact. Scenic resources in Riverside County include natural landmarks
and prominent or unusual features of the landscape. For example, the Santa Rosa National Monument
includes mountains or other natural features with high scenic value. Scenic backdrops include hillsides
and ridges that rise above urban or rural areas or highways. The majority of the LMWAP is hilly in
nature, with scattered gentle rolling foothills and rugged rock outcroppings throughout the El Sobrante
and Gavilan Hills areas. The Riverside County General Plan identifies the Lake Mathews/Estelle
Mountain Reserve, Gavilan Hills, and the Harford Springs Wildlife Reserve as unique features within
the LMWAP.

The topography of the project site is generally flat, with gently rolling hills along the northern boundary.
The northeastern boundary of the project site contains a drainage feature with ruderal vegetation types.
The existing vegetation is not located within an area identified as having scenic value in the General
Plan and does not have unique features that could qualify as scenic resources. The project site is
developed with one residential structure at 13220 El Sobrante Road (APN 270-160-025) with an in-
ground pool, a mobile home, and several farm-related buildings. The project site and the immediate
surroundings do not contain any substantial trees, rock outcroppings, or any other scenic resources;
therefore, there is no potential for the proposed project to result in damage to such scenic resources.

The proposed project would not substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to
trees, rock outcroppings and unique or landmark features, including the existing vegetation along the
northeastern border of the project site; obstruct any prominent scenic vistas or view open to the pubilic;
or result in the creation of an aesthetically offensive site open to the public. Therefore, a less than
significant impact would occur.

d) Less than significant impact. The project site is located in an non-urbanized area. An urbanized
area is defined as central city or a group of contiguous cities with a population of 50,000 or more,
together with adjacent densely populated areas having a population density of at least 1,000 persons
per square mile.® As such, this analysis will discuss whether the proposed project would degrade the
existing visual character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings.

The project site would be developed into 128 lots with single-family detached residential dwelling units,
which would be similar in character to the Medium Density Residential neighborhood, located
immediately west of the project site. The existing vegetation on the project site is not located within an

4 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). 2024. California State Scenic Highway System Map.
Website: https://
caltrans.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=465dfd3d807c46cc8e8057116f1aacaa.
Accessed June 24, 2024.

5 Legal information Institute. California Code of Regulations. Title 14, Section 15387—-Urbanized Area. Website:
https://www.law.cornell.edu/regulations/california/14-CCR-15387. Accessed March 13, 2026.
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area identified as having scenic value in the General Plan. The project site would not substantially
impact views from publicly accessible viewpoints. Therefore, the proposed project would not
substantially degrade the existing visual character of the site or the quality of public views of the site
and its surroundings, and impacts would be less than significant.

Plans, Programs or Policies/Conditions of Approval: None.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

Potentially Less than Less No
Significant Significant Than Impact
Impact with Significant
Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
2. Mt. Palomar Observatory ] [] [] X

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

Source(s): Geographical Information System (GIS) database; Ordinance No. 655 (Regulating Light
Pollution); Lake Mathews/Woodcrest Area Plan (LMWAP), Figure 6 (Mt. Palomar Nighttime Lighting
Policy).

Findings of Fact:

a) No impact. Riverside County Ordinance No. 655, as well as the LMWAP, identifies portions of the
County that have the potential to adversely affect the Mt. Palomar Observatory.® Specifically, Ordinance
No. 655 identifies Zone “A” as comprising lands within a 15-mile radius of the observatory, while Zone
“B” comprises lands located greater than a 15-mile radius but less than a 45-mile radius from the
observatory. The project site is located 47.46 miles northwest of Mt. Palomar Observatory and is
therefore not subject to the provisions of Ordinance No. 655. The project site is located more than 45
miles away from Mt. Palomar Observatory, and the proposed project would be subject to compliance
with Riverside County Ordinance No. 915 (Ordinance No. 915).” The purpose of Ordinance No. 915 is
to provide minimum requirements for outdoor lighting in order to reduce light trespass and to protect
the health, property, and well-being of residents in unincorporated areas of the County.® Thus, project
lighting would not create or contribute to light pollution that could adversely affect operations at the Mt.
Palomar Observatory. Therefore, no impact would occur.

Plans, Programs or Policies/Conditions of Approval: None.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

6 County of Riverside. 2024. Ordinance No. 655. Website: https://media.rivcocob.org/ords//600/655.htm.
Accessed November 1, 2024.

7 County of Riverside. 2024. Ordinance No. 915. Website:
https://rivcocob.org/sites/g/files/aldnop311/files/migrated/ords-900-915.pdf. Accessed November 1, 2024.

8 Ibid.
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Geologic Unit

I:] Kcg - Monzogranite 8 §
| Kgb - Gabbro (Cretaceous) L

| LM- Lake Mathews

I:] Mzs - Schist (Mesozoic)

| Qaf - Artificial fill (late Holocene)

|:| Qvof - Very old alluvial fan deposits (early Pleistocene)

|
|
|
|
|
|
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|
|
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!
|

I:] Qya - Young axial channel deposits (Holocene and late Pleistocene)—
- TIm - Lake Mathews Formation (Miocene)

=

Tim = ~
Source: USGS Lake Mathews 7.5' Quadrangles / TO3S,R05W,sec32.
USGS Open-File Report 2001-479, Preliminary geologic map of the Lake Matthews 7.5'quadrangle, Riverside County, California.
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Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant  Significant Significant  Impact

Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated
3. Other Lighting Issues [] [] X []

a) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which

would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the

area?
b) Expose residential property to unacceptable light ] ] = ]

levels?

Source(s): Ordinance No. 915 (Regulating Outdoor Lighting); Ordinance No. 461 (Regulating Lighting
Standards).

Findings of Fact:

a and b) Less than significant impact. The proposed project would include new sources of light and
glare from street lighting and other sources typical of a residential community. All lighting proposed as
a part of the project would be required to comply with Ordinance No. 915, which regulates outdoor
lighting. Ordinance No. 915 restricts lighting hours, material types, and techniques of lighting.®
Ordinance No. 915 requires all outdoor luminaires to be appropriately located, adequately shielded, and
directed such that no direct light falls outside the parcel of origin, onto the public right-of-way. Ordinance
No. 915 also prohibits blinking, flashing, and rotating outdoor luminaires, with a few exceptions.
Compliance with Ordinance No. 915 would be assured through future County review of building permit
applications. Lighting elements installed for the proposed project would be of low intensity and
residential in character and would not result in the exposure of on- or off-site residential properties to
unacceptable light levels. All proposed street lighting would be required to comply with the provisions
of the County Road Standards and County Standard Specifications, which implement the provisions of
County Ordinance No. 461."° The County Road Standards and County Standard Specifications require
that all streetlights installed within the public right-of-way must comply with the requirement to provide
fully cut off light emitting diodes (LED) type luminaires with neutral white color when the project is
located outside the 45-mile radius of Mt. Palomar Observatory, warm white color if the project is located
within a 45-mile radius of Mt. Palomar Observatory, or as directed by an engineer.'" Compliance with
Ordinance No. 461 would ensure that streetlights constructed on- or off-site would not create a new
source of substantial light or glare that would affect nighttime views and further would ensure that
streetlights do not expose residential property to unacceptable lights levels. Assuming mandatory
compliance with Ordinance No. 915 and the County Road Standards and County Standard
Specifications, the proposed project would not create a new source of substantial light or glare that
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area, nor would the proposed project expose
residential property to unacceptable levels of light. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

9 County of Riverside. 2024. Ordinance No. 915. Website:
https://rivcocob.org/sites/g/files/aldnop311/files/migrated/ords-900-915.pdf. Accessed November 1, 2024.

10 County of Riverside. 2023. County Road Standards and County Standard Specifications. Website:
https://trans.rctima.org/sites/g/files/aldnop401/files/migrated/Portals-7-documents-ord461-2023-ORD-461-11-
County-Road-Standards-and-Specs-PRINT.pdf. Accessed November 1, 2024.

" Ibid.
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Plans, Programs or Policies/Conditions of Approval: None.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

Potentially Less than Less No
Significant Significant Than Impact
Impact with Significant
Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

AGRICULTURE and FOREST RESOURCES Would the project:
4. Agriculture
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or u u 4 u
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 nonagricultural use?
b) Conflict with existing agricultural zoning, agricultural u X u u
use or with land subject to a Williamson Act Contract
or land within a Riverside County Agricultural
Preserve?
c) Cause development of nonagricultural uses within 300 u u X u
feet of agriculturally zoned property (Ordinance No.
625 “Right-to-Farm”)?
d) Involve other changes in the existing environment ] ] X ]
which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to nonagricultural use?

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan Figure OS-2 “Agricultural Resources,” Geographical
Information System (GIS) database, Project Application Materials; Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment (LESA) Model Highland Grove Il Project, FirstCarbon Solutions (FCS), July 25, 2025
(Appendix A).

Findings of Fact:

a) Less than significant impact. The project site currently contains agricultural land, a poultry farm,
and a residence and has historically been used for agricultural purposes. According to the California
Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP), the project site
includes Farmland of Statewide Importance, Farmland of Local Importance, Unique Farmland, and
Vacant or Disturbed Land. Farmland of Statewide Importance and Unique Farmland are considered
“Important Farmland” under CEQA, along with Prime Farmland, which is not located within the project
site. With implementation of the proposed project, the entire project site (approximately 60.68 acres)
would be converted into nonagricultural use.

The County’s determination of whether the conversion of agricultural land is significant is based on the
results of the Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) Model. The LESA Model is a point-based
approach that uses measurable factors to quantify the value of agricultural resources to provide a
determination of significance of agricultural land conversions.

Page 20 of 125 TTM38910
















Potentially Less than Less No
Significant Significant Than Impact
Impact with Significant
Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
AIR QUALITY Would the project:
6. Air Quality Impacts
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the L] L] I L]
applicable air quality plan?
b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of u u X (]
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is
nonattainment under an applicable federal or State
ambient air quality standard?
c) Expose sensitive receptors, which are located within ] ] X ]
one (1) mile of the project site, to substantial pollutant
concentrations?
d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to ] ] X u

odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of
people?

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan; Riverside County Climate Action Plan (CAP); South Coast
Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Air Quality
Handbook; Project-specific Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy Analysis, 2024.

Findings of Fact:.

a) Less than significant impact. A potentially significant impact to air quality would occur if the
proposed project would conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan. The
project is located within the jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD).
The SCAQMD is responsible for preparing air quality attainment plans to be transmitted to the California
Air Resource Board (ARB) and the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for
incorporation into the State Implementation Plan (SIP). SCAQMD has designated this area as extreme
nonattainment for ozone and serious nonattainment for PM.5 '® To evaluate whether or not a project
conflicts with or obstructs implementation of the applicable air quality plan (2022 Air Quality
Management Plan [AQMP] for South Coast Air Basin [SoCAB]), the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality
Handbook states that there are two key indicators. These indicators are identified by the criteria
discussed below.

Indicator: Whether the proposed project will not result in an increase in the frequency or severity
of existing air quality violations, or cause or contribute to new violations, or delay timely attainment
of air quality standards or the interim emission reductions specified in the AQMP.

Indicator: According to Chapter 12 of the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, the purpose of
the General Plan consistency findings is to determine whether a proposed project is inconsistent
with the growth assumptions incorporated into the air quality plan and, thus, whether it would
interfere with the region’s ability to comply with federal and California air quality standards.

6 South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). 2022. Air Quality Management Plan.
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Considering the recommended criteria in the SCAQMD’s 1993 Handbook, this analysis uses the
following criteria to address this potential impact:

Criterion 1: Proposed project’s contribution to air quality violations (SCAQMD’s first indicator);
Criterion 2: Assumptions in AQMP (SCAQMD'’s second indicator); and
Criterion 3: Compliance with applicable emission control measures in the AQMP.

Criterion 1: Project’s Contribution to Air Quality Violations

According to the SCAQMD, the project is consistent with the AQMP if the project would not result in an
increase in the frequency or severity of existing air quality violations, or cause or contribute to new
violations, or delay timely attainment of air quality standards or the interim emission reductions specified
in the AQMP".

If a project’s emissions do not exceed the SCAQMD regional thresholds for volatile organic compounds
(VOC), nitrogen oxides (NOx), carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur oxides (SOx,) particulate matter over 10
micrometers in diameter (PM1o,) or particulate matter over 2.5 micrometers in diameter (PM25), it follows
that the project’s emissions would not exceed the allowable limit for each project in order for the region
to attain and maintain ambient air quality standards, which is the primary goal of air quality plans. As
shown in Impact AIR-2, the proposed project would not exceed the SCAQMD’s regional thresholds of
significance during construction and operation.

Criterion 2: Assumptions in AQMP

The development of emission burdens used in AQMPs to demonstrate compliance with ambient air
quality standards is based, in part, on land use patterns contained within local general plans. Therefore,
it is reasonable to conclude that if a project is consistent with the applicable general plan land use
designation, and the general plan was adopted prior to the applicable AQMP, then the growth of Vehicle
Miles Traveled (VMT) and/or population generated by said project would be consistent with growth in
VMT and population assumed within the AQMP.

According to the General Plan, the Medium Density Residential designation under the Community
Development Foundation permits a density range of 2 to 5 du/acre. The Low Density Residential
designation under the Rural Community foundation allows for a density range of 1 to 2 du/acre.

A project would conflict with the AQMP if it would exceed the assumptions in the AQMP or increments
based on the year of project buildout and phase. The proposed project would have a density of 2
du/acre, which is within the permissible density for both Medium Density Residential and Low Density
Residential land use designation.

Because the General Plan identifies the location of future land uses throughout Riverside County, the
General Plan serves to identify the future population number and demographic distribution for the
County and is therefore relied upon by SCAQMD for making long-term buildout assumptions.
Additionally, and as discussed under the analysis of Impact AIR-2, the proposed project would not
exceed regional thresholds for construction or operational air quality emissions.

Accordingly, the proposed project would be consistent with the growth assumptions used by the AQMP
and is therefore consistent with the second criterion.

7 South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). 1993. CEQA Handbook. Available at SCAQMD,
21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765.
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Criterion 3: Control Measures

As described previously, the AQMP contains several control measures which are enforceable
requirements through the adoption of rules and regulations. The proposed project would comply with
all applicable SCAQMD rules and regulations as part of the issuance of grading and building permits
by the City. Because of the nature of the proposed project, which includes earthmoving activity,
SCAQMD Rule 403 applies. Rule 403 governs emissions of fugitive dust during construction and
operation activities. The rule requires that fugitive dust be controlled with Best Available Control
Measures (BACMs) so that the presence of such dust does not remain visible in the atmosphere beyond
the property line of the emission source. In addition, SCAQMD Rule 403 requires implementation of
dust suppression techniques to prevent fugitive dust from creating a nuisance off-site. Compliance with
this rule is achieved through application of standard Best Management Practices (BMPs). These BMPs
include application of water or chemical stabilizers to disturbed soils; covering haul vehicles; restricting
vehicle speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour (mph); sweeping loose dirt from paved site
access roadways; cessation of construction activity when winds exceed 25 mph; and establishing a
permanent ground cover on finished sites.

The proposed project would also comply with SCAQMD Rule 1403, which governs asbestos emissions
from demolition and renovation activities. Some of the parcels along El Sobrante Road appear to have
structures built prior to 1977, which could contain asbestos-containing materials (ACMs). Therefore, the
proposed project would comply with all Rule 1403 requirements, including asbestos survey, notification,
removal, and disposal requirements. The proposed project’s compliance with all applicable SCAQMD
rules and regulations would result in consistency with the applicable AQMP control measures.

Summary
In summary, the proposed project would not exceed the growth assumptions in the AQMP. The
proposed project would not result in a regional exceedance of criteria air pollutants. Furthermore, the
proposed project would comply with all applicable SCAQMD rules and regulations. Therefore, this
impact relating to a conflict with or obstruction of implementation of the AQMP would be less than
significant.

b) Less than significant impact. This impact is related to the cumulative effect of a project’s regional
criteria pollutant emissions. By its nature, air pollution is largely a cumulative impact resulting from
emissions generated over a large geographic region. The nonattainment status of regional pollutants
results from past and present development within the SoCAB, and this regional impact is a cumulative
impact. Therefore, new development projects (such as the proposed project) within the SoCAB would
contribute to this impact only on a cumulative basis. No single project would be sufficient in size, by
itself, to result in nonattainment of regional air quality standards. Instead, a project’'s emissions may be
individually limited but cumulatively considerable when evaluated in combination with past, present, and
future development projects. All new development that would result in an increase in air pollutant
emissions above those assumed in regional air quality plans would contribute to cumulative air quality
impacts.

The cumulative analysis focuses on whether a specific project would result in cumulatively considerable
emissions. According to Section 15064(h)(4) of the CEQA Guidelines, the existence of significant
cumulative impacts caused by other projects alone does not constitute substantial evidence that the
project’s incremental effects would be cumulatively considerable.

Rather, the determination of cumulative air quality impacts for construction and operational emissions
is based on whether the project would result in regional emissions that exceed the SCAQMD regional
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thresholds of significance for construction and operations on a project level. Projects that generate
emissions below the SCAQMD significance thresholds would be considered consistent with regional air
quality planning efforts and would not generate cumulatively considerable emissions.

The proposed project’s regional construction and operational emissions, which include both on- and off-
site emissions, are evaluated separately below. Construction and operational emissions from the
proposed project were estimated using California Emission Estimator Model (CalEEMod) Version
2022.1. A detailed description of the assumptions used to estimate emissions and the complete
CalEEMod output files are contained in Appendix B.

Cumulative Construction Emissions

Construction emissions are described as “short-term” or temporary in duration; however, they have the
potential to represent a significant impact with respect to air quality. Construction of the proposed project
would result in the temporary generation of VOC, NOx, CO, SOx, PMyo, and PM.s emissions from
construction activities such as site preparation, grading, building construction, architectural coating, and
asphalt paving. Fugitive dust emissions are primarily associated with earth disturbance and grading
activities and vary as a function of sail silt content, soil moisture, wind speed, acreage of disturbance
area, and miles traveled by construction vehicles on-site and off-site. Construction-related NOx
emissions are primarily generated by exhaust emissions from heavy-duty construction equipment,
material and haul trucks, and construction worker vehicles. VOC emissions are mainly generated by
exhaust emissions from construction vehicles, off-gas emissions associated with architectural coatings,
and asphalt paving.

For the purpose of this analysis, the project construction is analyzed as one phase, beginning in January
2027 and concluding in December 2030. Grading would begin in May according to applicant-provided
information. Project buildout or full operation is expected in 2030. The anticipated construction schedule
reflects the construction start date and the construction phase durations estimated by the project
applicant. The construction schedule used in the analysis represents a reasonable worst-case analysis
scenario since a delay in construction dates into the future would result in using emission factors for
construction equipment that decrease as the analysis year increases due to improvements in
technology and the need to meet more stringent regulatory requirements. Therefore, construction
emissions would decrease if the construction schedule moved to later years. The duration of
construction activity and associated equipment represent a reasonable approximation of the expected
construction fleet as required by CEQA Guidelines. For a more detailed description of the construction
emissions modeling parameters and assumptions, please refer to Section 5-Modeling Parameters and
Assumptions of the project-specific air quality analysis (Appendix B).

Table 2 presents the proposed project's maximum daily construction emissions during the entire
construction duration using the worst-case summer or winter daily construction-related criteria pollutant
emissions. Complete CalEEMod output files are included as part of Appendix B.

Table 2: Construction Maximum Daily Emissions

Regional Pollutant Emissions (pounds per day)
PMy, PM_ 5

Year voC NOx co SOx (Total) (Total)
Maximum Daily Emissions— 36.62 37.35 39.16 0.07 28.07 14.98
Summer
Maximum Daily Emissions— 2.31 22.72 23.00 0.05 5.57 2.37
Winter
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Regional Pollutant Emissions (pounds per day)
PMso PM_ 5

Year VOoC NOy (o0) SOx (Total) (Total)
Overall Maximum Daily 36.62 37.35 39.16 0.07 28.07 14.98
Emissions
Regional Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55
Exceeds SCAQMD No No No No No No
Thresholds?

Notes:
CO = carbon monoxide
NOx = nitrogen oxides

SOx = sulfur oxides
VOC = volatile organic compounds

PM1, = respirable particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter
PM, s = fine particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter
SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District

Source: SCAQMD 2023 (thresholds); see Appendix B for CalEEMod Outputs.

As shown above in Table 2, the proposed project’s construction emissions would not exceed any of the
applicable significance thresholds. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a considerable
net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is nonattainment during construction.
Impacts would be less than significant.

Cumulative Operational Emissions

Following project construction, long-term operational emissions would be generated as a result of daily
operations. Operational emissions would include area, energy, and mobile sources. Area sources would
include emissions from architectural coatings, consumer products, and landscape equipment. Mobile
sources include exhaust and road dust emissions from the automobiles that would travel to and from
the project site. Energy-source emissions are those associated with natural gas consumption. The
proposed project would not include stationary sources during operation.

Project operations were analyzed at full buildout in 2030. Table 3 presents the proposed project’s
maximum daily operational emissions.

Table 3: Maximum Daily Operational Regional Pollutants

vVoC NOx (o0) SO« PM+1o Total | PM2.s Total
Emissions Source Max Daily Emissions (pounds)
Mobile 4.29 4.21 39.71 0.11 10.50 2.71
Area 9.48 1.87 8.05 0.01 0.15 0.15
Energy 0.07 1.15 0.49 0.01 0.09 0.09
Total (pounds/day) 13.84 7.23 48.25 0.13 10.74 2.95
SCAQMD Significance 55 55 550 150 150 55
Threshold
(pounds/day)
Exceeds Significance No No No No No No
Threshold?
Page 29 of 125 TTM38910




vOC NOx co SO« PM1o Total | PM2.s Total

Emissions Source Max Daily Emissions (pounds)

Notes:

CO = carbon monoxide

NOx = nitrogen oxides

PMy = particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter
PM, 5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter
SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District
SOx = sulfur oxides

VOC = volatile organic compound

Emissions shown represent the maximum daily emissions from summer and winter seasons for each operational emission
source and pollutant. Therefore, total daily operational emissions represent maximum daily emissions that could occur
throughout the year.

Source: Appendix B.

As shown in Table 3, the proposed project’s regional daily operational emissions would not exceed any
of the SCAQMD thresholds of significance. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less than
significant impact related to air quality during project operation.

The analysis above presents a reasonable estimate for criteria pollutant emissions during project
construction and operation. As discussed in Section 5.3, Modeling Assumptions, in Appendix B,
because phasing detail is not known at the time of this analysis, this analysis is based on a one-phase
vertical construction of all homes lasting from May 2028 through March 2030. A phased construction
could generate emissions from potential overlapping of construction and could result in overlap of
construction and operation emissions. However, building construction would occur after the entire site
is graded. The grading phase is the most intensive construction phase and generally results in the
highest level of emissions compared to other phases. In other words, subsequent construction phases
(i.e., building construction, architectural coating, and paving) generate significantly lower emissions
after grading is complete. Therefore, even if construction phases, and construction and operation, would
overlap, the emissions would not be materially different from the level of emissions analyzed herein.
Furthermore, given that the proposed project’s construction and operation criteria emission pollutants
(shown in Tables 2 and 3) are substantially below SCAQMD’s regional emission thresholds, the
proposed project would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds even if building construction occurs in phases.
Impacts would be less than significant.

In summary, the proposed project would not result in regional emissions that exceed the SCAQMD
significance thresholds for cumulative construction or operation emissions. Impacts would be less than
significant.

c) Less than significant impact. This impact evaluates the potential for the proposed project’s
construction and operational emissions to expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentration. Sensitive receptors are defined as those individuals who are sensitive to air pollution,
including children, the elderly, and persons with pre-existing respiratory or cardiovascular illnesses. For
purposes of CEQA, the SCAQMD considers a sensitive receptor to be a location where a sensitive
individual could remain for 24 hours, such as residences, hospitals, or convalescent facilities.®
Commercial and industrial facilities are not included in the definition because no individual employee
typically remains on-site for 24 hours at a time. However, when assessing the impact of pollutants with

8 South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). 2008. Final Localized Significance Threshold
Methodology. Revised July 2008. Website: http://www.agmd.gov/home/rules-compliance/ceqa/air-quality-
analysis-handbook/localized-significance-thresholds. Accessed February 7, 2025.
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1-hour or 8-hour standards (such as NOx and CQO), commercial and/or industrial facilities would be
considered sensitive receptors. For the proposed project, the closest off-site sensitive receptors may
include single-family homes which are being constructed west of the project site, approximately 50 feet
from the project boundary.

To result in a less than significant impact, the following criteria must be true:

Criterion 1: Localized Significance Threshold (LST) assessment: Emissions and air quality impacts
during project construction or operation must be below the applicable LSTs to screen out of needing
to provide a more detailed air quality analysis. If the proposed project exceeds any applicable LST
when the mass rate lookup tables are used as a screening analysis, then project-specific air quality
modeling may be performed to determine significance.

Criterion 2: A CO hotspot assessment must demonstrate that the proposed project would not result
in the development of a CO hotspot that would result in an exceedance of the CO ambient air
quality standards.

Criterion 3: Toxic air contaminant (TAC) analysis must demonstrate that TAC emissions from
construction and operations of the proposed project would not result in significant health risk
impacts to existing or proposed sensitive receptors.

Criterion 1: Localized Significance Threshold Analysis—Criteria Pollutants

The localized construction and operational analyses use thresholds (i.e., LSTs) represent maximum
emissions for a project that would not cause or contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent
applicable federal or State ambient air quality standard.' If the proposed project’'s construction or
operational emissions are under those thresholds, it follows that the proposed project would not cause
or contribute to an exceedance of the standard and would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations.

Localized Construction Analysis

The LST Methodology only applies to on-site emissions and states that “off-site mobile emissions from
the project should not be included in the emissions compared to LSTs.” Therefore, for purposes of the
construction LST analysis, only on-site emissions were compared with the applicable LSTs.

Utilizing the construction equipment list and associated area disturbed by equipment usage provided in
the SCAQMD Fact Sheet for Applying CalEEMod to Localized Significance Thresholds, the maximum
number of acres disturbed in a day would be 2 acres per day, which would occur during the site
preparation phase. Table 4 represents the maximum daily disturbed area. Site preparation and grading
are assumed to occur sequentially and without overlap in the conceptual construction schedule. The
maximum disturbed value of 2 acres is used for comparison of emissions to LST screening values.

Table 4: Maximum Number of Acres Disturbed Per Day

CalEEMod Acres Phase Duration Total Acres
Activity Equipment Graded Days Disturbed per Day
Site Preparation 60 30 2.0

9 South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). Revised October 21, 2009. Final Localized
Significance Threshold Methodology, Appendix C. Website: http://www.agmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-
quality-analysis-handbook/localized-significance-thresholds. Accessed February 7, 2025.
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CalEEMod Acres Phase Duration Total Acres
Activity Equipment Graded Days Disturbed per Day
Grading 330.75 245 1.35
Maximum Number of Acres Disturbed per Day’ 2.0
Notes:

' Assumes schedule construction activities presented in Table 5.

Sources: CalEEMod output.

South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). Fact Sheet for Applying CalEEMod to Localized Significance
Thresholds. Website: https://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa’/handbook/localized-significance-thresholds/caleemod-
guidance.pdf. Accessed August 11, 2024.

Table 5 presents the proposed project’s maximum daily on-site emissions compared with the applicable
LSTs. As described previously, the closest sensitive receptor is 50 feet (15.24 meters) west from the
closest project boundary. The LSTs have been obtained from the LST Methodology for a 2-acre project
site located in Source Receptor Area 23 (Metropolitan Riverside), where sensitive receptors are 25
meters away (the lowest available distance thresholds). The construction vehicle trip lengths were
adjusted to 0.25 mile to represent localized emissions.

Table 5: Construction Localized Significance Screening Analysis—Unmitigated

On-site Emissions (pounds per day)

Activity NOx co PM+o (total) | PM2s (total)
Maximum Daily Emissions'’ 37.29 37.84 5.76 3.59
Year 2027 2027 2027 2027
Season Summer Summer Summer Summer
Construction Phase Site Site Site Site

Preparation | Preparation | Preparation | Preparation

Localized Significance Threshold 170 883 7 4
(SRA 23, 2-acre site, 25 meters)
Exceed Threshold? No No No No

Notes:
CO = carbon monoxide
NOx = nitrogen oxides

SRA = Source Receptor Area
1

SCAQMD Rule 403.
Source of emissions: Appendix B.

located 25 meters from the project site.

PM;, = particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 10 micrometers or less
PM, 5 = particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 2.5 micrometers

Assumes construction activities based on schedule presented in Table 5, and implementation of dust control measures per

Source of thresholds: South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). SCAQMD 2009 for SRA 23 and 25 meters
from nearest sensitive receptor. SCAQMD Mass Rate Lookup Tables for a 2-acre site in SRA 23 for sensitive receptors

As shown in Table 5, the proposed project’'s maximum daily on-site emissions would not exceed the
applicable SCAQMD LSTs; therefore, localized construction impacts related to these air pollutants
would be less than significant.

Localized Operational Analysis

Similar to the construction LST analysis above, the applicable operational LSTs were obtained for a
project located in SRA 23 with the nearest sensitive receptor being 25 meters away. Long-term
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operations for the proposed project would occur on the 55-acre project site (the 6.27-acres of preserved
open space is not modeled as part of the 55-acre calculation), and LSTs were obtained for a 5-acre site.
The LST mass rate lookup tables include projects less than or equal to 5 acres in size. Therefore, for
conservative analysis, the LST thresholds for a 5-acre site is used to determine project impacts.

As described above, the LST Methodology recommends that only on-site emissions are evaluated using
LSTs. Because most of the proposed project’s mobile source emissions would occur on the local and
regional roadway network away from the project site, on-site area, energy, and mobile source emissions
were included in this analysis. A trip length of 0.25 mile was used in the modeling input assumptions to
account for on-site emissions and from mobile sources. The 0.25-mile on-site trip length is a
conservative estimate that accounts for on-site mobile source emissions, not the most likely or fastest
route, to ensure all potential impacts are considered. Table 6 presents the proposed project’s maximum
daily on-site emissions compared with the appropriate LSTs.

Table 6: Operational Localized Screening Significance Analysis

Pounds per Day

Emissions Source NOx co PM1o (total) | PM2s (total)
Mobile 0.94 6.24 0.22 0.06
Area 1.87 8.05 0.15 0.15
Energy 1.15 0.49 0.09 0.09
Daily Maximum 3.96 14.79 0.46 0.30
Localized Significance Thresholds (SRA 23, 270 1,577 4 2
5-acre site, 25 meter)
Exceeds Screening Threshold? No No No No
Notes:

CO = carbon monoxide

NOx = nitrogen oxides

PMy, = particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter

PM, 5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter

SRA = Source Receptor Area

Source of Emissions: Appendix B.

Source of thresholds: South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). SCAQMD 2009 for SRA 23, a 5-acre site,
and 25 meters from nearest sensitive receptor. SCAQMD Mass Rate Lookup Tables for a 5-acre site in SRA 23 for sensitive
receptors located 25 meters from the project site.

As shown in Table 6, the proposed project’'s maximum daily on-site operational emissions would not
exceed any applicable SCAQMD LSTs. Therefore, the proposed project’s operational activities would
not cause or contribute substantially to an existing or future ambient air quality standard violation.
Accordingly, the proposed project’s operational criteria air pollutant and ozone precursor concentrations
would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. The impact would be less
than significant.

Criterion 2: Carbon Monoxide Hotspot Analysis

As identified within SCAQMD's 2003 AQMP and the 1992 Federal Attainment Plan for Carbon Monoxide
(1992 CO Plan), peak CO concentrations in the SoCAB were a result of unusual meteorological and
topographical conditions and not a result of congestion at a particular intersection. To establish a more
accurate record of baseline CO concentrations affecting the SoCAB, a CO “hotspot” analysis was
conducted in 2003 for four busy intersections in Los Angeles at the peak morning and afternoon time
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periods. This hot spot analysis did not predict any violation of CO standards. It can therefore be
reasonably concluded that projects (such as the proposed project) that are not subject to the extremes
in vehicle volumes and vehicle congestion that was evidenced in the 2003 Los Angeles hot spot analysis
would similarly not create or result in CO hotspots. Similar considerations are also employed by other
Air Districts when evaluating potential CO concentration impacts. More specifically, the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District (Bay Area Air District) concludes that under existing and future vehicle
emission rates, a given project would have to increase traffic volumes at a single intersection by more
than 44,000 vehicles per hour—or 24,000 vehicles per hour where vertical and/or horizontal air does
not mix—in order to generate a significant CO impact.

The proposed project would generate up to 1,208%° average daily passenger vehicle trips and therefore
would not produce the volume of traffic required to generate a CO hotspot either in the context of the
2003 Los Angeles hot spot study or based on representative Bay Area Air District CO threshold
considerations. The project-generated passenger car trips would be distributed throughout the day and
would not impact local roadways at one time, further reducing the potential impacts to CO. Therefore,
CO hotspots are not an environmental impact of concern for the proposed project. Localized air quality
impacts related to mobile source emissions would therefore be less than significant.

Criterion 3: Toxic Air Contaminants

A project-specific construction Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was performed to assess the proposed
project’s health risk impacts to nearby sensitive receptors during construction. The proposed project
would result in a significant health impact if the carcinogenic or toxic air contaminants individually or
cumulatively are equal to or exceed the maximum individual cancer risk of 10 in 1 million persons, or a
chronic and acute hazard index (HI) of 1.0, or the cancer burden of 0.5 excess cancer cases (in areas
greater than or equal to 1 in 1 million).?!

Toxic Air Pollutants—On-site Workers

Avariety of State and national programs protect workers from safety hazards, including high air pollutant
concentrations.?2:23.24

On-site workers are not required to be addressed through this HRA process. A document published by
California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA), Health Risk Assessments for Proposed
Land Use Projects, indicates that on-site receptors are included in risk assessments if they are persons
not employed by the project.?® Persons not employed by the project would not remain on-site for any
significant period. Therefore, an HRA for on-site workers is not required or recommended. No further
discussion is necessary.

20 Based on the standard Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) trip generation rates (9.43 trips per
dwelling unit), using 128 dwelling units, the proposed project would be expected to generate 1,207.04 trips
per day, as modeled in the air quality analysis. Even if the trip generation is rounded up to 1,208 trips, the
0.08 percent difference would not have any effect on the modeling results.

21 South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). 2023. South Coast AQMD Air Quality Significance
Thresholds. March. Website: https://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/south-coast-agmd-
air-quality-significance-thresholds.pdf?sfvrsn=25. Accessed February 7, 2025.

22 Qccupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA). 2003. United States Department of Labor. Safety
and Health Topics: Methane. Website: www.osha.gov/dts/chemicalsampling /data/CH_250700.html.
Accessed February 7, 2025.

28 Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC). 2012. Construction. Website:
www.cdc.gov/niosh/construction/. Accessed February 7, 2025.

24 Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC). 2012. Indoor Environmental Quality. Website:
www.cdc.gov/niosh/topics/indoorenv/constructionieq.html. Accessed February 7, 2025

25 California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA). 2009. Health Risk Assessments for Proposed
Land Use Projects.
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Health Risk Assessment

During construction and operation, the proposed project would result in emissions of several TACs that
could potentially impact nearby sensitive receptors. The SCAQMD has defined health risk significance
thresholds. These thresholds are represented as a cancer risk to the public and a non-cancer hazard
from exposures to TACs. Cancer risk represents the probability (in terms of risk per million individuals)
that an individual would contract cancer resulting from exposure to TACs continuously over a period of
several years. The principal TAC emission analyzed in this assessment was diesel particulate matter
(DPM) from operation of off-road equipment and diesel-powered delivery and worker vehicles during
construction and operation. DPM has been identified by the ARB as a carcinogenic substance. For
purposes of this analysis, DPM is represented as exhaust emissions of PM1o. As the proposed project
did not screen out from the need to complete project-specific air quality modeling to determine
significance for PM+1o and PM2s by applying the applicable LSTs (see Table 12), this construction HRA
is used to determine localized impacts related to PM. DPM represented as exhaust PM1o adequately
addresses impacts from PM+o and PM. s emissions, as PM.s comprises a component of PM1o. Fugitive
dust components of PM1o and PM2s would be controlled through adherence to SCAQMD Rule 403,
which requires the use of dust control practices during project construction. The SCAQMD and Office
of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) recommend that an exposure duration
(residency time) of 30 years be used to estimate individual cancer risk for the maximally exposed
individual resident.?® Exposures to TACs can also result in both short-term (acute) or long-term (chronic)
non-cancer health impacts. Such impacts could include ilinesses related to reproductive effects,
respiratory effects, eye sensitivity, immune effects, kidney effects, blood effects, central nervous system,
birth defects, or other adverse environmental effects.

Estimation of Cancer Risks

Cancer risks are estimated as the upper-bound incremental probability that an individual will develop
cancer as a direct result of exposure to potential carcinogens over a specified exposure duration. The
cancer risk attributed to a chemical is calculated by multiplying the chemical intake or dose at the human
exchange boundaries (e.g., lungs) by the chemical-specific cancer potency factor (CPF). The inhalation
dose is determined by factors such as the concentration of the pollutant in the air, an individual's
breathing rate, and the amount of time they inhale the contaminated air. Age sensitivity factors are
applied as multipliers to the cancer risks for exposures during infancy and childhood to account for
increased sensitivity to carcinogens during early-in-life exposures.

Arisk level of 10 in 1 million implies a likelihood (or risk) that up to 10 persons, out of 1 million equally
exposed people, would contract cancer if exposed continuously (24 hours per day) to the levels of TACs
over a specified duration of time. This risk would be an excess cancer risk that is in addition to any
environmental cancer risk borne by a person not exposed to these air toxics. It should be noted that the
risk of cancer described here is an increased probability of contracting cancer during a lifetime as a
result of exposure to toxics from a project. It does not represent an actual incidence of cancer in an
exposed population, nor does it equate to deaths from cancer, because not every cancer case results
in death.

Project cancer risks are cumulative and are defined by the combination of construction impacts followed
by operational impacts. Construction project impacts were calculated at nearby sensitive receptors

26 Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). 2015. Air Toxics Hot Spots Program-Risk
Assessment Guidelines. February.
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based on the concentrations estimated from construction emissions over 1035 workdays, or 4 years,
assuming residential exposure starting at third trimester (-0.25 years) and until 3.75 years of age.

Estimation of Non-cancer Chronic Hazards

Non-cancer chronic impacts are not cumulative like cancer risks but are based on maximum annual
concentrations, which for this proposed project would occur during the construction phase.

Risk characterization for non-cancer health hazards from TACs is expressed as an HI. The Hl is a ratio
of the predicted concentration of the proposed project’'s emissions to a concentration considered
acceptable to public health professionals, termed the reference exposure limit. The HI assumes that
chronic sub-threshold exposures adversely affect a specific organ or organ system (toxicological
endpoint). For each discrete chemical exposure, target organs presented in regulatory guidance were
used. Each chemical concentration or dose is divided by the appropriate toxicity Reference Exposure
Level (REL) to calculate the HI. For compounds affecting the same toxicological endpoint, this ratio is
summed up. Where the total equals or exceeds 1, a health hazard is presumed to exist. An Hl of 1.0 is
the target threshold for assessing non-cancer hazards by project, although a value greater than 1.0
does not necessarily correlate to a statistical probability of harm.

For purposes of this assessment, the TAC of concern is DPM for which the OEHHA has defined a
reference exposure limit for DPM of 5 micrograms per cubic meter (mg/m?). The principal toxicological
endpoint assumed in this assessment was through inhalation.

Toxic Air Contaminant Construction Analysis

Major sources of DPM during construction include off-road construction equipment and heavy-duty
delivery truck activities. The results of the HRA prepared for project construction for cancer risk and
long-term chronic cancer risk are summarized below. Air dispersion modeling was utilized to assess the
proposed project’s potential health risks using Atmospheric Dispersion Modeling System (AERMOD)
(Version 23132), which is the air dispersion model accepted by the EPA and the SCAQMD for preparing
HRAs. Exhaust emissions of DPM (as PM1o exhaust) were estimated using CalEEMod (Version 2022.1).
The construction emissions were assumed to be distributed over the project area with a working
schedule of 8 hours per day and 5 days per week. Emissions were modeled only during construction
operating hours, by invoking the use of variable emissions and modeling zero emissions during
nighttime and weekend hours. Detailed parameters, a description of methodology, and complete
calculations are contained in Appendix B. Table 7 summarizes emission rates of DPM during project
construction.

Table 7: Project DPM Construction Emissions

Scenario On-site DPM—Area (lbs) Off-site DPM—Road Segments'’

Annual Construction Emissions
Construction total (Ibs total) 539.45 0.844
Construction (Ibs/hr) 0.065 0.0001

Notes:

DPM = diesel particulate matter

Ibs = pounds

hr = hour

' El Sobrante Road was modeled as the off-site road segment.
Source of Emissions: Appendix B.
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To assess impacts to off-site sensitive receptors, the AERMOD air dispersion model was used to
estimate the concentrations from PM1o and PM2s exhaust at nearby sensitive receptors within 1,000
feet of the project site to determine the Maximum Impacted Receptor (MIR), which is defined as the
single receptor with the highest exposure in a given study area (i.e., worst-case estimate). The MIR was
determined to be a single-family residence within the new construction immediately west of the project
site (604434.52 UTM E and 4121356.43 UTM N). (See Location of Maximum Exposed Receptor map
within Appendix B for a depiction of receptors within the 1,000-foot buffer area and the location of the
MIR.)

The estimated health and hazard impacts at the MIR from the proposed project’s construction emissions
are provided in Table 8. As shown in Table 8, the proposed project’s construction DPM emissions would
not exceed cancer risk and chronic non-cancer Hl per SCAQMD thresholds. Impacts would be less than
significant.

Table 8: Estimated Health Risks and Hazards During Project Construction

Cancer Risk Chronic
Source (risk per million) Non-cancer HIi

Risks and Hazards at the MIR: Starting at exposure in third 5.47 0.00279
trimester
Significance Threshold 10 1
Exceeds Individual Source Threshold? No No
Notes:
MIR = Maximally Impacted Sensitive Receptor
HI = hazard index
Source: Appendix B.

The analysis above presents a reasonable estimate for health risks from construction DPM emissions.
As discussed in Section 5.3, Modeling Assumptions of Appendix B, because phasing detail is not known
at the time of this analysis, this analysis is based on a one-phase vertical construction of all homes
lasting from May 2028 through March 2030. A phased construction could generate emissions from
potential overlapping of construction and could result in overlap of construction and operation
emissions. For the construction HRA, the off-site MIR would be exposed to potential TACs for the
entirety of project construction, which serves as a conservative indicator of the level of health risks
experienced by new receptors moving into the site while building construction is ongoing. Furthermore,
the grading phase is the most intensive construction phase, and grading would be completed prior to
completion of any home construction and the subsequent introduction of new receptors. Given the
proposed project’s cancer risk and chronic non-cancer HI at the MIR during the entire construction is
significantly below the SCAQMD thresholds, the proposed project would not exceed the acceptable
cancer risk or chronic non-cancer HI even if new receptors moved into the site and become exposed to
a portion of construction DPM emissions and associated health risks. Impacts would be less than
significant.

Estimation of Cancer Burden

SCAQMD also requires analysis of cancer burden. Cancer burden is the total cancer risk for all
receptors divided by the estimated population within the modeling domain. The cancer burden due to
DPM emissions during construction was estimated based on the area where the risk exceeds 1 in 1
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million (and is less than 10 in 1 million) using calculation methods from SCAQMD. SCAQMD’s cancer
burden threshold is 0.5 excess cancer cases (in areas greater than or equal to 1 in 1 million).

The SCAQMD has established a screening approach for estimating cancer burden, which includes the
following steps:?’

1. Recalculate cancer risk from all TACs using a 70-year exposure duration.

2. Estimate the distance at which the maximum individual cancer risk from a 70-year exposure
duration falls below 1 in a million.

3. Define a zone of impact in the shape of a circle, with the radius equal to the distance between
the TAC source and the point at which the risk falls below 1 in a million.

4. Estimate the residential population within this zone of impact based on census data or a
worse-case estimate. Generally, the residential population in the SoCAB is less than 4,000
persons/square kilometers (km?, but some areas are as high as 7,000 persons/km?. For
areas where census data is available, it should be used. Where there is no census data,
7,000 persons/km? should be used for the areas with high population densities and 4,000
persons/km? should be used for areas with low population densities (such as locations along
the Pacific Ocean). Where the population densities are unknown, use 7,000 persons/km?.

5. Calculate the screening level cancer burden by multiplying the total residential population in
the zone of impact by the maximum individual cancer risk.

The radius where the risk is between 1 and 10 in 1 million is 825 meters. The project’s site area is
223,132 square meters (m?). Subtracting the project site area from the burden area, the burdened area
is 1.92km?. Given the surrounding area is relatively undeveloped, a density of 4,000 persons/km? is
used and the population within the burden area is calculated to be 7,660 persons. Multiplying back the
maximum individual cancer risk (10 x 10), the maximum cancer burden is estimated at 0.08 additional
cases, which is less than the 0.5 significance threshold established by SCAQMD. Thus, the impact with
respect to potential cancer burden due to project construction DPM emissions would be less than
significant.

In summary, the proposed project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations during construction or operation. Impacts would be less than significant.

d) Less than significant impact. The proposed project would not create objectionable odors affecting
a substantial number of people. Individual responses to odors are highly variable and can result in a
variety of effects. Generally, the impact of an odor results from a variety of factors such as frequency,
duration, offensiveness, location, and sensory perception. The frequency is a measure of how often an
individual is exposed to an odor in the ambient environment. The intensity refers to an individual’s or
group’s perception of the odor strength or concentration. The duration of an odor refers to the elapsed
time over which an odor is experienced. The offensiveness of the odor is the subjective rating of the
pleasantness or unpleasantness of an odor. The location accounts for the type of area in which a
potentially affected person lives, works, or visits; the type of activity in which he or she is engaged; and
the sensitivity of the impacted receptor.

27 South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). 2017. Risk Assessment Procedures for Rules
1401, 1401.1, and 212. August. Website: https://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/rule-book/Proposed-
Rules/1401/riskassessmentprocedures_2017_080717.pdf. Accessed February 7, 2025.
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Sensory perception has four major components: detectability, intensity, character, and hedonic tone.
The detection (or threshold) of an odor is based on a panel of responses to the odor. There are two
types of thresholds: the odor detection threshold and the recognition threshold. The detection threshold
is the lowest concentration of an odor that will elicit a response in a percentage of the people that live
and work in the immediate vicinity of the project site and is typically presented as the mean (or 50
percent of the population). The recognition threshold is the minimum concentration that is recognized
as having a characteristic odor quality; this is typically represented by recognition by 50 percent of the
population. The intensity refers to the perceived strength of the odor. The odor character is what the
substance smells like. The hedonic tone is a judgment of the pleasantness or unpleasantness of the
odor. The hedonic tone varies in subjective experience, frequency, odor character, odor intensity, and
duration.

SCAQMD Rule 402 (“Nuisance”) and California Health and Safety Code, Division 26, Part 4, Chapter
3, Section 41700 prohibit the emission of any material which causes nuisance to a considerable number
of persons or endangers the comfort, health, or safety of the public, including odors. Potential odor
impacts have been analyzed separately for construction and operations below.

Construction-Related Odor Impacts

Potential sources that may emit odors during construction activities include the application of coatings
such as asphalt pavement, paints, and solvents and emissions from diesel equipment. Standard
construction requirements that limit the time of day when construction may occur, as well as SCAQMD
Rule 1108 that limits VOC content in asphalt and Rule 1113 that limits the VOC content in paints and
solvents, would minimize odor impacts from construction. As such, the objectionable odors that may be
produced during the construction process would be temporary and would not likely be noticeable for
extended periods of time beyond the project site’s boundaries. Through compliance with the applicable
regulations that reduce odors and due to the transitory nature of construction odors, a less than
significant odor impact would occur and no mitigation would be required.

Operations-Related Odor Impacts

The proposed project would consist of the development of a single-family residential development. The
proposed project would not contain any known sources of odors. Therefore, no impact related to odors
would occur during the on-going operations of the proposed project.

Plans, Programs or Policies/Conditions of Approval: None.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

Potentially Less than Less No
Significant Significant Than Impact
Impact with Significant
Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES Would the project:
7. Wildlife and Vegetation
a) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat L] X L] L]
Conservation Plan, Natural Conservation

Community Plan, or other approved local, regional,
or State Conservation Plan?
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Potentially Less than Less No

Significant Significant Than Impact
Impact with Significant
Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
b) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or u = u u

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 [ X [ [
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 United States Wildlife Service?
d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any u X u u
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 L] L] L] B
identified in local or regional plans, policies, and
regulations or by the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife or United States Fish and Wildlife
Service?
f) Have a substantial adverse effect on State or
federally protected wetlands (including, but not L] L] L] X
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 L] L] L] B
preservation policy or ordinance?

Source(s): Biological Resources Analysis/Species Conservation Program (BRA/MSHCP) (Prepared by
FirstCarbon Solutions [FCS], January 23, 2026); Jurisdictional Delineation (Prepared by FCS,
September 2024); Geographical Information System (GIS) Analysis (Prepared by FCS, August 2024).

Findings of Fact:

a) Less than significant with mitigation incorporated. The project site is within the plan area for
the Western Riverside MSHCP and is thus subject to consistency with the plan. The project site is
located adjacent to the Lake Mathews/Estelle Mountain Reserve, which is Public/Quasi-Public (PQP)
Conserved Land under the MSHCP. Per Section 6.1.4 of the MSHCP Final Plan, Volume 1, projects
adjacent to Conservation Areas are required to implement Guidelines Pertaining to the Urban/Wildlands
Interface to control potentially adverse effects from affecting the integrity of those areas. Further, as
with most projects within the MSHCP plan area, an MSHCP Consistency Analysis is required to
evaluate project consistency with the goals and requirements of the MSHCP. FCS evaluated the
proposed project’s consistency with MSHCP Reserve assembly requirements, Section 6.1.2 (Protection
of Species Associated with Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools), Section 6.1.3 (Protection of
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Narrow Endemic Plant Species), Section 6.1.4 (Guidance Pertaining to the Urban/Wildlands Interface),
and Section 6.3.2 (Additional Survey Needs and Procedures) to ensure compliance with guidelines
outlined in the plan.?®

Project Relationship to MSHCP Reserve Assembly
The project site is not located within an area slated for Existing or Pending Conservation. The project

site does not feature avoidance areas or areas that must be protected by or proposed to be protected
by deed restriction. Current conditions and full development of the approximately 60.68-acre project site
would not provide for any contributions to Undeveloped Areas Potentially Available for Future
Conservation.

Project Consistency with MSHCP Section 6.1.2 (Protection of Species Associated with
Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools)
A total of 1.47 acres of Riparian habitat occurs on the project site in the form of mulefat thickets

(California Department of Fish and Wildlife [CDFW] Natural Community Code 63.510.00). The Riparian
habitat is located in and adjacent to the Intermittent Drainage Segment that borders the northern and
eastern boundaries of the project site. The Intermittent Drainage Segment is also considered a Riverine
feature, accounting for 0.45 acre (19,738 square feet, 2,431 linear feet) on the project site. The
proposed project would avoid the drainage on-site and the associated potential waters of the State and
riparian habitat. Therefore, there would be no impacts on State or protected wetlands or jurisdictional
features. No vernal pools are located within the project site boundaries. To avoid impacts to MSHCP
Riparian/Riverine resources, the proposed project would implement mitigation measures MM BIO-1b,
MM BIO-1¢c, and MM BIO-1d, which would ensure avoidance of the drainage, implementing
Construction Minimization Measures per Section 7.5.3 of the MSHCP, and implementing the use of
BMPs per Appendix C of the MSHCP. With implementation of MM BIO-1b, MM BIO-1¢, and MM BIO-
1d, impacts to riparian/riverine areas and vernal pools would be less than significant.

Riparian Birds
The Riparian habitat is a small patch of mostly low-growing species that would be unsuitable for

occupancy by western yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus), a species that prefers larger or
more extensive riparian forests. The Riparian habitat includes several willows but not in densities
preferred by southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus); thus, it is not suitable for
occupancy by this species. The Riparian habitat could potentially provide suitable foraging and nesting
habitat for least Bell’'s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus). During focused surveys for least Bell’'s vireo on the
project site in 2024, five detections of the species were recorded. Additionally, there are 13 recent and
three historical records for least Bell's vireo within 5 miles of the project site and 29 recent and three
historical records between 5 and 10 miles from the project site. No nesting least Bell's vireos were
observed on the project site during the surveys. However, there is high potential for least Bell’s vireo to
occur and possibly nest on the project site prior to its development. If the riparian habitat to be removed
by the proposed project is determined to be occupied by nesting least Bell’s vireos prior to project
development, the proposed project would be required to implement conservation measures required by
the MSHCP, per Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, for protection of species associated with riparian/riverine
areas and vernal pools to minimize direct and indirect effects. The proposed project would avoid riparian
habitat and the drainage and therefore the project would not have impacts on MSHCP Section 6.1.2
resources. Construction of the proposed project could potentially have indirect noise impacts on the
least Bell's vireos if ground-disturbing or vegetation-removing construction activities are initiated or

28 Western Riverside County Multiple Habitat Species Conservation Plan (MHSCP). 2004. Multiple Species
Habitat Conservation Plan—Trails. Website: https://wrc-rca.org/Permit_Docs/Special-
Reports/111003_RCA_Board_Presentation_Trails.pdf. Accessed July 19, 2024.
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conducted during the species’ breeding season (March 15 through September 30). To address impacts
to MSHCP riparian birds, the proposed project would implement mitigation measures MM BIO-2a which
would require noise attenuation for the least Bell’s vireo during its breeding season and avoidance of
the drainage. With implementation of MM BIO-2a impacts to riparian birds would reduce potential
impacts to less than significant.

Project Consistency with MSHCP Section 6.1.3 (Protection of Narrow Endemic Plant Species)

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 Plant Species will be
required for all public and private projects where appropriate soils and habitat are present. The project
site is not located within an NEPSSA and is not subject to NEPSSA survey requirements. Therefore,
the proposed project has no potential to conflict with MSHCP Section 6.1.3 and no impact would occur.

Project Consistency with MSHCP Section 6.1.4 (Guidelines Pertaining to the Urban/Wildlands
Interface)

The MSHCP Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines (UWIG) presented in MSHCP Section 6.1.4 are
intended to address indirect effects associated with locating development in proximity to a MSHCP
Conservation Area. The project site is adjacent to an MSHCP Conservation Area (PQP Lands within
Lake Mathews /Estelle Mountain Reserve). Per Section 6.1.4 of the MSHCP Final Plan, Volume 1,
projects adjacent to Conservation Areas are required to implement Guidelines Pertaining to the
Urban/Wildlands Interface to control potentially adverse effects from affecting the integrity of those
areas. To address potential impacts to the Urban/Wildlands Interface, per the MSHCP, the proposed
project would implement mitigation measure MM BIO-1a, which would implement BMPs regarding
prevention of discharge of chemicals, erosion, unauthorized public access, dumping, night lighting,
noise-generating land uses, invasive species, protection of drainage channels, weed abatement, and
more. With implementation of MM BIO-1a, impacts would be reduced to less than significant impact.

Project Consistency with MSHCP Section 6.3.2 (Additional Survey Needs and Procedures)

The project site does not occur within a survey area for amphibians, mammals, narrow endemic plant
species, and Criteria Area Plant Species, but it does occur within a survey area for burrowing owl and
is therefore subject to survey requirements for burrowing owls. FCS Biologists conducted a burrowing
owl habitat assessment (Step | of the protocol); a burrow survey (Step I, Part A of the protocol); and on
and adjacent (within 500 feet) to the project site, completed focused burrowing owl surveys (Step I,
Part B of the protocol). The habitat assessment found that the wild oat and annual brome grassland on
and adjacent to the project site supports marginally suitable foraging, burrowing, and nesting habitat for
burrowing owls. The vegetation in this community is very dense over much of the project site, but there
are scattered areas of sparse vegetation clearings that would provide suitable habitat for burrowing
owls. The burrow survey found numerous California ground squirrel burrows on-site and within the 500
feet east of the site that could serve as suitable nesting habitat for burrowing owls. The focused
burrowing owl surveys found that no burrowing owls, nor signs of the species (i.e., whitewash, feathers,
pellets, etc.), are present on-site. Burrowing owls have been recorded in the project vicinity, with
California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) records showing two historical records within 5 miles
and 11 recent and two historical records between 5 and 10 miles from the project site. Although
burrowing owls were not detected on-site during the focused surveys, there is a moderate potential for
burrowing owls to occupy the project site prior to its development. Construction of the proposed project
could potentially impact burrowing owls if burrowing owls are occupying the project site when ground-
disturbing construction activities are initiated. Impacts could occur outside of the nesting season
(September 1 through January 31) or during the breeding season (February 1 through August 31) of
the species. To address potential impacts to burrowing owls and to be consistent with the MSHCP, the
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proposed project would implement mitigation measures MM BIO-3a and MM BIO-3b, which would
require implementation of burrowing owl pre-construction surveys prior to construction activities and the
application of a Burrowing Owl Mitigation Plan if owls are present. With implementation of MM BIO-3a
and MM BIO-3b, impacts to burrowing owl would be less than significant.

b) and c) Less than significant with mitigation incorporated. FCS prepared a Biological Resources
Assessment (BRA) and Western Riverside County MSHCP Consistency Analysis to analyze the
potential for special-status species to occur on the project site and adjacent areas and to analyze the
potential project-related impacts to these species. The potential for protected species to occur on-site
and potential project impact are further discussed below.

Sensitive Species
According to the CNDDB and the California Native Plant Society (CNPS), 53 special-status plant

species and 57 special-status wildlife species have been recorded in the Lake Mathews, California
United States Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute Topographic Quadrangle Map and eight
surrounding quadrangle search area of the CNDDB, CNPS Inventory of Rare Plants (CNPS Inventory),
and Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) query results (Appendix C, Table 1, Table
2).293031.32 Tgple 1 and Table 2 in Appendix C include the species’ status, required habitat, and a
summary analysis of the potential for each species to occur on the project site. The potential for
occurrence of a species was based on current biological conditions on the project site and presence of
suitable habitats, soil types, and proximity and number of occurrences recorded in the CNDDB.33
Based on surveys on the project site, an assessment of habitat requirements for specific species, and
the availability and quality of on-site habitats, FCS determined that the following special-status species
could potentially occur on the project site.

Special-status Plant Species

Intensive agricultural land uses and associated previous surface disturbances evident throughout the
project site have limited the possibility for persistence and occurrence of most special-status plant
species that were considered in the analysis. Most special-status plant species considered in the
analysis were determined to have no or low potential to occur on-site due to the absence of suitable
habitat or the lack of recent records in the project vicinity. Special-status plant species with moderate
to high potential to occur on-site are analyzed further below.

Paniculate Tarplant
The paniculate tarplant has a CNPS ranking of 4.2 and is an annual herb found in sandy soils

(sometimes) and in vernally mesic soils (usually) in coastal scrub, valley and foothill grassland, and
vernal pool communities. Its blooming period is between April and November and occurs within
elevations of 82—-3,083 feet. The project site supports suitable habitat for this species in the wild oats
and annual brome grassland. Although no occurrences of this species have been recorded within 5 and

29 California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). 2024. Biogeographic Information and Observation
System (BIOS 6). Website: https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/BIOS. Accessed March 4, 2024.

30 California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). 2024. CNDDB RareFind 5 California Natural Diversity
Database Query for Special-Status Species. Website: https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Maps-and-Data.
Accessed March 4, 2024.

31 United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 2024. Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC).
Website: https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/. Accessed March 4, 2024.

32 California Native Plant Society (CNPS). 2024. California Native Plant Society Rare and Endangered Plant
Inventory. Website: http://www.rareplants.cnps.org/. Accessed March 4, 2024.

33 California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). 2024. CNDDB RareFind 5 California Natural Diversity
Database Query for Special-Status Species. Website: https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Maps-and-Data.
Accessed March 4, 2024.
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10 miles of the project site, this species was observed on the neighboring Highland Grove IV project
site during a Rare Plant Survey conducted by FCS in 2024 and could be present on the project site,
which contains similar habitat types. Therefore, there is a moderate potential for this species to occur
within the project site. Paniculate tarplant has a CNPS ranking of 4.2. Rank 4 species do not clearly
meet CEQA Guidelines Section 15380 criteria and thresholds for impact considerations; thus, project
impacts to this species would not be considered a significant impact and no mitigation is required.

Special-Status Wildlife Species

Most special-status wildlife species considered in the analysis were determined to have no or low
potential to occur on-site, primarily based on the project site being situated outside of the range of the
species or absence of suitable habitat or the lack of recent records in the project vicinity, along with
other justification(s) for their exclusion from further discussion. The following species were assessed as
having moderate potential to occur on or adjacent to the project site.

Red-diamond Rattlesnake

The red-diamond rattlesnake is a species that occurs in arid, rocky areas in creosote scrub, coastal
sage and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, chaparral, oak and pine woodlands, and grasslands and
on cultivated areas. The red-diamond rattlesnake is a California Species of Special Concern, and it is
covered under the MSHCP. The project site contains suitable habitat for this species within the wild
oats and annual brome grassland present on the project site. There are 12 recent and 12 historical
records within 5 miles of the project site, and there are 10 recent and 15 historical records between 5
and 10 miles from the project site.31 This species was not observed during any surveys conducted for
the proposed project but has a moderate potential to occur on-site. Construction of the proposed project
could potentially impact individuals of this species. To address potential impacts to this species, the
proposed project would implement mitigation measure MM BIO-1d which would require implementing
the use of BMPs, per Appendix C of the MSHCP. With implementation of MM BIO-1d, impacts to red-
diamond rattlesnake would be to less than significant.

Cooper’s Hawk

Cooper’s hawk is a hawk in the family Accipitridae. This species occurs in riparian forests and
woodlands throughout California, including urban forests. It prefers patchy wooded areas, such as
groves with edges with snags for perching. It nests in dense stands with moderate crown-depths, usually
in second-growth conifer stands or in deciduous riparian areas, and usually near streams. Cooper’s
hawk preys on mid-sized birds such as jays, starlings, and doves, but they also consume small rodents.
The species capture prey from cover or while flying quickly through dense vegetation, relying on
surprise. The Cooper’s hawk is designated as a California Watch List species, and it is covered under
the MSHCP. Their nests are protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and California Fish and
Game Code pertaining to native nesting avian species. Suitable foraging and nesting habitat for this
species is present in the mulefat thickets and other areas containing trees on and adjacent to the project
site. There is one recent and one historical record between 5 and 10 miles from the project site.®* This
species was not observed during any surveys conducted for the proposed project but has a moderate
potential to occur on-site. Construction of the proposed project could potentially impact this species if
ground-disturbing or vegetation-removing construction activities are initiated or conducted during the
avian breeding season (February 1 through September 15). To address potential impacts to this
species, the proposed project would implement mitigation measures MM BlO-4a and MM BIO-4b, which

34 California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). 2024. Biogeographic Information and Observation
System (BIOS 6). Website: https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/BIOS. Accessed March 4, 2024.
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would require nesting bird pre-construction surveys and avoidance of active avian nests. With
implementation of MM BIO-4a and MM BIO-4b, impacts to Cooper’s hawk would be less than significant.

Burrowing Owl
The burrowing owl is an owl in the family Strigidae. Burrowing owls occur in open, dry, annual, or

perennial grasslands, deserts, and scrublands characterized by low-growing vegetation. This species
utilizes, modifies, and nests in burrows created by other species, most notably those of the California
ground squirrel but also those excavated by coyotes, American badgers, and other burrowing
mammals. Burrowing owl populations are threatened by habitat loss, pesticide use, and ground squirrel
eradication programs, which limit suitable burrowing habitat. The burrowing owl is designated as a
California Species of Special Concern and a federal Bird of Conservation Concern, and it is covered
under the MSHCP. Limited take of this species is permitted under the MSHCP under certain conditions;
however, their nesting burrows are protected by the MBTA and California Fish and Game Code
pertaining to native nesting avian species. The project site is also located within the MSHCP burrowing
owl Species Survey Zone, requiring that a habitat assessment and surveys (if habitat is present) for
burrows and burrowing owls be performed. Marginally suitable burrowing and nesting habitat for this
species is present on the project site within wild oats and annual brome grassland where California
ground squirrel burrows occur. Much of the vegetation in this community is too tall and dense to support
burrowing and foraging activities of this species. Focused burrowing owl surveys conducted on the
project site in 2024 did not detect the species. There are two historical records within 5 miles, and there
are two recent and 11 historical records between 5 and 10 miles from the project site.*® Focused surveys
conducted for burrowing owl for the proposed project were negative, so this species is considered
absent from the project site. Construction of the proposed project could potentially impact burrowing
owls if burrowing owls are occupying the project site when ground-disturbing construction activities are
initiated. Impacts could occur outside of the nesting season (September 1 through January 31) or during
the breeding season (February 1 through August 31) of the species. To address potential impacts to
burrowing owls, the proposed project would implement mitigation measures MM BIO-3a and MM BIO-
3b, which would require implementation of burrowing owl! pre-construction surveys prior to construction
activities and the application of a Burrowing Owl Mitigation Plan if owls are present. With implementation
of MM BIO-3a and MM BIO-3b, potential impacts to burrowing owl would be reduced to less than
significant.

White-tailed Kite
The white-tailed kite is a hawk in the family Accipitridae. This species inhabits open habitats such as

grasslands, marshes, and farmlands and is often found near agricultural areas. It prefers areas with
trees for perching and nesting and forages in open areas that support diurnal rodent populations.
Preferred nesting habitat consists of oak woodlands or trees along marsh edges. Suitable nesting
substrates include trees or shrubs of moderate height, such as eucalyptus, cottonwoods, toyons, and
coyote bush, with the nests placed near the tops of the shrubs or trees. Nesting occurs in February
through August with peak activity in March, April, and May. The white-tailed kite is designated as a
California Fully Protected species, and it is covered under the MSHCP. Their nests are protected by
the MBTA and California Fish and Game Code pertaining to native nesting avian species. Suitable
foraging habitat for this species is present on-site and trees adjacent to the project site provide
potentially suitable nesting habitat. Suitable foraging habitat exists within the wild oats and annual
brome grassland on and adjacent to the project site. There is one historical record between 5 and 10
miles from the project site. This species was not observed during any surveys conducted for the

35 California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). 2024. Biogeographic Information and Observation
System (BIOS 6). Website: https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/BIOS. Accessed March 4, 2024.
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proposed project but has a moderate potential to occur on-site. Construction of the proposed project
could potentially impact this species if ground-disturbing or vegetation-removing construction activities
are initiated or conducted during the avian breeding season (February 1 through September 15). To
address potential impacts to this species, the proposed project would implement mitigation measures
MM BIO-4a and MM BIO-4b, which would require nesting bird pre-construction surveys and avoidance
of active avian nests. With implementation of MM BIO-4a and MM BIO-4b, potential impacts to white-
tailed kite would be reduced to less than significant.

Loggerhead Shrike

The loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus) is a passerine bird in the family Laniidae. This species
inhabits open country with short vegetation and well-spaced shrubs or low trees, particularly those with
spines or thorns. They frequent agricultural fields, pastures, old orchards, riparian areas, desert
scrublands, savannas, prairies, golf courses, and cemeteries. Loggerhead shrikes were once widely
distributed across southern Canada, the contiguous United States, and Mexico; however, their
populations have declined significantly since the 1960s. They are considered a California Special
Species of Concern and a federal Bird of Conservation Concern. Their nests are protected by the MBTA
and Fish and Game Codes pertaining to native nesting avian species. Suitable foraging habitat is
present in the wild oats and annual brome grassland on and adjacent to the project site, and suitable
nesting habitat is present in trees and shrubs on and adjacent to the project site. There is one historical
record between 5 and 10 miles of the project site. This species was not observed during any surveys
conducted for the proposed project but has a moderate potential to occur on-site. Construction of the
proposed project could potentially impact this species if ground-disturbing or vegetation-removing
construction activities are initiated or conducted during the avian breeding season (February 1 through
September 15). To address potential impacts to this species, the proposed project would implement
mitigation measures MM Bl1O-4a and MM BIO-4b, which would require nesting bird pre-construction
surveys and avoidance of active avian nests. With implementation of MM BlIO-4a and MM BIO-4b,
potential impacts to loggerhead shrike would be reduced to less than significant.

Yellow Warbler

The yellow warbler (Setophaga petechia) is a passerine bird in the family Parulidae. This species is a
Neotropical migrant that breeds in California. They inhabit dense, shrubby areas, often near water. They
breed in riparian thickets, especially in willows. They forage predominantly on caterpillars and insects
but will also eat berries and other fruits. The yellow warbler is designated as a California Species of
Special Concern. Their nests are protected by the MBTA and Fish and Game Codes pertaining to native
nesting avian species. Suitable foraging and nesting habitat is present in the mulefat thickets and
riparian areas within the drainage on and adjacent to the project site. There are two recent records
between 5 and 10 miles from the project site. This species was not observed during any surveys
conducted for the proposed project but has a moderate potential to occur on-site. Construction of the
proposed project could potentially impact this species if ground-disturbing or vegetation-removing
construction activities are initiated or conducted during the avian breeding season (February 1 through
September 15). To address potential impacts to this species, the proposed project would implement
mitigation measures MM BIO-4a and MM BIO-4b would require nesting bird pre-construction surveys
and avoidance of active avian nests. With implementation of MM BlO-4a and MM BIO-4b, impacts to
yellow warbler would reduce potential impacts to less than significant.

Least Bell's Vireo

Least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus) is a passerine bird in the family Vireonidae. This species is a
Neotropical migrant that breeds in California. This species occurs and nests in willow-dominated,
riparian woodland or scrub habitats in the vicinity of water or in dry river bottoms. Least Bell’s vireo is
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federally and State-listed as an Endangered species. Their nests are protected by the MBTA and Fish
and Game Codes pertaining to native nesting avian species. Suitable habitat for this species exists
within the mulefat thickets in the riparian drainage along the northwest project boundary. Previous
surveys have detected least Bell’s vireo within this drainage as recently as 2014. There are 13 recent
and three historical records within 5 miles of the project site and 29 recent and three historical records
between 5 and 10 miles from the project site. During protocol-focused surveys for least Bell’s vireo
implemented in 2024, a total of five least Bell's vireo detections, including a pair, were made and the
riparian habitat on-site was determined to be occupied by the species. Construction of the proposed
project could potentially impact least Bell’s vireos if they are occupying the project site when ground-
disturbing construction activities are initiated. Impacts could occur outside of the nesting season
(October 1 through March 31) or during the breeding season (March 15 through September 30) of the
species. To address potential impacts to least Bell's vireos, the proposed project would implement
mitigation measures MM BIO-2a which would require noise attenuation for the least Bell’s vireo during
its breeding season and avoidance of the drainage. With implementation of MM BIO-2a impacts to least
Bell’s vireo would reduce potential impacts to less than significant.

Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat

The Stephens’ kangaroo rat occurs primarily in annual and perennial grasslands but also occurs in
coastal scrub and sagebrush with sparse canopy cover. This species prefers buckwheat, chamise,
brome grass, and filaree. It will also burrow into firm soil. The Stephen’s kangaroo rat is listed as
Threatened under both the Endangered Species Act and the California Endangered Species Act
(CESA). It is covered under the Stephen’s Kangaroo Rat Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP). Suitable
habitat for this species exists within the wild oats and annual brome grassland on the project site. There
is one recent and 25 historical records within 5 miles of the project site, and there are 45 historical
records between 5 and 10 miles from the project site. This species was not observed during any surveys
conducted for the proposed project but has a moderate potential to occur on-site. Take of Stephen’s
kangaroo rat is permitted under the Stephen’s Kangaroo Rat HCP through payment of the Stephen’s
Kangaroo Rat HCP Mitigation Fee. Through payment of this fee, the proposed project would be
permitted to take the species and its habitat; thus, potential project impacts to this species would be
less than significant and no mitigation is required.

Western Yellow Bat

Western yellow bat occurs in valley foothill riparian, desert riparian, desert wash, and palm oasis
habitats and is a year-round resident in California. This species roosts in the skirts of dead fronds in
both native and non-native palm trees. The western yellow bat is designated as a California Species of
Special Concern. Palm trees present on the project site may provide potential roosting habitat, and this
species may forage in the wild oats and annual brome grassland. CNDDB database shows one
historical record within 5 miles and there are two historical records for this species between 5 and 10
miles from the project site. GLA conducted focused acoustic surveys for bats on the adjacent Highland
Grove lll project site that supports similar habitat and detected western yellow bats. Potential direct and
indirect impacts could occur to roosting bats due to removal of potential roosting habitat during project
construction. These activities could potentially subject bats to risk of death or injury, and they are likely
to avoid using the area until such construction activities have dissipated or ceased. Relocation, in turn,
could cause hunger or stress among individual bats by displacing them into adjacent territories
belonging to other individuals. To address potential impacts to this species, the proposed project would
implement mitigation measures MM BIO-5a and MM BIO-5b, which would implement a roosting bat pre-
construction survey and bat roost exclusion/eviction. With implementation of MM BIO-5a and MM BIO-
5b, impacts to western yellow bats would be less than significant.
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San Diego Black-tailed Jackrabbit

San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit is a lagomorph in the family Leporidae. This species occurs primarily
in arid regions with short grass including open grasslands, agricultural fields, and sparse coastal scrub.
It nests under bushes or shrubs that have shallow depressions. The San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit
is covered under the MSHCP. Suitable habitat for this species is present on and adjacent to the project
site in the wild oats and annual brome grassland. The wild oats and annual brome grassland on the
project site provide suitable habitat for this species. CNDDB database shows two historical records for
this species within 5 miles and three historical records between 5 and 10 miles from the project site.
This species was not observed during any surveys conducted for the proposed project but has a
moderate potential to occur on-site. Construction of the proposed project could potentially impact
individuals of this species. To address potential impacts to this species, the proposed project would
implement mitigation measure MM BIO-6¢ to reduce potential impacts to less than significant.

Pocketed Free-tailed Bat

Pocketed free-tailed bats are believed to be non-migratory and are generally distributed within a wide
range of habitats from sea level to approximately 7,300 feet AMSL, including pinon-juniper woodlands,
desert scrub, palm oasis, desert wash, and desert riparian. This bat is colonial and roosts primarily in
crevices of rugged cliffs, high rocky outcrops, and slopes but may also roost in buildings, caves, and
roof tiles. Maternity colonies are formed in and females bear a single young in late June or July.
Juveniles become volant in August. This species forages primarily on large moths but will also take
small moths, beetles, and a variety of other insects. Suitable foraging habitat is present within the wild
oats and annual grassland community and riparian areas on the project site. CNDDB database shows
two historical records for this species within 5 miles of the project site and two historical records 5 and
10 miles from the project site. GLA conducted focused acoustic surveys for bats on the adjacent
Highland Grove Il project site that supports similar habitat and detected pocketed free-tailed bats within
the neighboring site boundary. This species was not observed during any surveys conducted for the
proposed project but has a moderate potential to occur on-site. Potential direct and indirect impacts
could occur to roosting bats due to removal of potential roosting habitat during project construction.
These activities could potentially subject bats to risk of death or injury, and they are likely to avoid using
the area until such construction activities have dissipated or ceased. Relocation, in turn, could cause
hunger or stress among individual bats by displacing them into adjacent territories belonging to other
individuals. To address potential impacts to this species, the proposed project would implement
mitigation measures MM BIO-5a and MM BIO-5b to reduce potential impacts to less than significant.

d) Less than significant with mitigation incorporated. Wildlife movement corridors, or habitat
linkages, are generally defined as connections between habitat patches that allow for physical and
genetic exchange between otherwise isolated animal populations. Most of the project site consists of
non-native grassland and developed lands and is surrounded by urbanized areas and roads to the
south and west and undeveloped lands to the east. The project site does not serve as a wildlife
movement corridor. The aquatic features on and adjacent to the project site may provide movement
opportunities for common wildlife species, but the construction and operation of the proposed project
would not impact the corridor or influence wildlife movement within it. Because the project site does
not function as a wildlife corridor, the proposed project would not impact wildlife corridor resources
and mitigation is not required.

The project site and adjacent lands support vegetation communities, land cover types, trees, and other
habitat features that provide nesting habitat for avian species covered under the MBTA and Fish and
Game Code 3503 and 3503.5, including common, native species and special-status species that may
occur on-site, including Cooper’s hawk, burrowing owl, white-tailed kite, loggerhead shrike, yellow

Page 48 of 125 TTM38910




warbler, and least Bell’s vireo. Construction of the proposed project could potentially impact nesting
birds if ground-disturbing or vegetation-removing construction activities are initiated or conducted during
the avian breeding season (February 1 through September 15).To address potential impacts to nesting
birds, the proposed project would implement mitigation measures MM BIO-4a and MM BIO-4b to reduce
potential impacts to less than significant.

The project site contains trees that could provide suitable bat roosting habitat, including for special-
status bats such as the pocketed free-tailed bat and western yellow bat as well as common species.
Potential direct and indirect impacts could occur to roosting bats due to removal of potential roosting
habitat during project construction. These activities could potentially subject bats to risk of death or
injury, and they are likely to avoid using the area until such construction activities have dissipated or
ceased. Relocation, in turn, could cause hunger or stress among individual bats by displacing them into
adjacent territories belonging to other individuals. To address potential impacts to roosting bats, the
proposed project would implement mitigation measures MM BIO-5a and MM BIO-5b to reduce potential
impacts to less than significant.

e) No Impact. The project site includes 19,738 square feet (0.45 acre) and 2,431 linear feet of
potential waters of the State; and 83,635 square feet (1.92 acres) of aquatic features and associated
riparian habitat regulated pursuant to CDFW’s Streambed Alteration Program. No wetlands are
located within project site boundaries.

The proposed project would avoid the drainage on-site and the associated potential waters of the State
and riparian habitat. Therefore, there would be no impacts on State or protected wetlands or
jurisdictional features.

f) No Impact. The proposed project would avoid the drainage on-site and the associated potential
waters of the State and riparian habitat. Therefore, there would be no impacts on State or protected
wetlands or jurisdictional features.

g) No impact. Aside from the MSHCP, which is addressed under the analysis of Threshold(a) above,
the only other local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources are the Riverside County
Oak Tree Management Guidelines and Riverside County Ordinance No. 559 (Regulating the Removal
of Trees). Ordinance Number 559 stipulates that no person shall remove any living native tree on any
parcel or property greater than 0.5 acre in size located in an area above 5,000 feet in elevation and
within the unincorporated area of the County of Riverside without first obtaining a permit to do so.
Native trees within this ordinance are defined as any woody plant which is indigenous to Riverside
County, and all smog-resistant species introduced as part of a reforestation program, which have one
well-defined stem that at maturity normally attains a height of at least 15 feet and which is not less
than 6 inches in diameter measured 4 feet above the ground. There are no oak trees or vegetation
communities containing oak trees within the project site. Additionally, Riverside County Ordinance No.
559 applies to properties located above 5,000 feet AMSL in elevation, while the maximum elevation at
the project site is approximately 1335 feet AMSL,; therefore, Riverside County Ordinance No. 559 is
not applicable to the proposed project.

Additionally, Riverside County Code Chapter 12.24 stipulates Tree Protection Ordinances. The
Ordinance defines native trees as plants which, at maturity, normally attain a height of at least 30 feet
and are not less than 12 inches in diameter when measured 4.5 feet above the ground and includes
woody plants indigenous to Riverside County and all smog-resistant species introduced as part of a
reforestation program. The Ordinance requires that no person shall remove any living native tree on
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any parcel or property greater than 0.5 acre in size located in an area above 5,000 feet in elevation and
within the unincorporated area of the County without first obtaining a permit to do so, unless exempted
by the provisions of Section 12.24.040. No protected trees are proposed for removal by the proposed
project.

There are no oak woodlands that would be protected under the California Oak Woodlands Conservation
Act on the project site, nor trees or woodland communities that would be protected under County
Ordinance 559 or County Code Chapter 12.24, and mitigation is not proposed. Therefore, the proposed
project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as
a tree preservation policy or ordinance.

Plans, Programs or Policies/Conditions of Approval: None.

Mitigation:
MM BlIO-1a Implement MSHCP Guidelines Pertaining to the Urban/Wildlands Interface

Because of project adjacency to the Lake Mathews/Stelle Mountain Reserve and the
potential for indirect impacts to these Public/Quasi-Public (PQP) Conserved Lands
during project construction, the project applicant shall incorporate the following
measures into the project design or construction Best Management Practices (BMPs),
subject to review and approval by the County staff, per Appendix C of the Western
Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP):

1. Implementation of BMPs and design features to prevent discharge or erosion of soils,
untreated water, or other chemicals into the intermittent or ephemeral drainage
channel, either directly or indirectly. BMPs shall be implemented to ensure that
siltation and erosion are minimized during construction of the proposed project. The
proposed project shall be designed to prevent discharge of untreated surface runoff
from developed and paved areas into existing natural drainage courses and/or
MSHCP Conservation Areas, including the drainage along the eastern border of the
project site and the Salt Creek Channel. Any water quality or other drainage
discharges would need to be reviewed by the Regional Conservation Authority (RCA)
prior to conveyance into the MSHCP Conservation Area.

2. Measures to prevent discharge (including overspray and runoff) of chemicals used
in landscaping, such as fertilizers, herbicides, insecticides, or rodenticides into
intermittent or ephemeral drainage channels for the life of the proposed project.

3. Incorporation of barriers along the eastern border of the project site to minimize
unauthorized public access, illegal trespass, or dumping into the intermittent or
ephemeral drainage channels. Such barriers may include native landscaping,
rocks/boulders, fencing, walls, signage, and/or other appropriate mechanisms.

4. Night lighting shall be directed away from the intermittent or ephemeral drainage
channels to protect species within this MSHCP Conservation Area from direct night
lighting. Shielding shall be incorporated in project designs to ensure ambient lighting
in the intermittent or ephemeral drainage channels is not increased.

5. Proposed noise-generating land uses affecting the MSHCP Conservation Area shall
incorporate setbacks, berms, or walls to minimize the effects of noise on MSHCP
Conservation Area resources pursuant to applicable rules, regulations, and
guidelines related to land use noise standards.
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MM BIO-1b

MM BIO-1c

6. Invasive species shall not be used in landscaping in the open space area planned
for the southern portion of the project. Invasive species that shall not be used in
landscaping are listed in the MSHCP Final Plan, Volume 1, Table 6-2.

7. Manufactured slopes are not permitted to extend into the intermittent or ephemeral
drainage channels.

8. Weed abatement and fuel modification zones may not encroach into the intermittent
or ephemeral drainage channels.

Avoidance of Aquatic Features

Prior to construction, the on-site limits of the aquatic features and associated riparian
habitat shall be delineated with fencing or flagging (orange plastic snow fence, orange
silt fencing, or stakes and flagging) and designated as an Environmentally Sensitive
Area (ESA). No construction activities and/or access would be permitted within the
ESA designated areas. If work occurs within the ESA areas, all work shall cease until
the issue has been resolved through the appropriate regulatory agencies and the
County. ESA fencing and/or flagging shall be maintained in good repair by the
Contractor and shall be removed upon completion of project construction. The project
applicant shall ensure that silt-laden runoff is not allowed to enter the aquatic features.
Erosion control measures shall be utilized throughout all phases of construction where
sediment runoff from the project may enter the aquatic features. Best Management
Practices (BMPs) to avoid erosion and uncontrolled stormwater runoff shall be
implemented. BMPs typically include silt fencing, coir rolls, and/or straw bale dikes.

Implement Construction Minimization Measures

To maintain consistency with the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan (MSHCP) requirements during construction, the applicant shall
implement the following Construction Minimization Measures, subject to review and
approval by County staff, per Section 7.5.3 of the MSHCP:

¢ Plans for water pollution and erosion control will be prepared. The plans shall describe
sediment and hazardous materials control, dewatering or diversion structures, fueling
and equipment management practices, and use of plant material for erosion control.

¢ Avoid work in riparian areas during most active breeding season, typically designated
as March 1 to June 30 by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW)/MSHCP Guidelines. Disturbance is restricted to a minimum of 300 feet away
from any active nest.

o If vegetation removal must occur during this avoidance period, then a nest survey by
a qualified Biologist is required. The nest survey shall be conducted for 5 consecutive
days and no more than 3 days prior to clearing. If an active nest is observed, then the
nest location shall be fenced off surrounding a minimum 300-foot (500 feet for raptors)
radius buffer zone. The buffer zone shall not be disturbed until the nest is inactive.

e Sediment and erosion control measures will be implemented until such time as soils
are determined to be successfully stabilized.

e Short-term stream diversions, if needed, shall be accomplished by use of sandbags or
other methods that shall result in minimal instream impacts. Short-term diversions
shall consider effects on wildlife.
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MM BIO-1d

o Silt fencing or other sediment trapping materials shall be installed at the downstream
end of construction activities to minimize the transport of sediments off-site.

¢ Settling ponds where sediment is collected shall be cleaned in a manner that prevents
sediment from re-entering the stream or damaging/disturbing adjacent areas.
Sediment from settling ponds will be removed to a location where sediment cannot re-
enter the stream or surrounding drainage area. Care shall be exercised during removal
of silt fencing to minimize release of debris or sediment into streams.

¢ No erodible materials shall be deposited into water courses. Brush, loose soils, or
other debris material shall not be stockpiled within stream channels or on adjacent
banks.

e The footprint of disturbance shall be minimized to the maximum extent feasible.
Access to sites shall occur on pre-existing access routes to the greatest extent
possible.

o Equipment storage, fueling, and staging areas shall be sited on non-sensitive upland
habitat types with minimal risk of direct discharge into riparian areas or other sensitive
habitat types.

Implement MSHCP Best Management Practices

To maintain consistency with Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan (MSHCP) requirements, the project applicant shall implement the
following Best Management Practices (BMPs), subject to review and approval by County
staff, per Appendix C of the MSHCP, during the construction phase of the proposed
project:

1. A condition shall be placed on grading permits requiring a qualified Biologist to
conduct Worker Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) training for project
personnel prior to grading. The training shall include a description of the species of
concern and its habitats, the general provisions of the Endangered Species Act and
the MSHCP, the need to adhere to the provisions of the Endangered Species Act
and the MSHCP, the penalties associated with violating the provisions of the
Endangered Species Act, the general measures that are being implemented to
conserve the species of concern as they relate to the proposed project, and the
access routes to and project site boundaries within which the proposed project
activities must be accomplished.

2. The footprint of disturbance shall be minimized to the maximum extent feasible.
Access to sites shall be via pre-existing access routes to the greatest extent possible.

3. Equipment storage, fueling, and staging areas shall be located on upland sites with
minimal risks of direct drainage into riparian areas or other sensitive habitats. These
designated areas shall be located in such a manner as to prevent any runoff from
entering sensitive habitat.

4. Necessary precautions shall be taken to prevent the release of cement or other toxic

substances into surface waters. Project-related spills of hazardous materials shall be
reported to appropriate entities including but not limited to the County, United States
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW), and/or Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), as applicable, and
shall be cleaned up immediately and contaminated soils removed to approved
disposal areas.
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5. Erodible fill material shall not be deposited into water courses. Brush, loose soils, or
other similar debris material shall not be stockpiled within the stream channel or on
its banks.

6. A qualified project Biologist shall monitor construction activities for the duration of the
proposed project to ensure that practicable measures are being employed to avoid
incidental disturbance of habitat and species of concern outside the project footprint.

7. The removal of native vegetation shall be avoided and minimized to the maximum
extent practicable. Temporary impacts shall be returned to pre-existing contours and
revegetated with appropriate native species.

8. Exotic species that prey upon or displace target species of concern should be
permanently removed from the site to the extent feasible.

9. To avoid attracting predators of the species of concern, the project site shall be kept
as clean of debris as possible. All food related trash items shall be enclosed in sealed
containers and regularly removed from the site(s).

10. Construction employees shall strictly limit their activities, vehicles, equipment, and
construction materials to the proposed project footprint and designated staging areas
and routes of travel. The construction area(s) shall be the minimal area necessary to
complete the proposed project and shall be specified in the construction plans.
Construction limits will be fenced with orange snow screens. Exclusion fencing
should be maintained until the completion of all construction activities. Employees
shall be instructed that their activities are restricted to the construction areas.

11. The City shall have the right to access and inspect the project site to determine its
compliance with project approval conditions, including these BMPs.

MM BIO-2a Noise Attenuation

If ground-disturbing or vegetation-removing construction activities are planned within
the least Bell’s vireo breeding season (March 15 through September 15), prior to
conducting any grading or noise-generating project-related disturbance that may
exceed 60 A-weighted decibels (dBA), a temporary noise-attenuating wall will be
erected along the portion of the perimeter of the impact boundary that occurs within
328 feet (100 meters) of the occupied least Bell’s vireo habitat within the intermittent
drainage.

As a project design feature, the completed project shall include a permanent noise-
attenuating solid block wall, at least 6 feet in height, along the perimeter of the
development boundary that occurs within 230 feet (70 meters) of the occupied least
Bell’s vireo habitat within the intermittent drainage.

MM BIO-3a Burrowing Owl Pre-construction Survey

The project applicant shall retain a qualified Biologist to perform a pre-construction
burrowing owl survey to determine whether burrowing owls are present on-site within 30
days prior to construction activities according to the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW) guidelines and Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan (MSHCP) protocol. If construction is delayed or suspended for more
than 30 days after the survey, the area shall be resurveyed. The pre-construction survey
shall be completed on the project site and areas within 500 feet from the project boundary
(where possible and appropriate based on habitat). All occupied burrows shall be
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mapped in an aerial photo. The applicant shall provide a burrowing owl survey report
and mapping to the County at least 15 days prior to the expected start of any project-
related ground-disturbing activities or restart of activities. If the survey is positive for
burrowing owls, the project applicant shall implement MM BIO-3b. If no burrowing owls
are detected during the pre-construction survey, no further action is necessary.

MM BIO-3b Burrowing Owl Mitigation Plan

If the pre-construction survey is positive for burrowing owls, the project proponent shall
retain a qualified Biologist to develop and implement a Burrowing Owl Mitigation Plan.
The Burrowing Owl Mitigation Plan shall contain the following elements (as outlined in
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife [CDFW] 2012 guidelines) at a minimum:

¢ Avoidance of burrowing owls during construction, including establishment of a 160-
foot radius around occupied burrows during the nonbreeding season (September 1
through January 31) or a 200- to 500-meter (656- to 1640-feet) radius around occupied
burrows during the breeding season (February 1 through August 31), within which
construction activities may not occur until a qualified Biologist has determined that (1)
nonbreeding season owls have dispersed from the area; or (2) breeding season owls
have fledged their juveniles from the occupied burrows and the juveniles are foraging
independently and are capable of independent survival or have dispersed from the
area.

¢ A plan for implementing a passive relocation program for nonbreeding owls, should it
be needed. The passive relocation techniques should be consistent with CDFW
guidelines, including installation of artificial burrows at an off-site location and use of
one-way exclusion doors to ensure owls have left the burrow(s).

MM BIO-4a Nesting Bird Pre-construction Surveys

If ground-disturbing or vegetation-removing construction activities or tree removal is
proposed during the breeding/nesting season for migratory birds (typically February 1
through September 15), a qualified Biologist shall conduct pre-construction surveys for
special-status birds and other migratory birds within the construction area, including a
300-foot survey buffer, no more than 7 days prior to the start of ground-disturbing
activities in the construction area.

MM BIO-4b Avoidance of Active Avian Nests

If an active avian nest is located during the pre-construction survey, a qualified Biologist
shall establish and demarcate a 200-foot (for passerine birds) or 300-foot (for raptors)
avoidance buffer using Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) fencing, pin flags, and or
yellow caution tape. No construction activities or construction foot traffic is allowed to
occur within the avoidance buffer(s). Construction personnel shall be instructed not to
enter the ESAs, and the Biologist(s) shall ensure that ESA boundaries are maintained.
The ESA buffer zone shall be maintained around the active nest site(s) until the young
have fledged and are foraging independently.
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MM BIO-5a Roosting Bat Pre-construction Survey

A qualified Biologist with relevant roosting bat experience shall conduct a survey of the
project site to determine whether active bat roosts are located on or directly adjacent to
the project site. The survey shall be conducted no less than 7 days and no more than 14
days prior to beginning ground disturbance and/or construction in connection with each
individual development phase. The survey shall be conducted during an appropriate time
of day to maximize detectability of roosting bats. Survey methodology may include visual
surveys of bats (e.g., observation of bats during foraging period), inspection for suitable
habitat, bat sign (e.g., guano), or use of ultrasonic detectors (Anabat, etc.).

MM BIO-5b Bat Roost Exclusion/Eviction

If the Biologist determines or presumes bat roosts are present, the Biologist shall exclude
the bats from suitable cavity spaces by installing one-way exclusion devices. After the
bats vacate the space, the Biologist shall close off the space to prevent recolonization.
Construction activities in connection with the subject individual development phase shall
only commence after the Biologist verifies 7 to 10 days later that the exclusion methods
have successfully prevented bats from returning. To avoid impacts on non-volant (i.e.,
nonflying) bats, the Biologist shall only conduct bat exclusion and eviction from May 1
through October 1. Exclusion efforts may be restricted during periods of sensitive activity
(e.g., during hibernation or while females in maternity colonies are nursing young). If bats
are present are present outside the exclusion and eviction period (October 2 through
April 31), then the project applicant shall coordinate with California Department of Fish
and Wildlife (CDFW) to establish an appropriate buffer.

MM BIO-6a Coordination with United States Army Corp of Engineers and Regional Water
Quality Control Board

The proposed project would comply with all applicable water quality regulations,
including obtaining and complying with those conditions established in Waste Discharge
Requirements (WDRs) and an NPDES permit. Standard Best Management Practices
(BMPs), which may include but are not limited to silt fencing, gravel berm, and fiber rolls,
shall be installed to prevent any sediment and stormwater flows from entering the riverine
area. A project-specific Water Quality Management Plan and/or a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) shall be implemented for the project and shall detail project-
specific BMPs.

MM BIO-6b Obtain Approval of and File Notification of Streambed Alteration Agreement Prior
to Ground-Disturbing Activities

The project applicant, after coordination with the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW), shall obtain and file a notification of a Streambed Alteration Agreement,
if and to the extent required by applicable laws and regulations, prior to conducting
maintenance activities within any aquatic resources that may qualify as streams under
CDFW jurisdiction (i.e., those having bed and bank and at least periodical flow). If
required, the project applicant shall implement all mitigation measures imposed by the
CDFW related to the subject Streambed Alteration Agreement, which may include but
not be limited to the implementation of erosion and bank stabilization measures,

Page 55 of 125 TTM38910




seasonal work restrictions, and/or restoration and revegetation of the stream corridor
habitat at no less than a 1:1 ratio, as determined by the CDFW.

MM BIO-6c Best Management Practices

The following Best Management Practices (BMPs) shall be implemented during the
construction phase to reduce indirect impacts to aquatic resources:

¢ Time construction activities to avoid impact to sensitive biological resources and
protect water quality. To the extent possible, construction activities shall occur during
the dry season, between April 15 and October 15, or as otherwise determined by
permitting agencies, and in compliance with Section 401 of the Federal Clean Water
Act.

e Locate equipment maintenance, refueling, and staging areas at least 100 feet from
creeks or other aquatic habitat. Conduct refueling behind a containment barrier that
prevents spilled or leaked fuel from entering the aquatic habitat. All equipment
servicing shall be conducted within designated areas with appropriate setbacks from
the aquatic features. All motorized equipment used during construction shall be
inspected for oil, fuel, and coolant leaks prior to initiating work.

¢ Implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) as part of the proposed
project to ensure that sediment and contaminants from construction areas do not enter
creek channels or other aquatic habitat.

¢ Use only native plant species for reseeding and re-planting to minimize the expansion
of exotic plants. Mitigation plantings should be implemented in accordance with
applicable regulatory agency permit requirements and consistently with Western
Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) requirements.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant  Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated
CULTURAL RESOURCES Would the project:
8. Historic Resources
a) Alter or destroy a historic site? L] L] b L]
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the u ] X (]

significance of a historical resource, pursuant to
California Code of Regulations, Section 15064.57

Source(s): Highland Grove Il Project Phase | Cultural Resource Assessment (prepared by FirstCarbon
Solutions [FCS], 2024).

Findings of Fact:

a) and b) Less than significant impact

Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines defines a historical resource as (1) a resource listed in
or determined to be eligible by the State Historical Resources Commission, for listing in the California
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Register of Historical Resources (CRHR); (2) a resource listed in a local register of historical resources
or identified as significant in a historical resource survey meeting certain State guidelines; or (3) an
object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript that a lead agency determines to be
significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social,
political, military, or cultural annals of California, provided that the lead agency’s determination is
supported by substantial evidence in light of the whole record.

The records search conducted at the Eastern Information Center (EIC) identified six historic resources
within the 1-mile search radius, none of which were located within the project boundaries. The
pedestrian survey, conducted in March 2024, identified two historic-age properties. The properties,
located at 13220 El Sobrante Road and 13456 El Sobrante Road, were evaluated and did not possess
sufficient artistic merit or historical association for inclusion in the CRHR, National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP). Additionally, as discussed in the Phase | Cultural Resource Assessment (Appendix D),
the building also does not appear to possess sufficient artistic merit or historical association to meet
any local standard for historical importance. No other potential historic resources were identified during
the pedestrian survey. Thus, the proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of any such known resources. No mitigation measures are required and impacts to
historical resources would be less than significant.

Plans, Programs or Policies/Conditions of Approval: None.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant  Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated
9. Archaeological Resources
a) Alter or destroy an archaeological site? L] > L] L]
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the u X (] (]

significance of an archaeological resource, pursuant
to California Code of Regulations, Section 15064.57?
c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred
outside of formal cemeteries? L] L] = L]

Source(s): Highland Grove Il Project Phase | Cultural Resource Assessment (prepared by FirstCarbon
Solutions [FCS], 2024) (Appendix D).

Findings of Fact:

a) and b) Less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated. Section 15064.5 of the
CEQA Guidelines defines significant archaeological resources as resources that meet the criteria for
historical resources, as discussed above, or resources that constitute unique archaeological resources.
A project-related significant adverse effect could occur if a project were to affect archaeological
resources that fall under either of these categories.
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The records search conducted at the EIC identified 45 archaeological resources (39 pre-contact and
six historic) within the 1-mile search radius, none of which were located within the project boundaries.
Notably, a significant number of the identified pre-contact resources found near the project site include
bedrock milling features and lithic scatters. Additionally, the pedestrian survey failed to identify any
archaeological resources. Nevertheless, as stated above, visibility during the pedestrian survey was
less than 5 percent and several areas were inaccessible, and it is possible that construction-related
earthmoving activities may unearth previously undiscovered archaeological resources. Archaeological
resources can include but are not limited to stone, bone, wood, or shell artifacts or features, including
hearths and structural elements. Damage or destruction of these resources would be a potentially
significant impact. Therefore, implementation of Condition of Approval (COA) 060-Planning-CUL.1
through 060—Planning-CUL.3 and COA 070-Planning CUL.1 through 070-Planning—CUL.4 and MM
CUL-1 would ensure that this potential impact is reduced to a less than significant level with mitigation
incorporated.

c) Less than significant impact. While no formal cemeteries or areas containing human remains are
known to be in the project site’s vicinity, the possibility always exists that construction-related ground
disturbance may uncover previously undiscovered human remains. In the unlikely event such a
discovery is made, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, and
Public Resources Code Section 5097.94 and Section 5097.98 must be followed.

Plans, Programs or Policies/Conditions of Approval:

COA 060 — Planning — CUL.1 Native American Monitor

Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the developer/permit
applicant shall enter into agreement(s) with the consulting Tribe(s)
for the appropriate number of 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 soils in 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) have the authority to temporarily
divert, redirect or halt the ground disturbance activities to allow
identification, evaluation, and potential recovery of cultural
resources.

Activities will be documented in Tribal Monitoring Notes which will
be required to be submitted to the County Archaeologist prior to
grading final inspection.

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 conditions of approval or
mitigation measures.
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COA 060 — Planning — CUL.2 Project Archaeologist

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 (Project
Archaeologist) has been contracted to implement a Cultural
Resource Monitoring Program (CRMP). A Cultural Resource
Monitoring Plan shall be developed in consultation with the
monitoring Tribe(s) that addresses the details of all activities and
provides procedures that must be followed in order to reduce the
impacts to cultural, tribal 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. A fully executed copy of the contract and a digitally
signed copy of the Monitoring Plan shall be provided to the County
Archaeologist to ensure compliance with this condition of
approval.

Working directly under the Project Archaeologist, an adequate
number of qualified Archaeological Monitors shall be present to
ensure that all earth moving activities are observed and shall be
on-site during all grading activities for areas to be monitored
including 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 Professional Archaeologist may submit a detailed letter to the
County of Riverside during grading requesting a modification to
the monitoring program if circumstances are encountered that
reduce the need for monitoring.

COA 060 — Planning — CUL-3 Resource Reburial

Prior to issuance of grading permits: 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 an area that will be used,
if needed, for reburial of any artifacts that have been identified
during grading and cannot be avoided. This area will be protected
and not disturbed in the future. This is confidential information and
the exact nature of this area will not be called out on the grading
plans.

COA 070 — Planning — CUL.1 Artifact Disposition

In the event cultural resources are identified during ground-
disturbing activities, the landowner(s) shall relinquish ownership
of all cultural resources, (with the exception of sacred items, burial
goods, and Human Remains) 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
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collections made during an earlier project, such as testing of
archaeological sites that took place years ago), shall be 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 ensuring access and use pursuant to the Guidelines.

Pre-contact resources — A fully executed reburial agreement with
the appropriate culturally affiliated Native American Tribe(s) or
band(s). This shall include measures and provisions to protect the
reburial area from any future impacts. Reburial shall not occur until
all cataloguing, analysis and special studies have been completed
on the cultural resources. Details of contents and location of the
reburial shall be included in the Phase IV Report.

The details of any disposition of artifacts shall be documented in
the Phase IV report.

COA 070 — Planning — CUL.2 Deed Restrictions

At the conclusion of all construction activities, the Project
proponent and landowner shall record a deed restriction on the
avoidance areas (and the reburial location, if used) with the
County to restrict development of these areas in the future. Deed
restrictions shall not disclose the nature of the avoidance areas. A
copy of the deed restriction(s) shall be submitted to the County
planning staff as proof of compliance prior to the issuance of
certificates of occupancy for the Project.

COA 070 — Planning — CUL.3 Final Monitoring Report

Prior to Grading Permit Final Inspection, a Phase IV Cultural
Resources Monitoring Report shall be submitted that complies
with the Riverside County Planning Departments 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 posted on the TLMA
[Transportation and Land Management Agency] website. 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 with procedures stipulated in the
Cultural Resources Monitoring Plan. The report will also include
the Tribal Monitoring notes as a confidential appendix. Once
approved by the County Archaeologist, the Project Archaeologist
shall provide a copy to the consulting Tribes and the South
Coastal Information Center (SCIC).

COA 070 — Planning — CUL.4 Tribal Monitoring Notes

Prior to Grading Final, a complete set of Tribal Monitoring Notes
shall be submitted to the County Archaeologist. Upon receipt and
approval of the notes, the condition will be cleared.
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Mitigation
MM CUL-1

Unanticipated Discovery

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® and/or Tribal Cultural Resources (TCRs) are discovered, the following
procedures shall be followed: All ground disturbance activities within 100 feet of the
discovered cultural resource/TCRs shall be halted, and the Project Archaeologist shall
contact 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, 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, avoidance, 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. Tribal Cultural Resources are also
considered cultural resources.

TCRs are defined as sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and
objects with cultural value to a Tribe that are listed, or determined to be eligible for listing,
in the national or State register of historical resources, or listed in a local register of
historic resources; or resources that the lead agency determines, in its discretion, are
tribal cultural resources.

If not already employed by the project developer, a County approved Archaeologist and
a Native American Monitor from the consulting Tribe(s) 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.

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated
ENERGY Would the project:
10. Energy Impacts ] ] X ]

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? L] L] > L]
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Source(s): Riverside County General Plan, Riverside County Climate Action Plan (CAP), Project-
specific Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy Analysis.

Findings of Fact:

a) Less than significant impact. A discussion of the proposed project’s anticipated energy usage is
presented below. Energy use consumed by the proposed project was estimated and includes electricity
and fuel consumption for the proposed project’s construction and operation. Energy calculations are
included as part of Appendix B.

Construction Impacts
The proposed project’s construction was assumed to begin in January 2027 and conclude in December

2030, derived from project applicant-provided information on grading and building construction duration.
If the construction schedule moves to later years, construction emissions would likely decrease because
of improvements in technology and more stringent regulatory requirements as older, less efficient
equipment is replaced by newer and cleaner equipment. The proposed project would require demolition,
site preparation, grading, building construction, architectural coating, and paving. The construction
phase would require energy for the manufacture and transportation of building materials, preparation of
the site (e.g., site clearing and grading), and the actual construction of the buildings. Petroleum-based
fuels such as diesel fuel and gasoline would be the primary sources of energy for these tasks.

The types of on-site equipment used during construction of the proposed project could include gasoline-
and diesel-powered construction and transportation equipment, including trucks, bulldozers, front-end
loaders, forklifts, and cranes. Construction equipment is estimated to consume a total of 186,252
gallons of diesel fuel over the entire construction duration (Appendix B).

Fuel use associated with construction vehicle trips generated by the proposed project was also
estimated; trips include construction worker trips, haul truck trips for material transport, and vendor trips
for construction material deliveries. Fuel use from these vehicles traveling to the proposed project site
was based on (1) the projected number of trips the proposed project would generate during construction,
(2) average trip distances by trip type, and (3) fuel efficiencies estimated in the ARB Emission Factors
(EMFAC) mobile source emission model. The specific parameters used to estimate fuel usage are
included in Appendix B. In total, the proposed project is estimated to generate 1,093,161 VMT and a
combined 79,132 gallons of combined gasoline and diesel for vehicle travel during construction. The
proposed project’s construction VMT would be approximately 0.025 percent of the County’s overall VMT
in 2017.%

Construction practices would comply with all local and State regulatory requirements related to
equipment age, operation, and design. Construction equipment would be maintained and tuned
according to manufacturer specifications which would promote fuel efficiency. Compliance with the ARB
Regulation for In-use Off-road Diesel-fueled Fleets (Off-road Diesel Regulation) addresses
unnecessary idling for off-road construction equipment preventing the unnecessary or wasteful use of
energy. The overall construction schedule and process is already designed to be efficient in order to
avoid excess monetary costs. For example, equipment and fuel are not typically used wastefully due to
the added expense associated with renting the equipment, maintaining it, and fueling it. Therefore, the
opportunities for future efficiency gains during construction are limited. Thus, it is anticipated that the

36 County of Riverside. 2019. Climate Action Plan Update Table 3-1. November. Website:
https://planning.rctima.org/sites/g/files/aldnop416/files/migrated/Portals-14-CAP-2019-2019-CAP-Update-
Full.pdf. Accessed July 28, 2025.
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construction phase of the proposed project would not result in wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary
consumption of energy. Construction-related energy impacts would be less than significant.

Operational Impacts

The proposed project would consume energy as part of building operations and transportation activities.
Operation of the proposed project would consume an estimated 1,194,423 kilowatt-hours kWh of
electricity and an estimated 4,552,232 kilo-British Thermal Units (kBTU) of natural gas on an annual
basis. The proposed project’s electricity demand represents approximately 0.04 percent of the
community-wide electricity use in unincorporated areas in Riverside County in 2017. The proposed
project’s natural gas demand represents approximately 5 percent of the 89,469,089 therms of natural
gas delivered from SoCalGas to unincorporated areas of Riverside County in 2017.%" Project-related
vehicle trips would consume an estimated 170,045 gallons of gasoline, 27,082 gallons of diesel, 1,659
gallons of natural gas annually for conventional vehicles, and 135,737 kWh electricity for Zero-Emission
Vehicles (ZEVs) and would involve activities and travel routes typical of a single-family residential
project.

The proposed project would be required to comply with Title 24 standards, which include a broad set of
energy conservation requirements that apply to the structural, mechanical, electrical, and plumbing
systems in a building. Title 24 standards, widely regarded as the most advanced energy efficiency
standards, would help reduce the amount of energy required for lighting, water heating, and heating
and air conditioning in buildings and promote energy conservation. Furthermore, the proposed project
would comply with CALGreen, a Statewide mandatory construction code that was developed and
adopted by the California Building Standards Commission and the California Department of Housing
and Community Development. CALGreen requires new buildings to reduce water consumption by 20
percent, divert 50 percent of construction waste from landfills, and install low pollutant-emitting
materials. Compliance with the mandatory policies would ensure that building energy consumption
would not result in the use of energy in a wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary manner.

The proposed project would also be consistent with the County’s CAP. The project applicant would be
required to install solar panels on future buildings to achieve more than 30 percent of energy from on-
site renewable sources as required by CAP Update measure R2-CE1, Clean Energy.3®

Overall

As discussed above, the proposed project’s energy consumption would not result in wasteful, inefficient,
or unnecessary consumption of energy resources. The construction-related and operation-related
impacts related to electricity and fuel consumption would be less than significant.

b) Less than significant impact. The proposed project’s consistency with applicable State and local
plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency is discussed below.

37 County of Riverside. 2019. Climate Action Plan Update Table 3-1. November. Website:
https://planning.rctima.org/sites/g/files/aldnop416/files/migrated/Portals-14-CAP-2019-2019-CAP-Update-
Full.pdf. Accessed July 28, 2025.

38 Riverside County Planning Department. Climate Action Plan (CAP) Update. Website:
https://planning.rctima.org/sites/g/files/aldnop416/files/migrated/Portals-14-CAP-2019-2019-CAP-Update-
Full.pdf. Accessed February 7, 2025.
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Consistency with Renewable Portfolio Standard

California’s Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) is not applicable to the proposed project as it is a
Statewide measure that establishes a renewable energy mix. No feature of the proposed project would
interfere with implementation of the requirements under RPS.

Consistency with Senate Bill 350

The proposed project would use energy from Southern California Edison (SCE), which has committed
to diversify their portfolio of energy sources by increasing energy from wind and solar sources. No
feature of the proposed project would interfere with implementation of Senate Bill (SB) 350.

Consistency with the County of Riverside Climate Action Plan

The proposed project would be required to comply with the 2022 Title 24 standards. The project
applicant would be required to install solar panels on future buildings to achieve more than 30 percent
of energy from on-site renewable sources as required by CAP Update measure R2-CE1, Clean Energy.
The project applicant also would be required to incorporate environmentally sound landscaping into the
proposed project, as required by CAP measure R2- L1, Tree Planting for Shading and Energy Saving.*°
As such, no feature of the proposed project would conflict with the County’s CAP.

As demonstrated, the proposed project would comply with existing State, regional, and local energy
standards and goals to reduce energy use and promote renewable energy. The proposed project would
not conflict with or obstruct a State or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. Therefore,
the impacts would be less than significant.

Plans, Programs or Policies/Conditions of Approval: None.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

GEOLOGY AND SOILS Would the project directly or indirectly:

11. Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone or County
Fault Hazard Zones L] L] R [
a) Be subject to rupture of a known earthquake fault,
as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State
Geologist for the area or based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault?

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan Figure S-2 “Earthquake Fault Study Zones,” Geographical
Information System (GIS) database, Geologist Comments (prepared by Leighton Consulting Inc., 2023);
Geotechnical Due Diligence Evaluation, Proposed Highland Grove 2; Addendum Report #1-Response

39 Riverside County Planning Department. Climate Action Plan (CAP) Update. Website:
https://planning.rctima.org/sites/g/files/aldnop416/files/migrated/Portals-14-CAP-2019-2019-CAP-Update-
Full.pdf. Accessed February 7, 2025.
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to County Comments, County Geologic Report No. 240015 (prepared by Leighton Consulting Inc.,
2024) (Appendix E).

Findings of Fact:

a) Less than significant impact. The project site is located in Southern California, which is a
seismically active area. The type of magnitude of seismic hazards affecting the project site are
dependent on the distance to the causative fault and the intensity and magnitude of the seismic event.
The seismic hazards may be primary, such as surface rupture and/or ground shaking, or secondary,
such as liquefaction and/or ground lurching.

Active faults are not known to exist within the project site. According to the Geotechnical Due Diligence
Evaluation and Addendum Report #1, no lineaments or fault-related topographic features were
observed on-site or in review of aerial photos. In addition, no evidence of active or potentially active
faults were observed during previous field explorations at the site. The project site is not located within
an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone or a County of Riverside Fault Zone. Furthermore, according
to the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone and Seismic Hazard Zone Map, a known
earthquake fault is not located near the project site or known to traverse the project site.*® The closest
active fault is the Temecula Segment of the Elsinore Fault Zone. The subject site is not included within
an Earthquake Fault Zone as created by the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act. The nearest
zoned active faults are the Glen Ivy Segment of the Elsinore Fault Zone, located approximately 8.3
miles southwest of the site, and the Chino Central Avenue Segment of the Elsinore Fault Zone, located
approximately 9 miles northwest of the site.*' Therefore, impacts related to rupture of a known
earthquake fault would be less than significant.

Plans, Programs or Policies/Conditions of Approval: None.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant  Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated
12. Liquefaction Potential Zone ] ] = ]

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

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan Figure S-3 “Generalized Liquefaction” (prepared by
Leighton Consulting Inc. 2023); Geotechnical Due Diligence Evaluation, Proposed Highland Grove 2.

Findings of Fact:

40 California Geologic Survey. 2024. Earthquake Zones of Required Investigation Map. Website:
https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/EQZApp/app/. Accessed October 7, 2024.

41 Leighton Consulting Inc. 2024. Addendum Report #1-Response to County Review Comments County
Geologic Report No. 240015.
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a) Less than significant with mitigation incorporated. Liquefaction is a phenomenon where
earthquake-induced ground vibrations increase the pore pressure in saturated, granular soils until it is
equal to the confining, overburden pressure. When this occurs, the soil can completely lose its shear
strength and enter a liquefied State. For liquefaction to occur, a project site must be subject to three
factors: underlying loose, course-grained (sandy) soils; a groundwater depth of approximately 25 feet;
and a potential for seismic shaking from nearby large-magnitude earthquakes.

According to the California Earthquake Hazards Zone Application (EQ Zapp) available on the California
Geological Survey (CGS) website, the project site is not within an area identified as having potential for
liquefaction.*? Notwithstanding, the proposed project would implement COA GEO-1 which would require
adherence to the recommendations presented in the Geotechnical Due Diligence Evaluation, which
include the removal and recompaction of loose, near-surface soils, to ensure that the liquefaction
potential at the project site remain very low. As such, the proposed project would not cause adverse
impacts related to seismic ground failure, including liquefaction and impacts would be less than
significant.

Plans, Programs or Policies/Conditions of Approval:

COA GEO-1 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the owner/developer shall implement the
recommendations provided in Section 4, Preliminary Recommendations, in the
Geotechnical Due Diligence Evaluation prepared by Leighton. These include general
earthwork requirements for site preparation, soil removal, fill material, grading,
foundation, design, and all relevant construction permits, as well as requirements related
to structural design and pavement design. The Geotechnical Due Diligence Evaluation
included in Appendix E is incorporated herein by reference as fully set forth in this
mitigation measure.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant  Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated
13. Ground Shaking Zone u u X u

a) Be subject to strong seismic ground shaking?

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan Figure S-4 “Earthquake-Induced Slope Instability Map” and
Figures S-13 through S-21 (showing General Ground Shaking Risk) (prepared by Leighton Consulting
Inc., 2023); Geotechnical Due Diligence Evaluation, Proposed Highland Grove 2; Addendum Report
#1-Response to County Comments, County Geologic Report No. 240015 (prepared by Leighton
Consulting Inc., 2024).

Findings of Fact:

a) Less than significant with mitigation incorporated. The County, as well as most of Southern
California, is located in a region of historic seismic activity. According to the Geotechnical Due Diligence

42 Leighton Consulting Inc. 2023. Geotechnical Due Diligence Evaluation Proposed Highland Grove 2.
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Evaluation and Addendum Report #1 prepared for the proposed project, the closest active fault is the
Temecula Segment of the Elsinore Fault Zone. The subject site is not included within an Earthquake
Fault Zone as created by the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act. The nearest zoned active
faults are the Glen Ivy Segment of the Elsinore Fault Zone, located approximately 8.3 miles southwest
of the site, and the Chino Central Avenue Segment of the Elsinore Fault Zone, located approximately 9
miles northwest of the site. ** During seismic events, the project site could experience moderate ground
shaking associated with the faults described above. Strong levels of seismic ground shaking can cause
damage to buildings. The intensity of ground shaking on the project site would depend upon the
earthquake’s magnitude, distance to the epicenter, and geology of the area between the project site
and epicenter. The proposed project would be subject to the current California Building Standard Code
(CBC) with respect to seismic design parameters. Conformance with these standard engineering
practices and design criteria would reduce the effects of seismic ground shaking.

The Geotechnical Due Diligence Evaluation noted that the proposed project has the potential for strong
seismic shaking during an earthquake event. Section 4 of the Geotechnical Due Diligence Evaluation
makes site-specific recommendations concerning earthwork, grading, seismic design parameter, and
corrosivity. COA GEO-1 requires implementation of the recommendations provided in the Geotechnical
Due Diligence Evaluation, including seismic design parameters. Compliance with COA GEO-1 and
applicable regulations would reduce potential impacts related to strong seismic ground shaking.
Following compliance with standard engineering practices, the CBC, and the site-specific
recommendations referenced in COA GEO-1, potential impacts concerning exposure of people or
structures to potential adverse effects involving strong seismic ground shaking would be less than
significant.

Plans, Programs or Policies/Conditions of Approval: Implement COA GEO-1.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring:

No monitoring is required.

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant  Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated
14. Landslide Risk u u u X

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

Source(s): On-site Inspection, Riverside County General Plan Figure S-5 “Regions Underlain by Steep
Slope” (prepared by Leighton Consulting Inc., 2023); Geotechnical Due Diligence Evaluation, Proposed
Highland Grove 2.

43 Leighton Consulting Inc. 2024. Addendum Report #1-Response to County Review Comments County
Geologic Report No. 240015.
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Findings of Fact:

a) No impact. Landslides can occur if ground shaking and/or heavy rainfall disturb areas of steep
slopes consisting of unstable soils. Landslides and rockfalls may occur on sloped areas, especially
areas with steep slopes, and usually in areas of loose and fragmented soil. Landslides, rockfalls, and
debris flows occur continuously on all slopes; some processes act very slowly, while others occur very
suddenly, often with disastrous results. They often occur as a consequence of seismic activity or heavy
rainfall, either of which may cause slopes to lose their structural integrity and slide.** The project site is
not mapped within a landslide zone.*® The project site generally slopes to the north, away from a high
southeastern portion of the project site. The proposed project would implement foundation design
features to improve slope stability such as filling and cutting slopes in height at a 2:1 ratio and would
provide appropriate surface drainage features and landscaping such that surface runoff on the slope
face would be minimized. According to the Geotechnical Due Diligence Evaluation, slope instability
would not be an issue at the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in impacts
related to landslides. There would be no impact.

Plans, Programs or Policies/Conditions of Approval: None.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant  Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated
15. Ground Subsidence u u X u

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

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan Figure S-7 “Documented Subsidence Areas Map” (prepared
by Leighton Consulting Inc., 2023); Geotechnical Due Diligence Evaluation, Proposed Highland Grove
2.

Findings of Fact

a) Less than significant with mitigation incorporated. The project site would not be subject to
seismically induced liquefaction. Subsidence occurs when the withdrawal of groundwater, oil, or natural
gas vertically displaces a large portion of land. Soils that are particularly subject to subsidence include
those with high silt or clay content. Sandy silt, silty sand, and sandy native alluvium, and undocumented
artificial fill underlie the project site. The Geotechnical Due Diligence Evaluation evaluated site
conditions and identified soil compaction recommendations where appropriate.

Earthwork would be required to meet compaction standards, and import soils must be approved by a
Geotechnical Consultant. Compliance with these recommendations would be required by

44 County of Riverside. 2024. General Plan, Safety Element. Website: https://
planning.rctima.org/sites/g/files/aldnop416/files/2024-07/Safety%20Element.pdf. Accessed October 7, 2024.

45 California Department of Conservation. 2024. Earthquake Zones of Required Investigation. Website: https://
maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/eqzapp/app/. October 7, 2024.
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implementation of COA GEO-1. These measures include earthwork requirements for site preparation,
soil removal, fill material, grading, foundation, design, and all relevant construction permits, as well as
requirements related to structural design and pavement design. Furthermore, the Riverside County
Planning Department would review construction plans to verify compliance with standard engineering
practices, the Riverside County Code, the CBC, and the site-specific recommendations contained in
the Geotechnical Due Diligence Evaluation, as referenced in COA GEO-1. Following compliance with
standard engineering practices, the established regulatory framework, and COA GEO-1, the proposed
project would not be located on a geologic unit or soil that would become unstable. Therefore, with
implementation of COA GEO-1, impacts would be less than significant.

Plans, Programs or Policies/Conditions of Approval: Implement COA GEO-1

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated
16. Other Geologic Hazards u u X u

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

Source(s): On-site Inspection, Project Application Materials (prepared by Leighton Consulting Inc.,
2023); Geotechnical Due Diligence Evaluation, Proposed Highland Grove 2 (prepared by Advanced
Geotechnical Solutions, Inc., 2018); Updated Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation TTM 37217
Greentree Ranch Project.

Findings of Fact

a) Less than significant impact. According to the United States Geological Survey, there are no
active or dormant volcanoes within Riverside County; thus, no impacts resulting from volcano-related
hazards would occur®®. A seiche is a freestanding wave oscillation on the surface of water in an
enclosed or semi-enclosed basin. The wave can be initiated by an earthquake and can vary in height
from several centimeters to a few meters.

The project site is directly north of Lake Mathews; however, flooding at the project site due to a seiche
is considered to be very low due to the fact that the Riverside County General Plan lists only two water
bodies in Riverside County with the potential for a seismically induced seiche, Lake Elsinore and Perris
Reservoir. The inundation area from a failure of the Lake Mathews reservoir is presented in Figure 5 of
the Safety Element of the Riverside County General Plan. The area of inundation does not enter the
project site and is restricted to the southwest of the project.#” As such, impacts would be less than
significant.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

46 United States Geological Survey. California Volcano Observatory. Website:
https://www.usgs.gov/observatories/calvo. Accessed June 17, 2025.
47 County of Riverside. 2024. General Plan, Safety Element. June 25.
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Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant  Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated
17. Slopes
a) Change topography or ground surface relief L] L] I L]
features?
b) Create cut or fill slopes greater than 2:1 or higher
than 10 feet? L] L] X L]
c) Result in grading that affects or negates subsurface u u u X

sewage disposal systems?

Source(s): Riv. Co. 800-Scale Slope Maps, Project Application Materials (prepared by Leighton
Consulting Inc, 2023); Geotechnical Due Diligence Evaluation, Proposed Highland Grove 2.

Findings of Fact:

a) Less than significant impact. Under existing conditions, elevations on-site general decrease from
northwest to southeast. Implementation of the proposed project would require grading activities, as a
part of the proposed project’s grading plan includes fill slopes up to 10 feet and cut slopes up to 20 feet
in height at a 2:1 gradient and flatter basins with maximum heights of 15 feet for retention basins. Based
on information provided by the applicant, cut is estimated to be approximately 244,339.35 cubic yards
and fill is estimated to be approximately 175,073.47 cubic yards.

Although the proposed project would result in a change to the site’s existing topography, there would
be no adverse effects to the environment resulting from site grading beyond what is already evaluated
and disclosed throughout this document. The proposed project would implement COA GEO-1 during
cut, fill, and slope construction, which requires adherence to recommendations presented in the
Geotechnical Due Diligence Evaluation during construction, including those related to general
earthwork requirement for site preparation, soil removal, fill material, grading, foundation design,
structural design, pavement design, and implementation of all relevant construction permits.

Accordingly, impacts due to changes to the site’s topography and ground surface relief features would
be less than significant.

b) Less than significant impact.

The proposed project would include grading activities with cut and fill slopes constructed at a maximum
2:1 (horizontal to vertical) gradient. Slope heights would generally not exceed 15 feet, unless otherwise
approved by the project soils engineer, and would include benched slopes within the basin
(approximately 14 feet to a bench and an additional 9 feet to the basin bottom). While portions of the
proposed slopes would exceed 10 feet in height, slope height alone does not indicate a significant
geologic hazard.

The Geotechnical Due Diligence Evaluation (Appendix E) determined that slope instability is not
anticipated at the project site because proposed cut slopes would be predominantly within competent
granitic bedrock and designed in accordance with accepted engineering standards. In addition, all
grading and slope construction would comply with COA GEO-1, which requires adherence to the
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recommendations presented in the Geotechnical Due Diligence Evaluation. These recommendations
include general earthwork requirements for site preparation, soil removal, fill material, grading,
foundation design, structural design, pavement design, and implementation of all relevant construction
permits. The Geotechnical Due Diligence Evaluation is incorporated herein by reference as fully set
forth in COA GEO-1.

COA GEO-1 also requires geologic mapping of cut slopes during construction to confirm that joint
configurations would not create localized slope stability concerns, as well as prompt landscaping of cut
and fill slopes with drought-tolerant vegetation to minimize erosion. With implementation of COA
GEO-1, the proposed grading would not expose people or structures to substantial geologic hazards.
Therefore, impacts related to slope stability would be less than significant.

¢) No impact. There are no subsurface sewage disposal systems within the areas that would be
permitted for physical disturbance as part of the proposed project. Additionally, the proposed project
would connect to existing sewer facilities and would be serviced by the Western Municipal Water
District. The proposed project does not propose nor would it require subsurface sewage disposal
systems. Therefore, no impact would occur.

Conditions of Approval:

COA GEO-1 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the project geotechnical engineer as well as
County staff shall verify that all applicable recommendations provided in the
Geotechnical Due Diligence Evaluation have been implemented within the proposed
projects design.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact

Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated
18. Soils

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

b) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Section u u X u
1803.5.3 of the California Building Code (2025),
creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or
property?

c) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting use ] ] ] X

of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal
systems where sewers are not available for the
disposal of waste water?

Source(s): United States Department of Agriculture (USDA), Soil Conservation Service Soil Surveys;
Project Application Materials, On-site Inspection (prepared by Leighton Consulting Inc, 2023);
Geotechnical Due Diligence Evaluation, Proposed Highland Grove 2.
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Findings of Fact: .

a) Less than significant impact. The Geotechnical Due Diligence Evaluation indicates that the
project site is underlain by silty sand, artificial fill, alluvium, and granitic bedrock. The Geotechnical Due
Diligence Evaluation noted that the undocumented fill, surficial topsoil, alluvial deposits, and highly
weathered bedrock are potentially compressible in their present state and may settle under the
surcharge of fills or foundation loading. As such, the proposed project would be required to implement
site-specific recommendations referenced in COA GEO-1, which includes remedial grading consisting
of removal of additional fill soils down to competent bedrock material. The proposed project would be
subject to compliance with the NPDES General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with
Construction and Land Disturbance Activities (Order No. 2009-0009DWQ, and all subsequent
amendments) (Construction General Permit). The Construction General Permit requires development
and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and monitoring plan, which
must include erosion control and sediment-control BMPs that would meet or exceed measures required
by the Construction General Permit to control potential construction-related pollutants.

Additionally, during grading and other construction activities involving soil exposure or the transport of
earth materials, Chapter 15.04 (Building Regulations) of the Riverside County Code, which establishes,
in part, requirements for the control of dust and erosion during construction, would apply to the proposed
project. Following compliance with the established regulatory framework including the Riverside County
Code and Construction General Permit, and with implementation of COA GEO-1, potential impacts
concerning soil erosion and loss of topsoil would be less than significant.

b) Less than significant impact. The Geotechnical Due Diligence Evaluation anticipated that the
expansion potential would range from very low to low. Therefore, the proposed project would not be
located on expansive soil. Additionally, the Riverside County Planning Department would review
construction plans to verify compliance with standard engineering practices, the Riverside County Code,
and the CBC. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

¢) No impact. Sewers are available for disposal of the proposed project’s wastewater. The proposed
project would connect to the existing sanitary sewer system for wastewater disposal and would not
include the use of septic tanks. Therefore, no impacts would occur and no mitigation is required.

Conditions of Approval: Implement COA GEO-1.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated
19. Wind Erosion and Blow sand from project either on- ] ] < ]

or off-site.
a) Be impacted by or result in an increase in wind
erosion and blow sand, either on- or off-site?

Source(s): Riverside County Ordinance No. 460, Article XV; Riverside County Ordinance No. 484.
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Findings of Fact:

a) Less than significant impact. Proposed grading activities would expose underlying soils at the
project site, which would increase erosion susceptibility during grading and construction 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.

During grading and other 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 proposed project's SWPPP (described above under impact 18a), which
would include erosion control and sediment-control BMPs such as watering, covering exposed area,
and wind breaks, and Riverside County Ordinance Nos. 460 and 484, which establish requirements for
the control of blowing sand. In addition, the proposed project would be required to comply with SCAQMD
Rule 403, which addresses the reduction of airborne particulate matter with mandatory compliance to
these regulatory requirements. Wind erosion impacts would be less than significant during construction
and mitigation is not required. Following construction, wind erosion on the project site would be
negligible, as the disturbed areas would be landscaped or covered with impervious surfaces. 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

Plans, Programs or Policies/Conditions of Approval: None.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant  Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS Would the project:

20. Greenhouse Gas Emissions
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly L] L] X L]
or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment?

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

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan, Riverside County Climate Action Plan (CAP), Project
Application Materials, Project-specific Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy Analysis.

Findings of Fact:

a) Less than significant impact. Both construction and operational activities have the potential to
generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. The proposed project would generate direct GHG
emissions during construction activities such as site grading, operation of construction equipment,
operation of on-site heavy-duty construction vehicles, hauling of materials to and from the project site,
asphalt paving, and construction worker vehicle trips. Construction activities would vary over the
duration of the proposed project’s construction.
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Long-term, directly emitted operational GHGs would result from project-generated vehicular traffic and
operation of any landscaping equipment. Indirect GHG emissions would be generated through off-site
production of electrical power over the life of the proposed project, the energy required to convey water
to and wastewater from the proposed project site, the emissions associated with the hauling and
disposal of solid waste from the proposed project site, and any fugitive refrigerants from air conditioning
or refrigerators.

Global climate change is not confined to a particular project area and is generally accepted as the
consequence of global industrialization over the last 200 years. A typical project, even a very large one,
does not generate enough GHG emissions on its own to influence global climate change significantly;
hence, the issue of global climate change is, by definition, a cumulative environmental impact.®
Therefore, this section measures the proposed project’s incremental contribution to the cumulative
environmental impact. The following is a discussion of the proposed project’s contribution to GHG
emissions during both the construction and operation phases.

Construction

At the time of this analysis, the construction of the proposed project was anticipated to begin in January
2027 and conclude in December 2030, derived from applicant-provided information on grading and
building construction dates. The proposed project would emit GHG emissions during construction from
the off-road equipment, worker vehicles, vendor trucks, and haul trucks. Appendix B includes detailed
construction assumptions used in estimating the construction GHG emissions. As shown in Table 16,
the proposed project would generate approximately 2,539 MT CO.e (metric tons of carbon dioxide
emissions) during construction.

As vehicle and equipment fuel efficiencies and emission control standards continue to incrementally
improve with each year, project construction emissions are likely to decrease nominally from what is
shown in Table 9 should the construction schedule move to later years. Therefore, the construction
GHG emissions contained in Table 9 represent a conservative assessment of project construction
emissions. CalEEMod outputs which detail the GHG emissions during each construction phase are
shown in Appendix B.

Table 9: Proposed Project Construction GHG Emissions

Construction Year Total GHG Emissions (MT CO:ze per year)
2027 706
2028 713
2029 570
2030 550
Total Construction Emissions 2,539
Emissions Amortized Over 30
Years' 84.6
Notes:

GHG = greenhouse gas

MT CO.e = metric tons carbon dioxide equivalent

Totals may not appear to sum exactly due to rounding.

' Construction GHG emissions are amortized over the 30-year lifetime of the proposed project.
Source: Appendix B.

48 State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research. 2018. CEQA and Climate Change Advisory
Discussion Draft. December. Website: https://Ici.ca.gov/docs/20181228-
Discussion_Draft_Climate_Change_Adivsory.pdf. Accessed July 28, 2025.
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Operation

Operational or long-term emissions occur over the life of the proposed project. Sources of emissions
include motor vehicles and trucks, energy usage and water usage, waste generation, and other area
sources, such as landscaping activities. Project operations were modeled for the 2030 operational year,
immediately following the completion of construction. Sources for operational emissions are
summarized below and are described in more detail in Section 5-Modeling Parameters and
Assumptions in the project Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy Analysis (Appendix B).
Sources for operational GHG emissions include:

Motor Vehicles: These emissions refer to GHG emissions contained in the exhaust from the cars
and trucks that would travel to and from the project site. Based on the proposed project’s Traffic
Analysis, the proposed project would generate 1,208° passenger car trips per day.

Natural Gas: These emissions refer to the GHG emissions that occur when natural gas is burned
on the project site. Natural gas uses could include heating water, space heating, dryers, stoves,
or other uses.

Indirect Electricity: These emissions refer to those generated by off-site power plants to supply
electricity required for the proposed project.

Area Sources: These emissions refer to those produced during activities such as landscape
maintenance.

Water Transport: These emissions refer to those generated by the electricity required to
transport and treat the water to be used on the project site.

Waste: These emissions refer to the GHG emissions produced by decomposing waste generated
by the proposed project.

Table 10 presents the estimated annual GHG emissions from the proposed project’s operational
activities. As shown in Table 10, the proposed project would generate approximately 2,658 MT CO.e
per year after the inclusion of 86 MT CO2e per year from project construction (amortized over 30 years).
CalEEMod outputs which detail the GHG emissions during operation are shown in Appendix B.

Table 10: Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions

GHG Emissions Source GHG Emissions (MT COze per year)
Mobile 1,801
Area 28
Energy 532
Water 62
Waste 37
Refrigerants 0.44
Amortized Construction Emissions 84.6

49 Based on the standard Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) trip generation rates (9.43 trips per
dwelling unit), using 128 dwelling units, the proposed project would be expected to generate 1,207.04 trips
per day, as modeled in the air quality analysis. Even if the trip generation is rounded up to 1,208 trips, the
0.08 percent difference would not have any effect on the modeling results.
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GHG Emissions Source GHG Emissions (MT CO:e per year)
Total Annual Project Emissions 2,545.04
County CAP Threshold 3,000
Exceed Applicable Threshold? No
Notes:

MT CO.e = metric tons carbon dioxide equivalent
Source: Appendix B.

As shown in Table 10, the proposed project’s operational GHG emissions would not exceed the
applicable threshold. Thus, the proposed project’s construction and operational GHG emissions would
have a less than significant GHG emission impact.

b) Less than significant impact The proposed project would not conflict with any applicable plan,
policy, or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions.

Riverside County CAP

The County of Riverside adopted the County of Riverside CAP in December 2015 and updated the CAP
in November 2019. The 2015 CAP utilized a GHG emissions reduction target of a 15 percent decrease
from 2008 levels by the year 2020 in order to meet the requirements of Assembly Bill (AB) 32 and SB
375.%°. The CAP was updated in 2019 in order to address a 2017 Settlement Agreement with the Sierra
Club and other groups as well as to bring the CAP in conformance with SB 32 and AB 197, which set a
Statewide 2030 goal of reducing GHG emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. The 2017
Settlement Agreement updated the CAP to also align with the goals and policies for new development
provided in California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan, prepared by the ARB in November 2017.
Specifically, the 2017 Settlement Agreement now requires all new residential developments to install
electric vehicle (EV) charging stations in the garages of new residential units, rooftop solar photovoltaics
(PV) systems to be installed on all new homes and new commercial buildings that total more than
100,000 square feet of building space, and the use of high-efficiency bulbs in new traffic signals.

The CAP has developed a process for determining significance of GHG impacts from new development
projects that includes (1) applying an emissions level that is determined to be less than significant for
small projects and (2) utilizing Screening Tables to mitigate project GHG emissions that exceed the
threshold level. The CAP has provided a threshold of 3,000 MT COze per year, which was based on
capturing 90 percent of emission from all projects in the County, to be used to identify projects that
require the use of Screening Tables or a project-specific technical analysis to quantify and mitigate
project emissions. As detailed above in Impact GHG-1, the proposed project would generate 2,545.04
MT COze per year, which is within the 3,000 MT CO.e per year threshold. The CAP Update also includes
Measure R2-CE1, which requires on-site renewable energy production. This measure is required for
any tentative tract map, plot plan, or conditional use permit that proposes to add more than 75 dwelling
units. Renewable energy production shall be on-site generation of at least 30 percent of energy demand
for single-family residential development. The proposed project is required to comply with this measure.
Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with the County’s CAP.

5 Riverside County Planning Department. Riverside County Climate Action Plan. Website:
https://planning.rctima.org/general-plan-and-zoning/riverside-county-climate-action-plan. Accessed February
7,2025.
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2022 Scoping Plan

The 2022 Scoping Plan reaffirms and clarifies the role of local governments in achieving the State’s
climate goals, particularly as it concerns the approval of new land use development projects and their
environmental review under CEQA.%" It outlines three distinct approaches that lead agencies may
consider for evaluating the consistency of proposed plans and residential and mixed-use development
projects with the State’s climate goals. The first approach involves consistency with a GHG reduction
plan, such as a CEQA-qualified CAP. As stated above, the Riverside County CAP is consistent with SB
32 reduction goals and is a qualified CAP. As demonstrated above in Impact GHG-1, the proposed
project is consistent with the County’s CAP.

The proposed project would not impede the State’s progress toward carbon neutrality by 2045 under
the 2022 Scoping Plan. The proposed project would be required to comply with applicable current and
future regulatory requirements promulgated through the 2022 Scoping Plan. Some of the current
transportation sector policies the proposed project would comply with as required (through vehicle
manufacturer compliance) include: Advanced Clean Cars Il, Advanced Clean Trucks, Advanced Clean
Fleets, Zero-Emission Forklifts, the Off-road Zero-emission Targeted Manufacturer Rule, the Clean Off-
road Fleet Recognition Program, the In-use Off-road Diesel-fueled Fleets Regulation, Amendments to
the In-use Off-road Diesel-fueled Fleets Regulation, carbon pricing through the Cap-and-Trade
Program, and the Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS). Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict
with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation of an agency adopted to reduce GHG emissions. Impacts
would be less than significant.

2024 Connect SoCal

The Connect SoCal 2024 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS),
adopted by Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) in April 2024, outlines a long-term
vision for sustainable growth, mobility, and climate resilience in the Southern California region. The plan
is built around four key pillars—Mobility, Communities, Environment, and Economy—and includes
strategies to reduce GHG emissions, improve air quality, and support compact, sustainable
development.®? The proposed project would include EV charging in individual garages and on-site
renewable energy generation that meets at least 30 percent of the project’s energy demand. The
proposed project would further the RTP/SCS’s Mobility goal to support investments that improve air
quality and minimize GHG emissions. Further, by providing EV charging infrastructure, the proposed
project would contribute to RTP/SCS’s Environmental goal to reduce GHG emissions and air quality
impacts related to vehicular travel. The proposed project supports the plan’s objectives to expand clean
transportation options, reduce regional emissions, promote energy self-sufficiency, and increase
equitable access to sustainable infrastructure. The proposed project is consistent with the Community
policies by providing housing on a site that is designated for residential development consistent with
the General Plan. Although the proposed project would not include permanent employment, it would
generate construction jobs and support local workforce development—advancing the Economy policies
through SCAG’s emphasis on economic growth tied to sustainable housing and mobility investments.
Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with the SCAG 2024 RTP/SCS.

51 California Air Resources Board (ARB). 2022 Scoping Plan for Achieving Carbon Neutrality. Website:
https://lww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/documents/2022-scoping-plan-documents. Accessed February 7, 2025.

52 South California Association of Governments. 2024. Connect SoCal A Plan for Navigating to a Brighter
Future. April. Website: https://scag.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-05/23-2987-connect-socal-2024-final-
complete-040424.pdf. Accessed July 28, 2025.
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In summary, the proposed project would not conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation of an
agency adopted to reduce the emissions of GHG emissions. Impact would be less than significant.

Plans, Programs or Policies/Conditions of Approval: None.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS Would the project:

21. Hazards and Hazardous Materials
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the L] L] I L]
environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?

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

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

d) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or ] ] ] X
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 L] L] L] 3
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment?

Source(s): Project Application Materials (prepared by Leighton and Associates, Inc., 2024); Phase |
and Limited Phase Il Environmental Site Assessment (ESA), Proposed Highland Grove Il Residential
Development; California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) EnviroStor.

Findings of Fact:

a) Less than significant impact. Construction of the proposed project would include the transport,
use, and disposal of limited quantities of hazardous materials necessary for construction, including fuel
and solvents. The use of these hazardous materials would be typical of construction projects, would be
short-term, and would be handled in accordance with standard construction practices, as well as with
applicable federal, State, and local regulations. Compliance measures include measures such as
storage of hazardous materials in clearly labeled, sealed containers, the use of secondary containment,
and the use of designated storage areas. Regulatory requirements would include California Code of
Regulations Title 22, Division 4.5, for appropriate management of hazardous materials, as well as the
requirements of the EPA, Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), California Department of
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Toxic Substance Control (DTSC), California Division of Occupational Safety and Health (Cal/OSHA),
and Caltrans.

The proposed project would include residential development, which does not typically use or store large
quantities of hazardous materials. During project operations, hazardous materials including fertilizers,
herbicides, pesticides, solvents, household cleaning agents, and similar materials used for maintenance
and operation of single-family homes and landscaping may be handled on the project site. These types
of materials are common and represent a low risk to people and the environment when used as
intended. The proposed project would also be required to adhere to State and federal regulatory
requirements as discussed above. Therefore, impacts associated with routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials would be less than significant.

b) Less than significant impact. A Phase | and Limited Phase Il Environmental Site Assessment
were prepared for the project site by Leighton and Associates, Inc (Appendix F). The purpose of the
Phase | ESA was to identify, to the extent feasible, the presence of recognized environmental conditions
(RECs) on the project site. RECs are defined, according to American Society for Testing and Materials
(ASTM) International Standard E1527-21 as: “(1) the presence of hazardous substances or petroleum
products in, on, or at a subject property due to a release to the environment: (2) the likely presence of
hazardous substances or petroleum products in, on, or at the subject property due to a release or likely
release to the environment; or (3) the presence of hazardous substances or petroleum products in, on,
or at the subject property under conditions that pose a material threat of a future release to the
environment.”

The project site has been used for agricultural purposes beginning as early as the 1930s. In the mid-
1960s, the southern portion of the project site was developed as a poultry farm, with several chicken
coops, sheds, and other farm structures and a residence constructed in this portion of the project site.

The project site is 60.68 acres and includes agricultural land and a poultry farm. The project site is
developed with one residence with an in-ground pool, a mobile home, and several farm-related buildings
including 10 chicken coops, an egg washing facility, equipment storage sheds, and shade structures.
Additionally, the concrete foundations of numerous buildings, likely chicken coops, were observed in
the northeast portion of the project site. A groundwater well was observed in the southern portion of the
project site. This well is not considered a REC. Additionally, a 500- to 1,000-gallon aboveground storage
tank (AST) containing diesel fuel was observed near the farm structures on the southeast portion of the
project site, and several other ASTs containing propane and chicken feed and empty ASTs were
observed in the southern portion of the site. The Phase | and Limited Phase Il ESA determined that
these ASTs are not considered a REC. No additional RECs, Controlled Recognized Environmental
Conditions (CRECSs), or Historical Recognized Environmental Conditions (HRECs) have been identified
on the project site.

The historical and current agricultural use of the project site are an environmental concern. Therefore,
a Limited Phase Il ESA was prepared in conjunction with the Phase | ESA. During the investigation,
Leighton personnel drilled and sampled soil from 26 borings to assess the historical agricultural and
poultry farm uses. The Limited Phase || ESA of the project site determined that the current and historical
agricultural and poultry farm uses of the site have not adversely impacted the site and are not
considered a REC.

The proposed project would be required to comply with all applicable local, State, and federal laws and
regulations pertaining to the transport, use, disposal, handling, and storage of hazardous waste during
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the construction phase to reduce the likelihood and severity of accidents during transit. Proper handling
of the use and disposal of hazardous materials associated with residential uses would reduce the
potential for exposure.

Operation of the proposed project would not involve the transport, use, or disposal of large quantities
of hazardous materials. The use of hazardous materials on the project site post-construction would
consist of those commonly used in a residential setting for routine maintenance and cleaning and would
not be of a significant quantity to create a reasonably foreseeable upset or accident. Therefore, impacts
would be less than significant.

c) No impact. The project site does not contain any emergency facilities, nor does it serve as an
emergency evacuation route. During construction and operation, the proposed project would be
required to adhere to the Riverside County Code, Title 8, Chapter 8.32 (Fire Code), which adopts and
amends the California Fire Code.5® Chapter 8.32 has been updated through County Ordinance No. 787,
as amended by Ordinance No. 787.11, to adopt the 2025 California Fire Code.?* Chapter 8.32
establishes standards for emergency access lane width, unlawful obstruction of emergency access
lanes, fire hydrant placement, and emergency access locations for buildings. Pursuant to the Riverside
County Ordinance No. 787, the provisions of Chapter 8.32 are enforced by the County Fire Code
Official.

The proposed project would be required to comply with the standards set forth by the County. Under
long-term operational conditions, the proposed project would provide adequate emergency access for
emergency vehicles via El Sobrante Road and connecting on-site roadways as required by the County.
Furthermore, temporary construction activities would not impede use of the road for emergencies or
access for emergency response vehicles. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in
inadequate emergency access, nor would it substantially impair an adopted emergency response or
evacuation plan; thus, no impact would occur.

d) No impact. There are no schools within 0.25 mile of the project site. The nearest schools are Lake
Mathews Elementary School (12252 Blackburn Road), 1.15 miles northwest of the project site, and
Lake Hills Elementary School (16346 Village Meadow Drive), 3.08 miles northwest of the project site.
Construction of the proposed project would include the limited use of hazardous materials, such as fuel
and solvents. However, the transport, use, and storage of these hazardous materials would be
conducted in full compliance with all applicable local, State, and federal regulations, including the
Hazardous Materials Transportation Act, RCRA, the California Hazardous Material Management Act,
and the California Code of Regulations, Title 22. During operation of the proposed project, limited use
of hazardous materials would likely be used for maintenance. Similarly, these hazardous materials
would be stored, handled, and disposed of in accordance with all applicable regulations. Thus, the
proposed project would not include any uses that could potentially generate hazardous materials in
significant quantities that would have an impact to surrounding schools. Therefore, no impact would
occur.

e) No impact. Government Code Section 65962.5 refers to the Hazardous Waste and Substance Site
List, commonly known as the Cortese List. The Cortese List contains hazardous waste and substance

53 County of Riverside. 2024. Code of Ordinances. Website: https://
library.municode.com/ca/riverside_county/codes/code_of ordinances?nodeld=TITSHESA CH8.32FICO.
Accessed March 9, 2026.

5 County of Riverside. 2025. Ordinance No. 787 (As Amended Through Ordinance No. 787.11). Website:
https://rivcocob.org/sites/g/files/aldnop311/files/2025-12/787.11.pdf. Accessed March 13, 2026.
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sites with known underground storage tanks (USTs) having reportable release and solid waste disposal
facilities from which there is a known migration. The Cortese List also includes hazardous substance
sites selected for remedial action; historic Cortese Sites; and sites with known toxic materials identified
through the abandoned site assessment program. The project site and off-site improvement areas are
not included on any list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5. The closest sites recognized by the Cortese List are closed school investigation sites
approximately 0.82 mile northwest of the project site on Blackburn Road (ID 60000134) and 1.3 miles
west on the corner of El Sobrante Road and La Sierra Avenue (ID 33010027).%° None of the activities
occurring at these sites would be close enough to the project site to have an impact. Therefore, the
proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. Thus, no impact
would occur.

Plans, Programs or Policies/Conditions of Approval: None.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated
22. Airports
a) Result in an inconsistency with an Airport Master L] L] L] b
Plan?
b) Require review by the Airport Land Use
Commission? L] L] L] >
c) For a project located within an airport land use plan ] ] u =

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, u u u X
or heliport, would the project result in a safety hazard
for people residing or working in the project area?

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan Figure S-20 “Airport Locations,” Geographical Information
System (GIS) database.

Findings of Fact:

a) and b) No impact. According to Riverside County Geographical Information System (GIS), the
project site is not located within an airport influence area (AlA) or Master Plan for any private for any
private or public airport facility.® The nearest airport to the project site is to the project site is the
Riverside County Municipal Airport, which is a public use airport located 5.9 miles north of the project

55 California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC). 2024. Hazardous Waste and Substances Site
Map. Website: https:// www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/map/?global_id=38330005. Accessed June 24,
2024.

5 County of Riverside. 2024. Riverside County Mapping Portal. Website: https://gisopendata-
countyofriverside.opendata.arcgis.com/datasets/CountyofRiverside::airport-influence-
areas/explore?location=33.899031%2C-117.418576%2C11.10. Accessed June 24, 2024.
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site. Therefore, the proposed project has no potential to result in an inconsistency with an Airport Master
Plan, and the proposed project would not require review by the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC).
Thus, no impact would occur.

c) No impact. The proposed project is not located within the AIA of any public use airport. As
discussed previously, the nearest airport is located more than 2 miles from the project site. Therefore,
the proposed project has no potential to result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the
area and no impact would occur.

d) No impact. The nearest private airport or heliport is City Hall heliport located at 3101 Main Street,
approximately 8.61 northeast of the project site. The project site is not located within the vicinity of any
active private airports or heliports. Thus, implementation of the proposed project has no potential to
result in safety hazards for people residing or working in the project area associated with private airports
and heliports. Therefore, no impact would occur.

Plans, Programs or Policies/Conditions of Approval: None.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant  Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

| HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY Would the project:
23. Water Quality Impacts

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste L] L] I L]
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially
degrade surface or groundwater 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 u u X u
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?

[]
[]
X
[]

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

[]
[]
X
[]

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

g) Impede or redirect flood flows?

1
1
X X
1

h) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk the
release of pollutants due to project inundation?

Page 82 of 125 TTM38910




Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact

Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated
i) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water ] ] X ]

quality control plan or sustainable groundwater
management plan?

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan Figure S-9 “Special Flood Hazard Areas,” Figure S-10 “Dam
Failure Inundation Zone,” Riverside County Flood Control District Flood Hazard Report/ Condition,
Geographical Information System (GIS) database, Preliminary Hydrology Study Tract 38910, Highland
Grove Il Tract 38910 Project-Specific Water Quality Management Plan (Appendix G).

Findings of Fact:

a) Less than significant impact. The project site is 60.68 acres and primarily comprises agricultural
land and a poultry farm. The project site is also developed with one residence with an in-ground pool,
a mobile home, and several farm-related buildings including 10 chicken coops, an egg washing facility,
equipment storage sheds, and shade structures. Project implementation would increase the impervious
surfaces on the project site through construction of the proposed residential uses and associated paved
areas. The proposed project would disturb more than 1 acre of soil, and would be required to prepare
a SWPPP, pursuant to the requirements of the NPDES General Permit for Storm Water Discharges
Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activity (Construction General Permit Order 2009-
009-DWQ). Under this SWPPP, BMPs and stormwater monitoring would reduce construction-related
water quality impacts.

The NPDES Permit and WDRs for the Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District,
the County of Riverside, and Incorporated Cities of Riverside County within the Santa Ana Region
(Order Number R8-2010-0033 [MS4 Permit]) require permittees to include BMPs to capture and treat
stormwater prior to discharge from stormwater facilities. As the proposed project would create 10,000
or more square feet of impervious surface on the site, it constitutes “New Development” under the MS4
Permit and would be required to implement BMPs to reduce water quality impacts. The proposed project
would incorporate Low Impact Development (LID) BMPs, such as identifying and preserving existing
drainage patterns, identifying and dispersing runoff to adjacent pervious areas, and including native or
drought-tolerant plants in site landscaping. Furthermore, the proposed project would comply with
Riverside County Ordinance No. 754.2, which requires new development projects to control stormwater
runoff to prevent any deterioration of water quality that would impair subsequent or competing uses of
the water.%” The Applicant would be responsible to identify applicable measures to be reviewed and
approved by the County to be implemented to prevent deterioration; these BMPs may include
maximization of stormwater storage for reuse, directing runoff to permeable areas, or increasing
permeable areas.

Furthermore, the proposed project would be required to implement a Water Quality Management Plan
(WQMP) pursuant to the requirements of the applicable NPDES permit. The WQMP is a post-
construction management program that ensures ongoing protection of the watershed basin by requiring

57 County of Riverside. 2024.| Code of Ordinances. Chapter 13, Article 2- Management and Discharge Controls. Part
13.12.060. Website: https://
library.municode.com/ca/riverside_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeld=TIT13PUSE_CH13.12STDRSYPRRE_AR
T1TIPUGEPR_13.12.010TI. Accessed October 25, 2024.
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structural and programmatic controls. The WQMP identifies bioretention and biotreatment BMPs. The
project site is divided into six drainage management areas (DMAs). As detailed in the WQMP for the
proposed project, all proposed drainage areas would be treated by biotreatment BMPs. LID principles
and BMPs have been incorporated into the project site design to fully address all DMAs. Mandatory
compliance with the WQMP would ensure that the proposed project does not violate any water quality
standards or Waste Discharge Requirements (WDR) during long-term operation. Therefore, with
mandatory WQMP compliance, water quality impacts associated with post-development activities would
be less than significant and no mitigation measures would be required.

Compliance with the Construction General Permit Order 2009-009-DWQ, the MS4 Permit, and the
proposed project's WQMP would ensure that project construction would not violate any water quality
standards or WDRs. Implementation of BMPs into the SWPPP would reduce adverse impacts to water
quality during project operation. Therefore, following compliance with existing regulatory requirements,
the proposed project would not substantially degrade surface or ground water quality, and impacts
would be less than significant.

b) and i) Less than significant impact. The proposed project involves the construction of 128 single-
family homes. As the proposed project site is mostly undeveloped, construction the proposed project
would increase the impervious surface area on-site. However, the proposed project would comply with
Construction General Permit Order 2009-009-DWQ, which requires the proposed project to implement
BMPs that maintain or replicate the pre-construction hydrologic regime and drainage patterns. As stated
previously, the County’s Ordinance No. 754.2 also requires new development projects to incorporate
BMPs that increase permeable area or direct runoff to permeable area. Therefore, while the proposed
project would increase impervious surface area of the project site, it would adhere to regulatory
requirements that mandate incorporation of BMPs to enable runoff filtration and groundwater recharge.
Impacts concerning groundwater recharge would be less than significant.

The proposed project site is located within the South Coast Hydrologic Region, which includes all of
Orange County, most of San Diego County and Los Angeles County, and parts of Riverside County,
San Bernadino County, and Ventura County. The proposed project is under the jurisdiction of the San
Diego RWQCB. The San Diego RWQCB is responsible for preparing the Water Quality Control Plan for
the region, which designates beneficial uses of water and establishes water quality objectives. State
calculated total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) serve as thresholds of the maximum amount of a
pollutant that a water body can have while still meeting pre-established water quality objectives. As
discussed in Threshold (a), the proposed project would be required to comply with Construction General
Permit Order 2009-009-DWQ, which would minimize adverse water quality impacts associated with soil
erosion and stormwater runoff during project construction. Construction of the proposed project would
comply with regulatory requirements under Construction General Permit Order 2009-009-DWQ,
ensuring that the proposed project does not violate water quality objectives or exceed TMDLSs.

The proposed project would be served with potable water by the Western Municipal Water District
(WMWD). Water supplies from the WMWD are reliant on water from the Metropolitan Water District
(MWD), groundwater, and imported water.®® Groundwater basins are not located within or adjacent to
the project site.®® Based on information presented in the Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP),

58 Western Municipal Water District. 2021. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan. Website: https://
westernwaterca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/5339/Western-2020-UWMP_Public-Draft_20210518. Accessed
October 25, 2024.

59 California Department of Water Resources. 2022. SGMA Portal. Website:
https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/gsp/preview/81. Accessed July 11, 2025.
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WMWD is projected to have sufficient water supplies to meet demand within its service area during all
climactic conditions (normal year, single dry year, and multiple dry years) through 2045.%° Thus, the
proposed project’s demand for domestic water service would not substantially deplete groundwater
supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in
aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level.

Project implementation would increase impervious surface coverage on the site, which would in turn
reduce the amount of direct infiltration of runoff into the ground. However, based on the hydrology
studies prepared for the proposed project, the proposed storm drain system would adequately covey
the 100-year stormwater within the development and ultimately discharge into either natural
watercourses or existing storm drains, where groundwater recharge would continue to occur and local
groundwater levels would not be substantially affected. Therefore, impacts on groundwater supplies
and recharge would be less than significant, and mitigation would not be required.

c)-f) Less than significant impact. The proposed project would alter existing drainage patterns on-
site by introducing new structures and increasing the amount of impervious surfaces. The proposed
project would not alter the course of a stream or river, as there are none adjacent to the project site.
Although the proposed project would increase the amount of impervious surface on-site, it would also
include catch basins and a storm drain system that drains into an extended detention basin sized to
treat and mitigate 2-,5-,10-, and 100-year storm events (Figure 7). The proposed project includes DMAs
that use biotreatment for water quality and hydromodification purposes. Treated runoff from these areas
would drain toward the existing drainage path. All on-site flows would drain to the extended detention
basin. Each proposed drainage boundary and existing drainage boundary confluence with each other
throughout the site and would ultimately discharge the total site runoff at the northwesterly corner of the
site. Thus, the proposed project would keep the runoff from sediment producing pervious area
hydrologically separate from developed areas that require treatment.

The proposed project’s preliminary WQMP includes required source control BMPs to target pollutants
from storm drain inlets, landscaping, sidewalks, and streets. Implementation of these BMPs would
reduce pollutants in runoff, thus minimizing adverse impacts from polluted runoff. Therefore, given the
proposed project’s inclusion of a biofiltration basin and detention basin to treat runoff, as well as
implementation of source control BMPs to reduce pollutant levels in runoff, the proposed project would
not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site in a manner that would result in substantial
erosion or siltation, flooding, or exceedance of existing stormwater drainage system capacity. Impacts
would be less than significant.

g) and h) Less than significant impact. The proposed project site is in an area designated as Zone
X by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), which is used for areas where there are
possible but undetermined flood hazards.®' According to the Safety Element of the Riverside County
General Plan, the project site is not located in a flood zone or dam inundation area, and the project site
is located more than 10 miles inland from the West Coast shoreline, making damages from tsunami
potential low. Therefore, the proposed project would not impede or redirect flood flows. Impacts would
be less than significant.

60 California Department of Water Resources. 2022. SGMA Portal. Website:
https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/gsp/preview/81. Accessed July 11, 2025.

61 Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). 2024. FEMA’s National Flood Hazard Layer Viewer.
Website: https:// hazards-
fema.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=8b0adb51996444d4879338b5529aa9cd&extent=-
117.45109098985205,33.844918564488715,-117.42117899491798,33.86273833432552. Accessed October
28, 2024.
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The project site is directly north of Lake Mathews; however, the potential for flooding at the project site
due to a seiche is considered to be very low. The Riverside County General Plan lists only two water
bodies in Riverside County with the potential for a seismically induced seiche, Lake Elsinore and Perris
Reservoir. The inundation area from a failure of the Lake Mathews reservoir is presented in Figure 5 of
the Safety Element in the Riverside County General Plan. As shown in Figure 5, the mapped area of
inundation is located southwest of the project site and does not extend to or enter the project site or its
boundaries.®? Additionally, as discussed in Section 21, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the proposed
project would be required to comply with all applicable local, State, and federal laws and regulations
pertaining to the transport, use, disposal, handling, and storage of hazardous waste during the
construction phase to reduce the likelihood and severity of accidents during transit. Proper handling of
the use and disposal of hazardous materials associated with residential uses would reduce the potential
for exposure. Furthermore, operation of the proposed project would not involve the transport, use, or
disposal of large quantities of hazardous materials. The use of hazardous materials on the project site
post-construction would consist of those commonly used in a residential setting for routine maintenance
and cleaning and would not be of a significant quantity to create a reasonably foreseeable upset or
accident. As such, impacts related to the risk of the release of pollutants due to project inundation would
be less than significant.

Plans, Programs or Policies/Conditions of Approval: None.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

62 County of Riverside. 2024. General Plan Safety Element. Website:
https://planning.rctima.org/sites/g/files/aldnop416/files/2024-07/Safety%20Element.pdf. Accessed February
20, 2025.
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Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact

Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated
LAND USE AND PLANNING Would the project:
24. Land Use
a) Physically divide an established community? L] L] = L]
b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a u u X u

conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan, Geographical Information System (GIS) database, Project
Application Materials.

Findings of Fact:

a) Less than significant impact. An existing residential community is located to the west of the project
site, while several rural residential uses also occur to the north and east of the project site. The proposed
project would result in the construction of single-family homes on a property that currently consists of
agricultural land, a poultry farm, and one residence. A new access road and internal roadways would
be constructed, as well as new service utility connections on the project site. The new roads and
infrastructure would not physically disrupt or divide any of these existing communities, and the project
site does not currently contain an existing community that would be divided. Therefore, the proposed
project would not disrupt or divide an established community, and less than significant impacts would
occur.

b) Less than significant impact. The project site currently has a land use designation of Community
Development: Medium Density Residential (CD:MDR) and Rural Community — Low Density Residential
(RC:LDR) and is zoned Light Agricultural 10 Acre Minimum and Light Agriculture with Poultry. The
proposed project is consistent with the site’s underlying General Plan and LMWAP designation of
CD:MDR and RC:LDR. The proposed project meets all other applicable land use policies of the General
Plan. The project site is not located within the boundaries of any Specific Plan. The proposed project is
located within the LMWAP’s El Sobrante Policy Area and would be consistent with the following
applicable LMWAP policies:

LMWAP 1.1 Require the provision of adequate and available infrastructure to support development.
To sustain the rural lifestyle found within the area, while still providing an acceptable level
of service on local roadways, the total number of dwelling units within the Policy Area
shall not exceed an additional 1,500 dwelling units. The circulation system, which would
support the development of these additional dwelling units and which would, in part, be
funded by their development, includes the following roadway improvements: the
McAllister Street/Dufferin Avenue Loop and the construction of a new connection (A
Street) between McAllister Street/Dufferin Avenue Loop and Van Buren Boulevard, south
of Dufferin Avenue. In addition to these improvements, other circulation connections
between the Policy Area and the adjacent City of Riverside would be closed. These
closures would direct high traffic volumes away from rural residential and green belt
streets and toward more appropriate thoroughfares. Limiting the number of dwelling units
within the Policy Area will help to maintain acceptable levels of service on local roadways
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LMWAP 1.2

LMWAP 1.3

LMWAP 1.4

LMWAP 1.7

LMWAP 1.10

both within the County of Riverside and adjacent green belt areas of the City of Riverside.
Limiting the number of dwelling units will also contribute to the continuation of the rural
lifestyle enjoyed by area residents.

Within the area depicted as Medium Density Residential, overall density shall not exceed
three dwelling units per acre.

Coordinate with local agencies to ensure adequate service provision for all development
within the Policy Area.

Coordinate development strategies with the City of Riverside.

Development shall be sensitive to and retain the unique topographical features within
and adjacent to the planning area.

Encourage open space and recreational amenities.

The proposed project would develop 128 dwelling units on 60.68 acres of vacant land
and would have a density of 2 du/acre. Additionally, the proposed project would be
adequately serviced by utility providers. The proposed project would also develop a 1.8-
acre park. Thus, the proposed project would be consistent with the applicable policies
mentioned above. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with any applicable
policies of the General Plan or LMWAP and less than significant impacts would occur.

Plans, Programs or Policies/Conditions of Approval: None.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

MINERAL RESOURCES Would the project:

25. Mineral Resources
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral L] L] L] 3
resource that would be of value to the region or the
residents of the State?

b) Resultin the loss of availability of a locally important ] u u =
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 ] ] ] X
from proposed, existing, or abandoned quarries or
mines?

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan, Figure OS-6 “Mineral Resources Area.”
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Findings of Fact:

a) and b) No impact. According to Figure OS-6 of the Riverside County General Plan, the project
site and off-site impact areas are designated within Mineral Resources Zone 3 (MRZ-3).* MRZ-3 is
defined as areas where mineral deposits are likely to exist; however, the significance of the deposit is
undetermined. The project site is not identified as an important mineral resource recovery site by the
County of Riverside’s General Plan.®* Thus, the proposed project would not result in the loss of
availability of known mineral resources that would be of value to the region or the residents of the State.
Additionally, the proposed project would not result in the loss of locally important mineral resources
delineated in the County of Riverside’s General Plan. Therefore, no impact would occur.

c) No impact. The project site is designated MRZ-3 and is not located within or near any lands that
are classified as a Mineral Resources Zone 2 (MRZ-2), which are areas that are known or inferred to
have significant mineral deposits. The nearest area classified as MRZ-2 is approximately 4.6 miles west
of the project site. Additionally, there are no known active or abandoned mining or quarry operations on
lands near the vicinity of the proposed project. Therefore, no impact would occur.

Plans, Programs or Policies/Conditions of Approval: None.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant  Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

NOISE Would the project:

26. Airport Noise ] ] ] X

a) For a project located within an airport land use plan
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two (2) miles of a public airport or public use airport
would the project expose people residing or working
in the project area to excessive noise levels?
b) For a project located within the vicinity of a private ] ] ] X
airstrip, would the project expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise
levels?

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan Figure S-20 “Airport Locations,” County of Riverside Airport
Facilities Map.

Findings of Fact:

a) and b) No impact. The project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip, within the
boundaries of an airport land use plan, or within 2 miles of a public use airport. The nearest public

63 County of Riverside. 2015. Riverside County General Plan Figure OS-6 “Mineral Resources Area.” Website:
https:// planning.rctima.org/sites/g/files/aldnop4 16/files/migrated/Portals-14-genplan-general-Plan-2017-
elements-OCT17-Ch05-MOSE-120815.pdf. Accessed May 7, 2024.

64 |bid.
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airport to the project site is the Riverside Municipal Airport, located approximately 6 miles northwest of
the project site. According to the County, the airport has an average of 135 operations per week.
Although aircraft noise is occasionally audible on the project site, due to the distance of the project site
from the airport, activity would not expose people residing or working near the project site to excessive
noise levels. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not expose persons residing or
working in the project vicinity to noise levels from airport activity that would be in excess of normally
acceptable standards for the proposed land use development. No impact would occur.

Plans, Programs or Policies/Conditions of Approval: None.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated
27. Noise Effects by the Project u X u u

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 groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels? L] L] > L]

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan, Table N-1, “Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise
Exposure,” Project Application Materials (prepared by FirstCarbon Solutions, 2024). Noise Impact
Analysis Report, Highland Grove Il Project, July 30.

Findings of Fact:

The following analysis is a summary of the Noise Impact Analysis report located in Appendix H.

a) Less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

Construction-related Traffic Noise
Documented existing average daily trips (ADT) on the roadway segment of El Sobrante Road, adjacent

to the project site, are 11,667. Project-related construction trips would not come close to doubling the
hourly or daily traffic volumes along this or any other access roadway segment in the project vicinity.
Based on the air quality modeling performed for this project, construction of the proposed project would
generate a maximum of 59 total trips per day during any phase of project construction, with a maximum
of 36 truck haul trips per day during any phase of project construction. For this reason, short-term
intermittent noise from construction trips would not be expected to result in a perceptible increase in
hourly- or daily-average traffic noise levels in the project vicinity. Therefore, short-term construction-
related noise impacts associated with the transportation of workers and equipment to the project site
would be less than significant.

Construction Equipment Operational Noise
The nearest off-site receptor are residential units currently under construction west of the project site

that would be located as close as 50 feet from the nearest construction footprint where the heaviest
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construction equipment would potentially operate. At this distance, relative worst-case maximum
construction noise levels would attenuate to below 85 A-weighted decibel (dBA) maximum noise level
(L~ and relative worst-case hourly average construction noise levels would attenuate to below 82 dBA
equivalent noise level (L.,). The reasonable worst-case calculated 8-hour noise level would be 74 dBA
Leqee-hour), @S measured at this nearest sensitive receptor.

The reasonable worst-case construction noise levels do not exceed the FTA’s 80 dBA Leq(s-hour) daytime
threshold as measured at the nearest residential receptor. However, they would exceed the FTA’s 70
dBA Leqgs-nour) Nighttime threshold, causing an intermittent noise nuisance that could result in annoyance
or sleep disturbances at nearby sensitive receptors. Therefore, mitigation is required to reduce this
potential impact. Implementation of mitigation requiring use of temporary sound barriers and use of best
management noise reduction techniques and practices and other site-specific noise reduction
measures would ensure that construction noise would not result in sleep disturbances at nearby off-site
sensitive receptors or expose persons to excessive noise levels. Therefore, with implementation of MM
NOI-1, the potential short-term construction noise impacts to noise-sensitive receptors in the project
vicinity would be reduced to a less than significant level.

Mobile Source Operational Noise Impacts
Based on the traffic analysis prepared for this project,®® the proposed project would generate 1,208 two-

way trip-ends per day with 89 AM peak-hour trips and 121 PM peak-hour trips. Documented existing
ADT on the roadway segment of El Sobrante Road, adjacent to the project site, averages 11,667 ADT.
This is the roadway segment that would carry 100 percent of the project trips. Thus, project trips would
not result in a doubling of trips on any access roadway segment in the project vicinity. Therefore, the
project ADT of 1,208 would not result in even a 1 dBA increase in traffic noise levels along this, or any
other, roadway segment in the project vicinity. Therefore, project-related traffic would result in a less
than significant permanent increase in traffic noise levels.

Mechanical Ventilation Equipment
The proposed project would have residential-grade mechanical ventilation equipment for each unit. The

nearest off-site receptor are residential units currently under construction west of the project site that
would be located as close as 50 feet from the nearest location where new mechanical ventilation
equipment would be located. The combined reasonable worst-case operational noise level of multiple
mechanical ventilation systems operating simultaneously would attenuate below 35 dBA L., as
measured at the nearest off-site residential receptor.

These operational noise levels would not exceed the County’s most restrictive nighttime exterior noise
performance threshold of 45 dBA L., (10 minute) as measured at the nearest off-site receptor. Therefore,
proposed mechanical ventilation system operational noise levels would not result in a substantial
permanent increase in noise levels in excess of established standards. As a result, the impact of
mechanical ventilation equipment operational noise levels on sensitive off-site receptors would be less
than significant.

b) Less than significant impact.
Short-term Construction Vibration Impacts
The nearest off-site receptors are residential units currently under construction west of the project site
that would be located as close as 50 feet from the nearest construction footprint where the heaviest
construction equipment would potentially operate. At this distance, construction-related groundborne
vibration levels would range up to 0.07 inches per second (in/sec) peak particle velocity (PPV) from

65 Urban Crossroads. 2024. Highland Grove TTM No. 38910, Traffic Analysis. July 15.
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operation of the types of equipment that would produce the highest vibration levels. This is well below
the FTA’s construction vibration damage criteria of 0.2 in/sec PPV for this type of structure, a building
of nonengineered timber and masonry construction. Therefore, potential impacts to off-site receptors
from short-term groundborne vibration associated with construction activities would be less than
significant.

Operational Vibration Impacts
Implementation of the proposed project would not include any permanent sources that would expose

persons in the project vicinity to groundborne vibration levels that could be perceptible without
instruments at any existing sensitive land use in the project vicinity. In addition, there are no existing
significant permanent sources of groundborne vibration in the project vicinity to which the proposed
project would be exposed. Therefore, project operational groundborne vibration level impacts would be
considered less than significant.

Plans, Programs or Policies/Conditions of Approval: None.

Mitigation:

Project construction activity noise impacts which could result in a temporary increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity that could result in annoyance or sleep disturbance of nearby sensitive
receptors and exceed the established nighttime noise standard would be reduced to less than significant
with implementation of the following multi-part mitigation measure.

MM NOI-1 Implementation of the following multi-part mitigation measure is required to reduce
potential construction-period noise impacts:

Prior to issuance of construction permits, the following language shall be included,
verbatim, in the general notes section of all the civil plan construction documents.

e Construction activities at the project site shall be limited to the hours of 6:00 a.m. and
6:00 p.m. daily, Monday through Saturday during the months of June through
September. During the months of October through May, construction activities at the
project site shall be limited to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. daily, Monday through
Saturday.

¢ Establish standards for when a construction staging and phasing plan shall be required
for new development projects and significant remodels.

e The Construction Contractor shall utilize “quiet” models of air compressors and other
stationary noise sources where technology exists.

e At all times during project grading and construction, stationary noise-generating
equipment shall be located as far as practicable from sensitive receptors and placed
so that emitted noise is directed away from residences.

e Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines shall be prohibited.

e Construction staging areas shall be established at locations that will create the
greatest distance between the construction-related noise sources noise-sensitive
receptors nearest the project site during all project construction activities to the extent
feasible.

e The required construction-related noise mitigation plan shall also specify that haul
truck deliveries are to occur within the same range of hours specified for construction
equipment.
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e The Construction Contractor shall designate a “noise disturbance coordinator” who will
be responsible for responding to any local complaints about construction noise. The
disturbance coordinator shall be responsible for determining the cause of the noise
complaint (e.g., starting too early, poor muffler, etc.) and instituting reasonable
measures as warranted to correct the problem. A telephone number for the
disturbance coordinator shall be conspicuously posted at the construction site.

Monitoring:

MM NOI-1 Prior to the issuance of construction permits the County shall verify that the following
language is included, verbatim, in the general notes section of all the civil plan
construction documents.

e Construction activities at the project site shall be limited to the hours of 6:00 a.m. and
6:00 p.m. daily, Monday through Saturday during the months of June through
September. During the months of October through May, construction activities at the
project site shall be limited to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. daily, Monday through
Saturday.

o Establish standards for when a construction staging and phasing plan shall be required
for new development projects and significant remodels.

e The Construction Contractor shall utilize “quiet” models of air compressors and other
stationary noise sources where technology exists.

e At all times during project grading and construction, stationary noise-generating
equipment shall be located as far as practicable from sensitive receptors and placed
so that emitted noise is directed away from residences.

¢ Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines shall be prohibited.

e Construction staging areas shall be established at locations that will create the
greatest distance between the construction-related noise sources noise-sensitive
receptors nearest the project site during all project construction activities to the extent
feasible.

e The required construction-related noise mitigation plan shall also specify that haul
truck deliveries are to occur within the same range of hours specified for construction
equipment.

e The Construction Contractor shall designate a “noise disturbance coordinator” who will
be responsible for responding to any local complaints about construction noise. The
disturbance coordinator shall be responsible for determining the cause of the noise
complaint (e.g., starting too early, poor muffler, etc.) and instituting reasonable
measures as warranted to correct the problem. A telephone number for the
disturbance coordinator shall be conspicuously posted at the construction site.

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES Would the project:

28. Paleontological Resources
a) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleonto- L] L] > L]
logical resource, site, or unique geologic feature?

Page 94 of 125 TTM38910




Source(s): USGS Geological Survey, Geotechnical Due Diligence Evaluation, Riverside County
General Plan Multipurpose Open Space Element.

Findings of Fact:

a) Less than significant impact. Fossils are nonrenewable paleontological resources that consist of
large or small identifiable vertebrate, or uncommon invertebrate, plant, or trace fossils older than the
middle Holocene that provide critical new and significant information for a range of scientific disciplines
and require protection from impacts generated from land development projects under federal, State,
and local regulations. Areas that have high paleontological potential are usually located in depositional
environments such as valleys, basins, and floodplains with sedimentary formations that are temporally
or lithologically suitable for the preservation of fossils such as fine-grained fluvial sandstones and
carbonate-rich paleosols. In contrast, areas with subsurface conditions comprised of recently deposited
colluvium have low paleontological potential, and areas with high-grade metamorphic rocks or plutonic
igneous rocks have no paleontological potential due to forming under high temperature and pressure
conditions.

The project site is located on the Perris Block within the Peninsular Ranges consisting of a
geomorphology of elongated northwest trending mountain ranges comprised of Cretaceous-aged
crystalline bedrock overlaid by sedimentary and volcanic deposits while valleys are filled with alluvial
and colluvial deposits. Geologic mapping indicates the project site to be mostly situated on plutonic
igneous rocks consisting of Gabbro (kgb) of Cretaceous-age with Granodiorite and gabbro
undifferentiated (kcgb) along the northeast boundary of the project site and very old alluvial deposits
(Quof) of early Pleistocene age on the southwest corner of the project site (Figure 6). The very old
alluvial deposits (Qvof) of early Pleistocene-age are comprised of well dissected, but highly cemented
sands and minor gravel forming duripans and local silcretes.®® The project site has a complex and
nonuniform stratigraphy with artificial fill deposits less than three feet in depth along unpaved access
roads and dump piles scattered in different areas. The plutonic igneous rocks are exposed at the surface
on the elevated portions of the project site, while lower elevated areas are overlaid by colluvium
approximately one to four feet in depth that formed from in-place weathering.®” As previously discussed
above, plutonic igneous rocks have no potential to contain significant paleontological resources.
Similarly, the shallow colluvium would likely have no potential due to forming from in-place weathering
derived from the plutonic igneous rocks below. However, the southwest corner of the project site
consists of very old alluvial deposits (Qvof) of early Pleistocene age that are considered to have high
potential for containing significant paleontological resources.

The Western Science Center was contacted to perform a records search to determine the
paleontological sensitivity of the rock units underlying the project site and to identify any fossil localities
yielding paleontological resources within a one-mile radius of the project site that are curated in its
repository institution. The Western Science Center did not identify any fossil localities on the project site
or surrounding area but confirmed that the very old alluvial deposits (Qvof) of early Pleistocene age are
highly paleontologically sensitive units (Appendix E). As such, any excavations or ground-disturbing
activities during the construction phase within the southwest corner of the project site could
unintentionally uncover and damage significant paleontological resources. The proposed project would
be subject to General Plan Policies OS 19.6, OS 19.8, and OS 19.9 and MM PALEO-1, requiring the

66 Morton, Douglas M., and F. Harold Weber, Jr. 2002. Geologic Map of the Lake Mathews 7.5 Quadrangle,
Riverside County, California. January 15.

67 Leighton Consulting, Inc. 2023. Geotechnical Due Diligence Evaluation Proposed Highland Grove 2 Lake
Mathews Area Riverside County, California. October 27.
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retention of Riverside County approved professional Paleontologist, as defined by the Society of
Vertebrate Paleontology, to prepare a Paleontological Resources Impact Mitigation Program (PRIMP)
that would outline protocols and procedures to reduce and avoid impacts on paleontological resources
during any ground disturbance on the southwest corner of the project site. The PRIMP shall be
submitted to the County Paleontologist for approval prior to the issuance of grading permit.

As such, in accordance with General Plan Policies OS 19.6, OS 19.8, and OS 19.9 and implementation
of MM PALEO-1, the proposed project would have a less than significant impact on paleontological
resources.

Plans, Programs or Policies/Conditions of Approval: None.

Mitigation:

MM PALEO-1 Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the project proponent/developer shall
demonstrate the retention of a Riverside County approved professional Paleontologist
as defined by the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology. The qualified Paleontologist shall
prepare a Paleontological Resource Impact Mitigation Program (PRIMP). The project
proponent/developer shall submit the PRIMP to and receive approval from the County.
The PRIMP will describe, in addition to industry standards and Society of Vertebrate
Paleontology standards, the level of monitoring required in the project area, qualifications
of the Paleontological monitor for grading operations, identification of personnel with
authority and responsibility to temporarily halt or divert grading equipment to allow for
recovery of large specimens. Furthermore, the PRIMP shall provide direction for any
fossil discoveries to be immediately reported, means and methods to be employed to
quickly salvage fossils as they are unearthed to avoid construction delays, sampling
procedures and protocol for collecting and processing sediments and specimens, fossil
identification, reporting, and curation procedures to be employed. The report will include
the paleontological records search, pertinent exhibits, maps and reference procedures
for reporting of findings.

On the first day of ground disturbance and prior to the start of any ground-disturbing
activities, the Riverside County approved professional Paleontologist shall prepare and
conduct a project-wide Worker Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) training. The
WEAP training shall include a review of applicable federal, State, and local regulations
related to paleontological resources; recognition and understanding of significant
paleontological resources pertinent to the geography and geology of the region and the
types of paleontological resources that may be encountered; procedures to be followed
in the event that such resources are encountered; the protocols that apply in the event
of inadvertent discovery, including who to contact and appropriate avoidance measures
until the find(s) can be properly evaluated and any other appropriate protocols. In the
event construction crews are phased in, additional training will be conducted for new
construction personnel.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.
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Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

POPULATION AND HOUSING Would the project:

29. Housing ] ] < ]

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

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

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

Source(s): Project Application Materials, Geographical Information System (GIS) database, Riverside
County General Plan Housing Element; State of California Department of Finance.

Findings of Fact:

a) Less than significant impact. Unincorporated Riverside County had a provisional population
estimate of 403,563 as of January 1, 2024, and an average of 3.08 persons per household.®® The
proposed project would provide 128 lots to be developed with single-family detached residential
dwelling units. At full buildout, the proposed project is estimated to provide housing for 395 residents
based on unincorporated Riverside County average persons per household.®® This is approximately 0.1
percent of the unincorporated County’s existing population, which is a negligible increase of the total
population.

The project site is located within the El Sobrante Policy Area. Prior to the adoption of the El Sobrante
Policy Area there were a total of 703 units existing or approved within the El Sobrante Policy Area. The
adoption of the El Sobrante Policy Area allowed an additional 1,500 units to be approved and built for
a total of 2,203 total units (703 existing, plus 1,500 post-El Sobrante Policy Area adoption). Between
2003 and 2023, 482 dwelling units have been approved within the El Sobrante Policy Area. Subtracting
these 482 units from the permitted 1,500 “additional units,” leaves 1,018 “additional units” remaining
and available for development within the ElI Sobrante Policy Area. The proposed project would develop
128 single-family detached residential units and would contribute to the total units allowed by the El
Sobrante Policy Area. Thus, the population growth from the proposed project can be considered
planned growth.

The proposed project would require temporary construction which could induce indirect population
growth in the project area. A temporary workforce would be needed to construct the proposed project.
The number of construction workers needed during any given time would largely depend on the specific

68 California Department of Finance. 2024. Table E-5 City/County Population and Housing Estimates. Website:
https:// dof.ca.gov/forecasting/demographics/estimates/e-5-population-and-housing-estimates-for-cities-
counties-and-the-state-2020-2024/. Accessed May 7, 2024.

69 128 Residential Units * 3.08 persons per household = 394.24 persons
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stage of construction. According to the California Department of Finance, the current population in the
County is approximately 2,442,378.7° The Employment Development Department (EDD) projects an
employment growth within construction of 19,400 between 2020 and 2030.”" Currently data from SCAG
indicates that unincorporated Riverside County has an unemployment rate of 9.8 percent, which equals
approximately 39,549 people.” As such, the proposed project’'s temporary employment requirements
could be met by the region’s existing labor force without substantial numbers of people needing to
relocate into the project region. The employment growth induced by the proposed project would be
consistent with the planned growth as estimated in the EDD employment projections, as well as in the
County’s General Plan. Because the proposed project would not displace substantial numbers of people
or induce substantial unplanned population growth in the area or region, impacts would be less than
significant.

b) Less than significant impact. The proposed project is a residential community and would provide
128 new single-family homes providing housing for approximately 395 residents. The project site is
currently developed with one residence. The proposed project would displace approximately 4 people.
Thus, the proposed project would not displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing that
would necessitate the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. Therefore, impacts would be
less than significant.

¢) No impact. The proposed project is a residential community which would provide 128 residential lots
to be developed, providing new housing for approximately 395 residents. According to the California
Department of Finance, Riverside County is projected to reach a population of 2,597,656 and 801,206
total households by 2025.7 As of January 1, 2024, Riverside County has a total population of 2,442,378
and 882,389 total households. The project site would provide new housing opportunities on-site which
would help meet any additional housing needs in western Riverside County. The residential dwelling
units proposed as part of the proposed project would not result in an increased demand for affordable
housing. Therefore, the proposed project would not create a demand for affordable housing, including
housing affordable to households earning 80 percent or less of the County’s median income, and no
impact would occur.

Plans, Programs or Policies/Conditions of Approval: None.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

70 128 Residential Units * 3.08 persons per household = 394.24 persons

1 Employment Development Department (EDD). 2024. Employment Projections. Website: https://
view.officeapps.live.com/op/view.aspx?src=https%3A%2F %2Flabormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov%2Ffile%2Findproj
%2Frive%24indproj.xIsx&wdOrigin=BROWSELINK. Accessed November 4, 2024.

72 Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). 2024. SCAG Employment Statistics. Website:
https:// rdp.scag.ca.gov/socal-atlas/?data_id=dataSource_61%3A189&page=page_3&views=view_16.
Accessed November 4, 2024.

78 California Department of Finance. 2019. Household Projections for California Counties. Website: https://
view.officeapps.live.com/op/view.aspx?src=https%3A%2F %2Fdof.ca.gov%2Fwp-
content%2Fuploads%2F sites%2F 352%2FForecasting%2FDemographics%2FDocuments%2FP4_HHProjecti
ons_B2019.xIsx&wdOrigin=BROWSELINK. Accessed May 9, 2024.
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Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

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

30. Fire Services [] [] X []

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan Safety Element; Ordinance No. 659.

Findings of Fact:

Less than significant impact. The Riverside County Fire Department provides fire protection to the
project area. The proposed project would be primarily served by Station No. 82, located at 17452
Lakepointe Drive, which is approximately 2.2 miles west of the project site. Additionally, the project site
is in an area designated as a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ) in a State Responsibility
Area for fire protection. The project site is not located in a VHFHSZ in a Local Responsibility Area (LRA);
the nearest LRA with a VHFHSZ is located 0.86 mile northwest of the project site.”™

The Riverside County Fire Department responded to a request for information and they did not provide
any indication that the proposed project would have a significant impact on existing Riverside County
Fire Department resources (Appendix I). To offset the increased demand for fire protection services,
the proposed project would comply with State and local fire codes and include fire sprinklers, a fire
hydrant system, paved access, and secondary access routes. Additionally, a Preliminary Fire Protection
Plan was prepared for the proposed project. As such, the proposed project would include fuel treatment
zones which would provide 100 feet of fuel treatment that includes a defensible space zone for fire
suppression forces and would protect structures from radiant and convective heat. Additionally, the
proposed project would be required to comply with the County’s Development Impact Fee (DIF)
Ordinance, which requires a fee payment to assist the County in providing services, including fire
protection services. Payment of the DIF fee would ensure that the proposed project provides fair share
funds for the provision of additional public services, including fire protection services, to offset the
incremental increase in the demand for fire protection services that the proposed project would create.
The proposed project would not result in the need for new or physically altered fire protection facilities.
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

Plans, Programs or Policies/Conditions of Approval: None.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

74 California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE). 2024. Fire Hazard Severity Zones in State
Responsibility Area. Website: https:// calfire-
forestry.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=988d431a42b242b29d89597ab693d008
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31. Sheriff Services [] [] X []

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan; Riverside County General Plan—Environmental Impact

Findings of Fact:

Less than significant impact. The Riverside County Sheriff's Department provides community policing
to the project area via the Lake Mathews Station located at 9 Latitude Way, which is 5.5 miles southwest
of the project site. The Lake Mathews Station covers approximately 158 square miles of unincorporated
areas in Corona and Riverside.”

At full buildout the proposed project would introduce up to 395 new residents on the project site. As
population and the use of an area increases, additional financing of equipment and manpower needs
are required to meet the increased population demands. The proposed project would result in an
increase in the cumulative demand for services from the Riverside Sheriff's Department. As of January
1, 2024, the Riverside Sheriff's Department serves a population of 2,442,378.7® The proposed project
would result in an increase of population less than 0.01 percent which would result in a negligible
demand for Sheriff services and would not result in the need for new or expanded physical Sheriff
facilities. Additionally, the proposed project’'s demand on Sheriff protection services would not be
significant because it would not necessitate the creation of a new Sheriff station or physically alter an
existing station.

The proposed project would be required to comply with the County’s DIF Ordinance, which requires the
fee payment to assist the County in providing public services, including police protection services.
Payment of the DIF would ensure that the proposed project provides fair share funds for the provision
of additional police protection services, which may be applied to Sheriff facilities and/or equipment, to
offset the incremental increase in the demand that would be created by the proposed project. Therefore,
the impacts would be less than significant.

Plans, Programs or Policies/Conditions of Approval: None.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

75 Riverside County Sheriff. 2024. Lake Mathews Station. Website: https:// www.riversidesheriff.org/799/Lake-
Mathews-Station. Accessed August 2, 2024.

76 California Department of Finance. 2024. Table 2: E-5 City/County Population and Housing Estimates,
1/1/2024. Website: https:// view.officeapps.live.com/op/view.aspx?src=https%3A%2F %2Fdof.ca.gov%2Fwp-
content%2Fuploads%2F sites%2F 352%2FForecasting%2FDemographics%2FDocuments%2F E-

5 2024 _InternetVersion.xIsx&wdOrigin=BROWSELINK. Accessed November 4, 2024.
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32. Schools [] [] X L]

Source(s): School District correspondence, Geographical Information System (GIS) database;
Riverside County General Plan—Environmental Impact.

Findings of Fact:

Less than significant impact. The construction of 128 new homes would increase the population in
the local area and would thus place greater demand on the existing public school system by generating
additional students to be served by the Riverside Unified School District (RUSD). Elementary students
generated by the proposed project would attend Lake Mathew Elementary School, which is 1.17 miles
west of the project site. The proposed project’'s middle school students would attend Miller Middle
School, which is 4.58 miles northwest of the project site. The proposed project’s high school students
would attend Arlington High School, located 3.47 miles north of the project site. Table 11, Project-related
School Services Demand, provides an estimate of future students that would be generated by the
proposed project based on the student generation factors provided in the Riverside County General
Plan EIR (Riverside County,).””

Table 11: Project-related School Services Demand

Student
Project Generation Total Number
School Type Units Factor of Students

Elementary 128 0.23 30
Middle School 128 0.13 17
High School 128 0.19 25

Total Project-Related Students: 72
Notes:
Source: Bobadilla, Belem. Interim Director of Facilities, Planning and Development, Riverside Unified School District.
Personal Communication: email. April 12, 2024.

Although it is possible that the RUSD may ultimately need to construct new school facilities in the region
to serve the growing population within their service boundaries, such planning is conducted by RUSD
and would not be the responsibility of the proposed project. Additionally, the proposed project would be
required to contribute fees to the RUSD in accordance with SB 50. Payment of school impact fee would
ensure that project impact to school facilities would be less than significant.

Plans, Programs or Policies/Conditions of Approval: None.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

77 Bobadilla, Belen. Interim Director of Facilities, Planning, and Development, Riverside County Unified School
District. Personal Communication: email. April 12, 2024.
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33. Libraries [] [] X []

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan; Ordinance No. 659.

Findings of Fact:

Less than significant impact. The nearest Riverside County Public Library is the Woodcrest Library,
approximately 3.45 miles northeast of the project site. The proposed project would result in an increase
approximately 0.01 percent in population in the project area and would increase the demand for library
services.”® The proposed project would not generate the need for physical construction of new or
expanded public facilities. There are no library facilities or expansion of library facilities proposed as a
part of the project. The proposed project would be required to comply with the County’s DIF Ordinance,
which requires a fee payment to assist the County in providing public services, including library services.
Payment of the DIF fees provides fair share funds for the provision of library services. Therefore, project
impacts to library services would be less than significant.

Plans, Programs or Policies/Conditions of Approval: None.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

Potentially Less than Less No
Significant Significant Than Impact
Impact with Significant
Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
34. Health Services [] L] X L]

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan; Ordinance No. 659

Findings of Fact:

Less than significant impact. The proposed project would increase regional population by
approximately 0.01 percent and lead to an increased demand for public health services.” The proposed
project would not have a significant direct effect on public health services because the increase in the
County’s tax base would provide additional funding for public health services and facilities. Therefore,
impacts would be less than significant.

Plans, Programs or Policies/Conditions of Approval: None.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

78 (395 new residents / 2,442,378 Population of Riverside County ) * 100 = 0.016 percent
79 |bid.
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RECREATION Would the project:

35. Parks and Recreation
a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood or L] L] & L]
regional parks or other recreational facilities such
that substantial physical deterioration of the facility
would occur or be accelerated?

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

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

Source(s): Geographical Information System (GIS) database, Ord. No. 460, Section 10.35, Regulating
the Division of Land—Park and Recreation Fees and Dedications; Ord. No. 659, Establishing
Development Impact Fees, Parks and Open Space Department Review.

Findings of Fact:

a) and b) Less than significant. The proposed project would consist of subdividing the project site
into 128 lots to be developed with single-family detached residential dwelling units, which would
accommodate approximately 402 residents. Riverside County Ordinance No. 460 requires a minimum
of three acres of parkland for each 1,000 residents. Based on this standard, the proposed project would
require the provision of 1.3 acres of parkland. Riverside County has an array of open space, parks, and
recreational areas including national parks, State parks, and regional parks. There are approximately
35 regional parks in Riverside County which cover over 23,317 acres.®® As such, the County is currently
meeting its minimum parkland provision of three acres for each 1,000 residents. The closest park to the
proposed project site is Citrus Heights Blossom Park, which is a local community park located 0.86 mile
northeast of the project site. Other local recreational facilities near the project site include Lake Pointe
Park, Valencia Park, California Citrus State Historic Park, and Arlington Heights Sports Park. Although
the proposed project would produce an increase of 395 residents, this represents a nominal population
increase in unincorporated Riverside County. Additionally, the proposed project would include a 1.8-
acre park within the residential community, which exceeds the required acreage of 1.3 acres. Thus, the
increase in population as a result of the proposed project would not increase the use of existing
neighborhood or regional parks such that substantial deterioration would occur. Additionally, the
development of the proposed recreational features of the project would not have significant impacts on
the environment. Therefore, impacts would be considered less than significant.

80 Riverside County General Plan. 2015. Multipurpose Open Space Element. Website: https://
planning.rctima.org/sites/g/files/aldnop416/files/migrated/Portals-14-genplan-general-Plan-2017-elements-
OCT17-Ch05-MOSE-120815.pdf. Accessed May 7, 2024.
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c) No impact. The project site is not located within a County Service Area (CSA) or a recreation and
park district with a community parks and recreation plan.8' Additionally, the proposed project would be
compliant with Ordinance No. 460 Section 10.35, which establishes park and recreation fees for new
development. Therefore, no impact would occur.

Plans, Programs or Policies/Conditions of Approval: None.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

Potentially Less than Less No

Significant Significant Than Impact

Impact with Significant
Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

36. Recreational Trails [] [] [] X
a) Include the construction or expansion of a trail
system?

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan, Figure C-6 Trails and Bikeway System.

Findings of Fact:

a) No impact. According to the Lake Mathews/ Woodcrest Area Plan Trails and Bikeway System
map,®? there is a combination trail (regional trail/Class | bike path) that runs along the south side of El
Sobrante Road. However, the proposed project does not include the construction or expansion of a trail
system, nor would it interfere with the combination trail along the south side of El Sobrante Road.
Therefore, no impact would occur.

Plans, Programs or Policies/Conditions of Approval: None.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant  Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

TRANSPORTATION Would the project:

37. Transportation L] [] X []
a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy
addressing the circulation system, including transit,
roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities?

81 County of Riverside. 2024. Riverside County Mapping Portal. Website: https:// gisopendata-
countyofriverside.opendata.arcgis.com/datasets/CountyofRiverside::county-service-
area/explore?location=33.851932%2C-117.388755%2C11.88. Accessed June 24, 2024.

82 Riverside County General Plan. 2021. Lake Mathews/Woodcrest Area Plan. Website: https:/
planning.rctima.org/sites/g/files/aldnop4 16/files/migrated/Portals-14-genplan-GPA-2022-Compiled-LMWAP-
4-2022-rev.pdf. Accessed May 7, 2024.
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b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines

Section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? L] L] X L]
c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric ] ] < ]

design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous

intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm

equipment)?
d) Cause an effect upon, or a need for new or altered

maintenance of roads? L] L] > L]
e) Cause an effect upon circulation during the project’s

construction? L] L] > L]
f) Result in inadequate emergency access or access ] ] X ]

to nearby uses?

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan, Project Application Materials, Highland Grove TTM No.
38910, Venhicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Assessment (Appendix J).

Findings of Fact:

a) Less than significant impact. The proposed project has been evaluated for consistency with all
applicable County of Riverside circulation system programs, plans, ordinances, and policies, including
those addressing transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities. Applicable programs, plans,
ordinances, or policies addressing the circulation system include the County’s General Plan, LMWAP,
Riverside County ordinances, and the Riverside County Congestion Management Plan (CMP). A Traffic
Analysis was prepared by Urban Crossroads, dated August 15, 2024, and is included as Appendix J.
The Traffic Analysis evaluates any potential circulation system deficiencies that may result from the
development of the proposed project and, where necessary, recommends improvements to achieve
acceptable operations consistent with General Plan level of service goals and policies.

The proposed project is anticipated to generate 1,208 two-way trip-ends per day with 89 AM peak-hour
trips and 121 PM peak-hour trips. The Traffic Analysis evaluated eight study area intersections under
four traffic scenarios. None of the study area intersections are identified as a Riverside County CMP
facility. The Traffic Analysis identified two study area intersections that are operating at an unacceptable
Level of Service (LOS) during the PM peak-hour under Existing (2024) traffic conditions, La Sierra
Avenue/El Sobrante Road and McAllister Street/El Sobrante Road. For these two deficient
intersections, the Traffic Analysis recommends the installation of a traffic signal at each intersection and
adding a dedicated westbound right turn lane with overlap phasing to the intersection of La Sierra
Avenue and El Sobrante Road. Implementation of the proposed recommendations are expected to
address the deficiencies. These improvements are not included in the County Transportation Uniform
Mitigation Fee (TUMF), nor DIF Programs, and therefore, the proposed project would be required to
pay their fair share responsibility.

Transit

The study area is currently served by Riverside Transit Agency (RTA). There are currently no transit
routes or stops along El Sobrante Road near the proposed project. Transit service is reviewed and
updated by RTA periodically to address ridership, budget, and community demand needs. Changes in
land use can affect these periodic adjustments which may lead to either enhanced or reduced service
where appropriate.
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

Planned circulation facilities in the project vicinity include a combination trail (Regional Trail and Class
| Bike Path) along La Sierra Avenue and El Sobrante Road, a proposed Regional Trail
(Urban/Suburban) along McAllister Street, and a proposed Community Trail near the project site.
Existing sidewalks and crosswalks are also present along portions of McAllister Street and El Sobrante
Road, providing pedestrian connectivity within the surrounding area.

The proposed project would be developed within this existing and planned circulation framework and
would not remove, obstruct, or preclude the implementation of planned trail or pedestrian facilities. The
project would also be required to comply with applicable County access, circulation, and pedestrian
safety standards. Therefore, the proposed project would be compatible with the objectives, policies,
and programs of the Riverside County General Plan and the Lake Mathews/Woodcrest Area Plan
related to trails and pedestrian facilities and would not conflict with an adopted circulation plan. Impacts
would be less than significant.

b) Less than significant impact. CEQA requires all lead agencies to adopt VMT as the measure for
identifying transportation impacts for land use projects. The VMT analysis presented in this report has
been developed based on the adopted County of Riverside Transportation Analysis Guidelines for Level
of Service Vehicle Miles Traveled (December 2020; County Guidelines).

Consistent with County Guidelines, projects should evaluate available screening criteria based on their
location and project type to determine whether a presumption of a less than significant transportation
impact can be made. The following screening criteria are listed in the County Guidelines, and those
applicable to the proposed project include Small Projects, High Quality Transit Areas (HQTA),
Affordable Housing, and Map-based Screening.

Small Projects Screening

The County Guidelines list two types of screening criteria that may apply to small projects. The first is
a vehicle trip threshold of 110 trips per day. Trips anticipated to be generated by the proposed project
are estimated based on trip generation rates collected by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE)
Trip Generation Manual, 11th Edition, 2021 (2). The proposed project is anticipated to generate 1,208
vehicle trip-ends (including both inbound and outbound trips) per day, which would exceed the 110 daily
trip threshold.

Also under the Small Projects screening criteria, County Guidelines state that land use projects
estimated to generate GHG emissions below 3,000 MT CO-e per year are also anticipated to result in
a less than significant VMT impact. In July 2024, CAPCOA, in conjunction with other California air
districts, including SCAQMD, released the latest version of the CalEEMod Version 2022.1.1.26. This
latest version of CalEEMod supersedes the version used in the County Guidelines to determine land
use intensity and development sizes that would be equivalent to 3,000 MTCO.e.

Based on GHG estimates using the latest CalEEMod tool, the proposed project is forecast to generate
a net total of 2,460.37 MTCO-e/year, which would not exceed the 3,000 MTCO.e threshold. Therefore,
the Small Projects screening criteria is met.

High Quality Transit Areas Screening
Projects located within a Transit Priority Area (TPA) (i.e., within 0.5 mile of an existing major transit stop

or an existing stop along a high-quality transit corridor) may be presumed to have a less than significant
impact absent substantial evidence to the contrary. However, the presumption may not be appropriate
if a project: has a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of less than 0.75; includes more parking for use by residents,
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customers, or employees of the project than required by the jurisdiction (if the jurisdiction requires the
project to supply parking); is inconsistent with the applicable Sustainable Communities Strategy (as
determined by the lead agency, with input from the Metropolitan Planning Organization); or replaces
affordable residential units with a smaller number of moderate- or high-income residential units.

The proposed project does not intend to develop a FAR of greater than 0.75 to meet the secondary
criteria. Therefore, irrespective of the proposed project’s location to any HQTA, the proposed project
would not qualify for this screening criteria. Therefore, the HQTA screening criteria is not met.

Affordable Housing

Projects consisting of a high percentage of affordable housing, as determined by the Riverside County
Planning and Transportation Departments, are presumed to have a less than significant impact on VMT
since lower-income residents make fewer trips on average. The proposed project does not intend to
develop any income-qualified dwelling units. Therefore, the Affordable Housing screening criteria is not
met.

Map-based Screening
County Guidelines note that “residential and office projects that locate in areas with low VMT, and that

incorporate similar features (i.e., density, mix of uses, transit accessibility), will tend to exhibit similarly
low VMT.” Urban Crossroads has obtained a VMT data table from County staff for all traffic analysis
zones (TAZs) within Riverside County that provides VMT per capita and VMT per employee for the
purposes of identifying low VMT areas. The data utilizes the sub-regional Riverside Transportation
Analysis Model (RIVTAM) to measure baseline VMT performance for individual TAZs and a comparison
was made to the applicable impact threshold (e.g., VMT per employee for office or industrial land uses
and VMT per capita for residential land uses). Utilizing the RIVTAM, the parcel in which the proposed
project would reside was located to determine the appropriate TAZ. The proposed project would be
sited in TAZ 3386, which in the base year RIVTAM model generates 35.7 VMT per capita. The current
countywide average VMT per capita is 15.2, which is the County’s adopted threshold for residential
projects. The project site resides in a TAZ that generates VMT per capita above the County threshold
and does not qualify for low VMT area/Map-based screening. Therefore, the Map-based screening
criteria is not met.

Conclusion
Because the proposed project meets the Small Projects screening criteria, VMT impacts are therefore
determined to be less than significant. No additional VMT analysis is required.

c) Less than significant impact. The proposed project would not include sharp curves, dangerous
intersections, or incompatible uses that would increase hazards. The proposed project’s residential land
uses would be compatible with existing development in the surrounding area; therefore, implementation
of the proposed project would not create a transportation hazard as a result of an incompatible use. All
roadway improvements planned as part of the proposed project would be in conformance with
applicable Riverside County standards and would not result in any hazards due to design features.
Accordingly, impacts would be less than significant.

d) Less than significant impact. Implementation of the proposed project would result in the
establishment of several new roadways within the project site that would require maintenance.
Maintenance of the proposed project’'s roadways would not result in any significant impacts to the
environment. Impacts associated with the physical construction of these roadways already are
evaluated in appropriate sections of this document and any identified significant impacts have been
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mitigated to the maximum feasible extent. The proposed project would contribute traffic to off-site public
roadways and public roads require periodic maintenance as part of their inherent operational activities;
however, such maintenance would not result in substantial impacts to the environment. Public roadway
maintenance would be funded through the proposed project developer's payment of DIF and future
project residents’ payment of property taxes. Maintenance of roadways would not result in any new
impacts to the environment beyond that which is already disclosed and mitigated by this document and
impacts would therefore be less than significant

e) Less than significant impact. The proposed project would not adversely and physically affect any
existing roadways in the vicinity of the site during construction. The proposed project would construct
one connection to the existing roadway network along El Sobrante Road, and all construction traffic
would enter the project site via this connection. Surrounding roadways would have sufficient capacity
to accommodate construction vehicle traffic traveling to and from the project site. Impacts would be less
than significant.

f) Less than significant impact. The proposed project would be required to comply with Riverside
County Ordinance Nos. 460 and 461, which regulate access road provisions.® & The requirement to
provide adequate paved access to the project site would be required as a condition of project approval.
Additionally, the proposed project would not affect any roadways that provide emergency access under
existing conditions. With required adherence to County requirements for emergency access, impacts
would be less than significant.

Plans, Programs or Policies/Conditions of Approval: None.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

Potentially Less than Less No
Significant Significant Than Impact
Impact with Significant
Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
38. Bike Trails [] [] [] X

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

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan.

Findings of Fact:

a) No impact. There are currently no bike lanes or other multimodal facilities within the proposed
project site. Additionally, the proposed project does not include the construction or expansion of a bike
system or bike lanes. No impacts would occur.

83 County of Riverside. 2017. Ordinance No. 460. Website: https://
rivcocob.org/sites/g/files/aldnop311/files/migrated/wp-content-uploads-2009-10-Final-Ordinance-No.-460.pdf.
Accessed October 29, 2024.

84 County of Riverside. 2023. County Road Standards & County Standard Specifications. Website: https://
trans.rctima.org/sites/g/files/aldnop401/files/migrated/Portals-7-documents-ord461-2023-ORD-461-11-
County-Road-Standards-and-Specs-PRINT.pdf. Accessed October 29, 2024.
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Plans, Programs or Policies/Conditions of Approval: None.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant  Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a Tribal Cultural Resource, defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074 as either
a site, feature, place, or cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and
scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American
Tribe, and that is:
39. Tribal Cultural Resources
a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California L] > L] L]
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 ] X ] ]
discretion and supported by substantial evidence,
to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section
5024.1? (In applying the criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a California Native
American Tribe.)

Source(s): County Archaeologist, AB52 Tribal Consultation

Findings of Fact:

a) Less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated. A review of the CRHR, local registers
of historic resources, a records search conducted at the EIC, and a pedestrian survey failed to identify
any listed Tribal Cultural Resources (TCRs) that may be adversely affected by the proposed project.
Further, although the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) Sacred Lands File (SLF) results
were positive for TCRs in the project site, the subsequent outreach to Tribal representatives did not
produce additional information on TCR’s. As such, no eligible or known potentially eligible TCRs would
adversely be affected by the proposed project. Should any undiscovered TCRs be encountered during
project construction, implementation of COA 060-Planning-CUL.1 through 060—Planning-CUL.3 and
COA 070-Planning CUL.1 through 070-Planning—-CUL.4 and MM CUL-1 would ensure that potential
impacts to TCRs will be reduced to a level of less than significant.

Plans, Programs or Policies/Conditions of Approval: Implement COA 060—Planning-CUL.1 through
060—Planning-CUL.3 and COA 070-Planning CUL.1 through 070-Planning—CUL.4 (COAs listed in
Section 8: Cultural Resources).

Mitigation: Implement CUL-1 (Mitigations listed in Section 8: Cultural Resources).
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Monitoring: An Archaeologist who meets the Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualification
Standards for Archaeology shall be present during the clear-and-grub, grading, and trenching phases
of project-related ground disturbance. The Native American Monitor(s) shall be on-site during all initial
ground-disturbing activities and excavation of soils in each portion of the project site, including clearing,
grubbing, tree removals, grading, and trenching.

b) Less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated.

Senate Bill (SB) 18 also called the Traditional Tribal Cultural Places bill was signed into law September
of 2004 and took effect March 1, 2005. SB 18 refers to Public Resources Code Sections 5097.9 and
5097.995 which defines cultural places as: Native American sanctified cemetery place of worship,
religious or ceremonial site, or sacred shrine (PRC § 5097.9). Native American historic, cultural, or
sacred site, that is listed or may be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historic Resources
pursuant to Section 5024.1, including any historic or prehistoric ruins, any burial ground, any
archaeological or historic site (PRC § 5097.993). SB 18 established responsibilities for local
governments to contact, provide notice to, refer plans to, and consult with California Native American
Tribes that have been identified by the NAHC and if that Tribe requests consultation after local
government outreach as stipulated in Government Code Section 65352.3. The purpose of this
consultation process is to protect the identity of the cultural place and to develop appropriate and
dignified treatment of the cultural place in any subsequent project. The consultation is required
whenever a general plan, specific plan, or open space designation is proposed for adoption or to be
amended. In addition to the requirements stipulated above, SB 18 amended Government Code 65560
to “allow the protection of cultural places in open space element of the general plan” and amended Civil
Code Section 815.3 to add “California Native American Tribes to the list of entities that can acquire and
hold conservation easements for the purpose of protecting their cultural places.”

As part of the application process, California Native American Tribes must be given the opportunity to
consult with the County for the purpose of preserving, mitigating impacts to, and identifying cultural
places located on project land.

In compliance with Senate Bill (SB) 18, on September 16, 2024, Riverside County requested an SLF
search and a consultation list from the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) of Tribes whose
historical extent includes the project area. Based on the list provided by NAHC, project notices were
sent on January 15, 2025, to 17 Native American Tribal representatives. Of the 17 contacted Tribes,
the following requested SB18 consultation: Pechanga Band of Indians, Soboba Band of Luiseno
Indians, Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians, and the Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians

Assembly Bill (AB) 52—Changes in the California Environmental Quality Act, effective July 2015,
require that the County address a new category of cultural resources — Tribal Cultural Resources — not
previously included within the law’s purview. TCRs 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. TCRs may include Native American archaeological sites, but they may also include other
types of resources such as cultural landscapes or sacred places. Also relevant is the category termed
“traditional cultural property” (TCP) which is typically associated with cultural resource management
performed under federal auspices. According to Guidelines for Evaluating and Documenting Traditional
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Cultural Properties,® “traditional” in this context refers to those beliefs, customs, and practices of a
living community of people that have been passed down through the generations, usually orally or
through practice. The traditional cultural significance of a historic property, then, is significance derived
from the role the property plays in a community’s historically rooted beliefs, customs, and practices. A
TCP can be defined, generally, as one that is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP because of its
association with cultural practices or beliefs of a living community that (a) are rooted in that community’s
history, and (b) are important in maintaining the continuing cultural identity of the community. A
landscape can be a TCP by extension a TCR, provided the cultural landscape meets the criteria and
that the landscape is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope.

The appropriate treatment of TCRs is determined through consultation with Tribes.

In compliance with AB52, notices regarding the proposed project were mailed to all requesting Tribes
on January 15, 2025. Consultations were requested by the Pechanga Band of Indians (Pechanga), the
Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians (Soboba), Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians (Rincon), and the Agua
Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians (Agua Caliente). There was no response from the Ramona Band of
Cahuilla, Cahuilla Band of Indians, Pala Band of Mission Indians, Colorado River Indian Tribes (CRIT),
Santa Rosa Band of Cahuilla Indians, Twenty-Nine Palms Band of Mission Indians, Augustine Band of
Cahuilla Indians, Juaneio Band of Mission Indians, Cabazon Band of Mission Indians, or Morongo
Band of Mission Indians.

Yuhaaviatam of San Manuel Nation

The Yuhaaviatam of San Manuel Nation (YSMN) (formerly the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians),
responded in an email dated January 21, 2025 and stated, “The proposed project is located outside of
Serrano ancestral territory and, as such, YSMN will not be requesting to receive consulting party status
with the lead agency or to participate in the scoping, development, or review of documents created
pursuant to legal and regulatory mandates.”

Ft. Yuma Quechan Indian Tribe

The Ft. Yuma Quechan Indian Tribe responded in an email dated January 16, 2025, deferring
consultation to closer Tribes.

Pechanga Band of Indians

Pechanga requested to consult in an email dated February 03, 2025. In the letter, Pechanga stated that
the proposed project is within a Traditional Cultural Property and contains additional TCRs. The Tribe
requests that all efforts to preserve sensitive TCRs be made as early in the development process as
possible. Project documents were provided to the Tribe on January 1, 2025, and September 1, 2025.
On April 29, 2025, a meeting was held in which the proposed project was discussed. Pechanga provided
specific information regarding a TCR landscape that the project is situated within. The Tribe expressed
concerns regarding resources that might be identified during the grading process. Tribal monitoring was
recommended during any ground-disturbing activities as well as additional mitigation measures that are
included below. Consultation was concluded on October 29, 2025.

85 Parker, P.L. and T.F. King. 1998. Guidelines for Evaluating and Documenting Traditional Cultural Properties.
National Register Bulletin 38. U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service, Washington, D.C
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Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians

Soboba requested to consult in an emailed letter dated February 13, 2025. The letter stated that the
project area is considered sensitive by the people of Soboba as there are existing sites in the
surrounding areas. Project documents were provided to the Tribe on January 1, 2025, and September
1, 2025. On April 30, 2025, a meeting was held in which this project was discussed. Soboba provided
information regarding a TCR landscape that the proposed project is situated within. Consultation was
concluded on October 29, 2025.

Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians

Agua Caliente requested to consult in an emailed letter dated March 06, 2023. The letter stated that the
project area is not located within the boundaries of the ACBCI Reservation. However, it is within the
Tribe’s Traditional Use Area. Project documents were provided to the Tribe on January 1, 2025, and
September 1, 2025. Consultation was concluded by the Tribe on September 5, 2025.

Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians

Rincon responded in an emailed letter dated October 13, 2023. The letter stated that the Rincon Band
had reviewed the provided documents and were concerned about the proposed impacts to TCRs and
potential traditional cultural properties and landscapes. Project documents were provided to the Tribe
on January 1, 2025, and September 1, 2025. Consultation was concluded on September 24, 2025.

Specific information regarding TCRs in the area and details regarding the sensitivity of the area was
provided by the Tribes and mitigation measures were recommended by the Tribes to ensure that if
subsurface resources are identified during the grading process, they will be handled in a timely and
culturally appropriate manner. With the inclusion of the mitigation measures found below, impacts to
TCRs would be less than significant.

Plans, Programs or Policies/Conditions of Approval: Implement COA 060 — Planning — CUL.1 and 060
— Planning — CUL.3 and COA 070 — Planning — CUL.1, 070 — Planning — CUL.2 and 070 — Planning
— CUL.4. (COAs listed in Section 8: Cultural Resources).

Mitigation: Implement CUL-1 (Mitigations listed in Section 8: Cultural Resources).

Monitoring: The Native American Monitor(s) shall be on-site during all initial ground- disturbing activities
and excavation of soils in each portion of the project site including clearing, grubbing, tree removals,
grading, and trenching.

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant  Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated
UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS Would the project impact the following facilities :
40. Water |:| |:| |X| |:|

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction
of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment,
or stormwater drainage systems, whereby the
construction or relocation would cause significant
environmental effects?
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Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact

Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated
b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve ] ] = u

the project and reasonably foreseeable future
development during normal, dry, and multiple dry
years?

Source(s): Project Application Materials, Service Provider, Western Municipal Water District 2020
Urban Water Management Plan.

Findings of Fact:

a) Less than significant impact. The proposed project would construct an on-site network of
water pipes and would connect to an existing water line within El Sobrante Road. The construction of
water lines is necessary to serve the proposed project and would not result in any significant physical
effects on the environment that are not already identified and disclosed as part of this document.
Accordingly, no new, expanded, or relocation of existing utilities is necessary. Less than significant
impacts would occur.

b) Less than significant impact. The proposed project would be serviced by the WMWD. Potable
water supply from WMWD is sourced 68 percent from groundwater, 25 percent from imported water
from the MWD, 6 percent from recycled water, and 1 percent from surface water.88 WMWD provides
projections for both water supply and water demand and WMWD is capable of meeting current and
projected water demands for its service area through 2045 under normal, single dry, and multiple dry
year conditions.®” In 2021 the WMWD prepared its 2020 UWMP. The purpose of the UWMP is for water
suppliers to evaluate their long-term resource planning and establish management measures to ensure
adequate water supplies are available to meet existing and future demands. The UWMP accounts for
projected land use, population, economic growth, and future conservation.

The UWMP indicates that the WMWD would have sufficient water supply for normal year, single dry
year, and multiple dry years through 2045. The UWMP estimated water generation to be 205 gallons
per capita per day (gpcd) in 2020. The 128 units under the proposed project are estimated to increase
the population by 395 persons.® This would result in 80,975 gallons per day (gpd) or 0.25 acre-feet of
water per day. As noted in the UWMP, the projected water use in 2025 is 24,612 acre-feet. Therefore,
the small projected water use of the proposed project can be reasonably considered a part of the
existing demand projections in the UWMP. As such, the proposed project would not significantly impact
water supplies. Impacts would be less than significant.

The proposed project would also be required to comply with any existing or future regulations on water
use that the County implements, including metering and conservation pricing. As such, the proposed
project would not significantly impact water supplies. Impacts would be less than significant.

Plans, Programs or Policies/Conditions of Approval: None.

86 Western Municipal Water District. 2021. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan.
87 Western Municipal Water District. 2021. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan
88 128 units * 3.08 persons per household = 394.24 people
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Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant  Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated
41. Sewer |:| |:| |X| |:|

a) Require or result in the construction of new
wastewater treatment facilities, including septic
systems, or expansion of existing facilities, whereby
the construction or relocation would cause
significant environmental effects?
b) Result in a determination by the wastewater ] ] X ]
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(s): Department of Environmental Health Review, Service Provider; Western Municipal Water
District 2020 Urban Water Management Plan.

Findings of Fact:

a) Less than significant impact. WMWD would provide wastewater services to the project site. The
proposed project would construct an on-site network of sewer pipes and would connect to an existing
sewer line within EI Sobrante Road. The construction of sewer lines is necessary to serve the proposed
project and would not result in any significant physical effects on the environment that are not already
identified and disclosed as part of this document. As such, impacts would be less than significant.

b) Less than significant impact. As discussed above, WMWD would provide sewer services to the
project site. All wastewater flows from the project site would be conveyed to the Western Riverside
County Regional Wastewater Authority (WRCRWA) Wastewater Treatment Plant (WTP) for treatment.
The WRCRWA WTP is a 14 million gallon per day (mgd) tertiary facility that currently discharges all
flows to the Santa Ana River.®

The proposed project is estimated to generate approximately 72,878 gallons of wastewater per day.*°
As described above, the facility that would treat the proposed project’s wastewater flows, the WRCRWA
WTP, has a treatment capacity of approximately 14 mgd. Implementation of the proposed project would
utilize less than 0.01 percent of the existing available treatment capacity at the WRCRWA WTP.
Accordingly, the WRCRWA WTP would have sufficient capacity to treat wastewater generated by the
proposed project in addition to existing commitments. Because there is adequate capacity at existing
treatment facilities to serve the proposed project’s projected sewer demand, impacts would be less than
significant.

Plans, Programs or Policies/Conditions of Approval: None.

89 Western Municipal Water District. 2021. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan.
% Based on the general assumption that wastewater generated is approximately 90 percent of indoor water
use.
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Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant  Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated
42. Solid Waste u u X u

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 ] ] u =
and reduction statutes and regulations related to
solid wastes including the County Integrated Waste
Management Plan (CIWMP)?

Source(s): Riverside County General Plan; Riverside County Waste Management District
Correspondence, Service Provider; CalRecycle; Riverside County Code.

Findings of Fact:

a) Less than significant impact. Waste Management is a private recycling and nonhazardous solid
waste hauler and provides solid waste services to the County. Waste Management collects solid waste
for all residential, commercial, and industrial waste and recycling services. Solid waste is disposed of
in Riverside County landfills. Currently, there are five active landfills that are owned and operated by
the County, including Badlands Landfill in Moreno Valley, Blythe Landfill in Blythe, Desert Center Landfill
in Desert Center, Lamb Canyon Landfill in Beaumont, and Oasis Landfill in Oasis. Because of the
proposed project’s location, it can be reasonably anticipated that solid waste generated by the proposed
project would most likely be disposed of at the Badlands, Lamb Canon, and/or El Sobrante landfills.

The Badlands Landfill has a permitted disposal capacity of 5,000 tons per day.®' Additionally, the
Badlands Landfill has a maximum capacity of 82,300,000 cubic yards and a remaining capacity of
7,800,000 cubic yards.

The Lamb Canyon Landfill has a permitted disposal capacity of 5,000 tons per day.®? Additionally, the
Lamb Canyon Landfill has a maximum capacity of 39,681,513 cubic yards and a remaining capacity of
19,242,950 cubic yards. However, the Lamb Canyon Landfill is estimated to cease operation on April
1, 2034.

91 California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle). 2024. SWIS Facility/Site Activity
Details. Website: https:// www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/SolidWaste/SiteActivity/Details/22457site|D=2367.
Accessed October 31, 2024.

92 California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle). 2024. SWIS Facility/Site Activity
Details. Website: https:// www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/SolidWaste/SiteActivity/Details/22467?site|D=2368.
Accessed October 31, 2024.
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The El Sobrante Landfill has a permitted disposal capacity of 16,054 tons per day.® Additionally, the El
Sobrante Landfill had a maximum capacity of 209,910,000 cubic yards and a remaining capacity of
143,977,170 cubic yards.

CalRecycle provides a solid waste generation factor to estimate the amount of solid waste generated
by residential projects. Using the generation rate of 12.23 pounds (Ibs) per household per day for
residential development, the proposed project would generate approximately 1,565.44 Ibs per day of
solid waste, or approximately 0.78 tons per day (based on 128 residential units)}—which represents less
than 1 percent of the maximum daily capacity at the Badlands, Lamb Canyon, and El Sobrante landfills.
Therefore, the Badlands, Lamb Canyon, and El Sobrante landfills would have sufficient capacity to
serve the proposed project and solid waste generated during construction and operations would
represent a negligible increase compared to the daily permitted tonnage. As such, impacts would be
less than significant.

b) No impact. The California Integrated Waste Management Act (AB 939), signed into law in 1989,
established an integrated waste management system that focused on source reduction, recycling,
composting, and land disposal of waste. In addition, the bill established a 50 percent waste reduction
requirement for cities and counties by the year 2000, along with a process to ensure environmentally
safe disposal of waste that could not be diverted. Per the requirements of the Integrated Waste
Management Act, the Riverside County Board of Supervisors adopted the Riverside Countywide
Integrated Waste Management Plan (CIWMP), which outlines the goals, policies, and programs the
County and its cities will implement to create an integrated and cost effective waste management
system that complies with the provisions of AB 939 and its diversion mandates.

In order to assist the County in achieving the mandated goals of the Integrated Waste Management
Act, the project applicant would be required to work with future refuse haulers to develop and implement
feasible waste reduction programs, including source reduction, recycling, and composting. Additionally,
in accordance with the California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Act of 1991, the proposed project
would be required to provide adequate areas for collecting and loading recyclable materials where solid
waste is collected. The collection areas are required to be shown on construction drawings and be in
place before occupancy permits are issued. The implementation of these programs would reduce the
amount of solid waste generated by the proposed project and diverted to landfills, which in turn would
aid in the extension of the life of affected disposal sites.

Additionally, the proposed project would be required to comply with County Ordinance No. 745.4
Section 5 which that requires all residential properties in the unincorporated portions of the County shall
participate in the County's three-container system for source separated organic materials, source
separated recyclable materials, and waste collection services.®* The proposed project would comply
with all applicable solid waste statutes and regulations; as such, there would be no impact.

Plans, Programs or Policies/Conditions of Approval: None.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

98 California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle). 2024. SWIS Facility/Site Activity
Details. Website: www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/SolidWaste/SiteActivity/Details/22807sitelD=2402. Accessed
October 31, 2024.

94 County of Riverside. 2024. Riverside County Code. Website: https://
library.municode.com/ca/riverside_county/codes/code_of ordinances?nodeld=TITSHESA_ CH8.136COCODI
SOWAREMAWISPUNAR. Accessed October 31, 2024.
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Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant  Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

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?

¢) Communications systems?

d) Street lighting?

e) Maintenance of public facilities, including roads?

EEEIEIEaEi
EEEIEIEaEi
LY XXX XY
X O4 oo

f)  Other governmental services?

Source(s): Project Application Materials, Utility Service Providers.

Findings of Fact:

a) through e) Less than significant impact. The proposed project would require the construction of
numerous facilities as necessary to provide services to the project site, including electrical facilities,
natural gas lines, communication systems, stormwater drainage facilities, and street lighting. In addition,
the proposed project would introduce new public roads on-site that would require maintenance by
Riverside County. Impacts associated with the provision of utility service to the site are discussed below
for each type of utility.

Electricity, Natural Gas, and Communication Systems

Electrical service is currently available in the project area and would be provided by Riverside Public
Utilities. Natural gas would be provided by Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas), and
communication systems would be provided by Spectrum. The proposed project would connect to
existing electrical, natural gas, and communication systems. As such, impacts due to the construction
of new electrical facilities, natural gas lines, and communication systems as necessary to serve the
proposed project are evaluated as less than significant.

Stormwater Drainage
The proposed project would construct an on-site network of storm drains and water quality/detention

basins to convey stormwater flows. The proposed project would not require the expansion of any off-
site existing stormwater drainage facilities; it would include 128 lots with catch basins and a storm drain
system that drains into an extended detention basin sized to treat and mitigate 2,5,10, and 100 year
storm events. The proposed project includes DMAs that use biotreatment for water quality and
hydromodification purposes. Treated runoff from these areas drain toward the existing drainage path.
All on-site flows drain to the extended detention basin. Each proposed drainage boundary and existing
drainage boundary merges throughout the site ultimately to discharge the total site runoff at the
northwesterly corner of the site.
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The construction of storm drain lines and detention/water quality basins as proposed by the project
would result in physical impacts to the surface and subsurface of the project site. The proposed storm
drain system would be designed consistent with the WQMP. As such, the addition of the new storm
drain would not cause significant environmental effects. Therefore, impacts would be less than
significant.

Street Lighting

In accordance with Riverside County requirements, streetlights would be provided along all roadways
planned for improvement by the proposed project. Impacts associated with the construction of
streetlights have been evaluated in association with the physical impact of on- and off-site roadway
construction throughout this document. As such, impacts due to the construction of streetlights would
be less than significant

Public Facilities Maintenance

The only public facilities proposed by the proposed project that require maintenance include public
roadways. Public roadways would be maintained by Riverside County. As such, impacts would be less
than significant.

f) No impact. There are no other governmental services or utilities needed to serve the proposed
project. As such, no impact would occur.

Plans, Programs or Policies/Conditions of Approval: None.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant  Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

WILDFIRE If located in or near a State Responsibility Area, lands classified as Very High Fire Hazard
Severity Zone, or other hazardous fire areas that may be designated by the Fire Chief, would the
project:

44. Wildfire Impacts
a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency L] L] I L]

response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, ] ] X u
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 u u 4 u
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?
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Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact

Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated
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 L] L] I L]
involving wildland fires?

Source(s): Geographical Information System (GIS) database, Project Application Materials.

Findings of Fact:

a) Less than significant impact. The majority of the project site is in an area designated as a
VHFHSZ in a State Responsibility Area for fire protection. Smaller portions of the project site are
designated as a High and Moderate Fire Hazard Severity Zones (FHSZs) in a State Responsibility Area.
The project site is not located in a VHFHSZ in an LRA. The nearest LRA with a VHFHSZ is located 0.86
mile northwest of the project site.®® The County of Riverside’s Safety Element designates Interstate 15
(I-15), Cajalco Road, and La Sierra Avenue as emergency evacuation routes for the Lake
Mathews/Woodcrest community. La Sierra Avenue is the closest evacuation route to the project site. El
Sobrante Road connects to La Sierra Avenue, 1.5 miles west of the project site. Additionally, El
Sobrante Road connects to Cajalco Road, 4.23 miles southeast of the project site.

The proposed project would provide emergency access with new internal roads and driveways. Internal
roadways would be 60 feet wide, which would provide enough width to accommodate emergency
vehicles and would not result in significant impacts to the circulation system or to emergency evacuation
routes. Additionally, the Riverside County Fire Department Station 82 is located 2.2 road miles
northwest of the project site.

The proposed project would also be required to comply with the Safety Element of the Riverside County
General Plan, as well as Riverside County Code Chapter 8.32%, which incorporates California Fire
Code Standards. Chapter 8.32 provides standards for emergency access lane width, unlawful
obstruction of emergency access lanes, fire hydrant placement, and emergency access locations for
buildings. All development and construction within Fire Hazard Severity Zones would be reviewed by
the Riverside County Fire Department and Building and Safety Department for consistency with the
building code and fire code and performance standard requirements before the issuance of building
permits. The proposed project would not block access to nearby properties or impede evacuation
routes. Since the proposed project would not substantially impair emergency response or evacuation,
impacts would be less than significant.

9 California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE). 2024. Fire Hazard Severity Zones in State
Responsibility Area. Website: https:// calfire-
forestry.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=988d431a42b242b29d89597ab693d008

9% County of Riverside. 2021. Ordinance No. 787. Website: Ordinance No. 787.10 | Code of Ordinances |
Riverside County, CA | Municode Library. Accessed August 7, 2025.
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b) and c) Less than significant impact. The most critical weather pattern in the project vicinity is a
hot, dry offshore wind, typically called a Santa Ana. Such wind conditions are usually associated with
strong (60 mph), hot, dry winds with very low relative humidity. Santa Ana winds originate over the dry
desert land and can occur anytime of the year; however, they generally occur in the late fall (September
through November). This is also when non-irrigated vegetation is at its lowest moisture content.
Perimeter homes located on the northern and eastern boundaries are subject to these winds and fire
behavior. Additionally, the project site slopes to the southeast; however, the project site is built on top
of the slope, which would reduce the risk of wildfires due to factors that may exacerbate wildfire risk,
because the proposed project would avoid the most intense wildfire zones (lower- and mid-slope areas)
and would benefit from natural firebreak conditions, reduced fuel continuity, and improved defensible
space opportunities. There have not been any historical fires on the project site; however, there was a
wildfire in 2007 approximately 1.53 miles southeast of the project site.®”

Development of the 60.68-acre project site would not substantially change the existing fire hazards in
the area. The proposed project would require new roads and utilities, which would require the installation
of fire safety apparatus, such as fire hydrants, which would connect to existing utilities and service
system infrastructure. Additionally, Riverside County Fire Department Station 82 is located 2.2 road
miles northwest of the project site. Fire risks would not be exacerbated from those that may already
exist on the site or in the surrounding area. Additionally, the proposed project would be compliant with
Riverside County Code Chapter 8.32, which incorporates Fire Code Standards. The proposed project
would be required to provide a minimum of fire safety and fire suppression support activities, including
fire sprinklers, a fire hydrant system, and paved access. Areas between the proposed project and
existing open space would consist of a 10-foot setback. Retaining walls 2 to 5 feet high are also
proposed along the boundary of the project site with adjacent open space, which would further buffer
the project site from fire hazards associated with open space areas to the east of the project site.

Furthermore, a Preliminary Fire Protection Plan (PFFP) was prepared for the proposed project, which
lists fuel treatment requirements to mitigate the exposure of people or structures from a significant risk
of loss, injury, or death from wildland fires. The proposed project would include fuel treatment zones
which provide 100 feet of fuel treatment that includes a defensible space zone for fire suppression
forces and would protect structures from radiant and convective heat. These zones would be a
combination of an ember-resistant zone (Zone 0) followed by landscaped zones that are permanently
irrigated and that consist of fire-resistant and maintained plantings (Zones 1A and 1B). This would then
be followed by thinning zones where existing vegetation is reduced and maintained (Zones 2A and 2B).

Zone 0 shall be absent of all combustible materials including plants. Zones 1A and 1B will be irrigated
landscaped zones that are either lot owner or Homeowner's Association (HOA) maintained. The
landscaping within a lot, beginning at the exterior of each structure, shall consist of Zone 0, an ember-
resistant zone, followed by Zone 1A, fire-resistant and irrigated maintained plantings, Zone 1B is a
permanently irrigated zone that is maintained by the HOA within common areas that includes all
manufactured slopes. Zones 2A and 2B are thinning zones frequently located in common areas that
are notirrigated. The PFFP would be incorporated into the final project design and would be constructed
to meet all relevant CBC and County requirements. The defensible space zone would be constructed
on areas that currently contain grassy ruderal vegetation, and on the same project site for which impacts
were analyzed throughout this Draft IS/MND. Implementation of the PFFP and inclusion of the proposed

97 History of Wildfires. 2024. California Wildfire History Map. Website: https:// projects.capradio.org/california-
fire-history/#10.17/33.9169/-117.3888/-19.2/17. Accessed June 25, 2024.

Page 120 of 125 TTM38910




defensible space zone would reduce the potential for impacts associated with wildfire on the project site
and would not exacerbate fire risk or result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment.

The proposed project would also be required to implement construction features required by Chapter
7A of the California Building Code. Installation of Chapter 7A construction features combined with the
proposed project’s fuel modification zones impacts related to slope and wind-blown ember threats would
be less than significant. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

d) and e) Less than significant impact. As stated previously, the project site is in an area designated
as a VHFHSZ in State Responsibility Area for fire protection, with portions of the project site designated
as Moderate and High FSZs. The project site is not located in a VHFHSZ in an LRA. However, the
project site does not have steep slopes that would exacerbate fire risk, and the nearest water body is
approximately 0.5 mile south of the project site. The proposed project would construct an on-site
network of storm drains and water quality/detention basins to convey stormwater flows. The proposed
project would also include 128 lots with catch basins and a storm drain system that drains into an
extended detention basin sized to treat and mitigate 2-, 5-, 10-, and 100-year storm events and would
not expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope, downstream flooding. or
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes. Although there is a
VHFHSZ within an LRA approximately 0.86 mile northwest of the project site, compliance with Riverside
County Code Chapter 8.32,% which incorporates Fire Code Standards, would ensure risks associated
with wildfire are not significant. In accordance with Fire Code Standards, the proposed project would be
required to provide a minimum of fire safety and fire suppression support activities, including fire
sprinklers, a fire hydrant system, and paved access. Additionally, areas between the proposed project
and existing open space would consist of a 10-foot setback. Retaining walls 2 to 5 feet high are also
proposed along the boundary of the project site with adjacent open space, which would further buffer
the project site from fire hazards associated with open space areas to the east of the project site.
Additionally, as discussed above, the proposed project would include fuel modification zones and would
be required to implement construction features required by Chapter 7A of the California Building Code.
Thus, the project would not expose people or structures to significant risk of loss, injury, or death
involving wildland fires. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

Plans, Programs or Policies/Conditions of Approval: None.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

98 County of Riverside. 2021. Ordinance No. 787. Website: Ordinance No. 787.10 | Code of Ordinances |
Riverside County, CA | Municode Library. Accessed August 7, 2025.
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Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE Does the Project:

45. Have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of ] X u u

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

Source(s): Staff Review, Project Application Materials

Findings of Fact:

Less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated. Based on the analysis provided in
Section 7, Wildlife and Vegetation, the proposed project would have a less than significant impact with
mitigation incorporated on candidate, sensitive, or special-status species with the implementation of
MM BIO-2a through MM BIO-5b. The proposed project would have a less than significant impact with
mitigation incorporated related to riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities with the
implementation of MM BIO-1b through MM BIO-1d and MM BIO-6a through MM BIO-6¢. Impacts related
to State or federally protected wetlands would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated
through compliance with applicable water quality laws and regulations, including the Clean Water Act
(CWA) and Porter Cologne Water Quality Control Act and the implementation of MM BIO-6a through
MM BIO-6¢. Additionally, the proposed project’s impacts to nesting birds and wildlife movement would
be less than significant with mitigation incorporated through adherence to the MBTA, California Fish
and Game Code Title 24 standards and requirements, and the implementation of MM BI10-4a, MM BIO-
4b, MM BIO-5a, and BIO-5b. Impacts related to the removal of street trees or specimen trees would be
less than significant through adherences to the provisions of the Riverside County Code and the
Riverside County Oak Tree Management Guidelines. Finally, the proposed project would have no
impact related to conflicts with adopted federal, State, or local habitat conservation plans.

Based on the analysis provided in Section 8, Historic Resources, the proposed project’s impacts related
to historical resources would be less than significant. Since there are no historic sites within the project
site, and the structures within the project site were assessed and found to be ineligible for inclusion in
the CRHR, NRHP, impacts would be less than significant.

The record search conducted at the EIC identified 45 archaeological resources within the 1-mile search
radius, none of which were located within the project boundaries. Notably, a significant number of the
identified prehistoric-contact resources were found near the project site, including bedrock milling
features and lithic scatters. Implementation of COA 060 — Planning — CUL.1 and 060 — Planning —
CUL.3 and COA 070 — Planning — CUL.1, 070 — Planning — CUL.2 and 070 — Planning — CUL.4. and
MM CUL-1 would ensure that potential impacts on prehistoric archaeological resources are reduced to
a less than significant level. Additionally, although there are no known human remains or cemeteries
within or near the project site, there is always a potential that subsurface construction activities, such
as grading or trenching, could potentially damage or destroy previously undiscovered human remains.
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CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, and Public Resources
Code Sections 5097.94 and 5097.98 specify the procedures to follow in the event human remains are
uncovered. Compliance with required guidelines and statutes and the implementation of COA Planning-
CUL.3 would reduce potential impacts on human remains to a less than significant level.

Based on the discussion provided above, compliance with required guidelines and statutes and
implementation of the mitigation measures, the proposed project would not 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.
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant with compliance with existing regulations and
incorporation of MM BIO-1a, MM BIO-1b, MM BIO-1¢, MM BIO-1d, MM BIO-2a, MM BIO MM BIO-3a,
MM BIO-3b, MM BIO-4a, MM BIO-4b, MM BIO-5a, MM BIO-5b, MM BIO-6a, MM BIO-6b, MM BIO-6c,
MM CUL-1, COA 060 — Planning — CUL.1, COA 060 — Planning — CUL.3, COA 070 — Planning — CUL.1,
070 — Planning — CUL.2 and 070 — Planning — CUL 4.

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant  Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated
46. Have impacts which are individually limited, but u u X u

cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively
considerable" means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in connection with
the effects of past projects, other current projects and
probable future projects)?

Source(s): Staff Review, Project Application Materials.

Findings of Fact:

Less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated. The analysis in this Draft IS/MND
includes review of the proposed project’s potential impacts regarding agriculture resources, air quality,
biological resources, cultural resources, parks and recreation facilities, noise, and transportation,
among other environmental issue areas. As presented throughout this Draft IS/MND, the proposed
project’s cumulative impacts would either be less than significant with mitigation incorporated or less
than significant or there would be no impacts.

Section 4, Agriculture, determined that the proposed project would result in less than significant impacts
related to agricultural resources, and no mitigation measures beyond MM AG-1 are required. The
proposed project would contribute to the ongoing regional trend of agricultural land conversion in
western Riverside County by converting approximately 60.68 acres of farmland to residential use;
however, this contribution is not considered cumulatively considerable under CEQA.

The project site has low agricultural value, as reflected by a LESA Model score of 29.3, which is below
the CEQA significance threshold of 39 and indicates constraints such as poor soil quality, lack of
irrigation infrastructure, and limited groundwater access. In addition, the project site is located within an
area characterized by existing and planned residential development, rather than an intact or actively
farmed agricultural area. While agricultural conversion occurs at a broader countywide and Statewide

Page 123 of 125 TTM38910




scale, no specific past, present, or reasonably foreseeable agricultural projects in the immediate project
vicinity have been identified that, when combined with the proposed project, would result in a significant
cumulative loss of agricultural resources. Accordingly, cumulative agricultural impacts would be less
than significant.

Section 6, Air Quality Impacts, analyzed cumulative impacts related to regional criteria pollutant
emissions and determined that cumulative impacts would be less than significant. The region is currently
designated as nonattainment for ozone, PM,,, and PM,.5; however, the proposed project’s construction
and operational emissions would not exceed South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
regional significance thresholds for VOC, NOx, CO, SOy, PM,,, or PM,.s. Therefore, the project would
not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional air quality impacts, and no mitigation
measures are required.

Section 27, Noise Effects by the Project, determined that project-related traffic would not substantially
contribute to cumulative increases in roadway noise levels, and that construction-related noise impacts
would be reduced to less than significant levels with implementation of MM NOI-1.

Section 35, Parks and Recreation, determined that the proposed 1.8-acre park would exceed the
County’s required park acreage and would adequately serve the project’s residents, thereby avoiding
both direct and cumulative impacts related to park demand.

For other environmental topics evaluated in the Initial Study, impacts were determined to be less than
significant or no impact on an individual basis. In these cases, the proposed project would not result in
a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact when considered together
with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects. Accordingly, cumulative impacts across
all environmental issue areas would be less than significant.

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant  Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated
47. Have environmental effects that will cause substantial u X u u
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly?

Source(s): Staff Review, Project Application Materials.

Findings of Fact:

Less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated. Based on the discussion provided in the
Project Description and the analysis presented in Sections 1 through 44 of this Draft IS/MND, the
proposed project would not cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly, because the proposed project’s potential impacts would be mitigated to a less than significant
level. Therefore, with implementation of COA GEO-1 and MM NOI-1, the proposed project would not
result in substantial adverse effects on human beings. Additionally, the proposed project is in a
VHFHSZ, within a State Responsibility Area and identified as a Moderate FHSZ. However, through
implementation of the PFFP prepared for the proposed project and maintenance of fuel modification
zones as described above, wildfire impacts would be less than significant.
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VI. EARLIER ANALYSES

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an
effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration as per California Code of
Regulations, Section 15063 (c) (3) (D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:

Earlier Analyses Used, if any:
Location Where Earlier Analyses, if used, are available for review:
Location: County of Riverside Planning Department

4080 Lemon Street 12th Floor
Riverside, CA 92501
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