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COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM: INITIAL STUDY 

Environmental Assessment (CEQ / EA) Number:  N/A 
Project Case Type (s) and Number(s):  General Plan Amendment No. 1208 (GPA No. 1208) 
Lead Agency Name:  Riverside County Planning Department 
Address:  4080 Lemon Street, P.O. Box 1409, Riverside, CA 92502-1409 
Contact Person:  Robert Flores (Urban and Regional Planner IV) 
Telephone Number:  951-955-1195 
Applicant’s Name:  N/A 
Applicant’s Address:  N/A 

I. PROJECT INFORMATION 

Project Description: 

BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT 

The County of Riverside is composed of approximately 7,300 square miles, bounded by Orange County 
to the west, San Bernardino County to the north, the State of Arizona to the east, and San Diego and 
Imperial Counties to the south. Development for the unincorporated County is guided by the Riverside 
County General Plan, which was last comprehensively updated and adopted in December 2015. The 
Riverside County General Plan is divided into 19 Area Plans covering most of the County (refer to 
Exhibit 1, Riverside County Area Plans). One of these area plans is the Elsinore Area Plan (ELAP), 
which is located in southwest Riverside County, and the area plan boundary encompasses the cities of 
Lake Elsinore, Canyon Lake and Wildomar and the unincorporated communities of El Cariso, Horsethief 
Canyon Ranch, Lakeland Village, Meadowbrook, Rancho Capistrano, Rancho Carrillo, and Warm 
Springs. Much like the County’s General Plan, ELAP only governs over unincorporated areas, therefore, 
is not applicable to the above cities that have their own general plan. ELAP provides tailored policy 
direction relating to land use, circulation, open space, and design, and tailored policies for the 
abovementioned unincorporated communities. 

ELAP currently includes a number of Policy Areas, including the Lakeland Village Policy Area (LVPA) 
(refer to Exhibit 2, Elsinore Area Plan Overlays and Policy Areas).  The LVPA sets the planning direction 
for the community of Lakeland Village, which is located in the southwestern part of the ELAP boundary 
– west of the City of Lake Elsinore (refer to Exhibit 3, Regional Location Map). The LVPA boundary 
stretches along Grand Avenue on both sides between Ortega Highway and Corydon Avenue and 
consists of approximately 2,638 acres. There have been several planning efforts that have influenced 
the planning direction of the Lakeland Village community, including minor General Plan Land Use 
changes associated with General Plan Amendment No. 960. More recently, the County of Riverside 
processed a community-scale planning effort that focused on the creation of the LVPA, inclusion of 
some Mixed Use Areas (MUAs) within the new policy area, development of accompanying policies, and 
other pertinent changes within the newly created LVPA. This amendment to the General Plan, known 
as General Plan Amendment No. 1156 (GPA No. 1156), was adopted by the Riverside County Board 
of Supervisors in April 2017.  However, GPA No. 1156 could not fully address all necessary changes to 
the General Plan Land Use designations within the LVPA due to the General Plan Certainty System. 

The Riverside County General Plan Certainty System guarantees that foundational land uses do not 
change frequently. Under this system, all unincorporated areas have a “Foundation Component” and a 
Land Use designation, and Foundation Components can only be changed every 8 years.  In 2016, the 
window to change foundational land uses opened up, allowing for the initiation of GPA No. 1208 that 
would allow for further review and amendments of the General Plan Land Use designations within the 
LVPA, especially those that necessitate foundational changes that could not be changed with GPA No. 
1156. 
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The planning process for GPA No. 1208 included public outreach with the Lakeland Village Community. 
On February 22, 2017, an introductory presentation was made to the community at the Lakeland Village 
Community Advisory Council meeting. This introduction was followed by two community workshops, 
held on March 22, 2017 and June 21, 2017, to discuss the proposed changes included in GPA No. 
1208, as well as receive feedback from the community. The changes proposed under GPA No. 1208 
were then presented during the August 23, 2017 Community Advisory Council meeting, which received 
no opposition or requested changes. 

PROJECT LOCATION 

The Project Area includes the LVPA boundary, which is specifically located directly southwest of the 
Lake Elsinore shoreline and is adjacent to the northeast side of the Santa Ana and Elsinore Mountains, 
along Grand Avenue generally between State Route 74 (SR-74) and Corydon Road.  The Project Area 
also includes a few select areas just outside the LVPA boundary to the southwest along the mountain 
slopes, as shown on the attached exhibits. 

PROJECT INFORMATION 

PROJECT COMPONENTS 

GPA No. 1208 consists of General Plan Land Use Designation and policy updates generally within the 
LVPA, including General Plan Foundation Component changes that were not feasible during GPA No. 
1156, as shown on the attached draft policies and the exhibits. The Project does not include site specific 
development and is limited to land use and policy changes. For analysis purposes, specific assumptions 
of future development are used to determine the potential impacts of the Project (the methodology of 
determining future development is contained within Appendix 1, Build Out Projection Methodology). 
Future development will be subject to entitlement and permit review and  appropriate environmental 
review and clearance. 

General Plan Land Use Changes 

GPA No. 1208 generally focuses on parcels located within the following areas of the LVPA:  

• Parcels directly adjacent to Grand Avenue in the Rural Community Foundation Component 

• Parcels within or adjacent to the Rural Mountainous areas west of Grand Avenue to reflect 
new hillside slope mapping with the Rural Mountainous Land Use Designation 

• Limited sites located throughout the LVPA where minor land use modifications are warranted 

• Select sites along Grand Avenue appropriate for mixed development mapped with the Mixed 
Use Area Land Use Designation. 

Under the proposed Project, a number of parcels underwent changes to the Land Use Designation, 
resulting in changes to the land use acreages in the LVPA. Table 1, Land Use Designation Change 
Summary, outlines the changes in Land Use Designations associated with the proposed Project. The 
changes along the Rural Mountainous areas west of Grand Avenue included a limited number of parcels 
outside and adjacent to the LVPA. 
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Table 1: Land Use Designation Change Summary 

Land Use Designation 
Existing 
(Acres) 

Proposed 
(Acres) 

Difference 
Between 
Existing 

and 
Proposed 

(Acres) 

Rural Community - Estate Density 
Residential (RC-EDR) 

382.64 340.74 -41.9 

Rural Community - Very Low Density 
Residential (RC-VLDR) 

70.72 77.38 +66.6 

Rural Community - Low Density Residential 
(RC-LDR) 

0 35.75 +35.75 

Rural Residential (RR) 3.29 1.92 -1.37 

Rural Mountainous (RM) 740.43 606.81 -133.62 

Commercial (C) 228.94 226.41 -2.53 

Estate Density Residential (EDR) 63.17 58.91 -4.26 

Low Density Residential (LDR) 159.62 159.62 0 

Medium Density Residential (MDR) 745.47 824.71 +79.24 

Medium-High Density Residential (MHDR) 27.42 27.42 0 

High Density Residential (HDR) 10.45 10.45 0 

Commercial Retail (CR) 26.90 33.34 +6.44 

Light Industrial (LI) 22.04 22.04 0 

Public Facilities (PF) 29.92 29.92 0 

Mixed Use Area (MUA) 127.81 183.40 +55.59 

Total 2,638.82 2,638.82 -- 

The proposed Project will create seven new Mixed Use Area (MUA) Neighborhoods as well as one new 
Light Industrial (LI) Neighborhood within the LVPA, resulting in a total of eight Neighborhoods 
throughout the LVPA, including three Neighborhoods created from existing MUA designated sites. 
These areas are considered for mixed use development, including residential, commercial, and other 
uses. To view the existing land uses, as well as the proposed land use changes, refer to Exhibit 4a, 
Lakeland Village Land Use Designation Changes (North Area), and Exhibit 4b, Lakeland Village Land 
Use Designation Changes (South Area).  

Projected Growth and Buildout Methodology 

Because the Project is a General Plan Amendment with no specific site development proposal, 
development assumptions were made in order to project future development for the LVPA. To do this, 
background research was conducted to understand the buildout potential, based on a number of 
development metrics. A 20-year development projection was established, and is outlined below: 

a. Review of Permit Data: To understand the development activity within the LVPA, Planning 
Department permit data was reviewed within the LVPA for the last ten years of available records 
(2007-2017). This time period included the Great Recession, as well as the recovery period. 
This review found that there was a limited amount of permit activity in the LVPA that resulted in 
the development of new dwelling units or non-residential structures. The majority of permit 
activity was related to modifications to existing buildings and other minor development activities 
(such as construction of a free-standing garage, mobile home renovations/additions, wireless 
facilities, and other miscellaneous permits). While this review was not ultimately utilized to 
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establish development projections, this review did provide confirmation of the limited 
development that has occurred within the LVPA.  

b. Review of Assessor’s Data: Since the review of the permit data did not provide sufficient 
information to determine a historic level of growth, Assessor’s Parcel Data was used to develop 
growth rates for each land use type, reviewing the development that has occurred in the past 20 
years (from 1998-2017). A 20-year review of development includes a number of development 
cycles, including times of large real estate growth, economic recession, and economic recovery. 
As such, it was determined that the review of 20 years of development will serve as an accurate 
indicator of future growth in Lakeland Village. 

The assumptions used to project development for each land use type (Residential, Non-
Residential, and Mixed Use) are outlined below:  

i. Residential Development: To calculate future residential development, the 20-year growth 
rates were applied from the Assessor’s data to the existing development for each of the 
residential land uses to calculate anticipated buildout for the next 20 years. To ensure that 
the anticipated development calculations provide a conservative estimate of future growth, 
a buffer of 10 percent was added to the 20-year development potential calculations.  

ii. Non-Residential Development: To calculate future non-residential development, an 
assumption that the existing non-residential development quantity will grow by 35 percent 
over the next 20 years. Due to limited non-residential growth in the past 20 years, the data 
set was too limited to determine a growth rate; therefore,  a future growth rate of 35 percent 
was used for non-residential development, which was based on the cumulative growth rate 
for residential land uses. This growth rate is above the historic non-residential development 
growth rate, and as such, represents an appropriate growth rate for the LVPA. To ensure 
that the anticipated calculations provide conservative projections for future development, a 
buffer of 10 percent was added to the 20-year development potential calculations. 

iii. Mixed Use Development: Since the MUAs are a relatively new land use in the LVPA, there 
is no development history for these land uses. To forecast future growth for these areas, 
the residential and non-residential Land Uses within the LVPA with the highest projected 
units and floor area were used. For residential growth in MUAs, the projected units for 
Medium Density Residential was used, which is the Land Use within the policy area that 
generates the highest number of dwelling units based on the buildout assumptions, and for 
non-residential growth in MUAs, the projected square feet for Commercial Retail was used, 
which has the Land Use within the policy area that generates the largest square footage 
based on the buildout assumptions. 

Table 3, LVPA Growth Projections, below outlines the calculated growth projections for the LVPA. For 
a full outline of the growth projection methodology, refer to Appendix 1: Buildout Projection 
Methodology, of this document.  
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Table 2: LVPA Growth Projections 

Land Use Existing Development Projected Growth 
Projected 20-Year 

Buildout 

 

Existing 
Residential 

Development 
(DU) 

Existing 
Non-

Residential 
(SF) 

Additional 
Residential 

Development 
(DU) 

Additional 
Non-

Residential 
(SF) 

Projected 
Residential 

Development 

(DU) 

Projected 
Non-

Residential 
Development 

(SF) 

Rural Mountainous (RM) 192 

 

38 

 

230 

 

Rural Residential (RR) 7 

 

6 

 

13 

 

Rural Community- Estate Density 
Residential (RC-EDR) 

224 

 

52 

 

276 

 

Rural Community- Low Density 
Residential (RC-LDR) 

- 

 

- 

 

- 

 

Rural Community- Very Low Density 
Residential (RC-VLDR) 

- 

 

- 

 

- 

 

Open Space-Conservation (OS-C) - 

 

- 

 

- 

 

Estate Density Residential (EDR) 2 

 

- 

 

2 

 

Low Density Residential (LDR) 113 
 

30 
 

143 
 

Medium Density Residential (MDR) 1,766 

 

352 

 

2,118 

 

Medium High Density Residential 
(MHDR) 

18 

 

- 

 

18 

 

High Density Residential (HDR) 25 

 

- 

 

25 

 

Very High Density Residential (VHDR) 

  

- 

 

- 

 

Commercial Retail (CR) 

 

19,818 

 

7,659 

 

27,477 

Light Industrial (LI) 

 

9,819 

 

3,795 

 

13,614 

Public Facilities (PF) 

 

2,947 

 

1,139 

 

4,086 

Mixed Use Area (MUA) 

      

Residential Units 14 

 

352 

 

366 

 

Non-Residential (in square feet) 

 

9,085 

 

7,659 

 

16,744 

 Total 2,361 41,669 
 

830 20,252 3,191 61,921 

Note: All values are rounded to the nearest whole number, totals may be slightly off due to rounding 
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General Plan Policy Changes 

Beyond land use changes, GPA No. 1208 will also include a revisions of existing General Plan policies 
specifically related to the LVPA. Policies will focus on the LVPA as a whole, Hillside Residential areas, 
and LVPA Neighborhoods. The proposed policies address the following: 

• Mixed use development and land use 

• Site configuration and building orientation 

• Community character, building height and design 

• Community recreation and infrastructure 

• Circulation and connectivity 

• Alternative transportation, transit, and trails 

Key policy revisions and additions (shown in underline) include: 

Revisions to the General Plan Land Use Element Policy  

The Lakeland Village Policy Area (LVPA)  Neighborhoods have been developed to encourage a mixture 
of land uses to support the growth in the local economy and increasing residential development 
opportunities.  The MUA Land Use designation within these Neighborhoods provides landowners with 
the flexibility to propose commercial, employment and recreational activities walking distance from 
residential housing and living areas. The project proposes the following revisions to the Land Use 
Element Policy LU 33.1 to allow other zoning classifications that would similarly support the 
development of a mix of uses and development of the LVPA Neighborhoods and new LVPA further 
expands on this consistency direction: 

LU 33.1  The Mixed Use Area designation may be developed pursuant to any zoning classification 
that meets the intent of a community-level policy area, as described in each area plan. 
Where no such guiding policy is available, the Mixed Use Area designation may be 
developed pursuant to either a Specific Plan or the Mixed Use zoning classifications. 

Revisions to the Elsinore Area Plan Policies 

For the full list of revised policies, refer to Appendix 2: Proposed LVPA Neighborhoods Policies, of this 
document. 

Zoning Consistency  

Due to the land use designation changes proposed by GPA No. 1208, as well as changes adopted by 
previous planning efforts within the LVPA, Land Use designations and zoning classifications of sites 
may be inconsistent on many parcels within the LVPA. To make the Land Use designations and zoning 
classifications consistent within the LVPA, a consistency zoning may be undertaken for parcels within 
the LVPA at a later date within a reasonable time in compliance with applicable law. The Change of 
Zone will be limited to consistency zoning to allow for the implementation of the underlying Land Use 
designations within the LVPA that were adopted with or prior to the adoption of GPA No. 1208. 
Therefore, all potential impacts are assessed with this document, and no future environmental analysis 
is required for activities that are consistent with the LVPA as adopted.  
 

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

B. Total Project Area:  The proposed Project area contains approximately 2,623 acres.  

Residential Acres:        Lots:        Units:        Projected No. of Residents:        

Commercial Acres:        Lots:        Sq. Ft. of Bldg. Area:        Est. No. of Employees:        
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Industrial Acres:        Lots:        Sq. Ft. of Bldg. Area:        Est. No. of Employees:        

Other:           

C. Assessor’s Parcel No(s):  Various. 

D. Street References:  The proposed Project Area is located along Grand Avenue generally 
between State Route 74 (SR-74) and Corydon Road. 

E. Section, Township & Range Description or reference/attach a Legal Description: Sections 
11, 13, 14, and 24 of Township 06 South Range 05 West and Sections 19, 20, 28, and 29 of 
Township 06 South Range 04 West. 

F. Brief description of the existing environmental setting of the project site and its 
surroundings:  The Project Area primarily includes single-family residential with pockets of 
commercial uses along Grand Avenue. Properties east of Grand Avenue generally extend to the 
edge of Lake Elsinore. 
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II. APPLICABLE GENERAL PLAN AND ZONING REGULATIONS 

A. General Plan Elements/Policies: 

1. Land Use:  

The Land Use Element of the General Plan guides the ultimate pattern of development and 
governs how land within the County of Riverside is to be utilized. The Lakeland Village 
Community Plan is consistent with the general land use tenants and specific policies found within 
the Land Use Element and listed below.  

LU 2.1  Accommodate land use development in accordance with the patterns and 
distribution of use and density depicted on the General Plan Land Use Map 
(Figure LU-1) and the Area Plan Land Use Maps, in accordance with the 
following: (AI 1, 3, 5, 9, 27, 29, 30, 41, 60, 91)  

a. Provide a land use mix at the countywide and area plan levels based on 
projected need and supported by evaluation of impacts to the environment, 
economy, infrastructure, and services.  

b. Accommodate a range of community types and character, from agricultural 
and rural enclaves to urban and suburban communities.  

c. Provide for a broad range of land uses, intensities, and densities, including a 
range of residential, commercial, business, industry, open space, recreation, and 
public facilities uses.  

d. Concentrate growth near community centers that provide a mixture of 
commercial, employment, entertainment, recreation, civic, and cultural uses to 
the greatest extent possible.  

e. Concentrate growth near or within existing urban and suburban areas to 
maintain the rural and open space character of Riverside County to the greatest 
extent possible.  

f. Site development to capitalize upon multi-modal transportation opportunities 
and promote compatible land use arrangements that reduce reliance on the 
automobile.  

g. Prevent inappropriate development in areas that are environmentally sensitive 
or subject to severe natural hazards. 

LU 3.3  Promote the development and preservation of unique communities in which each 
community exhibits a special sense of place and quality of design. (AI 14, 30) 

LU 7.1  Require land uses to develop in accordance with the General Plan and area plans 
to ensure compatibility and minimize impacts. (AI 1, 3) 

LU 8.1  Accommodate the development of a balance of land uses that maintain and 
enhance Riverside County’s fiscal viability, economic diversity, and 
environmental integrity. (AI 20) 

2. Circulation:  

The Circulation Element of the General Plan intends to establish a comprehensive multi-modal 
transportation system that is safe, achievable, efficient, environmentally and financially sound, 
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accessible, and coordinated with the Land Use Element. The spine of the Lakeland Village 
Community Plan is Grand Avenue, the central thoroughfare of the community. The Lakeland 
Village Community Plan aims to improve safety and accessibility of Grand Avenue while 
encouraging multi-modal connections from Grand Avenue and Lakeland Village to adjacent 
communities and the rest of Riverside County.  

C 1.3  Support the development of transit connections between Riverside County and 
regional activity centers in other counties as well as transit connections that link 
the community centers located throughout the county and as identified in the 
Land Use Element and in the individual Area Plans. (AI 26) 

C 2.1  The following minimum target levels of service have been designated for the 
review of development proposals in the unincorporated areas of Riverside 
County with respect to transportation impacts on roadways designated in the 
Riverside County Circulation Plan (Figure C-1) which are currently County 
maintained, or are intended to be accepted into the County maintained roadway 
system: 

▪ LOS C shall apply to all development proposals in any area of the Riverside 
County not located within the boundaries of an Area Plan, as well those areas 
located within the following Area Plans: REMAP, Eastern Coachella Valley, 
Desert Center, Palo Verde Valley, and those non-Community Development 
areas of the Elsinore, Lake Mathews/Woodcrest, Mead Valley and Temescal 
Canyon Area Plans.  

▪ LOS D shall apply to all development proposals located within any of the 
following Area Plans: Eastvale, Jurupa, Highgrove, Reche Canyon/Badlands, 
Lakeview/Nuevo, Sun City/Menifee Valley, Harvest Valley/Winchester, 
Southwest Area, The Pass, San Jacinto Valley, Western Coachella Valley 
and those Community Development Areas of the Elsinore, Lake 
Mathews/Woodcrest, Mead Valley and Temescal Canyon Area Plans.  

▪ LOS E may be allowed by the Board of Supervisors within designated areas 
where transit-oriented development and walkable communities are proposed.  

Notwithstanding the forgoing minimum LOS targets, the Board of Supervisors 
may, on occasion by virtue of their discretionary powers, approve a project that 
fails to meet these LOS targets in order to balance congestion management 
considerations in relation to benefits, environmental impacts and costs, provided 
an Environmental Impact Report, or equivalent, has been completed to fully 
evaluate the impacts of such approval. Any such approval must incorporate all 
feasible mitigation measures, make specific findings to support the decision, and 
adopt a statement of overriding considerations. (AI 3) 

3. Multipurpose Open Space:  

The Multipurpose Open Space Element of the General Plan aims to conserve and preserve the 
natural resources of Riverside County. The Lakeland Village Community Plan aims to preserve 
much of Lakeland Village’s rural zoning designation and comply with the provisions of the 
Western Riverside County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan and environmental goals, 
such as flood control.  

OS 17.1  Enforce the provisions of applicable MSHCP's and implement related Riverside 
County policies when conducting review of possible legislative actions such as 
general plan amendments, zoning ordinance amendments, etc. including policies 
regarding the handling of private and public stand alone applications for general 
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plan amendments, lot line adjustments and zoning ordinance amendments that 
are not accompanied by, or associated with, an application to subdivide or other 
land use development application. Every stand-alone application shall require an 
initial Habitat Evaluation and Acquisition Negotiation Process (HANS) 
assessment and such assessment shall be made by the Planning Department’s 
Environmental Programs Division. Habitat assessment and species-specific 
focused surveys shall not be required as part of this initial HANS assessment for 
stand-alone applications but will be required when a development proposal or 
land use application to subsequently subdivide, grade or build on the property is 
submitted to the County.  

4. Safety: 

The Safety Element of the General Plan incorporates safety considerations into the land use 
planning process. The Lakeland Village Community Plan will adhere to the goals, policies and 
objectives of the safety Element of the General Plan and will implement the County’s existing 
Local Hazard Mitigation Plan.  

S 1.4  Implement the County of Riverside Multi-Jurisdictional Local Hazard Mitigation 
Plan (as approved by FEMA, the latest approved version is available online at 
planning.rctlma.org/LHMP).  

5. Noise:  

The Noise Element of the General Plan intends for noise-producing land uses to be compatible 
with adjacent land uses. The Lakeland Village Community Plan ensures that noise-sensitive 
land uses are protected from noise generators and separated from noise-producing land uses.  

N 1.1  Protect noise-sensitive land uses from high levels of noise by restricting noise-
producing land uses from these areas. If the noise-producing land use cannot be 
relocated, then noise buffers such as setbacks, landscaping, or block walls shall 
be used. (AI 107)  

N 1.2  Guide noise-tolerant land uses into areas irrevocably committed to land uses that 
are noise-producing, such as transportation corridors or within the projected 
noise contours of any adjacent airports. (AI 107)  

N 1.3  Consider the following uses noise-sensitive and discourage these uses in areas 
in excess of 65 CNEL: 

• Schools.  

• Hospitals.  

• Rest Homes.  

• Long Term Care Facilities.  

• Mental Care Facilities.  

• Residential Uses.  

• Libraries.  

• Passive Recreation Uses.  

• Places of Worship.  

According to the State of California Office of Planning and Research General 
Plan Guidelines, an acoustical study may be required in cases where these 
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noise-sensitive land uses are located in an area of 60 CNEL or greater. Any land 
use that is exposed to levels higher than 65 CNEL will require noise attenuation 
measures. Areas around airports may have different noise standards than those 
cited above. Each Area Plan affected by a public-use airport includes one or more 
Airport Influence Areas, one for each airport. The applicable noise compatibility 
criteria are fully set forth in Appendix L-1 and summarized in the Policy Area 
section of the affected Area Plan. (AI 105) 

N 1.5  Prevent and mitigate the adverse impacts of excessive noise exposure on the 
residents, employees, visitors, and noise-sensitive uses of Riverside County. (AI 
105, 106, 108)  

N 1.6 Minimize noise spillover or encroachment from commercial and industrial land 
uses into adjoining residential neighborhoods or noise-sensitive uses. (AI 107)  

N 1.7  Require proposed land uses, affected by unacceptably high noise levels, to have 
an acoustical specialist prepare a study of the noise problems and recommend 
structural and site design features that will adequately mitigate the noise problem. 
(AI 106, 107) 

N 2.3  Mitigate exterior and interior noises to the levels listed in Table N-2 below to the 
extent feasible, for stationary sources: (AI 105) 

Table N-2: Stationary Source Land Use Noise Standards1 

Land Use Interior Standards Exterior Standards 

Residential 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. 
7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. 

40 Leq (10 minute)  
55 Leq (10 minute) 

45 Leq (10 minute) 
65 Leq (10 minute) 

1 These are only preferred standards; final decision will be made by the Riverside County Planning Department and Office of Public 
Health. 

N 6.4  Restrict the use of motorized trail bikes, mini-bikes, and other off-road vehicles 
in areas of the county except where designated for that purpose. Enforce strict 
operating hours for these vehicles in order to minimize noise impacts on sensitive 
land uses adjacent to public trails and parks. (AI 105, 108) 

N 9.1  Enforce all noise sections of the State Motor Vehicle Code. 

N 9.2  Ensure the inclusion of noise mitigation measures in the design of new roadway 
projects in the county. (AI 105) 

N 9.6  Require that all future exterior noise forecasts use Level of Service C and be 
based on designed road capacity or 20-year projection of development 
(whichever is less) for future noise forecasts. (AI 106) 

N 16.1  Restrict the placement of sensitive land uses in proximity to vibration-producing 
land uses. (AI 105) 

6. Housing:  

The Housing Element of the General Plan identifies and analyzes the projected housing needs 
of the County of Riverside. The Lakeland Village Community Plan complies with the Housing 
Element by increasing the total number of units allowed within the community of Lakeland Village 
that are available at a variety of income levels and stages-of-life.  
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Policy 1.1 Encourage housing developers to produce affordable units by providing 
assistance and incentives for projects that include new affordable units 
available to lower/moderate income households or special needs housing. 

Policy 4.3 Consistently monitor and review the effectiveness of the Housing Element 
programs and other County activities in addressing housing need.  

Air Quality:  

The Air Quality Element of the General Plan provides background information on the physical 
and regulatory environment affecting air quality in the County. It intends to protect and the health 
and welfare of Riverside County’s residents and ensures growth does not occur at the cost of 
the global climate. The Lakeland Village Community Plan is consistent with the Air Quality 
Element and its policies.   

AQ 2.1  The County land use planning efforts shall assure that sensitive receptors are 
separated and protected from polluting point sources to the greatest extent 
possible. (AI 114) 

AQ 3.1  Allow the market place, as much as possible, to determine the most economical 
approach to relieve congestion and cut emissions. 

AQ 4.7  To the greatest extent possible, require every project to mitigate any of its 
anticipated emissions which exceed allowable emissions as established by the 
SCAQMD, MDAQMD, SCAB, the Environmental Protection Agency and the 
California Air Resources Board. 

AQ 5.2  Adopt incentives and/or regulations to enact energy conservation requirements 
for private and public developments. (AI 62) 

AQ 8.4  Support new mixed-use land use patterns and community centers which 
encourage community self-sufficiency and containment and discourage 
automobile dependency. (AI 14) 

AQ 8.8  Promote land use patterns which reduce the number and length of motor vehicle 
trips. (AI 26)  

AQ 8.9  Promote land use patterns that promote alternative modes of travel. (AI 26) 

7. Healthy Communities:  

The Healthy Communities Element of the General Plan addresses areas where public health 
and planning intersect. The Lakeland Village Community Plan includes provisions pertaining to 
the health of the community by incorporating transportation and active living considerations, 
access to nutritious foods, access to health care, mental health, quality of life, and environmental 
health into the planning process. 

HC 2.1  Encourage a built environment that promotes physical activity and access to 
healthy foods while reducing driving and pollution by: (AI 137) a. Promoting the 
use of survey tools such as Health Impact Assessments, Development 
Application Health Checklist, or other tools the County of Riverside deems 
effective to evaluate the impacts of development on public health. b. Directing 
new growth to existing, urbanized areas while reducing new growth in 
undeveloped areas of Riverside County.  
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HC 2.2  Promote increased physical activity, reduced driving and increased walking, 
cycling and public transit by: (AI 139, 140)  

a. Requiring where appropriate the development of compact, development 
patterns that are pedestrian- and bicycle-friendly. 

b. Increasing opportunities for active transportation (walking and biking) and 
transit use.  

c. Encouraging the development of neighborhood grocery stores that 
provide fresh produce.  

HC 3.2  Where appropriate, design communities with a balanced mix of uses that provide 
regional transportation facilities within walking distance.  

HC 3.3  Where appropriate, require pedestrian-oriented design that encourages the use 
of bicycles and walking as alternatives to driving and increases levels of physical 
activity. (AI 142)  

HC 3.4  Provide for a range of housing options to accommodate a range of income levels 
and household types. 

HC 4.1  Promote healthy land use patterns by doing each of the following to the extent 
feasible: (AI 137)  

a. Preserving rural open space areas, and scenic resources.  

b. Preventing inappropriate development in areas that are environmentally 
sensitive or subject to severe natural hazards. 

c. Developing incentives, such as transfer of development rights, clustered 
development, development easements, and other mechanisms, to 
preserve the economic value of agricultural and open space lands. 

8. Environmental Justice: No Environmental Justice (EJ) element is adopted for the 
County of Riverside at this point, but many General Plan policies address environmental justice 
concerns, including some of the above listed associated policies.  In addition, the project area 
is not identified by the State of California as a “disadvantaged community;” therefore, EJ is not 
applicable and no further analysis will be done. 

B. General Plan Area Plan(s):  Elsinore Area Plan 

C. Foundation Component(s): Community Development, Open Space, Rural Community, Rural 

D. Land Use Designation(s): Rural Community – Estate Density Residential, Very Low Density 
Residential, Low Density Residential; Rural Residential; Rural Mountainous; Conservation; 
Conservation Habitat; Estate Density Residential; Low Density Residential; Medium Density 
Residential; Medium High Density Residential; Commercial Retail; Light Industrial; Public 
Facilities; Mixed Use Area 

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

F. Policy Area(s), if any:  Lakeland Village Policy Area, Mount Palomar Night Time Lighting Policy 
Area 

G. Adjacent and Surrounding: 

1. General Plan Area Plan(s): Temescal Canyon, Lake Mathews/Woodcrest, Mead Valley, 
Sun City/Menifee Valley, and Southwest 
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2. Foundation Component(s): Various.  

3. Land Use Designation(s): Various. 

4. Overlay(s), if any: Various.  

5. Policy Area(s), if any: Mount Palomar Night Time Lighting Policy Area 

H. Adopted Specific Plan Information 

1. Name and Number of Specific Plan, if any: N/A 

2. Specific Plan Planning Area, and Policies, if any: N/A 

I. Existing Zoning: General Commercial (C-1/C-P), Scenic Highway Commercial (C-P-S), One-
Family Dwellings – Mountain Resort (R-1A), One-Family Dwellings (R-1), One-Family Dwellings 
– 10,000 Square Feet Minimum (R-1-10000), General Residential (R-3), Open Space 
Combining Zone (R-5), Rural Residential (R-R), Watercourse, Watershed and Conservation 
Areas (W-1), Controlled Development Area (W-2), Manufacturing – Service Commercial (M-
SC), Regulated Development Area (R-D).  

J. Proposed Zoning, if any:  General Commercial (C-1/C-P), Scenic Highway Commercial (C-P-
S), One-Family Dwellings – Mountain Resort (R-1A), One-Family Dwellings (R-1), One-Family 
Dwellings – 10,000 Square Feet Minimum (R-1-10000), Multiple Family Dwellings (R-2), 
General Residential (R-3), Open Space Combining Zone (R-5), Rural Residential (R-R), 
Watercourse, Watershed and Conservation Areas (W-1), Controlled Development Area (W-2), 
Manufacturing – Service Commercial (M-SC), Regulated Development Area (R-D).  

K. Adjacent and Surrounding Zoning:  Various. 
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II. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 

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

 Aesthetics  Hazards & Hazardous Materials  Recreation 

 Agriculture & Forest Resources  Hydrology / Water Quality  Transportation 

 Air Quality  Land Use / Planning  Tribal Cultural Resources 

 Biological Resources  Mineral Resources  Utilities / Service Systems 

 Cultural Resources  Noise  Wildfire 

 Energy  Paleontological Resources  Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 

 
 Geology / Soils  Population / Housing 

 Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Public Services 
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III. DETERMINATION 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

A PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/NEGATIVE DECLARATION WAS NOT 
PREPARED 

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

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

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

 

A PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/NEGATIVE DECLARATION WAS PREPARED 

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

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

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

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

Printed Name   
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES ASSESSMENT 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code Section 
21000-21178.1), this Initial Study has been prepared to analyze the proposed Project to determine any 
potential significant impacts upon the environment that would result from construction and 
implementation of the Project. In accordance with California Code of Regulations, Section 15063, this 
Initial Study is a preliminary analysis prepared by the Lead Agency, the County of Riverside, in 
consultation with other jurisdictional agencies, to determine whether a Negative Declaration, 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. 

Impact Analysis Methodology 

The proposed Project being analyzed in this Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) 
consists of land use changes within the LVPA, which would facilitate future development projects that 
would be implemented within the ELAP area under the County’s General Plan. No specific development 
or construction is proposed under the Project, therefore project-level analysis for some impact 
categories within this document is not feasible nor appropriate. For the purposes of analysis of the 
potential environmental impacts that could result from Project implementation, this document 
incorporates by reference GPA No. 960 (General Plan) Environmental Impact Report (EIR) No. 521. A 
key concept in the General Plan EIR No. 521 analysis is that the projections reflected a theoretical build 
out of all unincorporated areas-including the proposed Project area-and this future development was 
taken into consideration as part of the analysis conducted for the County’s General Plan implementation 
within General Plan EIR No. 521. Therefore, the proposed Project is subject to applicable mitigation 
measures from General Plan EIR No. 521, and these have been included within each resource 
discussion of this IS/MND.1 
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AESTHETICS Would the project:     

1. Scenic Resources 
a) Have a substantial effect upon a scenic highway 

corridor within which it is located? 

    

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

    

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the 
existing visual character or quality of public views of 
the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those 
that are experienced from publicly accessible 
vantage points.) If the project is in an urbanized area, 

    

 
1 The County of Riverside completed a community-scale planning effort that focused on the creation of the LVPA, inclusion of some Mixed Use Areas (MUAs) 

within the new policy area, development of accompanying policies, and other pertinent changes within the newly created LVPA. This amendment to the 
General Plan, known as General Plan Amendment No. 1156 (GPA No. 1156), was adopted by the Riverside County Board of Supervisors in April 2017. 
Since the adoption of GPA No. 1156, additional public outreach has been conducted and further refinements have been made to the Community Plan as 
proposed under GPA No. 1208.  
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would the project conflict with applicable zoning and 
other regulations governing scenic quality? 

 

Source(s):  Riverside County General Plan Figure C-8, Scenic Highways; Elsinore Area Plan Figure 9, 
Elsinore Area Plan Scenic Highways; Riverside County Design Guidelines; and County of Riverside 
Certified EIR No. 521. 
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a) Have a substantial effect upon a scenic highway corridor within which it is located? 

According to the State Scenic Highways Mapping System, there are no officially-designated State 
Scenic Highways within the Project vicinity.2 However, according to the ELAP, Interstate 15 (I-15) from 
Corona south to the San Diego County line and State Route 74 (SR-74) have been designated Eligible 
State Scenic Highways. The Project area from I-15 is not readily visible due to topographic conditions 
and intervening structures and vegetation. However, the Project site would be readily visible from the 
eastern terminus of SR-74 near I-15.  

As depicted in Exhibits 4a and 4b, the Project would permit Medium Density Residential (MDR and 
Rural Mountainous (RM) uses south of SR-74. Future MDR or RM development occurring to the south 
of SR-74 would be readily visible from the eastern terminus of SR-74 near I-15. The County has a 
number of existing policies that specifically address potential impacts to scenic highway corridors. It is 
the County’s policy to protect I-15 and SR-74 from change that would diminish the aesthetic value of 
adjacent properties through adherence to the Scenic Corridors sections of the General Plan Land Use 
and Circulation Elements (Policy ELAP 11.1). It is also the County’s policy to ensure that the design 
and appearance of new landscaping, structures, equipment, signs, or grading within Designated or 
Eligible State and County scenic highway corridors are compatible with the surrounding scenic setting 
or environment (General Plan Policy LU 14.3). Future development occurring within the vicinity of SR-
74 would be subject to compliance with all applicable General Plan policies in place to reduce impacts 
to scenic highway corridors. Further, if it is determined that future development has the potential to 
impact scenic highway corridors, project-specific impacts would be evaluated through the CEQA 
process and mitigation measures and/or conditions of approval would be identified as required. As a 
result, Project implementation would not result in a substantial effect upon a scenic highway corridor 
and impacts would be less than significant.  

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

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

According to the ELAP, the ridgelines of the Santa Ana Mountains and Gavilan and Sedco Hills provide 
significant visual resource for occupants of the valley floor. The Project area is located at the eastern 
foothills of the Santa Ana Mountains. As a result, future development occurring pursuant to GPA No. 
1208 would have the potential to impact views of the Santa Ana Mountains.  

It is the County’s policy to preserve and protect outstanding scenic vistas and visual features for the 
enjoyment of the traveling public (General Plan Policy LU 14.1). Future development accommodated 
through implementation of GPA No. 1208 would be subject to conformance with General Plan EIR No. 
521 Mitigation Measure 4.4.1A which states that all development projects shall be subject to the 
requirements of all relevant guidelines, including the community center guidelines, Riverside County 
supervisorial district guidelines and all applicable standards, policies and/or regulations of the County 
of Riverside or other affected entities pertaining to scenic vistas and aesthetic resources. Potential 
impacts to scenic resources would also be less than significant through compliance with existing 
General Plan policies, including Policy OS 9.3 and Policy OS 9.4, which call for the conservation of 
trees and native vegetation to protect visual resources within Riverside County from the effects of future 

 
2 California Department of Transportation, California State Scenic Highway Mapping System, 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/16_livability/scenic_highways/, accessed March 4, 2019. 
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development. The proposed Project would not directly result in development within new areas of the 
ELAP. Further, if it is determined that future development within the LVPA has the potential to impact 
scenic highway corridors, project-specific impacts would be evaluated through the CEQA process and 
mitigation measures and/or conditions of approval would be identified as required. Compliance with the 
existing General Plan EIR No. 521 mitigation measure 4.4.1A would not require additional mitigation.  

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

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

The LVPA includes a mix of rural, residential, light industrial, open space, and commercial uses along 
Grand Avenue on the low-lying areas near the lake. Based on the Project’s existing land use 
composition, the majority of the Project area is considered urbanized. As indicated in Section I., Project 
Description, GPA No. 1208 consists of General Plan Land Use Designation and policy updates 
generally within the LVPA, including General Plan Foundation Component changes that were not 
feasible during the GPA No. 1156. 

Future development accommodated through implementation of GPA No. 1208 would be subject to 
conformance with General Plan EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4.1A, which states that all development 
projects shall be subject to the requirements of all relevant guidelines, including the community center 
guidelines, Riverside County supervisorial district guidelines and all applicable standards, policies 
and/or regulations of the County of Riverside or other affected entities pertaining to scenic vistas and 
aesthetic resources. Particularly, implementation of the Project would see vacant in-fill lots develop, 
and existing height limitations applied to those developments. Further, lakefront open space will be 
preserved under the proposed Project, protecting views of the lakefront. The Project is required to 
comply with the existing General Plan EIR No. 521 mitigation measure 4.4.1A, which would reduce 
impacts to a less than significant level and new mitigation measures would not be required.   

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 
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2. Mt. Palomar Observatory 
a) Interfere with the nighttime use of the Mt. Palomar 

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

    

 

Source(s):  Riverside County GIS database; Ordinance. No. 655 (Regulating Light Pollution); Riverside 
County Design Guidelines; County of Riverside Certified EIR No. 521. 
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a) Interfere with the nighttime use of the Mt. Palomar Observatory, as protected through 
Riverside County Ordinance No. 655? 

According to County of Riverside Certified EIR No. 521 Figure 4.4.1, Mount Palomar Night Time Lighting 
Policy Area, the proposed Project is located within Lighting Policy Area Zone B. Riverside County 
Ordinance No. 655 was adopted by the Board of Supervisors on June 7, 1988. The intent of Ordinance 
No. 655 is to restrict the permitted use of certain light fixtures emitting into the night sky undesirable 
light rays which have a detrimental effect on astronomical observation and research. Since the 
proposed Project is located within Lighting Policy Area Zone B, all future development would be subject 
to the light pollution controls enforced by Ordinance No. 655. Any residual impacts to the nighttime use 
of the Mount Palomar Observatory would be reduced to a less than significant level through compliance 
with existing County of Riverside Certified EIR No. 521 Mitigation Measures 4.4.2A through 4.4.2E, 
including existing regulations and processing procedures, such as the Riverside County Design 
Guidelines, as well as General Plan Policy LU 4.1, which provides mitigation for potential impacts 
associated with the Mount Palomar Observatory. Following compliance with existing Ordinance No. 
655, the Riverside County Design Guidelines, and County of Riverside Certified EIR No. 521 Mitigation 
Measures, impacts related to interference with the nighttime use of the Mount Palomar Observatory 
would be less than significant.  

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

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

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

    

b) Expose residential property to unacceptable light 
levels? 

    

 

Source(s):  Ordinance No. 655 (Regulating Light Pollution); Ordinance No. 915 (Regulating Outdoor 
Lighting); Ordinance No. 461 (Regulating Lighting Standards); Riverside County Design Guidelines; 
and County of Riverside Certified EIR No. 521. 

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

Future development accommodated through Project implementation may involve physical impacts that 
could create a new source of substantial light and glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime 
views in the Project area. Future development accommodated through Project implementation would 
be subject to compliance with the following: Ordinance No. 915, which generally prohibits light trespass; 
Ordinance No. 461, which includes residential lighting standards, as well as lighting standards for 
highways, roadways, intersections and traffic signage; and Ordinance No. 655 (refer to Response 2(a) 
above). Any residual impacts concerning light and glare would be mitigated to a less than significant 
level through compliance with existing County of Riverside Certified EIR No. 521 Mitigation Measures 
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4.4.2A through 4.4.2E. Following compliance with existing Riverside County ordinances, the Riverside 
County Design Guidelines, General Plan policies, and County of Riverside Certified EIR No. 521 
Mitigation Measures 4.4.2A through 4.4.2E, (Refer to County of Riverside Certified EIR No. 521 
Mitigation Measures 4.4.2A through 4.4.2E above) impacts related to light and glare would be reduced 
to a less than significant level. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

b) Expose residential property to unacceptable light levels? 

Refer to Response 3(a) above. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.   

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required.  
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AGRICULTURE & FOREST RESOURCES Would the project: 

4. Agriculture 
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

a) Source(s):  Riverside County General Plan Figure OS-2, Agricultural Resources; Ordinance No. 
509, Establishing Agricultural Preserves; Ordinance No. 625, Right to Farm; Ordinance No. 348 
(Regulating Agricultural Zoning); and County of Riverside Certified EIR No. 521.Convert Prime 
Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland) as shown on 
the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

According to the California Department of Conservation (DOC) Important Farmland Finder, the Project 
area includes Farmland of Local Importance as well as Urban and Built Up Land.3 According to the 
DOC, the County defines Farmland of Local Importance as:  

1. Soils that would be classified as Prime and Statewide but lack available irrigation water;  

2. Lands planted to dryland crops of barley, oats, and wheat; 

3. Lands producing major crops for Riverside County but that are not listed as Unique crops;  

4. Dairylands, including corrals, pasture, milking facilities, hay and manure storage areas if 
accompanied with permanent pasture or hayland of 10 acres or more; and  

5. Lands identified by city or county ordinance as Agricultural Zones or Contracts, which 
includes Riverside City “Proposition R” lands (lands planted to jojoba which are under 
cultivation and are of producing age).4  

Although the Project would allow for the future conversion of Farmland of Local Importance to non-
agricultural uses, the proposed Project would not directly convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, 
or Farmland of Statewide Importance. Future discretionary development within the Project area would 
be considered by the County on a site-specific basis, as appropriate, for potential effects on agricultural 
Farmland. Less than significant impacts would occur in this regard. 

 
3 California Department of Conservation, California Important Farmland Finder, https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/DLRP/CIFF/, accessed March 4, 2019.  
4 California Department of Conservation, Farmland of Local Importance, 

https://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/fmmp/Documents/Farmland_of_Local_Importance_2016.pdf, accessed March 11, 2019. 
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Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

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

The Project area does not include agricultural zoning or agricultural uses. Further, there are no 
Williamson Act contracts within the Project boundaries.5 According to Section 21.3 of Riverside County 
Ordinance No. 348, parcels must be included in an Agricultural Zoning classification to be included in 
an agricultural preserve. The Project area does not contain Agricultural zoning, and as such, does not 
contain Williamson Act lands. No impact would occur.  

Determination:  No impact. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required. 

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

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

Refer to Response 4(b). No impacts would occur.  

Determination:  No impact. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required. 

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

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

Refer to Responses 4(a) through 4(c). No impacts would occur.  

Determination:  No impact. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

  

 
5 California Department of Conservation, Riverside County Williamson Act FY 2015/2016, Sheet 1 of 3, 

file:///C:/Users/alicia.gonzalez/Downloads/Riverside_w_15_16_WA.pdf, accessed March 11, 2019. 
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5. Forest 
a) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, 

forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code 
section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public 
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned 
Timberland Production (as defined by Govt. Code 
section 51104(g))? 

    

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

    

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

    

 

Source(s):  Riverside County General Plan Figure OS-3a, Forestry Resources Western Riverside 
County Parks, Forests, and Recreation Areas; Figure OS-3b, Forestry Resources Eastern Riverside 
County Parks, Forests, and Recreation Areas. 

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

The Project area does not contain forest land, timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production. 
As such, the Project would not conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as 
defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code 
section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section 
51104(g)). No impacts would occur. 

Determination:  No impact. 

Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

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

Refer to Response 5(a). No impacts would occur.  

Determination:  No impact. 

Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

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

Refer to Response 5(a). No impacts would occur.  
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Determination:  No impact. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required.  
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AIR QUALITY Would the project: 

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

applicable air quality plan? 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

Source(s):  Riverside County General Plan, Riverside County Climate Action Plan (“CAP”), SCAQMD 
CEQA Air Quality Handbook 

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

The Project consists of land use changes within the LVPA, which would facilitate future development 
projects that would be implemented within the ELAP area under the County’s General Plan. No site-
specific development is proposed at this time. Future development will be subject to the appropriate 
environmental review and entitlement/permitting.  

The proposed Project would accommodate future development which may involve physical impacts 
that could result in air quality impacts. According to County of Riverside Certified EIR No. 521, 
Riverside County spans three different air basins: South Coast, Salton Sea, and Mojave Desert. 
The areas of the County located within the South Coast and Salton Sea Air Basins are regulated by 
the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), while the Mojave Desert Air Basin is 
regulated by the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD). The proposed project 
is located in the SCAQMD Air Basin and would be required to comply with the applicable SCAQMD 
rules and regulations.  

Project implementation would is not anticipated to substantially increase intensity beyond those 
considered as part of the County’s General Plan. As a result, the Project would not increase vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT) or construction-related air quality impacts as compared to County of Riverside 
Certified EIR No. 521. Nonetheless, the County enforces several existing regulations, ordinances, 
and General Plan policies to prevent the potential for conflict with applicable Air Quality 
Management Plans (AQMPs). For example, Ordinance No. 706, and Ordinance No. 726, act to 
reduce motor vehicle emissions of criteria pollutants through reduction of VMT. The Land Use 
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Element, Circulation Element, and Air Quality Element of the General Plan incorporate several 
policies that address impacts with respect to AQMP compliance.  

As indicated in the project description, the proposed Project would not permit development within 

new areas of the County; any development accommodated under the Project would be in areas 

where development is already anticipated to occur.  

While the specific makeup of future development accommodated under the proposed Project may 

be slightly modified (particularly in MUA), the total buildout would experience limited increases 

beyond existing development. Further, future development accommodated through Project 

implementation involving a discretionary action would be subject to conformance with County of 

Riverside Certified EIR No. 521 Mitigation Measures 4.7.A-N1 and 4.7.A-N2, which would minimize 

air pollution by reducing energy use and VMT to comply with applicable AQMPs. Following 

compliance with existing Riverside County regulations, General Plan policies, and existing County 

of Riverside Certified EIR No. 521 Mitigation Measures; the potential for future development that 

may result from implementation of the proposed Project to conflict with or obstruct implementation 

of the applicable AQMP would be less than significant.  

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

 

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

Refer to response 6 (a) above.  

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required. 

Monitoring: No Monitoring is required. 

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

The proposed Project would accommodate future development which may involve physical impacts 
that have the potential to expose sensitive receptors to point source emissions. According to the 
County of Riverside Certified EIR No. 521, sensitive receptors include children, the elderly, the 
acutely ill, and the chronically ill. According to the SCAQMD and MDAQMD, sensitive receptors 
include children less than 14 years of age, the elderly over 65 years of age, athletes, and people 
with cardiovascular and chronic respiratory diseases. Many of these individuals reside in the County 
of Riverside, which has built-out urban as well as rural communities. 

The County enforces several existing regulations and General Plan policies to reduce emission 
exposures to sensitive receptors. For example, it is the County’s policy to protect people and land 
uses sensitive to air pollution through the use of barriers and/or distance from emissions sources 
(General Plan Policy AQ 2.2, among others). Future development accommodated through Project 
implementation involving a discretionary action would be subject to conformance with County of 
Riverside Certified EIR No. 521 Mitigation Measures 4.5.1A through 4.5.1C, which would reduce 
impacts to air quality by minimizing fugitive dust during construction and reducing pollution resulting 
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from construction equipment. County of Riverside Certified EIR No. 521 Mitigation Measures 4.6.D-
N1, 4.6.D-N2, 4.6.B-N1, 4.6.B-N2, and 4.6.B-N3 would further reduce construction or operational 
emissions, which in turn would further reduce the concentration of air pollutants sensitive receptors 
will be exposed to within the County. As indicated above, the proposed Project would not permit 
development within new areas of the County; any development accommodated under the Project 
would be in areas where development is already anticipated to occur. While the makeup of future 
development accommodated under the proposed Project may be slightly modified (particularly in 
MUA designated areas where a variety of uses may be permitted), the total buildout would 
experience limited increases beyond that assumed in the General Plan. In addition, if it is 
determined that future development has the potential to result in impacts to sensitive receptors, 
impacts would be evaluated at the project level through the CEQA process and mitigation measures 
and/or conditions of approval would be identified as required. 

Following compliance with existing Riverside County regulations, General Plan policies, and existing 
County of Riverside Certified EIR No. 521 mitigation, future development that may result from 
implementation of the proposed Project would result in less than significant impacts related to 
emissions exposures to sensitive receptors.  

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring: No Monitoring is required.  

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

The proposed Project would accommodate future development, which has the potential to create 
objectionable odors. According to County of Riverside Certified EIR No. 521, land uses known to 
have odor-emitting potential include: agriculture, chemical plants, composting operations, dairies, 
fiberglass-molding operations, landfills, refineries, rendering plants, rail yards and wastewater 
treatment plants. 

The construction of future development could result in temporary odors that would be limited to the 
duration of construction and the immediate site vicinity. Project implementation is not anticipated to 
result in any of the odor-emitting land uses identified by County of Riverside Certified EIR No. 521. 
Nonetheless, the County of Riverside enforces several existing regulations and policies to reduce 
emission exposures to sensitive receptors. For example, General Plan policy AQ 2.1 and AQ 2.2 
address potential odor impacts through the use of distance, site design, and barriers between odor 
emitting sources and receptors. Further, future development accommodated through Project 
implementation involving a discretionary action would be subject to conformance with County of 
Riverside Certified EIR No. 521 Mitigation Measures 4.6.E-N1, 4.6.E-N2, and 4.6.E-N3, which act 
to lessen potential odor impacts by affecting the location and design of odor-generating uses.  

As indicated above, the proposed Project would not permit development within new areas of the 
County; any development accommodated under the Project would be in areas where development 
is already anticipated to occur. While the makeup of future development accommodated under the 
proposed Project may be slightly modified (particularly in MUA designated areas where a variety of 
uses may be permitted), the total buildout would experience limited increases beyond that assumed 
in the General Plan . In addition, if it is determined that future development has the potential to result 
in impacts relative to objectionable odors, impacts would be evaluated at the project level through 
the CEQA process and mitigation measures and/or conditions of approval would be identified as 
required. 
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Following compliance with existing Riverside County regulations, General Plan policies, and existing 
County of Riverside Certified EIR No. 521 mitigation, future development that may result from 
implementation of the proposed Project would result in less than significant impacts associated with 
the creation of objectionable odors.  

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES Would the project: 

7. Wildlife & Vegetation 
a) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

g) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 
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Source(s):  Riverside County GIS database, WRC-MSHCP and/or CVMSHCP, On-site Inspection 

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

The proposed Project is located within the boundaries of the Western Riverside County (WRC) Multiple 
Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP). The WRC MSHCP was developed under the purview of 
a scientific committee in order to mitigate impacts to sensitive biological resources. The WRC MSHCP 
was issued a Section 10(a) permit by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), which acknowledged 
that the WRC MSHCP serves as mitigation for sensitive biological resources. As a permittee of the 
WRC MSHCP, all projects within the County are subject to the WRC MSHCP process and requirements. 
Any future development accommodated by the proposed Project will be subject to the following 
conditions pertaining to biological resources within the unincorporated areas of Riverside County:  

• Habitat Evaluation and Acquisition Negotiation Strategy (HANS): Anyone applying for 
a development project for property located in Criteria Cell Nos. 5036, 5038, 5140, 5240, and 
5242must submit a HANS application to the County. The County will review the HANS 
application and perform an analysis for criteria consistency (as described in Section 6.1 of 
the MSHCP) and may request additional biological information. Once the HANS application 
is deemed complete, the County will issue a HANS criteria consistency determination letter. 
This letter will indicate whether the MSHCP describes conservation for the subject property 
and will identify other relevant WRC MSHCP compliance provisions. This part of the process 
is referred to as HANS I. If the applicant for the development project does not agree with the 
HANS I criteria consistency determination, the applicant may request HANS I Extended in 
order to present additional biological documentation to the County. Once an agreement is 
reached and a criteria consistency determination is made, HANS I is complete, and the 
development application may be forwarded to the Western Riverside County Regional 
Conservation Authority (RCA) for Joint Project Review. Other WRC MSHCP requirements 
may need to be met prior to transmittal to RCA.  

• Joint Project Review (JPR) Process: Once a development project is reviewed and a 
criteria consistency determination is made by the County, the development project is 
reviewed by the Western Riverside County RCA through the JPR process (as described in 
Section 6.6.2E of the WRC MSHCP). To ensure that the requirements of the WRC MSHCP 
are properly adhered to by all applicable parties, all development projects within criteria cells 
are reviewed by the RCA through this process. The Project area has been identified to 
contain Criteria Cell Nos. 5036, 5038, 5140, 5240, and 5242 within its boundary, which would 
be the only portion where the WRC MSHCP criteria would be applicable though other WRC 
MSCHP requirements may still be applicable. Additionally, the JPR process includes a 10-
day comment period for the USFWS and CDFW should they wish to comment on the review 
and any comments made by the RCA. 

• County MSHCP Findings: Once the JPR process is complete, the County prepares WRC 
MSHCP findings for inclusion in final project entitlement or approval documents and staff 
reports. Findings of WRC MSHCP consistency/inconsistency cannot be made until the JPR 
process is complete. Through implementation of these requirements, development projects 
inside Criteria Areas can be found consistent with the conservation criteria set forth in WRC 
MSHCP. Impacts to covered species (candidate, sensitive or special status species) and 
their habitats resulting from development projects that are consistent with the WRC MSHCP 
may be deemed less than significant because of their WRC MSHCP compliance.  

While the Project does not directly propose development activities, implementation of the Project would 
facilitate the construction of future development. The County requires site-specific development to 
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demonstrate conformance with a number of policies and ordinances in place to reduce potential impacts 
to the natural habitat. Future development accommodated through Project implementation would be 
required to demonstrate conformance with existing County, State, and federal programs in place to 
conserve habitat. Future development accommodated through the Project would also be required to 
undergo project-level analysis prior to approval. The Project does not propose any features that would 
conflict with the implementation of the WRC MSHCP or other conservation plans. All future development 
would be subject to the requirements of applicable conservation plans, as well as General Plan EIR No. 
52. As such, impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

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

As discussed in response a) above, the WRC MSHCP was developed under the purview of a scientific 
committee and was developed in order to mitigate impacts to sensitive biological resources. The 
MSHCP was issued a Section 10(a) permit by the USFWS, which acknowledged that the WRC MSHCP 
serves as mitigation for sensitive biological resources, including endangered and/or threatened species. 
As a permittee of the WRC MSHCP, all projects within the County are subject to the WRC MSHCP 
process and requirements. As such, future development that would occur with Project implementation 
would require site-specific biological assessments including surveys to determine the presence or 
absence of endangered and/or threatened species potentially occurring onsite. As such, the Project 
would have a less than significant impact on endangered and threatened species with mitigation 
incorporated.  

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant.   

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.  

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

The land uses included in the ELAP include a buffer around Lake Elsinore to protect residents from 
floods adjacent to Lake Elsinore. Only a small portion of the Project area has been identified as an WRC 
MSHCP Criteria Cell. This WRC MSHCP Criteria Cell (Criteria Cell No. 5038) is located on the 
southeast portion at Grand Avenue and Vail Street. The proposed land use change within the 
aforementioned Criteria Cells results from the change in land use designation along the lakefront to 
Open Space-Conservation to better reflect the County of Riverside Special Flood Hazard Area. This 
change would prohibit development activity which furthers the intent of the Criteria Cells. 

According to the Riverside County Map My County GIS database, the County does not identify any 
conserved lands to be located within the Project area aside from Criteria Cell No. 50386, and the 
remainder of the Project area is not identified as an area containing candidate, sensitive, or special 
status species. In addition, future development in the Project area would be required to implement 

 
6 The Project area includes the LVPA, which encompasses multiple Criteria Cells (5036, 5038, 5140, 5240, and 5242), however Criteria Cell 5038 is the only 

Criteria Cell that the Project proposes a direct land use change. 
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Mitigation Measures. As such, the Project would have a less than significant impact on candidate, 
sensitive, or special status species with mitigation incorporated.  

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.  

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

According to the Riverside County Map My County GIS database, there are no WRC MSHCP 
Conservation Areas or existing or proposed linkages within the Project area. However, there are WRC 
MSHCP Core Conservation Areas surrounding the Project site.  

Direct impacts to wildlife movement corridors generally occur from blockage or interference with the 
connectivity between blocks of habitat, a decrease in the width of a corridor or linkage that constrains 
movement, or the loss of visual continuity within a linkage or corridor. Even when corridors are not 
directly constrained by development, they are particularly vulnerable to edge effects and human 
encroachment. However, extensive programs are in place within the WRC MSHCP that function to 
minimize impacts to migratory corridors, linkages, and edge effects. As noted in Response 7(f) below, 
the WRC MSHCP contains requirements for extensive analysis of site-specific development proposals 
prior to construction. The WRC MSHCP requires a Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior 
Preservation (DBESP) process which includes analysis of linkages within the habitat area; however, 
the WRC MSCHP also requires site-specific biological survey and mitigation for areas within habitat 
linkages as well as areas along the Urban Wildlands Interface. See Response 7(f) below for further 
discussion. 

Section 6.1.4 of the WRC MSHCP contains guidelines related to the Urban Wildlands Interface that 
regulate drainage, toxics, lighting, noise, invasive species, barriers, and grading. These requirements 
have been developed in order to reduce impacts along the Wildland/Urban Interface. 

The proposed Project would focus future development within areas that currently support existing 
development with limited amounts of vacant land. Under the Project, land may be developed (or 
redeveloped) at higher intensities. The Project proposes the centralization of development within areas 
currently supporting development and proposes lower intensity uses adjacent to sensitive habitat. 
Existing corridor conservation measures, edge effect controls, and other components of the WRC-
MSHCP, in conjunction with the more centralized development patterns proposed for the Project, would 
result in impacts that are less than significant. In addition, implementation of Mitigation Measures 
described in Section 7(a) would reduce significant impacts to a less than significant level.  

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.  

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

The Project area is directly adjacent to the body of water that is Lake Elsinore, which contains riparian 
habitat. GPA No. 1208 changes the existing land uses surrounding Lake Elsinore from Residential Land 
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Uses to Open Space-Conservation. As the Open Space-Conservation land use designation does not 
allow development, the Project would not impact riparian habitat along the lake. 

Areas in which urban development patterns meet open space land uses would have the greatest 
potential for indirect impacts to wildlife within the open space. Types of urban disturbances potentially 
affecting natural open space areas include: change in runoff quality and pattern; introduction of toxic 
chemicals (particularly fertilizers and other gardening chemicals); manure; spill-over of nighttime 
lighting; increased ambient noise levels and spill-over noise; introduction of non-native plants (including 
potentially invasive species); increased risk of trash and refuse; and increased potential for human 
disturbances of open spaces are threats to habitat. Where applicable, development accommodated 
through Project implementation would be required to demonstrate compliance with Section 6.1.4 of the 
WRC MSHCP which includes measures that protect MSHCP conservation areas and minimize edge 
effects, including areas near the lake or the open space near the slopes. The Riverside County General 
Plan also contains a number of policies developed to reduce potential impacts to riparian habitat. 

A number of existing General Plan policies would provide further protection to riparian and other 
sensitive habitats. These include Policy OS 5.1, which limits the substantial alteration and 
channelization of waterways to a “last resort,” Policy OS 5.4, which states that the County should 
consider designating floodway setbacks for greenways, trails and recreation opportunities on a case-
by-case basis, and Policy OS 5.6, which states that projects should identify and conserve remaining 
upland habitat associated with riparian areas that are critical to species associated with the riparian 
areas. Refer to the Riverside County General Plan for additional related policies related to riparian areas 
and other sensitive habitats. 

Conformance with the WRC MSHCP would ensure the Project’s potential impacts to riparian habitat or 
sensitive natural communities are reduced to a less than significant level. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.  

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

Federally protected wetland areas exist throughout the County and are present within the Project area. 
Wetland areas are generally centralized around Lake Elsinore lakefront; however, the lakefront areas 
have been re-designated as Open Space-Conservation under the proposed Project in order to better 
accommodate the existing Lake Elsinore floodplain. The Open Space-Conservation land use 
designation would restrict development, and thus, reduce potential adverse effects to the lakefront. 
While the Open Space-Conservation land uses would reduce the Project’s potential impacts along the 
lakefront, future development within the Project area would have potential to impact wetland areas if 
left unregulated. However, the County has a number of existing programs and policies that have been 
developed to reduce potential impacts to riparian habitat, which are further explained below. 

The Project is located within the WRC MSHCP, which was developed to fully mitigate impacts to 
sensitive biological resources. The issuance of the Section 10(a) permit by the USFWS acknowledged 
the adequacy of the conservation programs as full mitigation. Each covered project in the County must 
comply with the requirements of the WRC MSHCPs, which include the provision of habitat assessments 
and focused surveys, mandatory conservation of lands identified to have conservation value that would 
support the assemblage of several Conservation Areas in the Western Riverside County and Coachella 
Valley, and payment of mitigation fees. All future development within the Project area would be required 
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to undergo the WRC MSHCP process prior to development to ensure that potential impacts to sensitive 
habitat have been evaluated and mitigated where appropriate. 

Specifically, for proposed development in riparian areas, the project-level WRC MSHCP process 
includes the completion of a Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation (DBESP). 
A DBESP requires the completion of a DBESP Report, as outlined by the section 6.1.2 of the WRC 
MSHCP. The report includes the description of the Project area, a description of the biological 
information available for the site, maps of the riparian area onsite indicating areas of impact, and an 
extensive analysis of the riparian area including potential avoidance measures, alternatives, flood 
storage, as well as many other areas. All work completed under the DBESP process must be completed 
by a County-approved biologist. 

Beyond the WRC MSHCP, a number of State and federal regulatory agencies have jurisdiction over 
wetlands within the County, including the USACE, USFWS, California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(CDFW), the County, as well as others. Where applicable, future development accommodated by the 
proposed Project would be required to undergo the regulatory process of the above-listed agencies 
prior to development to reduce potential impacts to federally protected wetlands (if applicable). 

The Project does not interfere or propose changes to these regulatory programs. In addition, future 
development in the Project area would be required to implement Mitigation Measures. As such, 
potentially significant impacts to State or federally protected wetlands would be reduced to a less than 
significant level.  

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.  

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

As noted previously, the majority of the Project area supports existing development with scattered areas 
of undeveloped land. Future project-level development that would be accommodated under the 
proposed Project could have potential impacts on biological resources (including oak trees) through the 
site preparation and development process. 

The County has a number of policies and programs that have been developed to protect biological 
resources, with the largest program being the WRC MSHCP. The WRC MSHCP, which encompasses 
areas of the proposed Project, provides a number of policies and guidelines that have been developed 
to protect the biological resources within the County. Furthermore, the County has Oak Tree 
Management Guidelines that were adopted by the County Board of Supervisors in March 1993 to 
minimize potential development impacts to oak trees. Further, all future development within the LVPA 
would be required to undergo a site-specific biological resources assessment prior to approval and 
construction. The site-specific analysis would include review of the Project in accordance with County 
policies including the WRC MSHCP and Oak Tree Management guidelines. Conformance with the WRC 
MSHCP and Oak Tree Management Guidelines would ensure the Project would not conflict with any 
local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources. Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required. 

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.  
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CULTURAL RESOURCES Would the project: 

8. Historic Resources 
a) Alter or destroy a historic site? 

    

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

    

 

Source(s):  On-site Inspection, Project Application Materials 

a) Alter or destroy a historic site? 

The County of Riverside contains a number of known cultural resources and likely contains numerous 
undiscovered resources as well. Therefore, physical development within the County has the potential 
to impact known and/or undiscovered resources. However, according to the General Plan Figure OS-
7, Historical Resources, as well as the Riverside County Map My County GIS Database, the Project 
area does not contain any known significant cultural resources 

There are several County policies that are directed to reduce potential impacts to cultural resources. 
For example, General Plan Policy OS 19.2 states that the County shall establish a cultural resource 
program in conjunction with local Native American Tribes and cultural resource consultants. Policy OS 
19.3 states that proposed developments should be reviewed for possible cultural resources and Policy 
OS 19.5 states that caution should be exercised for human remains and that all applicable laws related 
to human remains shall be complied with. The General Plan contains a number of additional policies 
related to the protection of cultural resources. Furthermore, the Riverside County Planning Department 
has a number of procedures required during the development review process which function to ensure 
specific projects are reviewed prior to construction. Once construction begins, the Riverside County 
Planning Department evaluates that development projects comply with cultural resources conditions of 
approval developed in order to provide project-level compliance in the event that resources are 
discovered on a development site. 

Furthermore, existing State and federal regulations would limit the Project’s potential impacts to cultural 
resources, including the National Historic Preservation Act, Native American Graves Protection and 
Repatriation Act, Traditional Tribal Cultural Places Act, and the California Register of Historic 
Resources. The requirements and protocols outlined under these regulations would be implemented 
prior to the occurrence of future development projects in the LVPA to reduce potential impacts to cultural 
resources, as detailed below.  

Because there is no physical development proposed with the Project, and through compliance with both 
State and federal regulations, as well as mitigation measures within General Plan EIR No. 521, the 
Project would not alter or destroy a historic site and impacts to historic sites would be reduced to a less 
than significant level.  

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant.   

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 
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b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource, pursuant to 
California Code of Regulations, Section 15064.5? 

Refer to Response 8(a), above. Impacts to historic resources would be less than significant with 
mitigation incorporated.  

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant.   

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required.  
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9. Archaeological Resources 
a) Alter or destroy an archaeological site? 

    

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

    

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

    

Source(s):  On-Site Inspection, Project Application Materials, Riverside County GIS database, General 
Plan Figure OS-7, Historical Resources 

a) Alter or destroy an archaeological site? 

According to the General Plan Figure OS-7, Historical Resources, as well as the Riverside County Map 
My County GIS Database, the Project area does not contain any significant cultural resources. Refer to 
Response 8(a) above. As noted above, existing regulations and conditions of approval in place to 
protect cultural resources would aid in ensuring the Project’s impacts to cultural resources are less than 
significant. Furthermore, Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52) was adopted on September 25, 2014, and it requires 
that tribal cultural resources be considered during the CEQA process. This includes consultation with 
local tribal governments to ensure reduced impacts to cultural resources. Tribal consultation pursuant 
to AB 52 was conducted for the Project and is contained within the Tribal Cultural Resources section of 
this IS/MND. Any future development resulting from Project implementation will be required to complete 
the appropriate environmental review and compliance with AB 52.  

Additionally, the following measures from General Plan EIR No. 521 apply to the Project and would be 
required to be implemented:  

Compliance with existing laws and ordinances and implementation of measures found within General 
Plan EIR No. 521 would reduce significant impacts to cultural resources to a less than significant level. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.  

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

Refer to Response 9(a) above. Impacts to archaeological resources would be less than significant.  

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.  

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



 

 Page 49 of 152 Initial Study for GPA No. 1208 

Future development within the Project area would increase the potential for the inadvertent discovery 
of human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. There are a number of existing 
laws and regulations that specifically regulate potential impacts to buried cultural resources, including 
human remains, as listed above. 

While there is potential for impacts to human remains, there are existing laws that have been instituted 
in order to reduce potential impacts to remains during the development process. California State Health 
and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states that in the event that human remains are found, construction 
activities shall be halted and the County coroner shall be notified immediately. 

Compliance with existing State and County laws would reduce significant impacts regarding human 
remains to a less than significant level. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.  
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ENERGY Would the project: 

10. Energy Impacts 
a) Result in potentially significant environmental 

impacts due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy resources, during project 
construction or operation? 

    

b) Conflict with or obstruct a State or Local plan for 
renewable energy or energy efficiency? 

    

Source(s):  Riverside County General Plan, Riverside County Climate Action Plan (“CAP”), Project 
Application Materials 

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

Construction 

The Project proposes land use and policy changes. No physical or site-specific development is 
proposed at this time. Generally, and for the purposes of analysis, future project construction would 
consume energy in two general forms: (1) the fuel energy consumed by construction vehicles and 
equipment; and (2) bound energy in construction materials, such as asphalt, steel, concrete, pipes, and 
manufactured or processed materials such as lumber and glass. 

Fossil fuels used for construction vehicles and other energy-consuming equipment would be used 
during site clearing, grading, and construction. Fuel energy consumed during construction would be 
temporary and would not represent a significant demand on energy resources. In addition, some 
incidental energy conservation would occur during construction through compliance with State 
requirements that equipment not in use for more than five minutes be turned off. Project construction 
equipment would also be required to comply with the latest U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) and CARB engine emissions standards. These emissions standards require highly efficient 
combustion systems that maximize fuel efficiency and reduce unnecessary fuel consumption. Due to 
increasing transportation costs and fuel prices, contractors and owners have a strong financial incentive 
to avoid wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy during construction. There is 
growing recognition among developers and retailers that sustainable construction is not prohibitively 
expensive, and that there is a significant cost-savings potential in green building practices and 
materials. 

Substantial reductions in energy inputs for construction materials can be achieved by selecting building 
materials composed of recycled materials that require substantially less energy to produce than non-
recycled materials. The Project’s incremental increase in the use of energy bound in construction 
materials such as asphalt, steel, concrete, pipes and manufactured or processed materials (e.g., lumber 
and gas) would not substantially increase demand for energy compared to overall local and regional 
demand for construction materials. It is reasonable to assume that production of building materials such 
as concrete, steel, etc., would employ all reasonable energy conservation practices in the interest in 
minimizing the cost of doing business.  
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There are no unusual Project characteristics that would necessitate the use of construction equipment 
that would be less energy-efficient than at comparable construction sites in the region or State. 
Therefore, construction fuel consumption would not be any more inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary 
than other similar development projects of this nature. Because no physical development is proposed 
at this time and because future construction is not anticipated to be more inefficient, wasteful, or 
unnecessary than other, a less than significant impact would occur in this regard.  

Operation 

During operation of the Project (assuming future build out as identified in Appendix 1), energy 
consumption would be associated with electricity use, natural gas, and vehicle trips. Southern California 
Edison (SCE) provides electricity to the project area. The increased demand from the Project is 
expected to be adequately served by the existing SCE facilities. The increase in demand from the 
Project would represent an insignificant percent increase when compared to the overall demand of 
SCE’s service area. Southern California Gas (SoCalGas) provides natural gas service to the project 
area. The increased demand from the Project is expected to be adequately serviced by existing 
SoCalGas facilities. As discussed under the Transportation impact discussion, the proposed Project 
would generate a net total of 7,584 actual vehicle trips per day or a total of 7,594 Passenger Car 
Equivalents (PCE) trips per day. The overall future development pattern, as outlined in the LVPA would 
include development of mixed use, compact development that would allow for internal capture of vehicle 
trips and provides opportunities for alternative transportation. Thus, the Project would not result in any 
unusual characteristics that would result in excessive operational fuel consumption. Fuel consumption 
associated with Project-related vehicle trips would not be considered inefficient, wasteful, or 
unnecessary in comparison to other similar developments in the region. As such, a less than significant 
impact would occur in this regard. 

The proposed Project would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy 
resources. In addition, adherence to measures found General Plan EIR No. 521 would reduce impacts 
to a less than significant level. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

b) Conflict with or obstruct a State or Local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency? 

Implementation of the proposed Project would comply with applicable County, state, and federal energy 
conservation measures. Many of the regulations regarding energy efficiency are focused on increasing 
building efficiency and renewable energy generation, promoting sustainability through energy 
conservation measures as well as reducing water consumption and vehicles miles traveled. The Project 
would be consistent with the goals and policies of the County’s General Plan and the County CAP. In 
addition, adherence to measures, including Mitigation Measure 4.7.A N1, found General Plan EIR No. 
521 would reduce impacts to a less than significant level.  

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring: No Monitoring is Required.  
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GEOLOGY AND SOILS Would the project directly or indirectly:  

11. Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone or County 
Fault Hazard Zones 

a) Be subject to rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State 
Geologist for the area or based on other substantial 
evidence of a known fault? 

    

 

Source(s):  Riverside County General Plan Figure S-2, Earthquake Fault Study Zones; Riverside 
County GIS database; Ordinance No. 547 (Construction Regulations); Geologist Comments, Geology 
Report 

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? 

Project implementation would accommodate future development which could be subject to substantial 
adverse effects due to designated Alquist-Priolo Fault Zones. According to County of Riverside Certified 
EIR No. 521, Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones have been designated by the California Geologic 
Survey for the Elsinore, San Jacinto, and San Andreas Fault Zones in Riverside County. Within the 
rapidly growing County, State Alquist-Priolo Mapping has not kept pace with development. The County 
of Riverside has zoned fault systems and requires similar geotechnical studies prior to development. 
Based on General Plan Figure S-2, Earthquake Fault Study Zones, the Project site is affected by several 
Riverside County-designated faults (Willard Fault and Wildomar Fault).  

The County implements several ordinances, policies, and EIR No. 521 mitigation measures to reduce 
the potential to expose people or structures to substantial adverse effects due to fault hazards. 
Ordinance No. 457 is adapted from the California Building Standards Codes (CBSC) and establishes 
site-specific investigation requirements, construction standards, and inspection procedures to ensure 
that development authorized by the County does not pose a threat to the health, safety, or welfare of 
the public. Ordinance No. 547 establishes the regulations for construction, including for grading, slopes, 
and compaction, erosion control, retaining wall design and earthquake fault zone setbacks. General 
Plan Policy S 2.1 would ensure that future development complies with the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zoning Act through the provisions of a geologic study for any project within one-half mile of any 
Quaternary through historic faults shown on the Earthquake Fault Study Zones map. Based on the 
study, development projects may be required to adhere to specific setbacks from faults, engineer 
structures to specific tolerances, engineer soils, etc. The General Plan Safety Element includes several 
other policies intended to avoid, reduce, or minimize risk related to fault hazards. Future development 
accommodated through Project implementation involving a discretionary action would be subject to 
conformance with County of Riverside Certified EIR No. 521 Mitigation Measure 4.10.1A, which would 
require geotechnical studies in areas that are within fault zones and ensure that no habitable structures 
are constructed on an active or potentially active fault.  

Therefore, potentially significant impacts relative to rupture of a known earthquake fault would be 
reduced to a less than significant level. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant.  
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Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 
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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; Ordinance No. 547 
(Construction Regulations); Geology Report 

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

Areas within Riverside County that are susceptible to liquefaction are illustrated on Figure S-3, 
Generalized Liquefaction. According to General Plan EIR No. 521, there are a total of roughly 150,000 
acres of “very high” and 123,500 acres of “high” liquefaction susceptibility within unincorporated 
Riverside County. Within the LVPA, very-low, low, moderate, and very-high potential for liquefaction 
exists.7 Future development occurring within areas of “very high” and “high” liquefaction potential would 
have the potential for seismic-related liquefaction. The County implements several existing ordinances, 
General Plan policies, and County of Riverside Certified EIR No. 521 mitigation measures to reduce the 
potential for seismic-related ground failure. Ordinance No. 547, along with General Plan Policies S 2.2 
through S 2.7, would reduce seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction, by requiring specific 
grading standards for those development projects that involve grading. The General Plan Safety 
Element includes several other policies intended to avoid, reduce, or minimize risk related to seismic-
related ground failure. Future development accommodated through Project implementation involving a 
discretionary action would be subject to conformance with County of Riverside Certified EIR No. 521 
Mitigation Measure 4.10.3A and Mitigation Measure 4.10.3B, which would ensure that areas subject to 
liquefaction are studied by a qualified geologist and that the resultant study recommendations are 
implemented as part of project conditions of approval.  

Following compliance with existing Riverside County ordinances, General Plan policies, and County of 
Riverside EIR No. 521 Mitigation Measures 4.10.3A and 4.10.3B, potential impacts involving seismic-
related ground failure, including liquefaction, would be reduced to a less than significant level.  

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant.   

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 
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13. Ground-shaking Zone 
a) Be subject to strong seismic ground shaking? 

    

 

 
7  Riverside County GIS, Liquefaction, http://data-countyofriverside.opendata.arcgis.com/datasets/8b4d6c0ed6154902b03be41faebdf588_3?geometry=-

117.386%2C33.629%2C-117.304%2C33.64, accessed March 11, 2019. 
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Source(s):  Riverside County General Plan Figure S-4, Earthquake-Induced Slope Instability Map; 
Figures S-13 through S-21 (showing General Ground Shaking Risk); Geology Report 

a) Be subject to strong seismic ground shaking? 

The proposed Project would accommodate future development which could expose people or structures 
to strong seismic ground shaking. The LVPA, like the rest of Southern California, is situated within a 
seismically active region as the result of being located near the active margin between the North 
American and Pacific tectonic plates. Thus, future development occurring within the LVPA could be 
subject to the effects of strong seismic ground shaking. 

The County implements several ordinances, General Plan policies, and County of Riverside Certified 
EIR No. 521 mitigation measures to reduce potential hazards related to strong seismic ground shaking. 
Future development accommodated through Project implementation would be subject to compliance 
with the CBSC, as well as Municipal Code Chapter 15.60, Earthquake Fault Area Construction 
Regulations, which would ensure that new construction adheres to necessary seismic standards to 
protect against ground shaking. General Plan Policy S 7.7 would ensure that development standards, 
designs and construction practices are implemented to reduce ground shaking risk to tolerable levels 
for projects involving critical facilities, large-scale residential development and major commercial and 
industrial development. The General Plan Safety Element includes several other policies intended to 
avoid, reduce, or minimize risk related to seismic ground shaking. Future development occurring within 
the LVPA and involving a discretionary action would be subject to conformance with County of Riverside 
Certified EIR No. 521 Mitigation Measures 4.10.2A, 4.10.2B, and 4.10.2C, which would ensure the 
design and construction of structures adheres to the CBSC and preparation of a site-specific ground 
shaking assessment as determined necessary by the County Geologist.  

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 
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14. Landslide Risk 
a) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, 

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

    

 

Source(s):  On-site Inspection; Riverside County General Plan Figure S-5, Regions Underlain by Steep 
Slope; Geology Report; ELAP Figure 13, Steep Slope; ELAP Figure 14, Slope Instability 

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? 

The proposed Project would accommodate future development which could be located on a geologic 
unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the Project, and potentially 
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result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, collapse, or rockfall hazards. According to County of 
Riverside Certified EIR No. 521, unstable geologic units and soils occur throughout Riverside County. 
Areas highly susceptible to landslides and rockfall occur in and adjacent to mountainous areas 
throughout the County. As depicted on Figure 14, Slope Instability, of the ELAP, the Project site is 
surrounded to the southwest and northeast by areas of low, locally moderate, to high susceptibility to 
seismically induced landslides and rockfalls.  

As depicted on Figure 13, Steep Slope, of the ELAP, areas of steep slope (ranging from 15 to 30 percent 
or greater) are located to the southwest of the Project site. Limited areas of steep slope are located to 
the northeast of the Project site.  

The County implements several regulatory standards and General Plan policies to reduce potential 
hazards related to lateral spreading and landslide and rockfall hazards. Future development 
accommodated through Project implementation would be subject to compliance with the CBSC, as well 
as relevant General Plan Safety Element policies. Most notably, General Plan Policies S 3.1 through S 
3.7 would require landslide potential hazard management zones, including geotechnical and geologic 
investigations, site stability evaluations and design recommendations, as well as adequate mitigation, 
against potentially hazardous slope conditions. General Plan Policies S 3.8 through S 3.10 would 
ensure future development neither causes unstable geology or soils, nor introduces people and property 
to sites at significant risk of such. Impacts would be less than significant in this regard.  

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 
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15. Ground Subsidence 
a) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, 

or that would become unstable as a result of the 
project, and potentially result in ground subsidence? 

    

 

Source(s):  Riverside County General Plan Figure S-7, Documented Subsidence Areas Map; Geology 
Report 

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? 

The proposed Project would accommodate future development which could 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. According to County of Riverside Certified EIR No. 521, unstable geologic 
units and soils occur throughout Riverside County. Documented subsidence has occurred in the San 
Jacinto Valley, the Elsinore Trough, and the southern Coachella Valley. 

Future development accommodated through Project implementation would be subject to compliance 
with the CBSC, as well as relevant General Plan Safety Element policies. Most notably, General Plan 
Policies S 3.8 through S 3.10 would ensure future development neither causes unstable geology or 
soils, nor introduces people and property to sites at significant risk of such. Following compliance with 
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existing regulations and General Plan policies, potential impacts related to ground subsidence would 
be less than significant.  

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 
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16. Other Geologic Hazards 
b) Be subject to geologic hazards, such as seiche, 

mudflow, or volcanic hazard? 

    

 

Source(s):  On-site Inspection, Geology Report 

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

According to County of Riverside Certified EIR No. 521, several lakes and large bodies of water are 
capable of subjecting life and property to the effects of seiche. mudflow could occur in any area, 
especially after alternating occurrences of wildfires and rain; however, there is a high potential for 
mudflows to occur in some areas of unincorporated Riverside County which contain areas with steep 
slopes. No areas of known volcanic hazards are known to affect Riverside County. 

The LVPA is generally located between the southern shoreline of Lake Elsinore and the steep slopes 
of the Santa Ana Mountains. As a result, future development accommodated through Project 
implementation could be subjected to the effects of seiche and mudflow. The County implements 
several regulatory standards and General Plan policies to reduce potential hazards related to seiche 
and mudflow. Future development accommodated through Project implementation would be subject to 
compliance with the CBSC, as well as relevant General Plan Safety Element policies. Most notably, 
General Plan Policies S 3.8 through S 3.10 would ensure future development neither causes unstable 
geology or soils, nor introduces people and property to sites at significant risk of such. In areas where 
steep slopes occur that are susceptible to mudflow hazards, implementing projects would be required 
to prepare a site-specific geologic and geotechnical investigation to identify potential impacts and 
provide recommendations as to slope stability and design requirements to reduce potential hazards. 
Potential impacts regarding seiche, mudflow, or volcanic hazard would be less than significant. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

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

features? 

    

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

    

c) Result in grading that affects or negates subsurface 
sewage disposal systems?  
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Source(s):  Riv. Co. 800-Scale Slope Maps; ELAP Figure 14, Slope Instability; Slope Stability Report 

a) Change topography or ground surface relief features? 

Project implementation would accommodate future development which could change topography or 
ground surface relief features. As depicted on Figure 14, Slope Instability, of the ELAP, the Project site 
is surrounded to the southwest and northeast by areas of low, locally moderate, to high susceptibility to 
seismically induced landslides and rockfalls. Future development occurring within these areas would 
have the potential to substantially change topography or ground surface relief features. Future 
development accommodated through Project implementation would be required to demonstrate 
conformance with state regulations in place to mitigate the effects of surface grading, as well as local 
regulations, ordinances, General Plan policies, and standard conditions or requirements. Following 
conformance with existing regulations, ordinances, policies, and standard conditions or requirements, 
impacts would be less than significant. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

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

Refer to Response 17(a) above. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

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

Refer to Response 17(a) above. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 
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18. Soils 
a) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 

topsoil? 

    

b) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Section 
1802.3.2 of the California Building Code (2007), 
creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or 
property? 

    

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

 

Source(s):  U.S.D.A. Soil Conservation Service Soil Surveys; On-site Inspection; Soils Report; 
Ordinance No. 484 (Blowing Sand Control) 

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

Project implementation would accommodate future development which would have the potential to 
result in substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil. The County implements several existing laws, General 
Plan Policies, and County of Riverside Certified EIR No. 521 mitigation measures to reduce soil erosion 
impacts. Future development accommodated through Project implementation would be subject to 
Ordinance No. 484, Blowing Sand Control, which establishes requirements for the control of blowing 
sand within County-designated Agricultural Dust Control Areas. General Plan Policies S 3.5 and S 3.6 
minimize the effects of soil erosion by identifying and encouraging mitigation of onsite and offsite slope 
instability, debris flow and erosion hazards on land undergoing substantial improvements. General Plan 
Policies S 3.11, S 3.13, and S 3.14 require studies to determine the potential of hazardous impacts from 
wind erosion and identify the necessary best management practices to prevent the erosion. Future 
development accommodated through Project implementation involving a discretionary action would be 
subject to conformance with County of Riverside Certified EIR No. 521 Mitigation Measures 4.10.9A 
which states that the County shall require contractors to implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
during project implementation, and Mitigation Measure 4.10.9B which states that a grading plan shall 
be submitted prior to project development that addresses erosion control measures.  Impacts would be 
less than significant.  

Determination: Impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

b) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Section 1802.3.2 of the California Building Code 
(2007), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property? 

Project implementation would accommodate future development which could be located on expansive 
soils, as defined in Section 1802.3.2 of the CBSC. However, Riverside County implements several 
regulatory standards and General Plan policies to reduce potential hazards resulting from expansive 
soils. Pursuant to the CBSC, all discretionary projects to be located on expansive soils would require a 
registered geologist to prepare a site-specific geotechnical investigation. As a condition of approval, the 
County of Riverside would require all grading plans satisfactorily address the site-specific geotechnical 
investigation’s recommendations. Future development accommodated through Project implementation 
involving a discretionary action would be subject to conformance with County of Riverside Certified EIR 
No. 521 Mitigation Measure 4.10.7A, which would ensure proponents of new development adhere to 
applicable policies and standards contained in the most recent version of the CBSC related to the 
construction of structures and facilities on expansive soils.  

Following compliance with existing regulations, General Plan policies, and County of Riverside Certified 
EIR No. 521 Mitigation Measure 4.10.7A, potential hazards resulting from expansive soils would be less 
than significant. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant.  

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

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

The Project would accommodate future development that could be sited on soils incapable of 
adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems. According 
to County of Riverside Certified EIR No. 521, these areas are likely to include those lands located 
outside of existing water and sewer service providers. 

The County’s Local Agency Management Program (LAMP) allows for the continued use of Onsite 
Wastewater Treatment Systems (OWTS). The regulations and standards developed by the LAMP are 
to be implemented by qualified local agencies. The County may propose for Colorado River Basin 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (Colorado River Basin Water Board) review and approval, 
alternative standards for the siting, design operation and maintenance of OWTS.  

The County enforces several regulatory standards and General Plan policies to ensure the effects of 
unsuitable soils on septic systems and alternative wastewater disposal systems are avoided or 
minimized to less than significant levels. Pursuant to the CBSC, all projects proposing an alternative 
waste water disposal system would require a registered geologist to prepare a site-specific geotechnical 
investigation to ensure that a site’s soil type, permeability, structural loads, design and integrity, as well 
as overall acceptability for a septic or alternative waste water system, are sufficiently established and 
verified prior to project approval. General Plan Policy S 6.3 would further reduce the impact associated 
with wastewater disposal systems since it would require the Riverside County Building Official to verify 
that individual project sites have soils capable of supporting septic or other wastewater systems prior 
to building permit issuance. Following compliance with existing regulations and Riverside County 
policies, potential impacts related to septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems would be 
less than significant.  

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 
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19. Wind Erosion and Blowsand from project either on 
or off site. 

a) Be impacted by or result in an increase in wind 
erosion and blowsand, either on or off site? 

    

 

Source(s):  Riverside County General Plan Figure S-8, Wind Erosion Susceptibility Map; Ordinance 
No. 460, Article XV & Ordinance No. 484 

a) Be impacted by or result in an increase in wind erosion and blowsand, either on or off site? 

The Project would accommodate future development which could indirectly result in an increase in the 
disturbance of existing land surfaced from future grading, development, or removal of existing 
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vegetation/topsoil. As a result, Project implementation could indirectly result in an increase in wind 
erosion or blowsand. In addition, future development could be sited near areas with blowsand potential.  

Future development with the potential to be impacted by or result in an increase in wind erosion or 
blowsand would be required to comply with Ordinance No. 484, which provides requirements intended 
to reduce the potential for blowing sand within areas designated as Agricultural Dust Control Areas. 
Ordinance No. 484 identifies certain restrictions on land disturbance activities within these areas and 
identifies procedures necessary to obtain a valid permit for such activities. As needed, an erosion control 
plan would be prepared and submitted to the County with future discretionary applications to identify 
methods by which potential soil run-off during rain events and erosion hazards would be minimized to 
ensure that no adverse effects on water quality occur to downstream properties or water bodies. 
Whenever a division of land is proposed in an area that is subject to wind erosion, the soil erosion 
control requirements identified in Ordinance No. 460 would apply. Following compliance with Ordinance 
No. 484 and Ordinance No. 460, potential impacts related to wind erosion or blowsand would be less 
than significant. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 
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GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS Would the project: 

20. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly 

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

    

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

    

Source(s):  Riverside County General Plan, Riverside County Climate Action Plan (“CAP”), Project 
Application Materials 

Global Climate Change  

California is a substantial contributor of global greenhouse gases (GHGs), emitting over 429 million tons 
of carbon dioxide (CO2) in 2016.8 Climate studies indicate that California is likely to see an increase of 
three to four degrees Fahrenheit over the next century. Methane (CH4) is also an important GHG that 
potentially contributes to global climate change. GHGs are global in their effect, which is to increase the 
earth’s ability to absorb heat in the atmosphere. As primary GHGs have a long lifetime in the 
atmosphere, accumulate over time, and are generally well-mixed, their impact on the atmosphere is 
mostly independent of the point of emission.  

The impact of human activities on global climate change is apparent in the observational record. Air 
trapped by ice has been extracted from core samples taken from polar ice sheets to determine the 
global atmospheric variation of CO2, CH4, and nitrous oxide (N2O) from before the start of 

 
8 California Environmental Protection Agency, California Greenhouse Gas Emission Inventory - 2018 Edition, http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/data.htm, 

accessed May 24, 2019. 
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industrialization (approximately 1750), to over 650,000 years ago. For that period, it was found that CO2 

concentrations ranged from 180 to 300 parts per million. For the period from approximately 1750 to the 
present, global CO2 concentrations increased from a pre-industrialization period concentration of 280 to 
379 parts per million in 2005, with the 2005 value far exceeding the upper end of the pre-industrial 
period range. 

Regulations and Significance Criteria 

The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) developed several emission trajectories of 
GHGs needed to stabilize global temperatures and climate change impacts. It concluded that a 
stabilization of GHGs at 400 to 450 parts per million CO2 equivalent9 (CO2eq) concentration is required 
to keep global mean warming below two degrees Celsius, which in turn is assumed to be necessary to 
avoid significant levels of climate change. 

Executive Order S-3-05 was issued in June 2005, which established the following GHG emission 
reduction targets: 

• 2010: Reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels. 

• 2020: Reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels. 

• 2050: Reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels. 

Additionally, issued in April 2015, Executive Order B-30-15 requires statewide GHG emissions to be 
reduced 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. Assembly Bill (AB) 32 Statutes of 2006, Health and 
Safety Code section 38500 et seq. requires that CARB determine what the statewide GHG emissions 
level was in 1990 and approve a statewide GHG emissions limit that is equivalent to that level, to be 
achieved by 2020. CARB has approved a 2020 emissions limit of 427 million metric tons of CO2 
equivalent (MTCO2eq). 

Due to the nature of global climate change, it is not anticipated that any single development project 
would have a substantial effect on global climate change. In actuality, GHG emissions from the 
proposed Project would combine with emissions emitted across California, the United States, and the 
world to cumulatively contribute to global climate change.  

In June 2008, the California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) published a Technical 
Advisory, which provides informal guidance for public agencies as they address the issue of climate 
change in CEQA documents.10 This is assessed by determining whether the proposed project is 
consistent with or obstructs the 39 Recommended Actions identified by CARB in its Climate Change 
Scoping Plan which includes nine Early Action Measures (qualitative approach). The Attorney General’s 
Mitigation Measures identify areas were GHG emissions reductions can be achieved in order to achieve 
the goals of Assembly Bill 32. As set forth in the OPR Technical Advisory and in the proposed 
amendments to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4, this analysis examines whether the project’s 
GHG emissions are significant based on a qualitative and performance-based standard (Proposed 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4(a)(1) and (2)). 

Riverside County Thresholds 

In December 2019, the County of Riverside adopted the County of Riverside Climate Action Plan (CAP) 
based on the premise that the County and the community it represents are uniquely capable of 
addressing emissions associated with sources under the County’s jurisdiction and that the County’s 
emission reduction efforts should coordinate with the state strategies of reducing emissions in order to 

 
9 Carbon Dioxide Equivalent (CO2eq) – A metric measure used to compare the emissions from various greenhouse gases based upon their global warming 

potential.  
10 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing Climate Change Through California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

Review, 2008.  
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reduce emissions in an efficient and cost-effective manner. The CAP presents a comprehensive set of 
actions to reduce the County’s internal and external GHG emissions to 16.3 percent below current levels 
by 2030, consistent with the AB 32 Scoping Plan.  

The County’s future GHG emissions were analyzed for two different timelines: 2020, 2030, and 2050. 
For each of these years, emissions were calculated based on County growth and land use projections. 
Emissions reductions from the implementation of the CAP were also quantified. The reduced scenarios 
provide an estimate of Riverside County’s emissions with the implementation of the GHG-reducing 
policies in the General Plan and CAP’s Implementation Measures.  

The CAP identifies GHG emissions reduction goals, objectives, and strategies categorized in seven 
sectors including Energy (addressing energy efficiency and alternative energy in buildings and 
renewable energy generation facilities), Water Supply, Wastewater Treatment, Solid Waste 
Management, Area Source Emissions, Transportation, and Agriculture. For each sector, reduction 
strategies have been developed to achieve the County’s 2030 emissions reduction target. 

Implementation of the County’s CAP is achieved through the Development Review Process by applying 
appropriate reduction requirements to projects, which reduce GHG emissions. All new development is 
required to quantify a project’s GHG emissions and adopt feasible mitigation to reduce project emissions 
below a level of significance. A review standard of 3,000 MTCO2eq is used to identify and mitigate 
project emissions. 

For projects exceeding 3,000 MTCO2eq/yr of GHG emissions, the developer may use the CAP 
Screening Tables as a tool to assist with calculating GHG reduction measures and the determination of 
a significance finding. Projects that garner 100 or more points on the Screening Tables do not require 
quantification of project-specific GHG emissions. The point system was devised to ensure project 
compliance with the reduction measures in the CAP such that the GHG emissions from new 
development, when considered together with those from existing development, would allow the County 
to meet its year 2030 target and support longer-term reductions in GHG emissions beyond year 2030. 

Projects exceeding 3,000 MTCO2eq/yr of GHG emissions that do not use the Screening Tables are 
required to quantify the project specific GHG emissions or otherwise demonstrate that project specific 
GHG emissions achieve the equivalent level of GHG emissions efficiency as a 100-point project. 
Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines, such projects are consistent with the GHG Plan and, therefore, 
would be determined to have a less than significant individual and cumulative impact for GHG 
emissions. 

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact on the environment? 

Project-Related Sources of Greenhouse Gases 

Overall, the Project would allow for a limited increase in development within the LVPA in comparison to 
existing development (as shown in Table 3, LVPA Growth Projections).  

Development accommodated under the proposed Project would generally result in direct emissions of 
GHGs from construction activities and operations. Quantifying individual future development’s air 
emissions from short-term, temporary construction-related activities is not possible due to project-
specific variability and uncertainties concerning locations, detailed site plans, construction 
schedules/duration, equipment requirements, etc., among other factors, which are presently unknown. 
Since these parameters can vary so widely (and individual project-related construction activities would 
occur over time dependent upon numerous factors), quantifying precise construction-related emissions 
and impacts would be impractical. It should be noted that the proposed Project does not include any 
provisions which require that its growth potential be attained. Not all of the identified land would be 
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available for development at any given time, based on site readiness, environmental constraints, market 
changes, and other factors. 

Future project-level analyses of GHG emission-related impacts would be conducted in accordance with 
CEQA requirements on a case-by-case basis as individual future development projects proceed. 
Riverside County has promulgated methodology protocols for addressing and reducing GHG emissions 
associated with land use development projects. For instance, County General Plan Policies AQ 21.1, 
AQ 21.2, and AQ 21.3 require that future development proposed as a discretionary project to employ 
the CAP Screening Tables for New Development, which is a process to incorporate ranked GHG-
reducing implementation measures (IMs) contained in the County CAP into a proposed project.  

The identified IMs are ranked by their effectiveness, and it is incumbent on proposed projects to 
demonstrate the incorporation of IMs totaling 100 points. According to General Plan Policy AQ 21.1, 
100 points of CAP implementation measures represent a project’s fair share of reduction in operational 
emissions associated with the developed use needed to reduce emissions down to the CAP reduction 
target.  

The proposed project would create mixed use areas and would change existing residential, commercial, 
and industrial land uses within the Project area. However, the overall future development pattern, as 
outlined in the LVPA would include development of mixed use, compact development that would allow 
for internal capture of vehicle trips and provides opportunities for alternative transportation. While GHG 
impacts may increase with the proposed Project, future development as proposed by the Project would 
employ Project design features that would reduce mobile source emissions due to the compact 
development patterns and mixed use areas. Furthermore, future development projects within the 
Project area would be subject to compliance with the strategies and actions in the General Plan Update 
EIR No. 521 (including Mitigation Measures 4.7.A-N1 and 4.7.A-N2).  

As such, the proposed Project is not anticipated to conflict with the goals of AB 32 and would not 
generate GHG emissions that would have a significant impact on the environment. Impacts in this 
regard would be less than significant. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

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

As noted above, future development projects within the LVPA would be required to comply with the 
Riverside County CAP and a GHG reduction program pursuant to General Plan Policies AQ 19.3, AQ 
19.4, and AQ 21.1 and General Plan EIR No. 521 Mitigation Measures 4.7.A-N1 and 4.7.A-N2. The 
measures included in the CAP Screening Tables would be applied as necessary to reduce GHG 
emissions impacts below a significance threshold that was developed to comply with the requirements 
of AB 32 and achieve the goals of the AB 32 Scoping Plan. Implementation of the County’s CAP is 
achieved through the Development Review Process by applying appropriate reduction requirements to 
projects, which reduce GHG emissions. As such, the implementation of the Project would be less than 
significant.  

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.   

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required.  
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HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS Would the project: 

21. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

Source(s):  Ordinance No. 615 (Monitoring Establishments Where Hazardous Waste is Generated, 
Stored, Handled, Disposed, Treated, or Recycled); Ordinance No. 617 (Regulating Underground Tank 
Systems Containing Hazardous Substances); Ordinance No. 651 (Disclosure of Hazardous Materials 
and the Formulation of Business Emergency Plans); Ordinance No. 787 (Adoption of the 2016 California 
Fire Code) 

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

Project implementation would accommodate future development which may involve the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials, particularly during construction. Uses involving the 
transport, manufacture, or use of hazardous materials during operation would be subject to use permits 
and undergo environmental review and regulatory permitting. These activities are highly regulated by 
federal, State, and local regulations and policies, as well as by the Riverside County Department of 
Environmental Health (RCDEH) and fire departments. Ordinance No. 615 and Ordinance No. 651 
establish programs and procedures for the County to monitor facilities that handle hazardous materials, 
pursuant to applicable State and federal laws and regulations. The Riverside County Land Use 
Ordinance also regulates the allowable locations and expansions of hazardous materials facilities. 
General Plan Policy S 7.3 requires all entities that handle hazardous materials to take the necessary 
actions to prepare for possible hazardous materials accidents. General Plan Policies S 6.1, S 7.1, and 
S 9.1 would further reduce impacts associated with the routine transport, use, and disposal of hazardous 
materials for future development. Impacts would be less than significant in this regard.  

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant.  
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Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

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

Refer to Response 21(a) above. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

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

Project implementation would accommodate future development which may impair implementation of 
or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or an emergency evacuation plan. 
The Riverside County Operational Area developed the Riverside County Multi-Jurisdictional Local 
Hazard Mitigation Plan (LHMP) which identifies and analyzes the natural and technical hazards faced 
by the County of Riverside. 

The County enforces several laws and regulatory programs to ensure development does not interfere 
with implementation of or physically interfere with the County’s LHMP. Ordinance No. 787 adopts the 
Uniform Fire Code standards and requires that development include adequate emergency access for 
fire safety personnel, equipment and apparatus, and does not hinder evacuation from fire, including 
potential blockage of stairways or fire doors. General Plan Policy S 5.12 requires the County of 
Riverside to conduct and implement long-range fire safety planning, including improved mutual aid 
agreements with the private and public sector that assist with evacuation of residents as well as access 
for emergency responders. General Plan Policy S 5.14 requires a review of inter-jurisdictional fire 
response agreements, and improvements to fire reporting and response times as recommended in the 
Riverside County Fire Department Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services Strategic Master 
Plan. With implementation of existing laws and regulatory programs, impacts would be less than 
significant.  

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

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

Project implementation would accommodate future development that may emit hazardous emissions or 
handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 
school. The Lakeland Village Middle School is located within the Project area. With the implementation 
of the proposed Project, future development accommodated by the Project would require the limited 
use of hazardous materials during construction activities. However, the Project does not include land 
use designations that would allow land uses requiring the routine use of hazardous materials. 

The County enforces several laws and regulatory programs to ensure development does not emit 
hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 
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one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. In addition to all relevant State and federal 
regulations, future development would be subject to compliance with Ordinance No. 617, which requires 
hazardous substances stored in underground tanks to be done in a manner that prevents 
contamination. Following compliance with existing laws and regulations, impacts related to the emission 
or handling of hazardous materials, substances, or wastes within one-quarter mile of an existing or 
proposed school would be less than significant. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

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

According to the California Department of Toxic Substance Control Envirostor Database, the Project 
area does not contain any sites listed on the Cortese List. Countywide, the County only contains 19 
sites listed on the Cortese List, the closest of which is located approximately 6 miles south of the Project 
area. Due to the lack of Cortese list sites within the Project area, there would be no impact in this regard. 

Determination:  No impact. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 
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22. Airports 
a) Result in an inconsistency with an Airport Master 

Plan? 

    

b) Require review by the Airport Land Use 
Commission? 

    

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

    

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

    

 

Source(s):  Riverside County General Plan Figure S-20, Airport Locations; Riverside County GIS 
database; Ordinance No. 448 (Height Standards and Limits Within Operating Areas Around Airports); 
Ordinance No. 576 (Building Heights, Density and Intensity of Activity on the Ground and Recognition 
of Noise Impacts Associated with Flight Operations) 

a) Result in an inconsistency with an Airport Master Plan? 
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The nearest airport to the Project area is the Skylark Airport, which is located along Corydon Road 
approximately one mile north of the Project area. The Skylark Airport is a privately-owned airport limited 
to daylight only operations. Operations at the airport include skydiving, glider plane operation, and 
ultralight plane operation. Skylark Airport is surrounded by existing development, including existing 
development within the Project area. The airport does not have an airport compatibility plan. In addition, 
the airport is not located within the boundaries of an adjacent Airport Master Plan. The nearest public 
use airport to the Project area is French Valley Airport located over 13 miles to the southeast. Therefore, 
the Project would not result in an inconsistency with an Airport Master Plan, and a less than significant 
impact would occur. 

Determination:  No impact.  

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

b) Require review by the Airport Land Use Commission? 

Refer to Response 22(a) above. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Determination:  No impact.  

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

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

As discussed in Response 22(a) above, Skylark Airport is privately owned and is not subject to an 
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan. In addition, the Project area is not located within two miles or a 
public use airport. Therefore, the Project would have no impact relative to safety hazards for people 
working or residing in the area.  

Determination:  No Impact. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

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

The County implements two ordinances that would require future development accommodated by the 
Project to analyze potential impacts to airport operations. Riverside County Ordinance No. 448 requires 
specific height standards and limits within operating areas around airports pursuant to California 
Government Code Sections 50485-50485.14. Further, Riverside County Ordinance No. 576 establishes 
standards for airports in order to protect airport operations and surrounding development. The 
standards identified under Ordinance No. 576 govern building heights, density and intensity of activity 
on the ground and recognition of noise impacts associated with flight operations. The ordinances also 
require consultation with the Airport Land Use Commission for projects within an Airport Land Use Plan. 
The Project area is not within an Airport Land Use Plan. While the proposed Project is not within an 
area regulated by an Airport Land Use Plan, conformance with Riverside County Ordinances No. 448 
and 576 would ensure Project impacts relative to airport safety are less than significant. 
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Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 
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HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY Would the project: 

23. Water Quality Impacts 
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 

discharge requirements or otherwise substantially 
degrade surface or ground water quality? 

    

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

    

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 
site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river or through the addition of 
impervious surfaces? 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

g) Impede or redirect flood flows?     

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

    

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

    

 

Source(s):  Ordinance No. 458 (Specifications for Development within County Flood Risk Areas); 
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, Riverside 
County GIS database 

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

The Project does not propose site-specific development; however, its implementation would allow future 
development within the LVPA. Future development would be required to meet all applicable waste 
discharge and water quality standards prior to the commencement of construction. Environmental 
impacts associated with water quality standards or waste discharge requirements needed to serve new 
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development would be determined through site-specific project-level CEQA analyses when applicants 
complete the development review process. All construction activities would be required to obtain and 
comply with relevant National Pollutant Discharge Elimination Services (NPDES) permits, SWPPPs, 
and Water Quality Management Plans (WQMPs) to prevent or minimize construction-related water 
quality impacts and waste discharges, particularly as related to soils. 

All development conveying water into the existing storm drain systems within Riverside County is 
required to comply with the County of Riverside MS4 permit conditions and the associated Master 
Drainage Plan standards (if applicable). Projects must also comply with Clean Water Act (CWA) 
Sections 401 and 404 if waters of the United States would be disturbed. Several Riverside County 
regulations addressing surface runoff and requiring no net increase of flow from onsite would also apply. 
The County also has a number of policies and programs that further regulate potential water quality 
impacts related to proposed development. Compliance with applicable water quality regulations and 
programs, particularly those of the NPDES, would ensure that no significant violations of water quality 
standards or waste discharge requirements occur with future development in the LVPA. NPDES 
requires the use of silt fences, sediment basins, phased construction, water quality management basins, 
as well as other on-site protocols to reduce potential polluted discharge from construction sites. The 
NPDES process would allow for individual evaluation of each site to ensure that any discharges leaving 
a site are within required pollution thresholds. 

Additionally, the County of Riverside WQMP functions as a guidance document for water quality 
management within the Santa Ana Region of Riverside County. Table 1-1 of the WQMP provides a list 
of types of developments and the respective WQMP threshold for each development type.11 Compliance 
with these policies, regulations, and programs in place to protect water quality are assured through 
conditions of approval issued by the County of Riverside for implementing projects. In addition, future 
development accommodated with Project implementation would be subject to conformance with 
General Plan EIR Mitigation Measures pertaining to water quality standards and waste discharge 
requirements. As such, impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

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

The Project area is located within the Elsinore Groundwater Basin. Increased future development 
accommodated through Project implementation could potentially include construction of buildings, 
parking lots, roads, roofs and other impervious surfaces which would have the potential to impact the 
groundwater levels of the Elsinore Groundwater Basin by decreasing water infiltration and groundwater 
recharge rates within the Project area. Furthermore, development accommodated by the proposed 
Project would require the provision of additional water supply which would have the potential to impact 
groundwater levels in the Project area. As analyzed in the Utilities and Service Systems section of this 
IS/MND, the proposed Project would have a less than significant impact on water supply and could be 
adequately served through Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District (EVMWD). Furthermore, EVMWD 
monitors and regulates the Elsinore Groundwater Basin through the Elsinore Groundwater Basin 
Management Plan. All future development projects within the LVPA would be required to obtain a “will-
serve” letter from EVMWD prior to construction in order to ensure sufficient water supply is available. 

 
11  Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District, Water Quality Management Plan for the Santa Ana Region of Riverside County, October 2012. 
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Regarding the potential for reduced recharge due to the installation of structures within the Project area, 
construction of new development on vacant parcels would occur within the Project area. Project 
implementation could also facilitate the future redevelopment of existing parcels, which could also 
introduce additional impervious surfaces that would interfere with groundwater recharge. However, no 
major recharge facilities located within the Project area would be removed or destroyed through Project 
implementation. Furthermore, any proposed development accommodated by the Project would be 
required to meet the requirements of the California Porter Cologne Act, as well as a number of federal 
and State laws that regulate water runoff and discharge of water during construction and operation 
activities. 

Due to the Project’s existing sufficient water supply, the limited disturbance that the proposed Project 
would have on recharge facilities, and existing laws that regulate groundwater supply, impacts would 
be less than significant. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces? 

Drainage patterns in the Project area are well established and recorded due to the Project’s proximity 
to adjacent hillsides and Lake Elsinore. A significant portion of the LVPA is already developed and 
possesses adequate drainage infrastructure. Further, the Project’s proposed Open Space-
Conservation land use designations surrounding Lake Elsinore would increase existing buffering and 
would further ensure that future development accommodated through Project implementation would not 
impact storm water flows in the vicinity of the Lake, particularly during flood events. 

In addition, the Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District Lakeland Village 
Master Drainage Plan (MDP) identifies the network of drainage facilities and relevant infrastructure 
necessary to provide adequate drainage within the community of Lakeland Village. The MDP includes 
conceptual alignments and locations of proposed drainage facilities. Any future development project 
would be required to demonstrate compliance with MDP drainage design requirements. Future 
development accommodated by the proposed Project would be required to undergo site-specific 
project-level review and would be required to install relevant drainage infrastructure either constructed 
by the site’s developer or through payment of an in-lieu fee. 

Lastly, any future development that would have the potential to impact a stream or river would be 
required to comply with existing State and federal regulations related to alteration of streams or other 
jurisdictional waters, as outlined in the Biological Resources section herein. 

Conformance to existing regulations and implementation of General Plan EIR Mitigation Measures 
would be required, and impacts would be less than significant in this regard.  

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

d) Result in substantial erosion or siltation on-site or off-site? 
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Refer to Response 23(c) above. With adherence to the Lakeland Village MDP, as well as other existing 
regulations and General Plan EIR Mitigation Measures, impacts would be less than significant level in 
this regard. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

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

Refer to Response 23(c) above. With adherence to the Lakeland Village MDP, as well as other existing 
regulations and General Plan EIR Mitigation Measures, impacts would be less than significant level in 
this regard. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

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

As noted above, the proposed Project would accommodate future development that could have the 
potential to increase runoff from future development sites due to increased impervious surfaces. 
Development accommodated through Project implementation would be required to meet extensive 
federal, State, and local regulations developed to reduce potential runoff impacts during construction 
and operation of new development. Future development accommodated through Project 
implementation would be required to undergo individual site-specific analysis, which would include the 
development and implementation of a site-specific WQMP. The site-specific WQMP would identify 
water quality basin(s) locations and provide an explanation of how the basins would control runoff and 
manage water quality for new development sites. Future development accommodated by the Project 
would also be required to develop a project-level Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) prior 
to the commencement of construction. These measures would reduce the potential for off-site runoff 
associated with the proposed development and would ensure that enforceable measures are 
implemented to reduce erosion and sedimentation surrounding the Project site. 

Conformance with the existing regulations and requirements for a site-specific WQMP and SWPPP 
would ensure that the future development accommodated by the Project would have a less than 
significant impact to storm water drainage systems and surface runoff. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

g) Impede or redirect flood flows? 

The proposed Project includes a change of existing land use designations from Residential to Open 
Space-Conservation for several properties along the shore of Lake Elsinore in order to reduce allowable 
development within the 100-year floodplain and better reduce structural risk to flood hazards. However, 
the proposed Project has the potential to increase the number of future structures and people located 
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within designated flood areas and as a result, impede or redirect flood flows. Since the proposed Project 
area contains areas where development could be accommodated within the County Special Flood 
Hazard Area, Project implementation would accommodate future development within identified flood 
zone areas. 

The Federal Emergency Management Act (FEMA) Floodplain National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) 
mapping program provides flood hazard information and outlines requirements for development within 
potential flood areas, which are subsequently used for long-term disaster mitigation planning. Riverside 
County participates in the NFIP and implements this program and necessary flood mitigation actions 
through the Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District. Several countywide 
policies and ordinances would also apply to housing development projects within 100-year flood hazard 
areas. For example, future development would be required to demonstrate compliance with Ordinance 
No. 458, which includes specifications for development within County flood risk areas. These 
specifications include the raising the finished floor elevation above the floodplain elevation and other 
project design features that reduce flood risk. 

Lastly, any future housing projects within the 100-year flood hazard areas would be required to undergo 
Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District review in order to ensure that they 
have been designed to adequately reduce potential flood risk. Compliance with existing programs, laws, 
and ordinances, implementation of General Plan EIR Mitigation Measures pertaining to flood flows and 
consultation with the Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, would ensure 
that impacts related to impeding or redirecting flood flows would be less than significant.  

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

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

The proposed Project is located in a seismically active area and contains a number of topographical 
features and bodies of water which could result in potential seiche impacts if development is 
unregulated. With regard to tsunami risk, the Pacific Ocean is located more than 25 miles from the 
Project area, and as such, does not represent an inundation risk. 

Water tanks, reservoirs, lakes, swimming pools and other enclosed bodies of water areas, however, 
can also be subject to potentially damaging seiche events, particularly in the event of a large 
earthquake. The Project area abuts Lake Elsinore, making it prone to seiche inundation. Additionally, 
the Project is situated in an area identified as a Riverside County fault zone, which could cause a seiche 
in Lake Elsinore in the event of a significant seismic event. In the event of a seiche, water within the 
Lake has the potential to oscillate from one side of the lake to the other, with the largest vertical 
oscillations occurring along the shoreline. However, the Project’s proposed designation of lands along 
the shoreline as Open Space-Conservation would not allow for the development of structures and would 
reduce potential inundation should a seiche occur. Therefore, a less than significant impact would occur 
relative to the risk of release of pollutants due to project inundation. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

i) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable 
groundwater management plan? 
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Refer to Responses 23(a) and 23(b) above. The Project would not conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan. 
Compliance with policies, regulations, and programs in place to protect water quality are assured 
through conditions of approval issued by the County of Riverside for implementing projects. In addition, 
future development accommodated through Project implementation would be subject to conformance 
with General Plan EIR Mitigation Measures pertaining to water quality standards. As such, impacts 
would be less than significant.  

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 
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LAND USE/PLANNING Would the project: 

24. Land Use 
a) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a 

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

    

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

    

 

Source(s):  Riverside County General Plan, Riverside County GIS database; U.S. Census Bureau 
American Community Survey data (2013-2017 5-year estimates) 

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

The Project is an amendment to the County’s adopted General Plan Land Use Element and ELAP to 
better unify the community and development patterns within the Project area. This would be 
accomplished through a more refined land use plan and additional policies to better serve the LVPA. 
Within the LVPA, seven Neighborhood areas would be created that would be mostly designated MUA. 
The MUA designation allows for residential and commercial land uses. The Project’s proposed 
Neighborhoods have generally been concentrated in areas with an existing mixture of land uses. 
Changes under the LVPA would not cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with the 
County’s General Plan or any other plan adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect. A less than significant impact would occur in this regard. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

b) Disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established community (including a low-
income or minority community)? 
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The land use plan proposed under the Project is located in an area with a mixture of vacant sites and 
urban developments. Future development would not divide an established community as the LVPA has 
been developed to further refine the existing land use patterns. As such, the Project would not disrupt 
or divide the physical arrangement of an established community, rather unify the Lakeland Village 
community. In addition, according to the U.S. Census Bureau’s most recent American Community 
Survey data (2013-2017 5-year estimates), there is not a disproportionate number of low-income or 
minority populations located within the Lakeland Village census-designated place (CDP). Therefore, no 
impact would occur in this regard. 

Determination:  No impact. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 
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MINERAL RESOURCES Would the project:     

25. Mineral Resources 
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 

resource that would be of value to the region or the 
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b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important 
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 

    

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

    

 

Source(s):  Riverside County General Plan Figure OS-6, Mineral Resources Area 

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

The State Mining and Geology Board (SMGB) has established Mineral Resources Zones (MRZs) to 
designate lands that contain mineral deposits. The classifications used by the State to define MRZs are 
as follows: 

• MRZ-1: Areas where the available geologic information indicates no significant likelihood of 
significant mineral deposits. 

• MRZ-2a: Areas where the available geologic information indicates that there are significant 
mineral deposits. 

• MRZ-2b: Areas where the available geologic information indicates that there is a likelihood 
of significant mineral deposits. 

• MRZ-3a: Areas where the available geologic information indicates that mineral deposits 
exist, however, the significance of the deposit is undetermined. 

• MRZ-3b: Areas where the available geologic information indicates that mineral deposits are 
likely to exist, however, the significance of the deposit is undetermined. 
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• MRZ-4: Areas where there is not enough information available to determine the presence of 
a known mineral deposit. 

According to the Riverside County General Plan, the Project site is located in Mineral Resource Zone 
3 (MRZ-3), which is an area that contains mineral deposits. The County General Plan explains that 
these areas are not considered to contain deposits of significant economic value (such as MRZ-2 
areas). The Project would not directly contribute to a physical loss of such resources. Further, as future 
development occurs on lands affected by the proposed Project, such development would not result in 
the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region or the residents 
of the State. Impacts in this regard would be less than significant. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

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

As noted under Response 25(a) above, the Project area is not located in an area of known mineral 
resources (MRZ-2 areas), nor in an area designated as a mineral recovery site. The Project would not 
directly contribute to a physical loss of such resources. Further, as future development occurs on lands 
affected by the proposed Project, such development would not result in the loss of availability of a 
locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other 
land use plan. As such, no impact would occur. 

Determination:  No impact. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

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

Refer to Responses 25(a) and 25(b) above. The Project area is not located in an area of known mineral 
resources and no proposed, existing, or abandoned quarries or mines affect the subject lands. 
Therefore, the proposed Project and/or future development within the affected land area would not 
result in the exposure of people or property to hazards from such conditions. As such, no impact would 
occur. 

Determination:  No impact. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 
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a) For a project located within an airport land use plan 
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 
two (2) miles of a public airport or public use airport 
would the project expose people residing or working 
in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

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

    

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

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? 

The Skylark Airport is located approximately 0.85-mile east of the LVPA and is a private airport that 
accommodates small aircraft. The Project is not within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a 
public airport. Therefore, impacts in this regard would be less than significant. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

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

The Skylark Field Airport is located approximately 0.85-mile east of the Project area and is a private 
airport that accommodates small aircraft. The Airport runs limited flights during daytime hours to support 
local skydiving businesses. Due to the limited use of the airport, and the distance separating the airport 
from the Project area, noise impacts for future development in the Project area would be minimal. 
Therefore, impacts in this regard would be less than significant. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required.
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27. Noise Effects by the Project 
a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent 

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

    

b) Generation of excessive ground-borne vibration or 
ground-borne noise levels? 
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Source(s):  Riverside County General Plan, Table N-1 (“Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise 
Exposure”), Project Application Materials 

Sound is mechanical energy transmitted by pressure waves in a compressible medium such as air and 
is characterized by both its amplitude and frequency (or pitch). The human ear does not hear all 
frequencies equally. In particular, the ear de-emphasizes low and very high frequencies. To better 
approximate the sensitivity of human hearing, the A-weighted decibel scale (dBA) has been developed. 
On this scale, the human range of hearing extends from approximately three dBA to around 140 dBA.  

Noise is generally defined as unwanted or excessive sound, which can vary in intensity by over one 
million times within the range of human hearing; therefore, a logarithmic scale, known as the decibel 
scale (dB), is used to quantify sound intensity. Noise can be generated by a number of sources, 
including mobile sources such as automobiles, trucks, and airplanes, and stationary sources such as 
construction sites, machinery, and industrial operations. Noise generated by mobile sources typically 
attenuates (is reduced) at a rate between three dBA and 4.5 dBA per doubling of distance. The rate 
depends on the ground surface and the number or type of objects between the noise source and the 
receiver. Hard and flat surfaces, such as concrete or asphalt, have an attenuation rate of three dBA per 
doubling of distance. Soft surfaces, such as uneven or vegetated terrain, have an attenuation rate of 
about 4.5 dBA per doubling of distance. Noise generated by stationary sources typically attenuates at 
a rate between 6 dBA and about 7.5 dBA per doubling of distance. 

There are a number of metrics used to characterize community noise exposure, which fluctuate 
constantly over time. One such metric, the equivalent sound level (Leq), represents a constant sound 
that, over the specified period, has the same sound energy as the time-varying sound. Noise exposure 
over a longer period of time is often evaluated based on the Day-Night Sound Level (Ldn). This is a 
measure of 24-hour noise levels that incorporates a 10-dBA penalty for sounds occurring between 10:00 
p.m. and 7:00 a.m. The penalty is intended to reflect the increased human sensitivity to noises occurring 
during nighttime hours, particularly at times when people are sleeping and there are lower ambient 
noise conditions. Typical Ldn noise levels for light and medium density residential areas range from 
55 dBA to 65 dBA. 

Regulatory Framework 

Riverside County General Plan 

Within the existing Riverside County General Plan, five policies directly address a noise threshold or 
standard, including Policies N 1.3, N 14.1 and N 14.9, which address acceptable noise levels for new 
development, particularly residential uses. Policy N 4.1 addresses stationary source noise levels and 
Policy LU 16.10 addresses noise coming from wind turbines. In addition, Policy N 16.3 addresses 
vibration levels and Policy N 7.3 addresses aviation noise contours. 

Riverside County General Plan Noise Policies: 

N 1.3 Consider the following uses noise-sensitive and discourage these uses in areas in excess of 
65 CNEL: 

• Schools 

• Hospitals 

• Rest Homes 

• Long Term Care Facilities 

• Mental Care Facilities 

• Residential Uses 
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• Libraries 

• Passive Recreation Uses 

• Places of Worship 

According to the State of California Office of Planning and Research General Plan 
Guidelines, an acoustical study may be required in cases where these noise-sensitive land 
uses are located in an area of 60 CNEL or greater. Any land use that is exposed to levels 
higher than 65 CNEL will require noise attenuation measures. 

Areas around airports may have different noise standards than those cited above. Each Area 
Plan affected by a public-use airport includes one or more Airport Influence Areas, one for 
each airport. The applicable noise compatibility criteria are fully set forth in Appendix L-1 and 
summarized in the Policy Area section of the affected Area Plan. (AI 105) 

N 14.1 Enforce the California Building Standards that sets standards for building construction to 
mitigate interior noise levels to the tolerable 45 CNEL limit. These standards are utilized in 
conjunction with the Uniform Building Code by the County’s Building Department to ensure 
that noise protection is provided to the public. Some design features may include extra-
dense insulation, double-paned windows, and dense construction materials. 

N 14.9 Mitigate 600 square feet of exterior space to 65 dB CNEL when new development is 
proposed on residential parcels of 1 acre or greater. 

N 4.1 Prohibit facility-related noise received by any sensitive use from exceeding the following 
worst-case noise levels: (AI 105) 

a. 45 dBA-10-minute Leq between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 

b. 65 dBA-10-minute Leq between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. 

LU 16.10 Require wind turbines to operate at less than 65 dBA and not more than 60 dBA when 
installed adjacent to noise-sensitive land uses. (AI 3) 

N 16.3 Prohibit exposure of residential dwellings to perceptible ground vibration from passing trains 
as perceived at the ground or second floor. Perceptible motion shall be presumed to be a 
motion velocity of 0.01 inches/second over a range of 1 to 100 Hz. 

N 7.3 Prohibit new residential land uses, except construction of a single-family dwelling on a legal 
residential lot of record, within the current 60 dB CNEL contours of any currently operating 
public-use, or military airports. The applicable noise contours are as defined by the Riverside 
County Airport Land Use Commission and depicted in Appendix I-1, as well as in the 
applicable Area Plan’s Airport Influence Area section. 

In addition to these policies, the General Plan Noise Element also includes Table N-1, “Land Use 
Compatibility for Community Noise Exposure” and Table N-2, “Stationary Source Land Use Noise 
Standards.” Table N-1, which is reproduced in Table 4, Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise 
Exposure, indicates the acceptable, provisional, and unacceptable noise levels associated with various 
land uses. The guidelines also provide adjustment factors that may be used to arrive at noise 
acceptability standards that reflect the noise control goals of the community, the particular community’s 
sensitivity to noise and its assessment of the relative importance of noise pollution.  

General Plan Table N-2 (see Table 5, Stationary Source Land Use Noise Standards) sets standards for 
residential land uses in conjunction with General Plan Policy N 2.3. The table also notes, however, that 
these are only “preferred standards” and that the final decision is made by the Riverside County 
Planning Department and Office of Public Health. 
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Table 3: Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise Exposure 

Land Use Category 

Community Noise Exposure Level Ldn or CNEL, dBA 

Normally 
Acceptable 

Conditionally 
Acceptable 

Normally 
Unacceptable 

Clearly 
Unacceptable 

Residential-Low Density 

Single Family, Duplex, Mobile 
Homes 

50-60 55-70 70-75 75-85 

Residential-Multiple Family 50-65 60-70 70-75 75-85 

Transient Lodging-Motels, Hotels 50-65 60-70 70-80 80-85 

Schools, Libraries, Churches, 
Hospitals, Nursing Homes 

50-70 60-70 70-80 80-85 

Auditoriums, Concert Halls, 
Amphitheaters 

 50-70 65-85  

Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator 
Sports 

 50-75 70-85  

Playgrounds, Neighborhood 
Parks 

50-70  68-75 74-85 

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, 
Water Recreation, Cemeteries 

50-75  70-80 80-85 

Office Buildings, Businesses, 
Commercial, and Professional 

50-70 68-76  75-85 

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, 
Agriculture 

50-75 70-80  75-85 

Note: 

Normally Acceptable: Specified land use is satisfactory based upon the assumption that any buildings involved are of normal conventional, without 
any special noise insulation requirements. 

Conditionally Acceptable: New construction or development should be undertaken only after detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements is 
made and needed noise insulation features included in the design. Conventional construction, but with closed windows and fresh air supply 
systems or air conditioning will normally suffice. Outdoor environment will seem noisy. 

Normally Unacceptable: New construction or development should generally be discouraged. In new construction or development does proceed, a 
detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements must be made with needed noise insulation features included in the design. Outdoor areas 
must be shielded.  

Clearly Unacceptable: New construction or development should generally not be undertaken. Construction costs to make the indoor environment 
acceptable would be prohibitive and the outdoor environment would not be usable.  

 

Table 4: Stationary Source Land Use Noise Standards1 

Land Use Interior Standards Exterior Standards 

Residential 

10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. 

7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. 

40 Leq (10 minute) 

55 Leq (10 minute) 

45 Leq (10 minute) 

65 Leq (10 minute) 

1 These are only preferred standards; final decision will be made by the Riverside County Planning Department and Office of Public Health. 

Riverside County Ordinance No. 847 – Regulating Noise 

Ordinance No. 847 addresses sound disturbances and sets various acceptable noise limits. Though not 
explicitly used to set CEQA thresholds, the ordinance does “establish countywide standards regulating 
noise,” although a number of activities and uses are exempt from the regulations. Table 6, County 
Ordinance No. 847 Sound Level Standards, below, lists the sound level standards associated with 
various land uses under Ordinance No. 847. The ordinance states that “no person shall create any 
sound...on any property that causes the exterior sound level on any other occupied property to exceed 
the sound level standards set forth in Table 1 [reproduced as Table 6 herein].” The ordinance also sets 
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a series of additional “special sound source standards” that apply to motor vehicles, power tools and 
equipment, audio equipment, sound amplifying equipment and live music. 

Accordingly, this ordinance sets various limits for acceptable noise levels depending on the type of land 
use. For open space and residential areas, the acceptable nighttime threshold is much lower (45 dB 
Lmax) than for areas used for commercial and industrial areas (55 – 75 dB Lmax). Activities in any area 
that surpass applicable thresholds would be in violation of the ordinance and thus subject to sanction. 
Table 6 below shows all of the ordinance’s sound levels. 

Table 5: County Ordinance No. 847 Sound Level Standards (dB Lmax) 

General Plan 
Foundation 
Component 

General Plan 
Land Use 

Designation 

General Plan Land Use 
Designation Name 

Density 

Maximum Decibel 
Level 

7 a.m. – 
10 p.m. 

10 p.m. – 
7 a.m. 

Community 
Development 

EDR Estate Density Residential 2 AC 55 45 

VLDR 
Very Low Density 
Residential 

1 AC 55 45 

LDR Low Density Residential ½ AC 55 45 

MDR 
Medium Density 
Residential 

2-5 AC 55 45 

MHDR 
Medium High Density 
Residential 

5-8 AC 55 45 

HDR High Density Residential 8-14 AC 55 45 

VHDR 
Very High Density 
Residential 

14-20 AC 55 45 

H’TDR High Density Residential 20+ AC 55 45 

CR Retail Commercial  65 55 

CO Office Commercial  65 55 

CT Tourist Commercial  65 55 

CC Community Center  65 55 

LI Light Industrial  75 55 

HI Heavy Industrial  75 75 

BP Business Park  65 45 

PF Public Facility  65 45 

SP 

Specific Plan-Residential  55 45 

Specific Plan-Commercial  65 55 

Specific Plan-Light 
Industrial 

 75 55 

Specific Plan-Heavy 
Industrial 

 75 75 

Rural Community 

EDR Estate Density Residential 2 AC 55 45 

VLDR 
Very Low Density 
Residential 

1 AC 55 45 

LDR Low Density Residential ½ AC 55 45 
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General Plan 
Foundation 
Component 

General Plan 
Land Use 

Designation 

General Plan Land Use 
Designation Name 

Density 

Maximum Decibel 
Level 

7 a.m. – 
10 p.m. 

10 p.m. – 
7 a.m. 

Rural 

RR Rural Residential 5 AC 45 45 

RM Rural Mountainous 10 AC 45 45 

RD Rural Desert 10 AC 45 45 

Agriculture AG Agriculture 10 AC 45 45 

Open Space 

C Conservation  45 45 

CH Conservation Habitat  45 45 

REC Recreation  45 45 

RUR Rural 20 AC 45 45 

W Watershed  45 45 

MR Mineral Resources  75 45 

 

Existing Conditions 

Stationary Sources 

The Project area is located within an urbanized area. The primary sources of stationary noise in the 
Project vicinity are urban and suburban related activities (i.e., mechanical equipment, commercial 
areas, parking areas, and pedestrians). The noise associated with these sources may represent a 
single-event noise occurrence, short-term, or long-term/continuous noise.  

Mobile Sources 

The majority of the existing mobile noise in the Project area is generated from vehicle sources along 
Grand Avenue. As shown in Table 7, Existing Traffic Noise Levels, the highest mobile noise sources 
adjacent to the Project site were modeled at 66.0 dBA along Ortega Highway (SR-74) west of Grand 
Avenue. Mobile source noise was modeled using the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) 
Highway Noise Prediction Model (FHWA RD-77-108), which incorporates several roadway and site 
parameters. The model does not account for ambient noise levels. Noise projections are based on 
modeled vehicular traffic as derived from the Project Traffic Impact Analysis prepared by Michael Baker 
International (June 3, 2019) (TIA); refer to Appendix 3, Traffic Impact Analysis, of this document.  
A 40 mph average vehicle speed along Riverside Drive and Grand Avenue and a 45 mph average 
vehicle speed along Ortega Highway (SR-74) and Corydon Road were assumed for existing conditions 
based on empirical observations and posted maximum speeds. Average daily traffic estimates were 
obtained from the TIA. 
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Table 6: Existing Traffic Noise Levels 

Roadway Segment 

Existing Conditions 

ADT 

dBA @ 100 
Feet from 
Roadway 
Centerline 

Distance from Roadway Centerline 
to: (Feet) 

60 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

65 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

70 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

Riverside Drive 

East of Grand Avenue 18,732 65.8 439 139 44 

Grand Avenue 

Machado Street to Riverside Drive  8,727 62.4 205 65 20 

Riverside Drive to Ortega Highway 22,402 65.8 439 139 44 

Ortega Highway to Bonnie Lea Drive 17,542 65.5 411 130 41 

Bonnie Lea Drive to Windward Way 17,542 65.5 411 130 41 

Windward Way to Turner Street 16,507 65.2 387 122 39 

Turner Street to Borchard Road 17,197 65.4 403 128 40 

Borchard Road to Corydon Road 18,028 65.6 422 134 42 

South of Corydon Road 9,405 62.8 220 70 22 

Ortega Highway (SR-74) 

West of Grand Avenue 14,139 66.0 439 139 44 

Corydon Road 

Grand Avenue to Almond Tree Lane 10,499 64.5 327 103 33 

Notes: ADT = average daily trips; dBA = A-weighted decibels; CNEL = community noise equivalent level. 

Source: Based on traffic data within the Project Traffic Impact Analysis, prepared by Michael Baker International, May 2016. 

Noise Measurements 

In order to quantify existing ambient noise levels in the Project area, five noise measurements were 
taken on April 21, 2016; refer to Table 8, Noise Measurements. The noise measurement sites were 
representative of typical existing noise exposure within and immediately adjacent to the Project site. 
Ten-minute measurements were taken, between 10:20 a.m. and 12:00 p.m. Short-term (Leq) 
measurements are considered representative of the noise levels throughout the day. 
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Table 7: Noise Measurements 

Site 
No. 

Location 
Leq 

(dBA) 
Lmin 
(dBA) 

Lmax 
(dBA) 

Peak 
(dBA) 

Time 

1 
Along Rigatta Drive, approximately 100 feet 
north of Lighthouse Lane. 

45.3 31.2 66.5 75.0 10:21 a.m. 

2 
At the northeast corner of the Zellar Street and 
Coleman Avenue intersection. 

59.6 38.9 79.9 75.2 10:44 a.m. 

3 
Near the western boundary of Lakehills 
Community Church, along Wood Street 

65.2 43.0 88.4 110.5 11:02 a.m. 

4 
Lakeland Village Middle School, Along Grand 
Avenue approximately 300 feet north of Gregory 
Street. 

62.4 41.1 79.3 93.0 11:19 a.m. 

5 
Grand Plaza Center, at the northwest corner of 
the Grand Avenue and Corydon Street 
intersection. 

64.9 46.3 77.0 91.0 11:37 a.m. 

Source: Michael Baker International, April 21, 2016. 

Meteorological conditions were sunny and clear skies, warm temperatures, with light wind speeds (0 to 
5 mph), and low humidity. Noise monitoring equipment used for the ambient noise survey consisted of 
a Brüel & Kjær Hand-held Analyzer Type 2250 equipped with a Type 4189 pre-polarized microphone. 
The monitoring equipment complies with applicable requirements of the American National Standards 
Institute (ANSI) for Type I (precision) sound level meters. The results of the field measurements are 
included in Appendix 4, Noise Data, of this document. 

Sensitive Receptors 

Certain land uses are particularly sensitive to noise, including schools, hospitals, rest homes, long-term 
medical and mental care facilities, and parks and recreation areas. Residential areas are also 
considered noise sensitive, especially during the nighttime hours. The closest existing sensitive 
receptors include residential uses located within the Project site, and adjoining the site to the north, 
east, and west. Four schools are also located in the vicinity of the Project site. Butterfield Elementary 
School, Lakeland Children’s Center, and Lakeland Village Middle School are located within the Project 
site, and William Collier Elementary School adjoins the site to the east. Four churches are located in 
the vicinity of the Project site. Adjoining the Project site to the south is the Mountainside Ministries. Lake 
Elsinore Four Square, Lakehills Community Church, Elsinore First Assembly of God Church are located 
within the Project site. 

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? 

 
Short-Term Construction Noise Impacts 

Ground-borne noise and other types of construction-related noise impacts would typically occur 
during the initial site preparation phases. Initial site preparation has the potential to create the 
highest levels of noise; however, it is generally the shortest of all construction phases. High ground-
borne noise levels and other miscellaneous noise levels can be created by the operation of heavy-
duty trucks, backhoes, bulldozers, excavators, tractors, graders, pavers, and other heavy-duty 
construction equipment. Noise levels generated by construction equipment are shown in Table 9, 
Maximum Noise Levels Generated by Construction Equipment. Operating cycles for these types of 
construction equipment may involve one or two minutes of full power operation followed by three to 
four minutes at lower power settings. Other primary sources of acoustical disturbance would be due 
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to random incidents, which would last less than one minute (such as dropping large pieces of 
equipment or the hydraulic movement of machinery lifts).  

Table 8: Maximum Noise Levels Generated by Construction Equipment 

Type of Equipment Acoustical Use Factor1 Lmax at 50 Feet (dBA) 

Backhoe 40 78 

Tractor 40 84 

Concrete Saw 20 90 

Water Truck 40 70 

Excavator 40 81 

Cement and Mortar Mixer 40 79 

Crane 16 81 

Dozer 40 82 

Forklift 40 70 

Grader 40 85 

Paver 50 77 

Roller 20 80 

Note: 
1. Acoustical Use Factor (percent): Estimates the fraction of time each piece of construction equipment is operating at full power (i.e., 

its loudest condition) during a construction operation. 

Source: Federal Highway Administration, Roadway Construction Noise Model (FHWA-HEP-05-054), January 2006. 

Construction activities would be an ongoing occurrence within LVPA and, in some cases, could occur 
in close proximity to existing noise-sensitive uses. All construction activities are required to be 
conducted pursuant to the community noise exposure conditions placed on the Project (e.g., limiting 
days and hours of construction, requiring mufflers, and other sound-attenuating features on equipment, 
etc.); refer to General Plan EIR No. 521 Mitigation Measure 4.13.1A. 

Under development and/or grading permit conditions of approval, as well as Ordinance No. 847 and 
other regulations, the County of Riverside enacts a number of noise controls on construction activities. 
These include limiting activities to specific hours of the day (or severely restricting allowable noise levels 
after certain hours, typically 10:00 p.m.), limiting idling, staging and loading locations (away from 
adjacent homes, for example), requiring setbacks, sound barriers, or other equipment modifications, as 
appropriate for the situation. Additionally, General Plan Mitigation Measure 4.13.1B requires that 
construction delivery trucks and haul trucks avoid sensitive receptors. 

Riverside County’s Noise Ordinance, however, specifically exempts from the limitations of the ordinance 
sound generated by “private construction projects located one-quarter of a mile or more from an 
inhabited dwelling.” Private construction within less than a quarter-mile is also exempt provided that 
construction does not occur between the hours of 6:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m. during June through 
September and between the hours of 6:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. during the months of October through 
May. 

It should be noted that actual construction-related noise activities associated with buildout of the LVPA 
would be lower than the levels identified in Table 9 and would cease upon completion of construction. 
General Plan EIR Mitigation Measures 4.13.1A and 4.13.1B would be required to reduce construction 
noise impacts. Additionally, all future development associated with implementation of the proposed 
LVPA would be subject to the County’s Noise Ordinance and the General Plan policies that address 
construction-related noise in order to minimize impacts to surrounding sensitive receptors. Compliance 
with the County’s Noise Ordinance, General Plan policies, and adherence to the recommended 
mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures 4.13.1A and 4.13.1B), would reduce short-term construction 
noise impacts to less than significant levels. Impacts would be less than significant in this regard. 
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Long-Term Operational Impacts 

Off-Site Mobile Noise 

Future development generated by the proposed Project would result in additional traffic on adjacent 
roadways, thereby increasing vehicular noise in the vicinity of existing and proposed land uses. The 
noise levels anticipated under the “Future Without Project” and “Future With Project” scenarios are 
compared in Table 10, Future Traffic Noise Levels. As depicted in Table 10, noise levels would range 
from approximately 47.9 dBA to 74.5 dBA, under the “Future Without Project” scenario and “Future With 
Project” scenario. 
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Table 9: Future Traffic Noise Levels 

Roadway Segment 

2040 Without Project 2040 With Project 
Difference 
in dBA @ 
100 feet 

from 
Roadway 

ADT 

dBA @ 100 
Feet from 
Roadway 
Centerline 

Distance from Roadway 
Centerline to: (Feet) 

ADT 

dBA @ 100 
Feet from 
Roadway 
Centerline 

Distance from Roadway 
Centerline to: (Feet) 

60 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

65 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

70 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

60 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

65 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

70 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

Collier Avenue 

West of Riverside Drive 8,600 66.6 460 145 - 8,600 66.6 460 145 - 0 

Riverside Drive to  
Central Avenue 

26,900 71.6 1,432 453 143 30,000 72.0 1,597 505 160 0.4 

East of Central Avenue 15,800 69.1 822 260 82 16,200 69.3 843 266 84 0.2 

Central Avenue 

South of Collier Avenue 20,700 70.0 1,010 319 101 20,700 70.0 1,010 319 101 0 

Collier Avenue to  
I-15 SB Ramp 

39,400 73.2 2,085 659 208 42,100 73.5 2,228 704 223 0 

I-15 SB Ramp to  
I-15 NB Ramp 

46,100 73.8 2,373 750 237 47,700 73.9 2,455 776 245 0 

North of I-15 NB Ramp 51,600 74.5 2,824 893 282 52,000 74.5 2,846 900 285 0 

Riverside Drive 

East of Collier Avenue 18,900 69.9 983 311 98 18,900 69.9 983 311 98 0 

Collier Avenue to 
Baker Street 

24,300 71.1 1,283 406 128 27,700 71.7 1,462 462 146 0.6 

Baker Street to  
Lakeshore Drive 

29,100 71.9 1,536 486 154 32,500 72.3 1,716 543 172 0.4 

Lakeshore Drive to  
Lincoln Street 

26,000 71.3 1,363 431 136 30,200 72.0 1,583 500 158 0.7 

Lincoln Street to 
Grand Avenue 

20,800 70.4 1,098 347 110 25,000 71.2 1,320 417 132 0.8 

Lakeshore Drive 

East of Riverside Drive 15,900 69.2 839 265 84 16,300 69.3 860 272 86 0.1 

West of Riverside Drive 23,500 71.1 1,279 405 128 23,800 71.1 1,296 410 130 0 

Lincoln Street 

West of Riverside Drive 7,600 66.0 395 125 40 7,600 66.0 395 125 40 0 
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Roadway Segment 

2040 Without Project 2040 With Project 
Difference 
in dBA @ 
100 feet 

from 
Roadway 

ADT 

dBA @ 100 
Feet from 
Roadway 
Centerline 

Distance from Roadway 
Centerline to: (Feet) 

ADT 

dBA @ 100 
Feet from 
Roadway 
Centerline 

Distance from Roadway 
Centerline to: (Feet) 

60 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

65 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

70 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

60 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

65 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

70 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

Grand Avenue 

West of Riverside Drive 9,100 66.8 473 150 47 9,500 66.9 495 156 49 0.1 

Riverside Drive to Ortega 
Highway (SR-74) 

22,900 70.8 1,209 382 121 27,500 71.6 1,452 459 145 0.8 

East of Ortega Highway 
(SR-74) 

22,100 70.7 1,167 369 117 27,000 71.5 1,425 451 143 0.8 

West of Corydon Street 21,000 70.4 1,092 345 109 23,700 70.9 1,233 390 123 0.5 

East of Corydon Street 11,100 67.6 577 183 58 11,800 67.9 614 194 61 0.3 

West of Central Street 11,000 67.6 572 181 57 11,700 67.8 609 192 61 0.2 

East of Central Street 7,000 65.6 364 115 36 7,400 65.9 385 122 38 0.3 

Ortega Highway (SR-74) 

South of Grand Avenue 15,900 69.9 973 308 97 16,200 70.0 991 313 99 0.1 

Corydon Street 

South of Grand Avenue 100 47.9 - - - 100 47.9 - - - 0 

North of Grand Avenue 17,400 70.3 1,064 337 106 19,300 70.7 1,181 373 118 0.4 

West of Mission Trail 16,700 70.1 1,021 323 102 18,600 70.6 1,138 360 114 0.5 

Mission Trail 

South of Corydon Street 15,900 69.2 839 265 84 17,100 69.6 903 285 90 0.4 

North of Corydon Street 20,500 70.3 1,082 342 108 21,300 70.5 1,124 356 112 0.2 

Central Street 

South of Grand Avenue 1,100 576 57 - - 1,100 57.6 57 - - 0 

Grand Avenue to Palomar 
Street 

9,900 67.1 515 163 51 10,300 67.3 536 169 54 0.2 

North of Palomar Street 13,200 68.4 687 217 69 13,600 68.5 707 224 71 0.1 

Palomar Street 

East of Central Street 22,600 69.5 889 281 89 22,600 69.5 889 281 89 0 

West of Central Street 23,000 70.8 1,196 378 120 23,000 70.8 1,196 378 120 0 

Notes: ADT = average daily trips; dBA = A-weighted decibels; CNEL = community noise equivalent level; NB = northbound; SB = southbound; “-“ = contour is located within road ROW 

Source: Based on traffic data within the Project Traffic Impact Analysis, prepared by Urban Crossroads, June 3, 2019. 
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Cumulative Mobile Source Impacts 

A project’s contribution to a cumulative traffic noise increase would be considered significant when the 
combined effect exceeds perception level (i.e., auditory level increase) threshold. The combined effect 
compares the “Cumulative With Project” condition to “Existing” conditions. This comparison accounts 
for the traffic noise increase generated by a project combined with the traffic noise increase generated 
by projects in the cumulative project list. The following criteria have been utilized to evaluate the 
combined effect of the cumulative noise increase. 

Combined Effect. The cumulative with Project noise level (“Future With Project”) would cause a 
significant cumulative impact if a 3.0 dB increase over existing conditions occurs and the resulting noise 
level exceeds the applicable exterior standard at a sensitive use. 

Although there may be a significant noise increase due to the proposed Project in combination with 
other related projects (combined effects), it must also be demonstrated that the project has an 
incremental effect. In other words, a significant portion of the noise increase must be due to the 
proposed project. The following criteria have been utilized to evaluate the incremental effect of the 
cumulative noise increase. 

Incremental Effects. The “Future With Project” causes a 1.0 dBA increase in noise over the “Future 
Without Project” noise level. 

A significant impact would result only if both the combined and incremental effects criteria have been 
exceeded. Noise by definition is a localized phenomenon, and reduces as distance from the source 
increases. Consequently, only the proposed Project and development occurring in the Project site’s 
general vicinity would contribute to cumulative noise impacts. Table 11, Cumulative Noise Scenario, 
lists the traffic noise effects along roadway segments in the Project vicinity for “Existing,” “Future Without 
Project,” and “Future With Project,” conditions, including incremental and net cumulative impacts. 

As indicated in Table 11, the Incremental Effects criterion of 1.0 dBA over the “Future Without Project” 
are not exceeded along any of the segments. The Combined Effects criterion of 3.0 dBA over the 
existing condition are exceeded along four segments. However, the Combined Effects takes into 
account existing conditions and future growth associated with full buildout. As stated, a significant 
impact would result only if both the combined and incremental effects criteria have been exceeded. 
Thus, none of the roadway segments would have a significant cumulative noise increase. Therefore, 
the proposed Project, in combination with cumulative background traffic noise levels, would result in 
less than significant impacts. 
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Table 10: Cumulative Noise Scenario 

Roadway Segment 

Existing 
Future 

Without 
Project 

Future 
With 

Project 

Combined 
Effects 

Incremental 
Effects 

Cumulatively 
Significant 

Impact? 

dBA @ 
100 Feet 

from 
Roadway 
Centerline 

dBA @ 
100 Feet 

from 
Roadway 
Centerline 

dBA @ 
100 Feet 

from 
Roadway 
Centerline 

Difference 
In dBA 

Between 
Existing and 
Future With 

Project 

Difference In 
dBA Between 

Future 
Without 

Project and 
Future With 

Project 

Collier Avenue 

West of Riverside Drive 66.2 66.6 66.6 0.4 0 No 

Riverside Drive to Central 
Avenue 71.2 71.6 72.0 

0.8 0.4 No 

East of Central Avenue 68.7 69.1 69.3 0.6 0.2 No 

Central Avenue 

South of Collier Avenue 66.8 70.0 70.0 3.2 0 No 

Collier Avenue to I-15 SB 
Ramp 72.8 73.2 73.5 

0.7 0.3 No 

I-15 SB Ramp to I-15 NB 
Ramp 73.3 73.8 73.9 

0.6 0.1 No 

North of I-15 NB Ramp 74.1 74.5 74.5 0.4 0 No 

Riverside Drive 

East of Collier Avenue 56.7 69.9 69.9 13.2 0 No 

Collier Avenue to Baker 
Street 70.7 71.1 71.7 

1 0.6 No 

Baker Street to Lakeshore 
Drive 70.3 71.9 72.3 

2 0.4 No 

Lakeshore Drive to 
Lincoln Street 70.9 71.3 72.0 

1.1 0.7 No 

Lincoln Street to Grand 
Avenue 70.0 70.4 71.2 

1.2 0.8 No 

Lakeshore Drive 

East of Riverside Drive 68.8 69.2 69.3 0.5 0.1 No 

West of Riverside Drive 69.2 71.1 71.1 1.9 0  

Lincoln Street 

West of Riverside Drive 65.6 66.0 66.0 0.4 0 No 

Grand Avenue 

West of Riverside Drive 66.4 66.8 66.9 0.5 0.1 No 

Riverside Drive to Ortega 
Highway (SR-74) 70.2 70.8 71.6 

1.4 0.8 No 

East of Ortega Highway 
(SR-74) 70.3 70.7 71.5 

1.2 0.8 No 

West of Corydon Street 70.0 70.4 70.9 0.9 0.5 No 

East of Corydon Street 67.2 67.6 67.9 0.7 0.3 No 

West of Central Street 67.2 67.6 67.8 0.6 0.2 No 

East of Central Street 65.2 65.6 65.9 0.7 0.3 No 

Ortega Highway (SR-74) 

South of Grand Avenue 69.4 69.9 70.0 0.6 0.1 No 

Corydon Street 

South of Grand Avenue 47.9 47.9 47.9 0 0 No 

North of Grand Avenue 68.5 70.3 70.7 2.2 0.4 No 

West of Mission Trail 69.7 70.1 70.6 0.9 0.5 No 

Mission Trail 

South of Corydon Street 68.9 69.2 69.6 0.7 0.4 No 

North of Corydon Street 69.8 70.3 70.5 0.7 0.2 No 
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Roadway Segment 

Existing 
Future 

Without 
Project 

Future 
With 

Project 

Combined 
Effects 

Incremental 
Effects 

Cumulatively 
Significant 

Impact? 

dBA @ 
100 Feet 

from 
Roadway 
Centerline 

dBA @ 
100 Feet 

from 
Roadway 
Centerline 

dBA @ 
100 Feet 

from 
Roadway 
Centerline 

Difference 
In dBA 

Between 
Existing and 
Future With 

Project 

Difference In 
dBA Between 

Future 
Without 

Project and 
Future With 

Project 

Central Street 

South of Grand Avenue 57.2 57.6 57.6 0.4 0 No 

Grand Avenue to Palomar 
Street 65.7 67.1 67.3 

1.6 0.2 No 

North of Palomar Street 68.0 68.4 68.5 0.5 0.1 No 

Palomar Street 

East of Central Street 64.8 69.5 69.5 4.7 0 No 

West of Central Street 67.1 70.8 70.8 3.7 0 No 

Notes: ADT = average daily trips; dBA = A-weighted decibels; CNEL = community noise equivalent level 

Source: Based on traffic data within the Project Traffic Impact Analysis, prepared by Urban Crossroads, June 3, 2019. 

Stationary Noise Impacts 

The Project would create seven new MUA Neighborhoods as well as one new LI Neighborhood within 
the LVPA, resulting in a total of eight Neighborhoods throughout the LVPA. These areas are considered 
for mixed use development, including residential, commercial, and other uses.  

The General Plan Noise Element contains policies that specifically address land use compatibility in 
relation to noise levels. Policies N 1.1, 1.2, and 15.2 restrict those land uses that have higher levels of 
noise production from being located near land uses that are more sensitive to noise. These policies 
also promote focusing those land uses with higher noise levels in areas that tend to produce more noise 
such as transit corridors. Noise Element Policies N 1.7, 2.2, 3.2, 3.5, and 4.4 require acoustical studies 
and reports to be prepared for proposed developments that may be affected by high noise levels as 
well as those considered noise-sensitive. Policy N 3.5 also requires that the acoustical analysis include 
recommendations for design mitigation. Future project-level analyses, in accordance with CEQA 
requirements, would be required to be conducted on a case-by-case basis as individual, future 
residential development projects allowed under the LVPA proceed. According to General Plan EIR No. 
521, excessive (i.e., exceeding regulatory standards) exterior and interior noise in proposed noise-
sensitive areas can be remediated by such mitigation strategies as relocating roadways, applying 
roadway coatings or reducing road speeds, building sound walls, providing buffer zones, retrofitting 
older homes with insulation or appropriate window treatments (i.e., double-paned windows, interior 
storm windows, etc.), or choosing development sites in quiet areas. 

General Plan EIR No. 521 Mitigation Measure 4.13.2A would lessen noise impacts by restricting 
development of noise-sensitive uses if exterior and interior noise standards cannot be met. General 
Plan Mitigation Measure 4.13.2B would lessen noise impacts by requiring preparation of a site-specific 
noise analysis (“describing how the exterior and interior noise standards will be met”) for residential 
projects with a noise exposure greater than 65 dBA Ldn to ensure that homes are situated in 
appropriately quiet areas or are constructed with the necessary sound attenuation measures to reduce 
noise levels to appropriate levels. General Plan Mitigation Measure 4.13.2C would lessen impacts by 
also requiring new commercial and industrial development proposals include a noise study that 
analyzes site-specific noise impacts and provides mitigation appropriate for achieving the allowable 
noise levels. General Plan Mitigation Measure 4.13.2D would lessen noise impacts on schools by 
restricting their development within 2 miles of an airport. In addition, EIR No. 521 also included 
Mitigation Measures 4.13.3A, 4.13.3B, and 4.13.3C to address impacts from stationary noise sources. 
These measures would also apply to future development accommodated by LVPA. For new 
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development, it is anticipated that County standards could be met and substantial noise impacts could 
be avoided by incorporating such appropriate mitigation strategies, which would keep potential impacts 
to less than significant levels. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

b) Generation of excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise levels? 
 
Construction can generate varying degrees of groundborne vibration, depending on the construction 
procedure and the construction equipment used. Operation of construction equipment generates 
vibrations that spread through the ground and diminish in amplitude with distance from the source. The 
effect on buildings located in the vicinity of the construction site often varies depending on soil type, 
ground strata, and construction characteristics of the receiver building(s). The results from vibration can 
range from no perceptible effects at the lowest vibration levels, to low rumbling sounds and perceptible 
vibration at moderate levels, to slight damage at the highest levels. Groundborne vibrations from 
construction activities rarely reach levels that damage structures. 

The types of construction vibration impact include human annoyance and building damage. Human 
annoyance occurs when construction vibration rises significantly above the threshold of human 
perception for extended periods of time. Building damage can be cosmetic or structural. Ordinary 
buildings that are not particularly fragile would not experience any cosmetic damage (e.g., plaster 
cracks) at distances beyond 30 feet. This distance can vary substantially depending on the soil 
composition and underground geological layer between vibration source and receiver. In addition, not 
all buildings respond similarly to vibration generated by construction equipment. The vibration produced 
by construction equipment is illustrated in Table 12, Typical Vibration Levels for Construction 
Equipment. 
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Table 11: Typical Vibration Levels for Construction Equipment 

Equipment 
Approximate peak particle 

velocity at 25 feet 
(inches/second) 

Approximate peak particle 
velocity at 50 feet (inches/second) 

Large bulldozer 0.089 0.031 

Loaded trucks 0.076 0.027 

Small bulldozer 0.003 0.001 

Jackhammer 0.035 0.012 

Notes: 

1. Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Guidelines, May 2006. Table 12-2. 

2. Calculated using the following formula: 

 PPV equip = PPVref x (25/D)1.5 

 where: PPV (equip) = the peak particle velocity in inch per second of the equipment adjusted for the distance 
PPV (ref) = the reference vibration level in inch per second from Table 12-2 of the FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact 
Assessment Guidelines 

D = the distance from the equipment to the receiver 
Source: Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Guidelines, May 2006. 

Future development accommodated by the LVPA would require construction activities that could cause 
temporary, short-term vibrations. These vibrations would be disruptive if located near sensitive 
receptors. As indicated in Table 12, construction-related temporary groundborne vibration levels would 
depend on the specific construction equipment used, the location of construction activities relative to 
sensitive receptors, and the types of operations or activities involved. Vibration generated by 
construction equipment spreads through the ground and diminishes in magnitude with increases in 
distance. The specific types of equipment to be used for construction of the future development 
accommodated by the LVPA are not known or foreseeable at this time. However, based on common 
construction practices, it can reasonably be assumed construction vibration would be generated from 
jackhammers, trucks, bulldozers, and similar equipment. 

Compliance with General Plan policies and existing mitigation measures would ensure that new uses 
are not subject to excessive vibration impacts. Compliance with existing Riverside County ordinances 
and General Plan policies, as well as a General Plan EIR No. 521 Mitigation Measure 4.15.B-N1, would 
reduce the effects of construction-related groundborne vibration impacts on sensitive receptors. With 
implementation of General Plan Mitigation Measure 4.15.B-N1, impacts would be less than significant. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 
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PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES Would the project: 

28. Paleontological Resources 
a) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 

resource, site, or unique geologic feature? 

    

 

Source(s):  Riverside County General Plan Figure OS-8, Paleontological Sensitivity; Paleontological 
Resource Impact Mitigation Program (“PRIMP”) Report; Riverside County GIS database 
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a) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource, site, or unique geologic 
feature? 

Riverside County has been inventoried for geologic formations known to potentially contain 
paleontological resources. Lands with high, low or undetermined potential for finding paleontological 
resources have been mapped and are included in Figure OS-8 of the General Plan (as well as the 
County GIS database). The mapped paleontological sensitivity is used in the environmental assessment 
of development proposals and the determination of required impact mitigation. According to the 
Riverside County Map My County GIS database, the Project area predominantly contains areas of low 
paleontological sensitivity, as well as areas with unknown paleontological sensitivity. There is one 
mapped area of high sensitivity along the northern extent of the Project area (east of the lake) that 
supports both vacant land and existing development. 

General Plan Policy OS 19.7 states that: Whenever existing information indicates that a site proposed 
for development has low paleontological sensitivity as shown on Figure OS-8, no direct mitigation is 
required unless a fossil is encountered during site development. Should a fossil be encountered, the 
County Geologist shall be notified, and a paleontologist shall be retained by the project proponent. The 
paleontologist shall document the extent and potential significance of the paleontological resources on 
the site and establish appropriate mitigation measures for further site development. 

Furthermore, General Plan Policy OS 19.8 states that: Whenever existing information indicates that a 
site proposed for development has undetermined paleontological sensitivity as shown on Figure OS-8, 
a report shall be filed with the County Geologist documenting the extent and potential significance of 
the paleontological resources on site and identifying mitigation measures for the fossil and for impacts 
to significant paleontological resources prior to approval of that department. 

Lastly, General Plan Policy 19.9 states that: Whenever paleontological resources are found, the County 
Geologist shall direct them to a facility within Riverside County for their curation, including the Western 
Science Center in the City of Hemet. 

In addition to such County policies, there are a number of existing State and federal laws that regulate 
development impacts to paleontological resources, including those outlined under the California Public 
Resources Code Paleontological Resources Preservation Act. 

Due to the limited known paleontological resources and unique geologic features within the Project area 
and required conformance with existing regulations intended for the protection of sensitive 
paleontological resources, impacts to paleontological resources would be less than significant. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 
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POPULATION AND HOUSING Would the project: 

29. Housing 
a) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or 

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

    

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

    

 

Source(s):  Riverside County GIS database, Riverside County General Plan Housing Element 

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

The proposed Project represents a change in land use designations and does not involve entitlement 
or physical construction. Future development within the Project area could result in the elimination of 
existing buildings, including homes; however, this potential already exists with the adopted ELAP as all 
properties are designated for some form of future development or conservation. The intent of the Project 
is to allow for future development of residential uses, in combination with commercial and mixed-use 
development, to provide additional housing opportunities within the LVPA. As the Project would not 
directly remove any existing housing or displace a substantial number of existing people or housing, 
there would be no need to construct replacement housing. As such, impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

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

The physical construction of new housing is not proposed as a component of the Project, although the 
land use designations proposed by the Project would allow for the future construction of new housing, 
and thus, would create a demand for additional housing including affordable housing. However, the 
future development sequence that would occur following Project implementation would be based on 
market conditions and other future considerations. At such time, developers would be required to 
assess each proposed development and the site-specific environmental impacts associated with new 
housing through project-level CEQA analysis at such time that their design and specific locations are 
known. As such, impacts would be less than significant. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

c) 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)? 

The proposed mixed-use and residential land use designations, as well as lands proposed for future 
commercial use, would result in the potential for increased population and employment opportunities in 
the Project area. While the physical construction of homes or businesses are not proposed as a 
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component of the Project, the proposed land use designations would allow for future construction of 
new residential and commercial development within the affected land area. 

As discussed in Response 29(b) above, the future development sequence that would occur following 
Project implementation would be based on market conditions and other future considerations. At such 
time, developers would be required to assess each proposed development and the site-specific 
environmental impacts associated with population growth through project-level CEQA analysis at such 
time that their design and specific locations are known. While a limited growth potential would result 
with the proposed Project, a number of commercial uses would be removed in place of future mixed-
use development. Similarly, portions of the Project area would be changed from residential land use to 
mixed-use land use and may therefore experience slightly increased development intensity. 

Areas where mixed uses are proposed may increase density beyond existing development; however, 
the existing development in these areas is generally consistent with the proposed land use designation, 
and as such, impacts would be largely similar in nature and intensity. Due to the limited growth 
associated with the Project (a maximum 2.2 percent increase), the Project would result in a less than 
significant impact with regard to inducing substantial unplanned population growth. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

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

30. Fire Services     

 

Source(s):  Riverside County General Plan Safety Element; Ordinance No. 659 (Public Services 
Development Impact Fees for New Development); Ordinance No. 787 (Requirements for High-
Occupancy Structures for Fire Protection) 

a) 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 fire services? 

Implementation of the proposed Project may indirectly necessitate future provision of additional fire 
protection services. The Riverside County Fire Department (RCFD) provides fire protection and 
emergency medical services to the Project area and would continue to do so following Project 
implementation. Currently, the Project area is served by Riverside County Fire Station Number 11, 
located at 33020 Maiden Lane, Lake Elsinore, CA 92530. Any future development on the neighborhood 
sites would be subject to Riverside County Ordinance No. 659, which requires new development to 
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either pay fire protection Development Impact Fees (DIF) or provide new facilities in lieu of the fee as 
approved by the RCFD. The County of Riverside requires the payment of development impact fees 
prior to the final inspection by the Building and Safety Department for any residential dwelling. The 
construction of future fire protection facilities necessary for development accommodated through the 
LVPA would be subject to separate environmental analysis and CEQA review process. 

Future development accommodated by the Project would also be subject to General Plan Policy LU 
5.1, General Plan Policy S 5.1, and County Ordinance 787. Policy LU 5.1 prohibits new development 
from exceeding the ability to adequately provide supporting infrastructure and services, including fire 
protection services, and Policy S 5.1 requires proposed development to incorporate fire prevention 
features. County Ordinance No. 787 includes requirements for high-occupancy structures to further 
protect people and structures from fire risks, including requirements that buildings not impede 
emergency egress for fire safety personnel and that equipment and apparatus would not hinder 
evacuation from fire, including potential blockage of stairways or fire doors. Development would also be 
required to demonstrate compliance with any applicable California Building and Fire Codes, which are 
implemented to ensure new development meets minimum standards for access, fire flow, building 
ignition and fire resistance, fire protection systems and equipment, defensible space, and setback 
requirements. Adherence to the above-mentioned existing General Plan Policies and Ordinances, as 
well as existing State regulations, would ensure that potential physical impacts associated with the 
provision of fire protection services remain less than significant. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 
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31. Sheriff Services     

 

Source(s):  Riverside County General Plan; Ordinance No. 659 (Public Services Development Impact 
Fees for New Development) 

a) 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 sheriff services? 

The Project area is partially developed and is currently serviced by the Riverside County Sheriff’s 
Department (RCSD) and would continue to be serviced by RCSD. Table 4, Projected Law Enforcement 
Generation Factors and Law Enforcement Needs, shows the criteria used by Riverside County EIR No. 
521 to determine law enforcement personnel and equipment needs in unincorporated areas of Riverside 
County, along with the theoretical law enforcement needs under the proposed Project. The proposed 
land use changes would result in a potential population increase as future development occurs within 
the LVPA. This additional development accommodated through Project implementation would increase 
the demand for police protection services. As shown, the population increases that would occur through 
Project implementation would necessitate two additional sworn police officers beyond what has been 
anticipated for buildout of the affected area under the current land use designations. 
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Table 12: Projected Law Enforcement Generation Factors and Law Enforcement Needs 

Personnel/Equipment Generation Factor 
Personnel/Equipment Needs – 

Proposed Project* 

Sworn Officers 1.5 per 1,000 persons 2 sworn officers 

Supervisors 1 per 7 officers 0 supervisors 

Support Staff 1 per 7 officers 0 support staff 

Patrol Vehicles 1 per 3 officers 0 patrol vehicles 

* Numbers are rounded. 

Source: County of Riverside 2015 

The RCSD’s ability to support future growth is dependent upon the financial ability to hire additional 
deputies and provide equipment for staff. Accordingly, future development accommodated through the 
proposed Project would be subject to Riverside County Ordinance No. 659, which requires new 
development to pay the DIF used to fund public facilities, including law enforcement facilities and 
supplies. The costs associated with the hiring of additional officers would be funded through Riverside 
County Board of Supervisor decisions on the use of general fund monies (i.e., property and tax). 
Payment of these fees would help to offset any future impacts associated with the additional site 
development accommodated through the Project. In addition, implementation of General Plan EIR No. 
521 would ensure that potential physical impacts associated with the provision of police protection 
services remain less than significant. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 
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32. Schools     

Source(s):  School District correspondence, Riverside County GIS database 

a) 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 schools? 

The proposed Project would indirectly increase the number of school-aged children required to attend 
public schools within the Lake Elsinore Unified School District (LEUSD). The LEUSD uses the 
generation rates shown in Table 5, School Enrollment Generation Factors and Projected Student 
Generation, to represent the number of students, or portion thereof, expected to attend district schools 
from each new dwelling unit. 

Table 13: School Enrollment Generation Factors and Projected Student Generation 

School Type Generation Rate 

Elementary School 0.1303 
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Middle School 0.0528 

High School 0.0706 

Source: LEUSD 2015 

Pursuant to the Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act (SB 50), future residential and 
commercial/industrial development accommodated through the proposed Project would be required to 
pay development impact fees to the LEUSD to fund school facilities. Pursuant to Government Code 
Section 65995, payment of these development impact fees as required by State law would provide full 
and complete mitigation to the Project’s potential impacts relative to physical impacts associated with 
construction of school facilities. Any future development accommodated through the Project would be 
required to pay these fees prior to issuance of a building permit. Evidence that agreements have been 
executed shall be submitted to the Riverside County Building and Safety Department, or fees shall be 
paid with each building permit. Therefore, payment of these fees would ensure that potential physical 
impacts associated with the provision of schools would remain less than significant. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 
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33. Libraries     

 

Source(s):  Riverside County General Plan 

a) 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 libraries? 

GPA 1156 replaced portions of the adopted ELAP to establish the LVPA .The proposed Project would 
implement several land use designation changes for a number of parcels within the project area. The 
proposed Project would not directly result in the construction of new library facilities; however, it is noted 
that future development accommodated by the LVPA may necessitate the provision of new libraries. 
The construction and operation of any future libraries necessary for the development accommodated 
through Project implementation would be subject to separate environmental analysis and CEQA review 
process, once it is determined that these actions are warranted and are subject to CEQA. In addition, 
any future development projects would be subject to measures found within General Plan EIR No 521. 

Therefore, potential physical impacts associated with the provision of libraries would remain less than 
significant. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 
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34. Health Services     

 

Source(s):  Riverside County General Plan 

a) 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 health services? 

GPA 1156 replaced portions of the adopted ELAP to establish the LVPA .The proposed Project would 
implement several land use designation changes for a number of parcels within the project area. The 
proposed Project would not directly result in the construction of new health services facilities; however, 
it is noted that future development accommodated by the LVPA may necessitate the provision of new 
health services facilities. The construction and operation of any future health services facilities 
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necessary for the development accommodated through Project implementation would be subject to 
separate environmental analysis and CEQA review process, once it is determined that these actions 
are warranted and are subject to CEQA. In addition, any future development projects would be subject 
to General Plan EIR Mitigation Measures 4.15.7A and 4.15.7B. Therefore, impacts regarding health 
services would be less than significant.  

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 
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RECREATION Would the project: 

35. Parks and Recreation 
a)  Include recreational facilities or require the 

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

Source(s):  Riverside County GIS database; Ordinance No. 659 (Establishing Development Impact 
Fees); Parks & Open Space Department Review 

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

The proposed Project would establish land uses within the LVPA and would implement land use 
designation changes to a number of parcels within the LVPA. The Project does not directly involve the 
physical construction or expansion of recreational facilities; however, it is noted that future development 
accommodated through the LVPA may include recreational facilities or require the expansion of existing 
recreational facilities. The future acquisition of recreational facilities would be subject to a separate 
environmental review process once it is determined that the construction of such facilities is subject to 
CEQA. In addition, development would be subject to the relevant General Plan policies including Policy 
OS 20.5 which requires that development of recreation facilities occur concurrent with other 
development, and Policy OS 20.6 which requires new development to provide implementation 
strategies for the funding of both active and passive parks and recreational sites. Policies OS 20.5 and 
20.6 provide both the timing and the financial means to provide active and passive recreational sites. 
Future development within the LVPA would be subject to these policies and other relevant recreational 
facility siting and design practices based on location and would be required to mitigate any potential 
adverse environmental impacts identified at that time. For these reasons, the Project would not result 
in significant adverse physical impacts associated with the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities, and a less than significant impact would occur. 
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Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

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

New housing projects are required to provide specific levels of new recreational development (parks, 
recreational areas, etc.) and/or pay a specific amount of in-lieu fees which are then used to construct 
new or expanded facilities. Trail requirements and off-site improvement contributions are also handled 
similarly (through mandatory Conditions of Approval). Future development of residential uses proposed 
under the LVPA would be subject to Riverside County Ordinance No. 659 which requires new 
development to pay mitigation fees used to fund public facilities, including regional parks, community 
centers/parks, and regional multipurpose trails. Payment of the mitigation fees stipulated through 
Ordinance No. 659, along with adherence to General Plan Policies OS 20.5 and 20.6 described in 
Response 35(a) above, would aid in ensuring the Project’s potential impacts to existing neighborhood 
and regional parks or other recreational facilities are less than significant. Further, the 
construction/development of any potential park and recreation facilities accommodated through Project 
implementation would be analyzed through a separate environmental review process, once it is 
determined that construction of new facilities is warranted and subject to CEQA. For these reasons, the 
Project would not directly increase the use of existing neighborhood or regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

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

The Project area is not currently located within a Community Service Area or a recreation and park 
district with a Community Parks and Recreation Plan, although the future development of such areas 
and/or plans are provided for in ELAP Policy 6.4, “Encourage the formation of a County Service Area 
(CSA) or Parks and Recreation District to develop adequate park services and facilities.  Large-scale 
development is encouraged to include parks, recreational open space, plazas and other public spaces.” 
Therefore, no impact would occur in this regard. 

Determination:  No impact. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 
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36. Recreational Trails     
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a) Include the construction or expansion of a trail 
system? 

 

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

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

The Project does not directly involve the construction or expansion of a trail system; however, Project 
implementation would result in the potential for future development within the Project area, as well as 
the development of future roadway and trail infrastructure.  

Lakeland Village Policy Area, Policy 6.3 Encourage the design of new streets and the significant 
upgrading of existing streets to provide all users with safe, convenient access through the community. 
Emphasis should be placed on providing dedicated, protected facilities for pedestrians and bicyclists, 
including a continuous network of sidewalks and pedestrian pathways; bicycle routes and lanes; multi-
use trails and trailhead parking; traffic calming measures; and delineated street crossings where 
feasible. 

Future development facilitated by Project implementation would be subject to Riverside County 
Ordinance No. 659 which requires new development to pay mitigation fees used to fund public facilities, 
including regional parks, community centers/parks, and regional multipurpose trails. Existing ordinances 
and development fees, along with the County’s development review process, would ensure that future 
development facilitated through Project implementation would provide adequate trail facilities. The 
construction of proposed trail facilities would be subject to CEQA, and the developer would be required 
to conduct further environmental analysis to determine whether the construction of these trails would 
result in an environmental impact. Future trail construction/development would be subject to a separate 
environmental review process, as well as the above-mentioned Riverside County policies and 
ordinances, and potential significant environmental impacts identified would require appropriate 
mitigation at that time. For these reasons, impacts would be less than significant. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 
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TRANSPORTATION Would the project: 

37. Transportation  
a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy 

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

    

b)  Conflict with an applicable congestion management 
program, including, but not limited to level of service 
standards and travel demand measures, or other 
standards established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated roads or 
highways? 

    

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

    

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

    

e) Cause an effect upon circulation during the project’s 
construction? 

    

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

    

 

Source(s):  Riverside County General Plan, Project Traffic Impact Analysis 

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

A Traffic Impact Analysis (June 3, 2019) (TIA) was prepared for the proposed Project (Appendix 3). The 
TIA was prepared in accordance with the County of Riverside Transportation Department Traffic Impact 
Analysis Preparation Guide (April 2008), the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Guide 
for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies (December 2002), and consultation with County of 
Riverside staff during the scoping process. 

It should be noted that Senate Bill 743 (SB 743) was adopted in September of 2013, requiring that 
agencies utilize Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) for CEQA analysis, instead of Level of Service (LOS). 
The provisions of SB 743 are required to be implemented statewide by July 1, 2020. The traffic analysis 
in this section relies on LOS to characterize impacts, as the County of Riverside has not adopted VMT 
significance thresholds. The proposed project; however, does not directly propose development. The 
refinements being proposed to the land uses within the LVPA include the addition of mixed use 
development and higher density development proximal to existing bus services. These proposed 
changes should allow for a reduction of vehicle trips as future development occurs through internal trip 
capture and proximity of future development to established transit stops. While a formal VMT analysis 
was not performed for the project, the project was designed in a manner that should  reduce future VMT 
with the establishment of the MUA designations.  
 

Study Area and Analysis Scenarios 
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The Project study area was defined in coordination with the County of Riverside, and the land use plan 
is envisioned to enhance mixed use areas, resulting in the majority of vehicle trips generated to remain 
local to the area (i.e., avoidance of residents having to travel long distances to access goods and 
services, etc.). Table 6 shows the intersections included in the study area, along with their respective 
jurisdictional locations. 

Potential Project-related impacts to traffic and circulation have been evaluated for each of the following 
conditions:  

• Existing (2019) Conditions  

• Existing Plus Project (E+P) Conditions  

• Horizon Year (2040) Without Project  

• Horizon Year (2040) With Project   
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Table 14: Study Area Intersections 

ID Intersection Location Jurisdiction 

1 Riverside Drive (SR-74) & Collier Avenue (SR-74) Caltrans, City of Lake Elsinore 

2 Riverside Drive (SR-74) & Lakeshore Drive Caltrans, City of Lake Elsinore 

3 Riverside Drive (SR-74) & Lincoln Street Caltrans, City of Lake Elsinore 

4 Riverside Drive (SR-74) & Grand Avenue Caltrans, City of Lake Elsinore 

5 Central Street (SR-74) & I-15 NB Ramps  Caltrans, City of Lake Elsinore  

6 Central Street (SR-74) & I-15 SB Ramps Caltrans, City of Lake Elsinore 

7 Central Street (SR-74) & Collier Avenue (SR-74) Caltrans, City of Lake Elsinore 

8 Ortega Highway (SR-74) & Grand Avenue Caltrans, City of Lake Elsinore 

9 Corydon Street & Mission Trail City of Lake Elsinore, City of Wildomar 

10 Corydon Street & Grand Avenue Riverside County, City of Lake Elsinore, City of Wildomar 

11 Central Street & Palomar Street City of Wildomar 

12 Central Street & Grand Avenue City of Wildomar 

Methodologies 

Levels of Service (LOS) 

Traffic operations of roadway facilities are described using the term "Level of Service" (LOS). LOS is a 
qualitative description of traffic flow based on several factors such as speed, travel time, delay, and 
freedom to maneuver. Six levels are typically defined ranging from LOS A, representing completely 
free-flow conditions, to LOS F, representing breakdown in flow resulting in stop-and-go conditions. LOS 
E represents operations at or near capacity, an unstable level where vehicles are operating with the 
minimum spacing for maintaining uniform flow. 

Intersection Capacity Analysis 

The definitions of LOS for interrupted traffic flow (flow restrained by the existence of traffic signals and 
other traffic control devices) differ slightly depending on the type of traffic control. The LOS is typically 
dependent on the quality of traffic flow at the intersections along a roadway. The Highway Capacity 
Manual (HCM) methodology expresses the LOS at an intersection in terms of delay time for the various 
intersection approaches, and uses different procedures depending on the type of intersection control. 

The County of Riverside, City of Lake Elsinore, and City of Wildomar require signalized intersection 
operations analysis based on the methodology described in the HCM 6th Edition. Intersection LOS 
operations are based on an intersection’s average control delay. Control delay includes initial 
deceleration delay, queue move-up time, stopped delay, and final acceleration delay. For signalized 
intersections, LOS is directly related to the average control delay per vehicle and is correlated to a LOS 
designation, as described in Table 7. 
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Table 15: Signalized Intersection Description of LOS 

Description Average 
Control Delay 

(Seconds), V/C 
≤ 1.0  

Level of 
Service, 
V/C ≤ 1.0  

 

Level of 
Service, 
V/C > 1.0  

 

Operations with very low delay occurring with favorable progression 
and/or short cycle length.  

0 to 10.00 A F 

Operations with low delay occurring with good progression and/or short 
cycle lengths.  

10.01 to 20.00 B F 

Operations with average delays resulting from fair progression and/or 
longer cycle lengths. Individual cycle failures begin to appear. 

20.01 to 35.00 C F 

Operations with longer delays due to a combination of unfavorable 
progression, long cycle lengths, or high V/C ratios. Many vehicles stop 
and individual cycle failures are noticeable.  

35.01 to 55.00 D F 

Operations with high delay values indicating poor progression, long cycle 
lengths, and high V/C ratios. Individual cycle failures are frequent 
occurrences. This is considered to be the limit of acceptable delay.  

55.01 to 80.00 E F 

Operation with delays unacceptable to most drivers occurring due to over 
saturation, poor progression, or very long cycle lengths. 

80.01 and up F F 

Source: HCM 6th Edition, 2016 

The County of Riverside, City of Lake Elsinore, and City of Wildomar require the operations of 
unsignalized intersections be evaluated using the methodology described in the HCM 6 th Edition. The 
LOS rating is based on the weighted average control delay expressed in seconds per vehicle, as shown 
in Table 8. 

Table 16: Unsignalized Intersection Description of LOS 

Description Average Control Delay 
(Seconds), V/C ≤ 1.0  

Level of 
Service, V/C ≤ 

1.0 

Level of 
Service, V/C > 

1.0 

Little or no delays 0 to 10.00 A F 

Short traffic delays 10.01 to 20.00 B F 

Average traffic delays 20.01 to 35.00 C F 

Long traffic delays 35.01 to 55.00 D F 

Very long traffic delays 55.01 to 80.00 E F 

Extreme traffic delays with intersection capacity exceeded 80.01 and up F F 

Source: HCM 6th Edition  

Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis 

The term "signal warrants" refers to the list of established criteria used by Caltrans and other public 
agencies to quantitatively justify or ascertain the potential need for installation of a traffic signal at an 
otherwise unsignalized intersection. This analysis uses the signal warrant criteria presented in the latest 
edition of the Caltrans California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices. The signal warrant criteria 
for existing study area intersections are based upon several factors, including volume of vehicular and 
pedestrian traffic, frequency of accidents, and location of school areas. 

It is important to note that a signal warrant defines the minimum condition under which the installation 
of a traffic signal might be warranted. Meeting this condition does not require that a traffic control signal 
be installed at a particular location, but rather, that other traffic factors and conditions be evaluated in 
order to determine whether the signal is truly justified. It should also be noted that signal warrants do 
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not necessarily correlate with LOS. An intersection may satisfy a signal warrant condition and operate 
at or above acceptable LOS or operate below acceptable LOS and not meet a signal warrant.  

Traffic signal warrant analyses were performed for all unsignalized study area intersections as shown 
on Table 6. Specifically, there is one unsignalized intersection in the study area: Riverside Drive 
(SR‐74) & Grand Avenue.  

Minimum Levels of Service 

The definition of an intersection deficiency has been obtained from each of the applicable surrounding 
jurisdictions.  

County of Riverside, City of Lake Elsinore, and City of Wildomar 

Riverside County General Plan Policy C 2.1 states that the County will maintain the following County-
wide target LOS:  

The following minimum target levels of service have been designated for the review of development 
proposals in the unincorporated areas of Riverside County with respect to transportation impacts on 
roadways designated in the Riverside County Circulation Plan which are currently County maintained, 
or are intended to be accepted into the County maintained roadway system:  

• LOS C shall apply to all development proposals in any area of the Riverside County not 
located within the boundaries of an Area Plan, as well as those areas located within the 
following Area Plans: REMAP, Eastern Coachella Valley, Desert Center, Palo Verde Valley, 
and those non-Community Development areas of the Elsinore, Lake Mathews/Woodcrest, 
Mead Valley and Temescal Canyon Area Plans. 

• LOS D shall apply to all development proposals located within any of the following Area 
Plans: Eastvale, Jurupa, Highgrove, Reche Canyon/Badlands, Lakeview/Nuevo, Sun 
City/Menifee Valley, Harvest Valley/Winchester, Southwest Area, The Pass, San Jacinto 
Valley, Western Coachella Valley and those Community Development Areas of the Elsinore, 
Lake Mathews/Woodcrest, Mead Valley and Temescal Canyon Area Plans.  

• LOS E may be allowed by the Board of Supervisors within designated areas where transit-
oriented development and walkable communities are proposed. 

Notwithstanding the forgoing minimum LOS targets, the Board of Supervisors may, on occasion by 
virtue of their discretionary powers, approve a project that fails to meet these LOS targets in order to 
balance congestion management considerations in relation to benefits, environmental impacts and 
costs, provided an Environmental Impact Report, or equivalent, has been completed to fully evaluate 
the impacts of such approval. Any such approval must incorporate all feasible mitigation measures, 
make specific findings to support the decision, and adopt a statement of overriding considerations.  

For the purposes of this analysis, LOS D was assumed at all of the study area intersections. 

Therefore, to determine whether the addition of Project traffic at a study intersection would result in a 
deficiency, the following were utilized:  

• A deficiency occurs at study area intersections if the pre-Project condition is at or better than 
LOS D (i.e., acceptable LOS), and the addition of project trips causes the peak hour LOS of 
the study area intersection to operate at unacceptable LOS (i.e., LOS E or F). 

• Per the County of Riverside traffic study guidelines, for intersections currently operating at 
unacceptable LOS (LOS E or F), a deficiency would occur if the Project contributes 50 or 
more peak hour trips to pre-project traffic conditions. 

Caltrans 
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Caltrans endeavors to maintain a target LOS at the transition between LOS C and LOS D on State 
Highway System facilities; however, Caltrans acknowledges that this may not always be feasible and 
recommends that the lead agency consult with Caltrans to determine the appropriate target LOS. 
Consistent with the County of Riverside minimum LOS of LOS D, LOS D will be used as the target LOS 
for both arterial-to-freeway ramps. 

To determine whether the addition of Project traffic to the SHS freeway segments would result in a 
deficiency, the following were utilized:  

• The traffic study finds that the LOS of a freeway segment would degrade from LOS D or 
better to LOS E or LOS F.  

• The traffic study finds that the Project would exacerbate an already deficient condition (i.e., 
contributing 50 or more peak hour trips). A segment that is operating at or near capacity is 
deemed to be deficient. 

Existing Conditions 

Intersection Operations Analysis 

The intersection LOS analysis is based on the traffic volumes observed during the peak hour conditions 
using traffic count data collected in April 2019. The following peak hours were selected for analysis:  

• Weekday AM Peak Hour (peak hour between 7:00 AM and 9:00 AM) 

• Weekday PM Peak Hour (peak hour between 4:00 PM and 6:00 PM) 

The weekday AM and weekday PM peak hour count data is representative of typical weekday peak 
hour traffic conditions in the study area. There were no observations made in the field that would indicate 
atypical traffic conditions on the count dates, such as construction activity or detour routes and near-by 
schools were in session and operating on normal schedules. 

These raw turning volumes have been flow conserved between intersections with limited access, no 
access and where there are currently no uses generating traffic (e.g., between ramp-to-arterial 
intersections, etc.). The traffic counts collected in April 2019 include the following vehicle classifications: 
passenger cars; 2-axle trucks; 3-axle trucks; and 4 or more axle trucks. 

To represent the impact large trucks, buses and recreational vehicles have on traffic flow, all trucks 
were converted into passenger car equivalents (PCEs). By their size alone, these vehicles occupy the 
same space as two or more passenger cars. In addition, the time it takes for them to accelerate and 
slow-down is also much longer than for passenger cars, and varies depending on the type of vehicle 
and number of axles. For the purpose of this analysis, a PCE factor of 1.5 was applied to 2-axle trucks, 
2.0 for 3-axle trucks and 3.0 for 4+-axle trucks to estimate each turning movement. These factors are 
consistent with the values recommended for use in the San Bernardino County Congestion 
Management Program (CMP) and are in excess of the factor recommended for use in the County of 
Riverside Traffic Study Guidelines. Although the County of Riverside has a recommended PCE factor 
of 2.0, the San Bernardino County CMP PCE factors were utilized in an effort to conduct a more 
conservative analysis. 

Existing weekday average daily traffic (ADT) volumes on arterial highways and AM and weekday PM 
peak hour intersection volumes (in PCE) throughout the study area are shown on Exhibit 5, Existing 
(2019) Traffic Volumes (in PCE). Existing peak hour intersection operations analysis results are 
summarized in Table 9, which indicates that the following study area intersection is currently operating 
at an unacceptable LOS during the AM and PM peak hours:  

• Riverside Drive (SR‐74) & Grand Avenue (#4) – LOS F AM peak hour; LOS E PM peak hour  
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Traffic Signal Warrants Analysis 

Traffic signal warrants for Existing traffic conditions are based on existing peak hour intersection turning 
volumes. For existing traffic conditions, the intersection of Riverside Drive (SR‐74) & Grand Avenue 
(#4) appears to warrant a traffic signal; refer to Table 9. 
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Table 17: Intersection Analysis for Existing (2019) Conditions 

# Intersection Traffic 
Control3 

Intersection Approach Lanes1 Delay 

(secs)1 

Level of 
Service 

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound   

L    T    R L    T    R L    T    R L    T    R AM PM AM PM 

1 Riverside Drive (SR‐74) & Collier Avenue (SR‐
74) 

TS 0    1    1> 0    1    0 1    1    1 1    1    0 17.9 23.7 B C 

2 Riverside Drive (SR-74) & Lakeshore Drive TS 1    2    1 1    1    1 1    2    1 1    2    0 31.3 34.1 C C 

3 Riverside Drive (SR-74) & Lincoln Street TS 1    1    0 0    1    d 1    0    1 0    0    0 32.1 12.9 C B 

4 Riverside Drive (SR-74) & Grand Avenue CSS 1    1    0 0    1    d 1    0    d 0    0    0 62.2 47.4 F E 

5 Central Street (SR-74) & I-15 NB Ramps TS 1    3    0 0    3    1 0    0    0 1    1    1 14.6 13.5 B B 

6 Central Street (SR-74) & I-15 SB Ramps TS 0    2    1 2    2    0 1    1    1 0    0    0 15.4 20.9 B C 

7 Central Street (SR-74) & Collier Avenue (SR-74) TS 2    2    0 2    1    2> 2    2    1 1    2    2> 25.6 26.3 C C 

8 Ortega Highway (SR-74) & Grand Avenue TS 2    0    1> 0    0    0 0    1    2> 1    1    0 14.5 19.6 B B 

9 Corydon Street & Mission Trail TS 2    0    2> 0    0    0 0    2    1> 1    2    0 12.5 12.0 B B 

10 Corydon Street & Grand Avenue TS 0    1    0 1    1    0 1    1    0 1    1    0 16.2 18.4 B B 

11 Central Street & Palomar Street TS 1    2    0 1    1    1 1    1    1 1    1    1 23.3 18.4 C B 

12 Central Street & Grand Avenue TS 1    1    0 1    1    1 1    1    1 1    1    1 20.4 13.5 C B 

BOLD = LOS does not meet the applicable jurisdictional requirements (i.e., unacceptable LOS). 
1 When a right turn is designated, the lane can either be striped or unstriped. To function as a right turn lane there must be sufficient width for right turning vehicles to travel outside the through lanes. 

L = Left; T = Through; R = Right; d = Defacto Right Turn Lane; > = Right Turn Overlap 
2 Per the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 6th Edition, overall average intersection delay and level of service are shown for intersections with a traffic signal. For intersections with cross street stop control, the delay 

and level of service for the worst individual movement (or movements sharing a single lane) are shown. LOS calculated using Synchro (Version 10). 
3 CSS = Cross‐street Stop; TS = Traffic Signal 
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Projected Future Traffic 

Project Trip Generation 

Trip generation rates (in PCE) used to estimate Project traffic and a summary of the Project’s trip 
generation (in PCE) are shown in Table 10. Trip generation rates (in actual vehicles) used to estimate 
Project traffic and a summary of the Project’s trip generation (in actual vehicles) are shown in Table 11. 
The trip generation rates are based upon data collected by the Institute of Transportation Engineers 
(ITE) in their published Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition, 2017. The following land uses were utilized 
for the purposes of this analysis:  

• General Light Industrial (ITE LU Code 110)  

• Single Family Detached Residential (ITE LU Code 210)  

• Shopping Center (ITE LU Code 820)  

The proposed Project is estimated to generate a net total of 7,594 PCE trip-ends per day with 599 PCE 
AM peak hour trips and 817 PCE PM peak hour trips. In comparison, the proposed Project is estimated 
to generate a net total of 7,584 actual vehicle trip-ends per day with 599 actual vehicle AM peak hour 
trips and 815 actual vehicle PM peak hour trips. 

Background Traffic 

The adopted Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 2016 Regional Transportation 
Plan (RTP)/Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) (April 2016) growth forecasts for Riverside 
County identifies projected growth in population of 359,000 in 2012 to 499,200 in 2040, or a 39.05 
percent increase over the 28-year period. The change in population equates to roughly a 1.18 percent 
growth rate, compounded annually. Similarly, growth over the same 28-year period in households is 
projected to increase by 45.06 percent, or 1.34 percent growth rate, compounded annually. Finally, 
growth in employment over the same 28-year period is projected to increase by 122.13 percent, or a 
2.89 percent growth rate, compounded annually. Therefore, the annual growth rate of 2.0 percent, in 
conjunction with cumulative project traffic, would appear to be conservative and tend to overstate as 
opposed to understate future traffic growth. 
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Table 18: Project Trip Generation Summary (PCE) 

Project Trip Generation Rates 

Land Use1 
ITE LU 
Code 

Units2 
AM Peak Hour Trips PM Peak Hour Trips Daily 

In Out Total In Out Total  

General Light Industrial 3, 4 110 TSF 0.616 0.084 0.700 0.082 0.548 0.630 4.960 

Passenger Cars (61.2%) 0.377 0.051 0.428 0.050 0.336 0.386 3.038 

2‐Axle Trucks (6.1%) (PCE = 1.5) 0.057 0.008 0.065 0.008 0.051 0.059 0.458 

3‐Axle Trucks (12.7%) (PCE = 2.0) 0.156 0.022 0.178 0.020 0.140 0.160 1.262 

4‐Axle+ Trucks (19.9%) (PCE = 3.0) 0.369 0.051 0.420 0.048 0.327 0.375 2.961 

Single-Family Detached Residential 210 DU 0.190 0.550 0.740 0.624 0.366 0.990 9.440 

Shopping Center 820 TSF 0.583 0.357 0.940 1.829 1.981 3.810 37.750 

 

Project Trip Generation 

Project Quantity Units2 

AM Peak Hour 
Trips 

PM Peak Hour 
Trips 

Daily 

In Out Total In Out Total  

General Light Industrial 3.795 TSF        

Passenger Cars: 1 0 1 0 1 1 12 

Truck Trips:        

2-axle: 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 

3-axle: 1 0 1 0 1 1 6 

4+-axle: 1 0 1 0 1 1 12 

-Net Truck Trips 2 0 2 0 2 2 20 

Single-Family Detached Residential 829 DU 154 461 615 518 304 822 7,826 

Commercial Retail/Non-Residential 15.318 TSF 9 6 15 29 31 60 580 

Subtotal 166 467 633 547 338 885 8,438 

Internal Capture (10%) -17 -17 -34 -34 -34 -68 -844 

TOTAL NET TRIPS 149 450 599 513 304 817 7,594 

1 Trip Generation Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), Trip Generation Manual, Tenth Edition (2017). 
2 TSF = thousand square feet; DU = Dwelling Units 
3 Vehicle Mix Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), Trip Generation Handbook, Third Edition (September 2017). 
4 Truck mix per City of Fontana Truck Trip Generation Study for LU 110, August 2003. PCE rates are per SBCTA. 
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Table 19: Project Trip Generation Summary (Actual Vehicles) 

Project Trip Generation Rates 

Land Use1 
ITE LU 
Code 

Units2 
AM Peak Hour Trips PM Peak Hour Trips Daily 

In Out Total In Out Total  

General Light Industrial 3, 4 110 TSF 0.616 0.084 0.700 0.082 0.548 0.630 4.960 

Passenger Cars (61.2%) 0.377 0.051 0.429 0.050 0.336 0.386 3.038 

2‐Axle Trucks (6.1%) 0.038 0.005 0.043 0.005 0.034 0.039 0.305 

3‐Axle Trucks (12.7%) 0.078 0.011 0.089 0.010 0.070 0.080 0.631 

4‐Axle+ Trucks (19.9%) 0.123 0.017 0.139 0.016 0.109 0.125 0.987 

Single-Family Detached Residential 210 DU 0.185 0.555 0.740 0.624 0.366 0.990 9.440 

Shopping Center 820 TSF 0.583 0.357 0.940 1.829 1.981 3.810 37.750 

 

Project Trip Generation 

Project Quantity Units2 

AM Peak Hour 
Trips 

PM Peak Hour 
Trips 

Daily 

In Out Total In Out Total  

General Light Industrial 3.795 TSF        

Passenger Cars: 1 0 1 0 1 1 12 

Truck Trips:        

2-axle: 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 

3-axle: 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 

4+-axle: 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 

-Net Truck Trips 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 

Single-Family Detached Residential 829 DU 154 461 615 518 304 822 7,826 

Commercial Retail/Non-Residential 15.318 TSF 9 6 15 29 31 60 580 

Subtotal 164 467 631 547 336 883 8,426 

Internal Capture (10%) -16 -16 -32 -34 -34 -68 -842 

TOTAL NET TRIPS 148 451 599 513 302 815 7,584 

1 Trip Generation Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), Trip Generation Manual, Tenth Edition (2017). 
2 TSF = thousand square feet; DU = Dwelling Units 
3 Vehicle Mix Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), Trip Generation Handbook, Third Edition (September 2017). 
4 Truck mix per City of Fontana Truck Trip Generation Study for LU 110, August 2003. PCE rates are per SBCTA. 
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Existing Plus Project (E+P) Traffic Conditions 

The lane configurations and traffic controls assumed to be in place for E+P conditions consist of the 
following: 

• Project driveways and those facilities assumed to be constructed by future development 
projects facilitated by the Project to provide site access are also assumed to be in place for 
E+P conditions only (e.g., intersection and roadway improvements at the Project’s frontage 
and driveways).  

For E+P conditions, all intersections are signalized or were anticipated to warrant a traffic signal in 
previous traffic conditions based on either peak hour or planning-level volume-based warrants. 

E+P weekday ADT volumes on arterial highways and weekday AM and PM peak hour intersection 
volumes (in PCE) throughout the study area are shown on Exhibit 6, Existing Plus Project (E+P) Traffic 
Volumes (in PCE). E+P peak hour intersection operations analysis results are summarized in Table 12, 
which indicates that there are no additional study area intersections anticipated to operate at 
unacceptable LOS under E+P traffic conditions, consistent with existing traffic conditions. However, the 
intersection at Riverside Drive (SR‐74) & Grand Avenue (#4) would continue to operate at a deficient 
LOS under E+P conditions and a significant impact would occur. Therefore, Mitigation Measure TR-2 
requires future development projects accommodated by the Project to prepare a project-level Traffic 
Impact Analysis, which shall include an analysis of this intersection and potential impact fee payment 
towards improvements at this intersection, pursuant to the Traffic Impact Analysis for General Plan 
Amendment No. 1208. This measure would reduce impacts to a less than significant level. Table 13 
shows the improvement in LOS with implementation of the recommended mitigation. 

Table 20: Intersection Analysis for Existing Plus Project (E+P) Conditions 

# Intersection Traffic 
Control2 

Existing (2019) E+P 

Delay 

(secs)1 

Level of 
Service 

Delay 

(secs)1 

Level of 
Service 

AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM 

1 Riverside Dr. (SR‐74) & Collier Ave. (SR‐74) TS 17.9 23.7 B C 18.3 51.9 B D 

2 Riverside Dr. (SR-74) & Lakeshore Dr. TS 31.3 34.1 C C 35.9 54.7 D D 

3 Riverside Dr. (SR-74) & Lincoln St. TS 32.1 12.9 C B 43.2 17.7 D B 

4 Riverside Dr. (SR-74) & Grand Ave. CSS 62.2 47.7 F E >100.0 90.8 F F 

5 Central St. (SR-74) & I-15 NB Ramps TS 14.6 13.5 B B 17.4 15.0 B B 

6 Central St. (SR-74) & I-15 SB Ramps TS 15.4 20.9 B C 15.6 22.9 B C 

7 Central St. (SR-74) & Collier Ave. (SR-74) TS 25.6 26.3 C C 28.1 28.0 C C 

8 Ortega Hwy (SR-74) & Grand Ave. TS 14.5 19.6 B B 16.1 43.7 B D 

9 Corydon St. & Mission Trail TS 12.5 12.0 B B 13.2 13.8 B B 

10 Corydon St. & Grand Ave. TS 16.2 18.4 B B 22.1 42.0 C D 

11 Central St. & Palomar St. TS 23.3 18.4 C B 23.5 18.7 C B 

12 Central St. & Grand Ave. TS 20.4 13.5 C B 21.5 13.9 C B 

BOLD = LOS does not meet the applicable jurisdictional requirements (i.e., unacceptable LOS). 
1 Per the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 6th Edition, overall average intersection delay and level of service are shown for intersections with a traffic signal. 

For intersections with cross street stop control, the delay and level of service for the worst individual movement (or movements sharing a single lane) are 
shown. LOS calculated using Synchro (Version 10). 

2 CSS = Cross‐street Stop; TS = Traffic Signal 
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Table 21: Intersection Analysis for E+P Conditions With Improvements 

# Intersection Traffic 
Control3 

Intersection Approach Lanes1 Delay 

(secs)1 

Level of 
Service 

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound   

L    T    R L    T    R L    T    R L    T    R AM PM AM PM 

4 Riverside Dr. (SR‐
74) & Grand Ave. 

-Without 
Improvements 

-With 
Improvements 

 

 

CSS 

 

TS 

 

 

1    1    0 

 

1    1    0 

 

 

0    1    d 

 

0    1    d 

 

 

1    0    d 

 

1    0    d 

 

 

0    0    0 

 

0    0    0 

 

 

>100.0 

 

45.0 

 

 

90.8 

 

39.3 

 

 

F 

 

D 

 

 

F 

 

D 

BOLD = LOS does not meet the applicable jurisdictional requirements (i.e., unacceptable LOS). 
1 When a right turn is designated, the lane can either be striped or unstriped. To function as a right turn lane there must be sufficient width for right turning vehicles 

to travel outside the through lanes. 

L = Left; T = Through; R = Right; d = Defacto Right Turn Lane; > = Right Turn Overlap 
2 Per the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 6th Edition, overall average intersection delay and level of service are shown for intersections with a traffic signal. For 

intersections with cross street stop control, the delay and level of service for the worst individual movement (or movements sharing a single lane) are shown. LOS 
calculated using Synchro (Version 10). 

3 CSS = Cross‐street Stop; TS = Traffic Signal; TS = Improvement 

Horizon Year (2040) Traffic Conditions 

The lane configurations and traffic controls assumed to be in place for Horizon Year conditions are 
consistent with the following improvement discussed below:  

• Project driveways and those facilities assumed to be constructed by the Project to provide 
site access are also assumed to be in place for Horizon Year conditions (e.g., intersection 
and roadway improvements at the Project’s frontage and driveways). These include the 
Project site adjacent roadway of McAllister Parkway.  

• Driveways and those facilities assumed to be constructed by cumulative developments to 
provide site access are also assumed to be in place for Horizon Year conditions only (e.g., 
intersection and roadway improvements along the cumulative development’s frontages and 
driveways).  

For Horizon Year (2040) conditions, all intersections are signalized or were anticipated to warrant 
a traffic signal in previous traffic conditions based on either peak hour or planning-level volume-
based warrants. 

The weekday ADT, weekday AM and PM peak hour volumes which can be expected for Horizon Year 
Without Project traffic conditions are shown on Exhibit 7, Horizon Year 2040 Without Project Traffic 
Volumes (in PCE). The weekday ADT, weekday AM and PM peak hour volumes which can be expected 
for Horizon Year With Project traffic conditions are shown on Exhibit 8, Horizon Year 2040 With Project 
Traffic Volumes (in PCE). Horizon Year Without and With Project peak hour intersection operations 
analysis results are summarized in Table 14. As shown in Table 14, the following study area 
intersections are anticipated to experience unacceptable LOS during one or more peak hours for 
Horizon Year Without Project traffic conditions:  

• Riverside Drive (SR‐74) & Collier Avenue (SR‐74) – LOS F AM and PM peak hours  

• Riverside Drive (SR‐74) & Lakeshore Drive – LOS F AM and PM peak hours  

• Riverside Drive (SR‐74) & Lincoln Street – LOS E AM peak hour only  

• Riverside Drive (SR‐74) & Grand Avenue – LOS F AM and PM peak hours  

• Central Street (SR‐74) & I‐15 SB Ramps – LOS E PM peak hour only  
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• Ortega Highway (SR‐74) & Grand Avenue – LOS E PM peak hour only  

• Corydon Street & Grand Avenue – LOS F AM and PM peak hours  

Also as shown in Table 14, the addition of Project traffic is not anticipated to cause any additional study 
area intersection to operate at an unacceptable LOS (i.e., LOS E or worse) in addition to those identified 
under Horizon Year Without Project conditions. However, a significant impact would still occur under 
the Horizon Year With Project conditions. 

Therefore, Mitigation Measures TR-2 through TR-2 have been provided, which require that future 
development projects prepare a project-level Traffic Impact Analysis as warranted by the Riverside 
County Transportation Department Traffic Impact Analysis guidelines or as approved by the Director of 
Transportation, and that for those development projects that prepare a project-level Traffic Impact 
Analysis, the analysis shall include, but is not limited to, an analysis of intersections identified in the 
Traffic Impact Analysis for General Plan Amendment No. 1208. These measures would reduce impacts 
to a less than significant level. Table 15 shows the improvement in LOS with implementation of the 
recommended mitigation for each study area intersection for which mitigation is proposed. 

Table 22: Intersection Analysis for Horizon Year (2040) Conditions 

# Intersection Traffic 
Control2 

2040 Without Project 2040 With Project 

Delay 

(secs)1 

Level of 
Service 

Delay 

(secs)1 

Level of 
Service 

AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM 

1 Riverside Dr. (SR‐74) & Collier Ave.  

(SR‐74) 

TS 129.9  >200.0 F F >200.0 >200.0 F F 

2 Riverside Dr. (SR-74) & Lakeshore Dr. TS 94.9 100.3 F F 99.2 135.4 F F 

3 Riverside Dr. (SR-74) & Lincoln St. TS 68.9 26.1 E C 114.0 58.7 F E 

4 Riverside Dr. (SR-74) & Grand Ave. CSS >100.0 >100.0 F F >100.0 >100.0 F F 

5 Central St. (SR-74) & I-15 NB Ramps TS 50.0 16.7 D B 52.9 19.1 D B 

6 Central St. (SR-74) & I-15 SB Ramps TS 16.5 74.8 B E 17.4 84.6 B F 

7 Central St. (SR-74) & Collier Ave.  
(SR-74) 

TS 48.0 41.5 D D 52.6 45.8 D D 

8 Ortega Hwy (SR-74) & Grand Ave. TS 20.7  63.1 C E 27.9 135.1 C F 

9 Corydon St. & Mission Trail TS 13.8 12.9 B B 14.7 15.0 B B 

10 Corydon St. & Grand Ave. TS 131.2 199.8 F F 180.6 >200.0 F F 

11 Central St. & Palomar St. TS 49.2 36.8 D D 50.1 38.8 D D 

12 Central St. & Grand Ave. TS 24.0 14.2 C B 26.3 14.5 C B 

BOLD = LOS does not meet the applicable jurisdictional requirements (i.e., unacceptable LOS). 
1  Per the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 6th Edition, overall average intersection delay and level of service are shown for intersections with a traffic 

signal. For intersections with cross street stop control, the delay and level of service for the worst individual movement (or movements sharing a single 
lane) are shown. LOS calculated using Synchro (Version 10). 

2  CSS = Cross‐street Stop; TS = Traffic Signal 
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Table 23: Intersection Analysis for Horizon Year Conditions With Improvements 

# Intersection Traffic 
Control3 

Intersection Approach Lanes1 Delay 

(secs)1 

Level of Service 

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound   

L    T    R L    T    R L    T    R L    T    R AM PM AM PM 

1 Riverside Dr. (SR‐74) & Collier Ave. 
(SR-74) 

-Without Improvements 

-With Improvements 

 

TS 

TS 

 

0    1    1> 

1    2    1> 

 

0    1    0 

1    2    0 

 

1    1    1 

1    1    1 

 

1    1    0 

2    1    1 

 

>200.0 

24.4 

 

>200.0 

46.3 

 

F 

C 

 

F 

D 

2 Riverside Dr. (SR‐74) & Lakeshore Dr. 

-Without Improvements 

-With Improvements 

 

TS 

TS 

 

1    2    1 

1    2   1> 

 

1    1    1 

1    2   1> 

 

1    2    1 

2    2    1 

 

1    1    0 

2    1    1 

 

99.2 

34.0 

 

135.4 

43.7 

 

F 

C 

 

F 

D 

3 Riverside Dr. (SR‐74) & Lincoln St. 

-Without Improvements 

-With Improvements 

 

TS 

TS 

 

1    1    0 

1    2    0 

 

0    1    d 

0    2    1 

 

1    0    1 

1    0    1 

 

0    0    0 

0    0    0 

 

114.0 

29.7 

 

58.7 

14.6 

 

F 

C 

 

E 

B 

4 Riverside Dr. (SR‐74) & Grand Ave. 

-Without Improvements 

-With Improvements 

 

CSS 

TS 

 

1    1    0 

1    2    0 

 

0    1    d 

0    2    1 

 

1    0    d 

1    0    d 

 

0    0    0 

0    0    0 

 

>100.0 

29.4 

 

>100.0 

37.8 

 

F 

C 

 

F 

D 

6 Central St. (SR‐74) & I-15 SB Ramps 

-Without Improvements 

-With Improvements 

 

TS 

TS 

 

0    2    1 

0    3    1 

 

2    2    0 

2    3    0 

 

1    1    1 

1    1    1 

 

0    0    0 

0    0    0 

 

17.4 

23.5 

 

84.6 

50.7 

 

B 

C 

 

F 

D 

8 Ortega Hwy. (SR‐74) & Grand Ave. 

-Without Improvements 

-With Improvements 

 

TS 

TS 

 

2    0    1> 

2    0    1> 

 

0    0    0 

0    0    0 

 

0    1    2> 

0    2    2> 

 

1    1    0 

1    2    0 

 

27.9 

13.6 

 

135.1 

28.7 

 

C 

B 

 

F 

C 

10 Corydon St. & Grand Ave. 

-Without Improvements 

-With Improvements 

 

TS 

TS 

 

0    1    0 

0    1    0 

 

1    1    0 

1    1   1> 

 

1    1    0 

2    1    0 

 

1    1    0 

1    1    0 

 

180.6 

18.1 

 

>200.0 

38.2 

 

F 

B 

 

F 

D 

BOLD = LOS does not meet the applicable jurisdictional requirements (i.e., unacceptable LOS). 
1 When a right turn is designated, the lane can either be striped or unstriped. To function as a right turn lane there must be sufficient width for right turning vehicles to travel outside the through lanes. 

L = Left; T = Through; R = Right; d = Defacto Right Turn Lane; > = Right Turn Overlap 
2 Per the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 6th Edition, overall average intersection delay and level of service are shown for intersections with a traffic signal. For intersections with cross street stop control, the 

delay and level of service for the worst individual movement (or movements sharing a single lane) are shown. LOS calculated using Synchro (Version 10). 
3 CSS = Cross‐street Stop; TS = Traffic Signal; TS = Improvement 
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities 

Future development accommodated by the Project would increase rural, suburban and urban uses in 
the Project area, thus increasing the demand for alternative modes of transportation. The Riverside 
County General Plan provides multiple policies which are intended to promote the provision of 
alternative transportation facilities, provided below. Compliance with existing and proposed policies 
relative to future development that would be accommodated by the Project would be sufficient to ensure 
that this impact is less than significant. 

• Policy C 1.2 addresses the need to provide a multi-modal transportation network that 
includes all modes of travel ranging from automobiles to pedestrians.  

• Policy C 1.3 specifically addresses transit users by supporting the development of local and 
regional transit facilities. Additional transit patronage will also reduce vehicular travel, with a 
commensurate reduction in congestion.  

• Policy C 4.1 relates to the provision of pedestrian facilities within developments.  

• Policy C 4.2 limits barriers to pedestrian travel.  

• Policy C 4.6 states that the County can require the development proposals provide 
pedestrian facilities as a condition of approval. Facilities for bicyclists are addresses in 
policies such as C 16.1, which direct the County of Riverside to implement the proposed 
Trail System.  

• Policy C 16.2 requires that the County develop the supporting infrastructure for the trails 
system including parking, signage, maps, and other related items.  

• Policy C 17.1 directly addresses proposed bicycle facilities to be developed in the County’s 
Planning Area. 

• ELAP Policy 6.3 places an emphasis on protecting bicycle and pedestrian facilities in the 
design of new and upgraded streets and multi-use trails.  

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Mitigation:   

TR-1 Prior to project approval, ensure that all development projects adhere to General Plan 
Policy C 2.2 which requires that projects prepare a Traffic Impact Analysis as warranted 
by the Riverside County Transportation Department Traffic Impact Analysis guidelines 
or as approved by the Director of Transportation. 

TR-2 For those development projects that prepare a project-level Traffic Impact Analysis, the 
analysis shall include, but is not limited to, an analysis of the following intersections, 
pursuant to the Traffic Impact Analysis for General Plan Amendment No. 1208: 

• Riverside Drive (SR‐74) & Collier Avenue (SR‐74) (study area intersection #1) – 
addition of a northbound left turn lane, a 2nd northbound through lane, a 2nd 
southbound through lane, a 2nd westbound left turn lane, and a westbound right 
turn lane.   

• Riverside Drive (SR‐74) & Lakeshore Drive (study area intersection #2) – modify 
the traffic signal to implement overlap phasing on the northbound and 
southbound right turn lane, and the addition of a 2nd southbound through lane 
and a 2nd eastbound left turn lane.  



 

 Page 123 of 152 Initial Study for GPA No. 1208 

• Riverside Drive (SR‐74) & Lincoln Street (study area intersection #3) – addition 
of a 2nd northbound through lane, a 2nd southbound through lane, and a 
southbound right turn lane.  

• Riverside Drive (SR‐74) & Grand Avenue (study area intersection #4) – addition 
of a 2nd northbound through lane, a 2nd southbound through lane, and a 
southbound right turn lane. 

• Central Street (SR‐74) & I‐15 SB Ramps (study area intersection #6) – addition 
of a 3rd northbound through lane and a 3rd southbound through lane.  

• Ortega Highway (SR‐74) & Grand Avenue (study area intersection #8) – addition 
of a 2nd eastbound through lane and a 2nd westbound through lane.  

• Corydon Street & Grand Avenue (study area intersection #10) – modify the traffic 
signal to implement overlap phasing on the southbound right turn lane and the 
addition of a 2nd eastbound left turn lane.  

Monitoring:  Monitoring of TR-1 and TR-2 shall be conducted by the Riverside County Planning 
Department through the review of development applications within the LVPA. 

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited to 
level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by 
the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways? 

Refer to the discussion for Response 37(a), above. Traffic impacts regarding an applicable congestion 
management program would be reduced to a less than significant level with implementation of Mitigation 
Measures TR-1 through TR-2, above. No additional mitigation is required. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. 

Mitigation:  Refer to Response 37(a) above.  

Monitoring:  Refer to Response 37(a) above. 

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

The land use designation changes proposed with the Project do not involve hazardous design features 
or incompatible uses. The Project does not propose the addition of any new design features within the 
LVPA. Future roadway improvements would be subject to review by the Riverside County 
Transportation Department. Riverside County Policy C 3.1 stipulates that Riverside County roadways 
be designed, constructed, and maintained as specified by the Riverside County Road Improvement 
Standards and Specifications. No impact would occur in this regard. 

Determination:  No impact. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

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

All future private internal roadways systems that may be facilitated by Project implementation would be 
required to be maintained by each project applicant/owner, and all future public roadways would be 
required to be maintained by the County or Caltrans, as applicable. No new roadways are proposed 
that would cause new areas of maintenance or altered forms of maintenance to occur. The additional 
traffic generated by future development that could occur with Project implementation would result in 
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additional incremental wear on the existing roads, potentially requiring additional routine maintenance 
of the affected roadways. Taxes and provisions of Riverside County Ordinance No. 659 which require 
payment of the DIF by future development applicants under the proposed Project would fund general 
County roadway maintenance. Therefore, a less than significant impact would occur. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

e) Cause an effect upon circulation during the project’s construction? 

The Project does not propose any physical construction of new roadways or the improvement of existing 
roadways. Construction of future development projects located within the Project area may cause an 
effect upon traffic circulation during construction of such projects. However, prior to construction, traffic 
control plans for each site-specific development would be submitted to the County Transportation 
Department for review and approval and would be utilized throughout the construction phases of all 
future development projects within the Project area. The traffic control plans would outline all measures 
and signage required to ensure future project construction will not result in a substantial effect on 
circulation, emergency access, public transit, bikeways, and pedestrian facilities along any affected 
roadways. Therefore, potential circulation impacts during future construction activities would be less 
than significant. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

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

The land use designation changes proposed with the Project would not directly impact emergency 
access for the Project area, as the Project does not involve the construction of structures or land uses 
that would impair the area’s existing emergency access network. Any future development 
accommodated through Project implementation would be required to provide adequate emergency 
access through project-level compliance with several existing laws, regulations, policies, and design 
standards. For example, Riverside County Policy C 3.24 requires the County to provide efficient street 
networks in order to ensure adequate emergency access. As such, the nature of the proposed Project, 
in conjunction with the existing regulatory framework pertaining to emergency access, would ensure 
that impacts to emergency access are less than significant. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 
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38. Bike Trails 
g) Include the construction or expansion of a bike 

system or bike lanes? 

    

 

Source(s):  Riverside County General Plan 

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

As discussed in Response 37(a) above, the Project does not directly involve the construction or 
expansion of a bike system or bike lanes; however, Project implementation includes the potential for 
development within the Project area, as well as the development of future roadway and bike lane 
infrastructure. Future development projects under the proposed Project would be required to comply 
with all County standards and guidelines, including any provisions for bicycle lanes. Therefore, less 
than significant impacts would occur. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 
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TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a Tribal Cultural Resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a 
site, feature, place, or cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope 
of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American Tribe, and 
that is: 

39. Tribal Cultural Resources 
a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register 

of Historical Resources, or in a local register of 
historical resources as defined in Public Resources 
Code section 5020.1 (k)? 

    

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

    

Source(s):  County Archaeologist, AB52 Tribal Consultation 

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

According to Chapter 4.6, Cultural Resources and Paleontological Resources, of the Lake Elsinore 
General Plan, tribal villages were located in diverse ecological zones typically located along valley 
bottoms, streams, or coastal strands near mountain ranges. Each village area contained many named 
places associated with food products, raw materials, or sacred beings, and each place was owned by 
an individual, family, the chief, or by the group collectively (Bean and Shipek 1978). The village of 
Paiahche is ethnographically documented immediately north of the Lake by Kroeber (1925); however 
consultation with the Pechanga Tribe shows that the village was located northwest of the Lake and that 
the correct spelling is Páayaxchi. This name also refers to the Lake itself. The area around and including 
the Elsinore hot springs was known to the Luiseño as iténgvu Wumówmu (meaning “hot springs”). The 
hot springs also figure prominently into Luiseño oral tradition. The location, iténgvu Wumówmu, is 
named in a song about the death of Wuyóot, a religious leader who led the people in their migration 
from the north (Du Bois 1908; Harrington 1978 in Grenda et al. 1997). Several additional Luiseño place 
names are within the Lake Elsinore area and sphere of influence including We’éeva, Píi’iv, Qawiimay, 
Páayaxchi Nivé’wuna, Anóomay and others, reflecting this diverse and well-utilized region. 

In compliance with Senate Bill 18 (SB18), the County requested a list from the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) of Tribes whose historical extent includes the Project area. Based on the June 21, 
2017 list provided by NAHC, project notices were sent on July 13, 2017 to twenty-eight Native American 
Tribal representatives. SB 18 consultations were requested by the Pechanga and Soboba Bands; the 
Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians did not request additional consultation. No other responses were 
received.  

In compliance with Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52), notices regarding the proposed Project were mailed to all 
requesting tribes on June 19, 2017. Consultations were requested by the Pechanga Band, the Rincon 
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Band, the Soboba Band, and the Morongo Band. No response was received from the Quechan, 
Ramona, or the Colorado River Indian Tribes. The Pala Band deferred to Tribes within closer proximity 
to the Project area.  

Consultation with the Morongo Band of Mission Indians was conducted on November 7, 2018, which 
requested that consultation be required for any implementing projects. The Tribe had no further 
comments or concerns regarding the Project. 

Consultation with the Pechanga Band was conducted on July 12, 2017. During this meeting, the 
Pechanga Band informed the County that the area was part of a Traditional Cultural Property (Lake 
Elsinore) and that the Lake was also a Tribal Cultural Resource. Pechanga requested that language be 
included in this Tribal Cultural Resource section that speaks to the significance of the area (included in 
the paragraph below). In addition, they requested that consultation be required for any implementing 
projects. A follow-up telephone conversation was held with Pechanga on January 11, 2017, confirming 
that the Tribe had no further comments or concerns regarding the Project.  

Consultation with the Rincon Band was conducted on July 18, 2017, at which time the Rincon Band 
provided information regarding a trail that passed through this region and that Lake Elsinore is 
associated with Wiyot and the Tribes’ creation story. The Tribe had no concerns with the Project but 
cautioned that when ground-disturbing implementing projects are submitted, further consultation would 
likely be requested. Consultation was concluded with Rincon on November 2, 2017.  

Consultation with Soboba was conducted on November 22, 2017. The tribe requested the GIS data for 
the Project area and the data was provided to them. The Tribe had no further comments or concerns 
regarding the Project. 

All future discretionary projects within the proposed Project area would be required to undergo County 
review prior to development. Through continued consultation with local Tribal governments, and 
conformance with existing regulations, and implementation of General Plan EIR Mitigation Measures 
4.7.1B and 4.9.B-N1. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

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

Refer to Response 39(a) above. Less than significant impacts would occur.  

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

 

 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 

Less 
Than 

Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 



 

 Page 136 of 152 Initial Study for GPA No. 1208 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS Would the project: 

40. Water 
a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of 

new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, or 
storm water drainage systems, whereby the 
construction or relocation would cause significant 
environmental effects? 

    

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

    

Source(s):  Water Company; EVMWD Wastewater Master Plan; Ordinance No. 348 (Section 18.2.B, 
Pre-Application Review); Ordinance No. 592 (Standards for Sewer Use, Construction, and Industrial 
Wastewater Discharges); Ordinance No. 659 (Utilities and Service Systems Development Impact 
Fees for New Development); Ordinance No. 859 (Installation of Water-Efficient Landscapes for New 
Development) 

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

Future development accommodated by the proposed Project would obtain water and wastewater 
service through EVMWD. EVMWD’s Wastewater Master Plan provides recommended generation 
factors based on land use designation to determine future demand for wastewater facilities. The 
generation factor for mixed use land uses is 1,400 gallons per day per acre. As the Project would result 
in a total MUA of 183 acres, future buildout of the Project area as proposed is expected to generate 
approximately 256,200 gallons of wastewater per day (gpd). 

The 2008 EVMWD Wastewater Master Plan includes detailed descriptions of all facilities operated by 
EVMWD for the purpose of collecting and treating wastewater. For its description of the Regional Water 
Reclamation Facility, the Wastewater Master Plan states that the existing average flow and peak flow 
capacities of the Regional Water Reclamation Facility are 8 mgd. The Regional Water Reclamation 
Facility currently processes approximately 6 mgd and has a remaining capacity of 2 mgd. As the 
proposed Project would result in a wastewater demand of 194,600 gpd, and the stated current treatment 
capacity of the Regional Water Reclamation Facility is 8 mgd, future anticipated buildout of the proposed 
Project area as proposed would increase the average wastewater flow at the Regional Water 
Reclamation Facility by two percent. This percent increase would be adequately served by the existing 
rated capacity of the Regional Water Reclamation Facility. 

Furthermore, the adequacy of water and wastewater facilities to serve specific development proposals 
will be determined through the County’s development review process where any necessary 
infrastructure improvements would be required as conditions of approval. Additionally, future 
development accommodated through the Project would be required to uphold Ordinance No. 659, which 
mitigates growth impacts in Riverside County by ensuring that development impact fees are collected 
and expended to provide necessary facilities (including water and wastewater facilities), commensurate 
with ongoing levels of development. Future development would also be subject to Ordinance No. 592, 
which sets various standards for sewer use, construction, and industrial wastewater discharges to 
protect both water quality and the infrastructure conveying and treating wastewater. This ordinance 
establishes construction requirements for sewers, laterals, house connections, and other sewerage 
facilities, and prohibits the discharge to any public sewer (which directly or indirectly connects to the 
County’s sewerage system) any wastes that may have an adverse or harmful effect on sewers, 
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maintenance personnel, wastewater treatment plant personnel or equipment, treatment plant effluent 
quality, or public or private property, or which may otherwise endanger the public or the local 
environment or create a public nuisance. As a result, this ordinance serves to protect water supplies, 
water and wastewater facilities, and water quality for both surface water and groundwater. 

As existing water, wastewater treatment, and storm drain facilities would have adequate capacity to 
serve anticipated future development of the Project area, and all future discretionary development would 
be subject to the various Riverside County Ordinances detailed above, impacts related to the relocation 
or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, or storm water drainage systems 
would be less than significant. Hydrology and stormwater management is further discussed in Section 
23 – Hydrology and Water Quality.  

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

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

Future development accommodated by the proposed Project would obtain water service through 
EVMWD. EVMWD obtains the majority of its potable water supplies via Western Municipal Water District 
and Eastern Municipal Water District, which are Metropolitan Water District participators. EVMWD’s 
water supply portfolio includes Metropolitan Water District imported supplies and local surface water 
from Canyon Lake. EVMWD also has access to groundwater from the Elsinore Basin, Coldwater Basin, 
San Bernardino Bunker Hill Basin, Rialto-Colton Basin, and Riverside-North Basin. Almost all of the 
groundwater production for potable use occurs in the Elsinore Basin. Through EVMWD-run recharge 
programs, the amount of annual groundwater pumping is nearly equal to the natural recharge; as such, 
the California Department of Water Resources does not identify the Elsinore Basin as being in a state 
of overdraft. Future buildout of the Project area as proposed has the potential to increase water service 
demand and supplies. 

Riverside County water agencies generally operate using a “will serve” capacity by planning and 
constructing infrastructure and hiring staff based on demand projections for their service areas. The 
County’s pre-application review procedure (required per Section 18.2.B, Pre-Application Review, of 
Ordinance 348) and development review process include a determination regarding the availability of 
water and sewer service. Therefore, the availability of adequate water service, including water supplies, 
would be confirmed by EVMWD prior to the approval of any future development accommodated through 
Project implementation. 

Currently, according to the EVMWD 2015 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), EVMWD has an 
annual supply of 41,991 acre-feet per year (AFY) of potable water supply projected for 2020. EVMWD 
anticipates a demand of approximately 47,400 AFY for 203512. As identified in the UWMP, EVMWD 
anticipates development of additional residential and commercial development over the coming years. 
EVMWD plans to expand the water service system from a supply of 41,991 AFY in 2020 to 57,639 AFY 
by 2035. Table 16, Future Water Demand Projections, shows the anticipated future development in the 
Project area, along with a projection of future water demand calculated using the EVMWD Standard 
Design Requirements, Potable Water Requirements. As proposed, future buildout of the Project area 
would require a total of approximately 11,363 AFY of water, which is well within the projected future 
demand included in the UWMP. Furthermore, a large majority of this use is already in service due to 

 
12 EVMWD 2015 Urban Water Management Plan, Section 6, System Supplies, Table 6-14, Water Supplies – Projected Potable Water Supplies, and Section 7, 

Water Supply Reliability Assessment, Table 7-6, Normal Year (Potable System Only) Water Supply and Demand Comparison. 
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existing development within the Project area. As such, actual additional demand associated with future 
buildout of the Project area would be well below the 11,363 AFY total calculated. 

The proposed 11,363 AFY demand would be below the 2035 57,639 AFY projected capacity, and as 
reduced by the existing demand in the Project area, would be within the anticipated capacity of the 
EVMWD service system. Further, in order to fund future infrastructure improvements associated with 
new developments, EVMWD would require the payment of development impact fees, as well as monthly 
payment for water supply. These funding sources would allow for the development of new water service 
infrastructure as future development occurs within the Project area. 

Table 24: Future Water Demand Projections 

Land Use Acres DU 
Average Daily 

Demand1 
Total Water Use 

Estate Density Residential (RC-EDR)  340.74 276 500 DU 138,000.00 

Very Low Density Residential (RC-VLDR)  77.38  - 500 DU - 

Low Density Residential (RC-LDR)  35.75  - 500 DU -   

Rural Residential (RR)  1.92 13 500 DU 6,500.00  

Rural Mountainous (RM)  606.81 230 500 DU 115,000.00 

Estate Density Residential (EDR)  58.91 2 500 DU 1,000.00 

Low Density Residential (LDR)  159.62 143 500 DU 71,500.00 

Medium Density Residential (MDR)8  824.71 2,118 500 DU 1,059,000.00 

Medium-High Density Residential (MHDR)  27.42 18 500 DU 900.00 

High Density Residential (HDR)  10.45 25 400 DU 10,000.00 

Commercial Retail2 (CR)  259.75 27,477 3,000 Acre 779,250.00 

Light Industrial (LI)  22.04 9,819 100 1,000 SF 96,006.24 

Public Facilities (PF)  29.92 2,947 4,000 Acre 119,680.00 

Mixed Use Area (MUA)  183.40 9,451 120 1,000 SF 7,988,904.00 

Total Gallons per Day 10,385,740.24  

Total Acre-Feet per Day 31.87  

Total Acre-feet per Year 11,362.55  

Notes:  

All demand factors are based on the EVMWD Design Standards, Section 2.02 Potable Water Requirements.  

Compliance with County and State-required water management and conservation regulations would 
assist in reducing the amount of water supplies required by future development. For example, General 
Plan Policy OS 2.2 encourages the installation of water-conserving systems, such as dry wells and 
graywater systems, in new developments. The County’s pre-application review procedure (as stipulated 
by Ordinance 348, Section 18.2.B, Pre-Application Review) and development review process would 
ensure consistency with these County General Plan policies. Ordinance No. 859 requires new 
development projects to install water-efficient landscapes, thus limiting water applications and 
minimizing water runoff and water erosion in landscaped areas. In addition, General Plan EIR Mitigation 
Measures 4.17.1C and 4.17.1D require new development to implement water conservation features. 

Compliance with Riverside County Ordinance No. 859, County and EVMWD review, conformance with 
the EVMWD Urban Water Management Plan, as well as the incorporation of feasible water 
conservation-related Mitigation Measures, would ensure potential impacts on water supply are  less 
than significant. 



 

 Page 139 of 152 Initial Study for GPA No. 1208 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 
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Source(s):  Department of Environmental Health Review; Ordinance No. 592 (Standards for Sewer 
Use, Construction, and Industrial Wastewater Discharges); Ordinance No. 659 (Utilities and Service 
Systems Development Impact Fees for New Development) 

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? 

As discussed in Response 40(a) above, the potential increase in demand that would result under future 
development accommodated by the Project would be adequately served by the existing rated capacity 
of the Regional Water Reclamation Facility and it is therefore not anticipated that the construction of 
new wastewater treatment facilities, including septic systems, or expansion of existing facilities would 
be required with buildout of the Project area as proposed. Impacts in this regard would be less than 
significant. However, the adequacy of wastewater facilities to serve specific development proposals 
would be determined through the County’s development review process where necessary infrastructure 
improvements would be required as conditions of approval.  

Additionally, future development accommodated by the Project would be required to uphold Ordinance 
No. 659, which mitigates growth impacts in Riverside County by ensuring that development impact fees 
are collected and expended to provide necessary facilities (including wastewater facilities), 
commensurate with ongoing levels of development. Future development would also be subject to 
Ordinance No. 592, which sets various standards for sewer use, construction, and industrial wastewater 
discharges to protect both water quality and the infrastructure conveying and treating wastewater. In 
addition, General Plan EIR Mitigation Measure 4.19.E-N1 prohibits the use of conventional septic tanks 
within any designated Zone A of an EPA wellhead protection area, if any such areas are located within 
the GPA No. 1208 area. 

In consideration of the above, impacts relative to the construction or expansion of new wastewater 
treatment facilities, including septic systems, would be less than significant.  

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

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

    

b) Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider that serves or may service the 
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the 
project’s projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments? 
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Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

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

Wastewater treatment for the LVPA would continue to be provided through EVMWD. As described 
previously, wastewater flows are currently treated at EVMWD’s Regional Waste Water Treatment Plant 
(WWTP) under regulations enforced by the Santa Ana River Regional Water Quality Control Board and 
will continue to be treated by these facilities. The MUA land uses proposed under the Project would 
generate wastewater and raw sewage from the Project area; however, the amount of sewage would 
not exceed the permitted capacity of the Regional WWTP. Further, future development accommodated 
by Project implementation would be required to pay a one-time sewer connection fee as well as ongoing 
user fees, which are used in part to accommodate the cost of any necessary wastewater treatment 
facility upgrades. Future development within the Project area would also be required to pay a “fair share” 
fee for any required off-site upgrades as determined by EVMWD. Refer to Response 40(a) above. A 
less than significant impact would occur in this regard. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.   

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 
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42. Solid Waste 
a) Generate solid waste in excess of State or Local 

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

    

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

    

 

Source(s):  Riverside County General Plan, Riverside County Waste Management District 
correspondence; CalRecycle website 

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? 

Future development accommodated by the proposed Project would generate solid waste that would be 
disposed of in the El Sobrante Landfill. According to the CalRecycle website, the El Sobrante Landfill 
has a remaining capacity of 50.1 million tons. For comparison, Riverside County EIR No. 521 Table 
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4.17-N (Theoretical Solid Waste Generation for Existing and Build out Condition) uses the following 
solid waste generation factors by land use type: 

• Residential: 0.41 tons per dwelling unit per year 

• Commercial: 2.4 tons per 1,000 square feet 

• Industrial: 10.8 tons per 1,000 square feet 

Using these solid waste generation factors, the following total amounts of solid waste generation is 
estimated for each component of the proposed Project: 

• Residential: approximately 1,308 tons of solid waste annually (3,190 units X 0.41) 

• Commercial: approximately 66 tons of solid waste annually (27,477/1,000 square feet X 2.4) 

• Industrial: approximately 147 tons of solid waste annually (13,614/1,000 square feet X 10.8) 

As such, future construction and operation activities accommodated through Project implementation 
would not produce a significant excess of solid waste outside of the capacity identified Riverside County 
No. 521. Solid waste disposal needs may also be accommodated at other landfill sites in the County. 
As part of its long-range planning and management activities, the Riverside County Department of 
Waste Resources (RCDWR) ensures that, at any given time, the County has a minimum of 15 years of 
capacity for future landfill disposal. This 15-year disposal capacity projection is prepared yearly as part 
of the annual reporting requirements for the Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan. The most 
recent 15-year projection submitted to the State Integrated Waste Management Board indicates that no 
additional capacity is needed to dispose of countywide waste through 2024, with a remaining disposal 
capacity of 28,561,626 tons in the year 2024. 

Future development anticipated with the proposed Project would also be subject to the RCDWR Design 
Guidelines for Refuse and Recyclables Collection and Loading Areas, as well as standard-practice 
Conditions of Approval, including the issuance of a clearance letter by RCDWR. The clearance letter 
outlines project-specific requirements to ensure that individual project developers provide adequate 
areas for collecting and loading recyclable materials, such as “paper products, glass and green wastes.” 
No building permits would be issued unless/until RCWDR verifies compliance with the clearance letter 
conditions. Furthermore, all future development involving commercial uses generating more than 4 
yards per week of solid waste and multi-family complexes with five units or more would be required to 
have a recycling program in place consistent with the mandatory commercial and multi-family recycling 
requirements of Assembly Bill 341. These requirements would apply to all future development activities 
in the Project area and would reduce the demand on landfills serving the community. 

In addition, future development would be subject to solid waste-related General Plan EIR Mitigation 
Measures 4.15.3B (requirement to achieve and maintain a 50% reduction in solid waste disposal 
through source reduction, reuse, recycling and composting), 4.15.3E (requirement for all future 
commercial, industrial and multifamily residential development to provide adequate areas for the 
collection and loading of recyclable materials), and 4.15.3F (requirement for all development projects 
to coordinate with appropriate [Riverside] County departments and/or agencies to ensure that there is 
adequate waste disposal capacity to meet the waste disposal requirements of the project). 

Accordingly, future development accommodated by the Project would not adversely impact existing 
landfill capacity and would be fully compliant with all federal, State, and local requirements for solid 
waste diversion and recycling. In addition, General Plan EIR Mitigation Measures 4.15.3B, 4.15.3E, and 
4.15.3F would further reduce potential impacts relative to solid waste. Impacts with regard to solid waste 
would be less than significant.  

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant.  
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Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

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

Future development accommodated by Project implementation would be required to comply with all 
federal, State, and local regulations regarding solid waste disposal. For example, development would 
be required to demonstrate compliance with the 2013 (or most recent) Green Building Code, which 
implements design and construction measures that act to reduce construction-related waste through 
material conservation measures and other efficiency measures. Future development accommodated 
by the Project would also be required to comply with the California Integrated Waste Management Act 
(AB 939). The California Integrated Waste Management Act requires each city and county to prepare, 
adopt, and submit to CalRecycle a source reduction and recycling element (SSRE) that demonstrates 
how the jurisdiction will meet the Integrated Waste Management Act’s mandated diversion goals. Each 
jurisdiction’s SRRE must include specific components, as defined in Public Resources Code Sections 
41003 and 41303. Compliance with the 2013 (or most recent) Green Building Code and AB 939, as 
well as implementation of the solid waste-related General Plan EIR Mitigation would ensure that 
construction and operational impacts regarding solid waste disposal are less than significant. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.   

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 
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43. Utilities 

Would the project impact the following facilities requiring or resulting in the construction of new facilities 
or the expansion of existing facilities, whereby the construction or relocation would cause significant 
environmental effects? 

a) Electricity?     

b) Natural gas?     

c) Communications systems?     

d) Street lighting?     

e) Maintenance of public facilities, including roads?     

f) Other governmental services?     

Source(s):  Project Area Utility Companies 

a) Would the project impact the following facilities (electricity, natural gas, communications 
systems, street lighting, maintenance of public facilities including roads, or other 
governmental services) 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? 

http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-bin/displaycode?section=prc&group=40001-41000&file=41000-41003
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-bin/displaycode?section=prc&group=41001-42000&file=41300-41303
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The Project does not propose site-specific development; however, its implementation would allow future 
development which may impact electricity, natural gas, communications systems, street lighting, 
maintenance of public facilities including roads, and/or other governmental services. The adequacy of 
utilities to serve specific development proposals would be determined through the County’s 
development review process where any necessary infrastructure improvements would be required as 
conditions of approval. Applicants associated with future development in the Project area would be 
required to coordinate with individual utility service providers. In addition, project-specific utility impacts 
would be evaluated through the CEQA process and mitigation measures and/or conditions of approval 
would be identified as required. Therefore, impacts regarding utilities associated with Project 
implementation would be less than significant. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

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

44. Wildfire Impacts 
a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response 

plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

Source(s):  Riverside County General Plan Figure S-11, Wildfire Susceptibility; Riverside County GIS 
database; Ordinance No. 695 (Abatement of Hazardous Vegetation); Ordinance No. 787 (Adoption of 
the 2016 California Fire Code) 

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 
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The Riverside County Fire Department Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services Strategic 
Master Plan includes a plan for facility, service, and equipment needs, as well as evacuation routes and 
access routes for emergency routes. Implementation of the proposed Project would have potential to 
indirectly result in future population increases within the Project area. County development standards 
require roadways and property access consistent with the type and intensity of land use. As such, new 
development would be required to include additional transportation and road improvements as needed 
to ensure adequate emergency access. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

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

According to the Riverside County Map My County GIS database, portions of the Project area directly 
border undeveloped hillsides and contain areas of Very High fire hazard risk. While the proposed Project 
would allow future development adjacent to and within Very High fire hazards zones, the County of 
Riverside Building and Safety Department has developed a number of protocols and regulations in 
order to protect development and reduce fire hazard impacts within these areas. 

These regulations include Riverside County Ordinance No. 787, which adopts the Uniform Fire Code 
that requires future development to adhere to standards developed to reduce loss of life and property 
due to fire risk, and Riverside County Ordinance No. 695, which requires the abatement of hazardous 
vegetation. As noted in Response 44(a) above, the Riverside County Fire Department Fire Protection 
and Emergency Medical Services Strategic Plan also provides facility, service, and equipment planning 
in order to reduce potential loss due to fire risk. All future discretionary development applications are 
sent to the County Fire Department for review and comment on each individual development’s site-
specific project design and to make recommendations on fire safety and emergency access. Each site-
specific project design would be modified as needed prior to approval to ensure compliance with Fire 
Department requirements to ensure that future development would not exacerbate wildfire risks due to 
slope, prevailing winds, or other factors, and thereby, would not expose future occupants to pollutant 
concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire. Therefore, impacts would be less 
than significant. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

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

Refer to Response 44(b) above. All discretionary applications for future development in the Project area 
would be sent to the County Fire Department for review and comment on each individual development’s 
site-specific project design and to make recommendations on fire safety and emergency access. Each 
site-specific project design would be modified as needed prior to approval to ensure compliance with 
Fire Department requirements to ensure that future development would not require the installation or 
maintenance of associated infrastructure that may exacerbate fire risk or result in temporary or ongoing 
impacts to the environment. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 
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Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

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? 

Refer to Response 44(b) above. All applications for future development under the Project would be sent 
to the County Fire Department for review and comment on each individual development’s site-specific 
project design and to make recommendations on fire safety and emergency access. Each site-specific 
project design would be modified as needed prior to approval to ensure compliance with Fire 
Department requirements.  

Additionally, compliance with General Plan Policy LU 12.1, described below, would apply the following 
policies to areas where development is allowed and that contain natural slopes, canyons, or other 
significant elevation changes, regardless of land use designation:   

a. Require that hillside development minimize alteration of the natural landforms and natural 
vegetation. 

b. Allow development clustering to retain slopes in natural open space whenever possible.  

c. Require that areas with slope be developed in a manner to minimize the hazards from erosion 
and slope failures.  

d. Restrict development on visually significant ridgelines, canyon edges and hilltops through 
sensitive siting and appropriate landscaping to ensure development is visually unobtrusive.  

e. Require hillside adaptive construction techniques, such as post and beam construction, and 
special foundations for development when the need is identified in a soils and geology report 
which has been accepted by the County of Riverside.  

f. In areas at risk of flooding, limit grading, cut, and fill to the amount necessary to provide stable 
areas for structural foundations, street rights-of-way, parking facilities, and other intended uses. 

In addition, future development in the Project area would be required to implement General Plan EIR 
Mitigation Measures related to flood risk. Specifically, implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.9.1A, 
4.9.1B, 4.9.1C, 4.9.1D, 4.9.2A, 4.9.2B, 4.9.2C, and 4.9.2D would ensure that future development 
projects in the Project area would not expose people or structures to significant flood risks including 
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or 
drainage changes.  

Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 

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

As discussed in Response 44(b) above, portions of the Project area directly border undeveloped 
hillsides and contain areas of Very High fire hazard risk. However, while the proposed Project would 
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allow future development adjacent to and within Very High fire hazards zones, the County of Riverside 
Building and Safety Department has developed a number of protocols and regulations in order to protect 
development and reduce fire hazard impacts within these areas. Compliance with Riverside County 
Ordinance No. 787 and No. 695 would reduce potentially significant impact related to exposure of 
people or structures to risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires to a less than significant level.  

All discretionary development applications are sent to the County Fire Department for review and 
comment on each individual development’s site-specific project design and to make recommendations 
on fire safety and emergency access. As needed, future project designs would be modified prior to 
approval to ensure compliance with Fire Department requirements which ensures that impacts related 
to risk of loss, injury, or death due to wildland fire are less than significant. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.  

Monitoring:  No monitoring is required. 
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MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE Does the Project: 

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

    

 

Source(s):  Staff Review 

The proposed Project does not propose any physical development within the LVPA or Project Area as 
a whole and would therefore not directly 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, reduce the number or restrict the range of a 
rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major proceeds of California 
history or prehistory. Potential impacts to wildlife from future development within the Project area would 
be reduced to less than significant through implementation of the proposed mitigation measures; refer 
to the Biological Resources section of this IS/MND. Additionally, potential impacts from future 
development within the Project area on California prehistoric and historic resources would be mitigated 
to less than significant through the mitigation provided in the Cultural Resources section of this IS/MND. 
Similarly, potential impacts from future development on Tribal Cultural resources would be reduced to 
less than significant via mitigation identified in the Tribal Cultural Resources section of this IS/MND. 
Future discretionary development projects within the Project area would be subject to site-specific 
County review relevant to CEQA to ensure that impacts to biological and cultural/tribal resources are 
reduced to less than significant or to the extent feasible. As such, potential impacts as noted above 
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would be mitigated through the implementation of standard County-approved measures and the 
recommended mitigation measures identified in the impact discussions above. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 
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46. Have impacts which are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively 
considerable" means that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when viewed in connection 
with the effects of past projects, other current projects 
and probable future projects)? 

    

 

Source(s):  Staff Review 

The General Plan provides policy guidance for projects across the County and provides a framework 
for future development. The General Plan can be amended up to four times annually, and these 
amendments can change major facets of the General Plan. All General Plan amendments are subject 
to the CEQA process and must undergo the CEQA analysis. As such, a cumulative analysis of the 
Project in relation to other General Plan amendments ensures that the potential for cumulatively 
considerable impacts in the Project area is analyzed and mitigated where appropriate. The General 
Plan was recently updated, including GPA No. 960 adopted in December of 2015, and GPA No. 1156 
adopted in April of 2017. As such, the current General Plan, which was used as the basis for GPA No. 
1208, incorporates the most recent major amendments to the General Plan. 

Due to the extended timeline over which the proposed Project would be implemented, and due to the 
fact that the Project does not propose any physical development, at this time, a site-specific cumulative 
analysis is not warranted. GPA No. 1208, along with this IS/MND, serves as a review of the 
communitywide impacts associated with development of the proposed Project. 

Cumulative Impact Analysis 

Aesthetics 

Implementation of the proposed Project would not contribute to cumulative visual resource or aesthetic 
impacts. Future development that would occur under the Project would be required to include design 
measures to reduce aesthetic impacts. Future development resulting with implementation of the 
proposed Project and other discretionary projects are required to comply with County ordinances related 
to light pollution, impacts to viewsheds, as well as other potential aesthetic impacts as described in the 
Aesthetics section of this IS/MND. Furthermore, the County’s permit application process would ensure 
that future development in the Project area is in compliance with the County’s zoning and design 
standards and guidelines which regulate building design, mass, bulk, height, color, and compatibility 
with surrounding uses. Thus, the proposed Project would have a less than cumulatively considerable 
impact relative to aesthetics. 

Agricultural Resources 
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The proposed Project would not directly result in potential impacts to agricultural resources. As such, 
implementation of the proposed Project would not result in any impacts to agricultural or forestry 
resources and would therefore not contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact to these resources. 

Air Quality 

The SCAQMD’s approach for assessing cumulative impacts is based on the Air Quality Management 
Plan forecasts of attainment of ambient air quality standards in accordance with the requirements of the 
federal and California Clean Air Acts. In other words, the SCAQMD considers projects that are 
consistent with the AQMP, which is intended to bring the basin into attainment for all criteria pollutants, 
to also have less than significant cumulative impacts. As noted in the Air Quality section of this IS/MND, 
future development that would be accommodate by the Project is subject to the requirements set forth 
by SCAQMD. As such, the Project would have a less than cumulatively considerable impact on air 
quality. 

Biological Resources 

The proposed Project, as well as other future General Plan amendments, are subject to the 
requirements of the MSHCP. Potential impacts to biological resources have been analyzed within the 
Biological Resources section of this IS/MND. Through the MSHCP, future development resulting from 
the implementation of GPA No. 1208 or other General Plan amendments will be subject to the 
requirements of the MSHCP. With implementation of existing regulatory programs, in conjunction with 
the mitigation provided in the Biological Resources section, the Project would have less than 
cumulatively considerable impacts. 

Cultural Resources 

Future development within the Project area would have the potential to contribute to a cumulative 
increase in impacts to cultural and/or paleontological resources due to future disturbance as 
development occurs. However, existing regulations and implementation of mitigation measures 
provided in the Cultural Resources section of this IS/MND would ensure that the potential impacts 
associated with future development within the Project area are less than significant. Thus, the Project 
would have a less than cumulatively considerable impact. 

Energy 

As discussed in the “Energy” section of this IS/MND, implementation of future development under the 
proposed Project would comply with applicable County, State, and federal energy conservation 
measures. Foreseeable future implementing projects that may result subsequent to approve of the 
Project would include construction and operational phases, which would result in increased energy 
consumption; however, the increased demand from the Project is expected to be adequately served by 
the existing electrical and natural gas facilities. The increase in demand from the Project would 
insignificant percent increase when compared to the overall demand of the service areas associated 
with electrical and natural gas facilities. In addition, mitigation measures are provided in the “Energy” 
section of this IS/MND that would reduce potentially significant energy impacts. Therefore, the Project 
would have a less than cumulatively considerable impact relative to energy. 

Geology and Soils 

Project-related impacts on geology and soils associated with future development that could be 
accommodated in the Project area would occur on a site-specific level. The proposed Project would not 
directly contribute to seismic hazards or soil erosion and no physical development within the Project 
area would directly result with Project implementation. Implementation of the proposed mitigation 
measures provided in the Geology and Soils section of this IS/MND would result in decreased exposure 
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to the risks associated with seismic activity. Therefore, the Project is anticipated to have less than 
significant cumulative impact relative to geology and soils in the region. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The greenhouse gas analysis provided in the Greenhouse Gas Emissions section of this IS/MND 
analyzed the proposed Project’s cumulative contribution to global climate change and determined that 
the Project would not create a cumulatively considerable environmental impact resulting from 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

The proposed Project is not expected to utilize or contribute to hazards associated with the accidental 
release of hazardous materials. Furthermore, compliance with federal, State, and local regulations 
would ensure that cumulative hazard conditions associated with Project implementation are less than 
cumulatively considerable. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Water quality measures that are required by the Regional Water Quality Control Board, through SWPPP 
compliance, as well as other site-specific regulations would protect the quality of water discharged from 
future development projects proposed within the Project area during construction and operation 
activities. In addition, mitigation measures are provided in the Hydrology and Water Quality section of 
this IS/MND to reduce potentially significant impacts relative to water quality. Therefore, the Project 
would have a less than cumulatively considerable impact in this regard. Similarly, existing regulations 
related to flooding and hydrology would regulate potential impacts to hydrology. Therefore, the Project 
would have a less than significant cumulatively considerable impact related to hydrology and water 
quality. 

Land Use and Planning 

The proposed Project includes revisions to the County’s adopted General Plan to allow for future 
development of the LVPA. The proposed changes associated with the Project have been reviewed in 
comparison to existing General Plan policies and text to ensure consistency. Further, as noted above, 
the Project includes mitigation measures to ensure compliance with MSHCP requirements. Therefore, 
the Project would have a less than cumulatively considerable impact related to land use and planning. 

Mineral Resources 

The proposed Project would have no impact related to mineral resources and would therefore not 
contribute to any cumulative impacts to such resources. 

Noise 

As discussed in the “Noise” section of this IS/MND, future development within the Project area would 
be required to comply with all applicable noise standards and would have less than significant direct 
impacts related to noise. Foreseeable future implementing projects that may result subsequent to 
approve of the Project would include construction phases, which could result in some noise disturbance; 
however, these impacts would be temporary and would be restricted to daytime hours. In addition, 
mitigation measures are provided in the “Noise” section of this IS/MND that would reduce potentially 
significant noise impacts. Therefore, the Project would have a less than cumulatively considerable 
impact relative to noise. 

Population and Housing 
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As proposed, the Project would not directly displace any existing housing or people requiring the 
construction of new housing elsewhere. Further, the Project allows for the potential future development 
of new housing units on currently vacant or underdeveloped parcels. Therefore, the Project would have 
a less than cumulatively considerable impact relative to population and housing. 

Public Services and Recreation 

Implementation of the proposed Project may increase the demand for public services such as fire and 
police protection and recreational facilities over an extended period of time. However, as a standard 
condition of approval, a project applicant would be required to pay the appropriate development impact 
fees, as needed, to fund the construction or expansion of such services or facilities, at the time when 
future development is proposed. Development of any future public and/or recreational facilities would 
be subject to CEQA review prior to approval that would identify and address any resulting impacts. 
Therefore, the Project would have a less than cumulatively considerable impact relative to public 
services and recreation. 

Transportation 

The Project would allow for future establishment of mixed-use development within the LVPA which 
would allow for internal trip capture, as well as other potential trip reduction measures. Further, the 
Project would allow for development of compact (multi-family) development as well as alternative 
transportation opportunities. As such, cumulatively, the Project would allow for more efficient use of 
lands within the Project area and would not have a regional cumulative impact within the County. In 
addition, mitigation measures provided in the Transportation section of this IS/MND would reduce 
potentially significant transportation impacts associated with Project implementation. Further, mitigation 
proposed would require future development within the Project area to prepare a project-specific traffic 
study to evaluate potential impacts and identify mitigation measures as appropriate to reduce impacts 
to the extent feasible. As such, the Project’s contribution to cumulative traffic conditions would be less 
than cumulatively considerable with mitigation incorporated. 

Utilities and Service Systems 

Implementation of the proposed Project would have the potential to indirectly increase demand for 
public utilities and service systems over time. Further, as specifically identified in the Utilities and 
Service Systems section of this IS/MND, Project implementation would not exceed capacities 
associated with water, solid waste, and wastewater service. However, as a standard condition of 
approval, future project applicants would be required to pay the appropriate development impact fees, 
as needed, to fund the expansion of such services at the time when development is proposed. 
Therefore, the Project would have less than cumulatively considerable impacts on utilities and service 
systems. 

Wildfire 

As discussed in the Wildfire section of this IS/MND, while the proposed Project would allow future 
development to occur adjacent to and within Very High fire hazards zones, the County of Riverside 
Building and Safety Department has developed a number of protocols and regulations in order to protect 
development and reduce fire hazard impacts within these areas. These regulations include Riverside 
County Ordinance No. 787 which adopts the Uniform Fire Code that requires future development to 
adhere to standards developed to reduce loss of life and property due to fire risk, and Riverside County 
Ordinance No. 695, which requires the abatement of hazardous vegetation.  

The Riverside County Fire Department Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services Strategic Plan 
also provides facility, service, and equipment planning in order to reduce potential loss due to fire risk. 
All future discretionary development applications would be sent to the County Fire Department for 
review and comment on a site-specific basis and to allow for recommendations on fire safety and 
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emergency access. Each site-specific project design would be modified, as needed, prior to approval 
to ensure compliance with Fire Department requirements to ensure that future development anticipated 
by the Project would not exacerbate wildfire risks. Therefore, the Project would have a less than 
cumulatively considerable impact relative to wildfire. 

Determination:  Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. The Project does 
not have impacts which are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable.  
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Source(s):  Staff Review 

The proposed Project would not result in environmental effects that would cause substantial adverse 
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly, following implementation of recommended 
mitigation measures prescribed above. All potential long-term impacts would be reduced to less than 
significant levels through implementation of required mitigation measures, as described in the impact 
discussions above. 

Determination: The proposed Project would not result in environmental effects that would cause 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. Impacts would be less than 
significant with mitigation incorporated. 

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:  General Plan EIR No. 521N/A 

Location Where Earlier Analyses, if used, are available for review: https://planning.rctlma.org/General-
Plan-Zoning/General-Plan/Riverside-County-General-Plan-2015/General-Plan-Amendment-No960-
EIR-No521-CAP-February-2015 

Location:  N/A 
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Protect the Historic Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th at 1109; San 
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